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Discussion Guides
After reading each article, use the guiding questions below and the structured protocols provided as an entry
point into discussion for your professional learning community (PLC).

Article 1: Kieffer, M. J., & Lesaux, N. K. (2007). Breaking down words to build meaning: Morphology, vocabulary,
and reading comprehension iii the urban classroom. The reading teacher, 61(2), 134-144.

Guiding Questions:
Kieffer and Lesaux (2007) draw on data that suggests that morphology instruction may be a beneficial
addition to a comprehensive vocabulary and reading comprehension program for upper elementary school
students. Given this, educators of ELLs might consider:

• For All: How might morphology instruction be woven into our existing curricula?
• For ELLs: What are the natural bridges that might be made between morphology and cognate

instruction for English Language Learners in our classrooms? How can ELLs be positioned as
knowledge holders during these instructional events?

Article 2: Kelley, J. G., Lesaux, N. K., Kieffer, M. J., & Faller, S. E. (2010). Effective academic vocabulary
instruction in the urban middle school. The Reading Teacher, 64(1), 5-14.

Guiding Questions:
The authors argue that for a series of instructional considerations for academic vocabulary teaching (teach
a small number of high-utility words in depth through text and talk, including multiple planned exposures
to the words, and provide strategies for word learning). Given this, educators of ELLs might consider:

• For All: How many of these instructional considerations are evident in our current curricula?
(utilize the “AL Teaching Matrix” as an extension activity)

• For ELLs: What are the natural bridges that might be made between morphology and cognate
instruction for English Language Learners in our classrooms? How can ELLs be positioned as
knowledge holders during these instructional events?

Article 3: Lesaux, N. K., Harris, J. R., & Sloane, p. (2012). Adolescents’ Motivation in the Context of an Academic
Vocabulary Intervention in Urban Middle School Classrooms.Journal ofAdolescent & Adult Literacy, 56(3), 23 1-240.

Guiding Questions:
The authors find that vocabulary instruction attune to the developmental needs of adolescents to be
viewed as knowledge holders can support motivation. Given this educators of ELLs might consider:

• For All: How can instructional routines that allow students to demonstrate budding vocabulary
knowledge be integrated into daily instruction as a way to foster word learning and academic
motivation?

• For ELLs: What additional instructional scaffolds might ELL learners benefit from to support them
in developing self-efficacy as language learners (considering a range of English proficiency levels)



Ms. Jenkins (All names are pseudonyms) reads
a newspaper article regarding a recent poll
regarding a recent poll of public opinion

about the U.S. President with her fourth-grade class.
She stops to pose a question, “What does popularity
mean?” The room is silent for a few moments as the 9-
and 10-year-olds put their minds to work. Antonio, a
student known more for the frequency of his answers
than their accuracy, raises his hand. “It’s like some
thing about the president.” “OK,” Ms. Jenkins notes.
“Can anyone add to what Antonio said?”

Ms. Jenkins faces a sea of furrowed brows and
blank stares. She glances at the clock on the wall and
begins to wonder if they will make it through the text
before lunch. After a long silence, Brenda responds.
“It’s what the people think about the President, like
how much they like him,” she suggests. “Great,
Brenda. You’re right, how did you figure that out?”
“Well,” Brenda pauses. “1 looked at it for a while, trying
to find a word inside it that I do know like you told us
to do last week—and I found the word popular. A pop
ular kid is, you know, a kid that people like, so I fig
ured that popularity must have to do with that.” “Good
work, Brenda, in attacking that word to find a part that
you know. Did anyone try something different?” After
a longer pause, Rafael raises his hand, “Well, I did
what Brenda did. But when you say popular I think of
Spanish, and it’s como popular. And when on televi

sion they say el Presidente es popular, it means they
like him.”
The scene above resonates with many teachers we

know. As students read challenging texts, especially
those in the content areas, they encounter increasing
ly complex words. When confronting a novel word,
many students are like Antonio—they have a vague
notion of what the word means, but they lack a spe
cific understanding of it, and others may not recognize
the word at all. As a result, students’ comprehension of
a text may suffer. Without a firm grasp on the definition
of a key word such as popularity, many students like
Antonio are likely to miss the meaning of the passage.
Even when teachers provide appropriate scaffolding
with respect to decoding these words by reading them
aloud, students with limited vocabularies may not be
able to access the meaning of the text (Anderson &
F’reebody, 1981; RAND Reading Study Group, 2002).
Research evidence confirms what many teachers

know—students who reach fourth grade with limited
vocabularies are very likely to struggle to understand
grade-level texts (e.g., Chall & Jacobs, 2003; National
Institute of Child Health and Human Development,
2000; RAND Reading Study Group, 2002; Biancarosa
& Snow, 2004). Unfortunately, this is often the case in
urban or low-income schools in the United States.
Even before they arrive at school, students in low-in
come neighborhoods tend to have smaller vocabular
ies than their counterparts in high-income schools,
and this gap tends to increase with time (Hart & Risley,
1995; Molfese. Modglin, & Molfese, 2003; Organization
for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2000).
Along with many others, Rupley, Logan, and Nichols
(1998/1999) argued that vocabulary is an essential and
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often overlooked component in any balanced literacy
program, a sentiment increasingly recognized in re
cent years (Cassidy & Cassidy, 2005/2006).

A large and rapidly growing segment of students in
urban schools in the United States are English-lan
guage learners (ELLs). These learners are particularly
likely to lack the English vocabulary they need to
comprehend difficult texts (August, Carlo, DressIer, &
Snow, 2005). An increasing number of ELLs are stu
dents who immigrated before Kindergarten age or
who are the U.S-born children of immigrants (August
& Hakuta, 1997). By the fourth grade, most of these
students have acquired the basic, interpersonal
English they need to communicate with their class
mates and teachers, but continue to lack the academ
ic English vocabulary to comprehend content area
texts, These learners, along with many of their native
English-speaking classmates, req uire thoughtful, tar
geted instruction in academic English vocabulary in
upper elementary school.

Despite their limited vocabularies, some students
have effective strategies for learning new words, and
these strategies can and should be taught to others.
Effective word-learners attack unknown words, break
them into their meaningful parts, hypothesize mean
ings for the larger words, and then check their mean
ings against the context of the text as well astheirown
background knowledge (Anderson & Nagy, 1992;
Freyd & Baron, 1982). In the process, they use their
knowledge of high-frequency root words to access
low-frequency words. For example, Brenda can use
the root word popular, a word that is commonly heard
on the playground, to access the more infrequent

word populad. Because many of the difficult
words that students encounter contain
root words that are more commonly
known, this strategy can be very pow
erful. Spanish-speaking ELLs, like
Rafael, who have a developed
knowledge of their first language,
can use their knowledge of
“ word parts in that language to
\understand English words.
In each of these cases, the
children are using their
ability to think about the
forms of language to de
rive meaning.

Considering the
Iimited vocabularies

of many students in urban schools, equipping them
with effective strategies for learning new words is es
sential. Instruction that provides these strategies is cru
cial for ELLs and for many of their classmates in urban
schools who face similar struggles with reading com
prehension.

In this article, we describe what reading research
can tell educators about the role of word-attack strate
gies in reading comprehension. In particular, our re
cent study with urban fourth- and fifth-graders in
California suggests that breaking down words into
meaningful parts is important for both Spanish-speak
ing ELLs and their native English-speaking classmates.
We first explain what research says about vocabulary
and reading comprehension, then describe the find
ings of ourstudy, and finally suggest some general prin
ciples and specific activities with which teachers can
improve their students’ abilities to break down words
to build up meaning.

What Does the Research Say?
Vocabulary, Comprehension, and the
Fourth-Grade Slump
Decades ago, reading researcher Jeanne Chall identi
fied a trend well known to teachers—many students
succeed in learning to read and comprehend simple
texts in the early grades, yet struggle to comprehend
grade-level texts in the upper elementary years (Chall,
1983). Although it is not entirely clear what causes this
“fourth-grade slump” or what factors put urban students
at greater risk for these difficulties, there is a general
consensus among researchers that vocabulary
(Freebody & Anderson, 1983; RAND Reading Study
Group, 2002), increasing word length and complexity
(Juel, 1988), and differences in exposure to print each
play a role (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991). As the vo
cabulary demands of texts increase in the upper ele
mentary and middle school grades, many students
struggle with comprehension. A particular source of dif
ficulty is their academic vocabulary—the words neces
sary to learn and talk about academic subjects. This
academic vocabulary plays a more prominent role as
students read to learn about science and social studies
concepts in upper elementary and middle school.

Our own research and teaching in urban schools
supports the importance of academic vocabulary in
students’ success or struggles. First author, Michael
Kieffer, found that his students in an urban middle

//
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school lacked much of the vocabulary to read grade-
level texts. Urban students with below average vocab
ularies need thoughtful and strategic vocabulary
instruct ion.
Vocabulary and reading comprehension have a

reciprocal relationship—as greater vocabulary leads
to greater comprehension, better comprehension also

leads to learning more vo
cabulary words (Stanovich,
1986)—and this relation
ship has major implications
for the teaching of reading
(Rupley, Logan, & Nichols,
1998/1999). Although most
research in this area has
been conducted with na
tive English speakers, cur

rent studies suggest that a similar reciprocal
relationship between reading and vocabulary exists
for ELLs (GarcIa, 1991; Proctor, August, Carlo, &
Snow, 2005).

Researchers emphasize the importance of vocabu
lary yet also point out that knowing a word well in
volves the combination of several different types of
knowledge. In his clear and concise volume on vo
cabulary development, Stahl (1999) suggested that
knowing a word means not only knowing its literal
definition but also knowing its relationship to other
words, its connotations in different contexts, and its
power of transformation into various other forms.
Students who can master these different aspects of
knowing a word have strong depth of vocabulary
knowledge, and students who are familiar with many
words have breadth of vocabulary knowledge.
Antonio, having been previously exposed to word the
word popularity, has a vague notion of what it means,
but he lacks this depth of knowledge about the word;
with only a superficial understanding of this key word,
his comprehension will likely suffer.

Closing the Word Gap
Although teachers and researchers agree on the im
portance of academic vocabulary, less consensus ex
ists concerning how such vocabulary can be learned.
Some emphasize wide-ranging free reading as the pri
mary vehicle through which words are learned. For
example, Anderson and Nagy (1992) argued that the
word-learning task is enormous—they estimated that
students reading on grade level learn between 2,000

and 3,000 new words a year—and therefore conclud
ed that most words must be learned through context.
In support of this argument, researchers described the
strong correlation between students’ volume of read
ing and their vocabulary knowledge (Cunningham &
Stanovich, 1991).

Other researchers insist that explicit instruction (of
at least some of the low- and medium-frequency
words likely to be challenging to students) is crucial
for vocabulary learning. Beck, McKeown, and Kucan
(2002) argued that the information provided by con
text is often too limited or misleading to he reliable in
effectively supporting students’ learning of new words.
The National Reading Panel (National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development, 2000) sup
ported this view, finding that direct instruction of vo
cabulary improves comprehension. They found
insufficient evidence to prove that extensive reading
programs such as Silent Sustained Reading improved
vocabulary, at least when implemented without com
plementary instructional techniques.

A balanced approach to vocabulary instruction
combines explicit instruction of a limited number of
well-chosen words with instruction in strategies with
which students can acquire words independently
(Graves, 2006; Stahl, 1999; Stahl & Nagy, 2006).
Implementing such an approach ultimately requires
that teachers know how to teach specific words and
know which strategies are the most efficient and effec
tive for students to use when learning words inde
pendently. Not all strategies for learning words are
made equal, nor will all strategies work forall learners.
To identify those word-learning strategies that will best
equip students to comprehend text, researchers have
investigated the strategies that successful learners use
naturally.
One way to identify effective strategies is to exam

ine students’ use of various strategies, and to analyze
how these strategies relate to students’ performance
on reading comprehension assessments. Although the
average vocabulary level of students in urban schools
is often below the national average, great differences
exist among students’ individual levels, suggesting
that some urban school students are more successful
in learning vocabulary than others. By examining
what strategies average and above average word
learners use regularly, differentiating them from below
average word learners, one may be able to identify the
tools that could help move all students forward in

Not all strategies for
learning words arc

mac/c equal, nor wi/I
all strategies work

for all icainors.
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their vocabulary and comprehension. In our own re
search, we found that one such tool is morphology.

Morphology: What Is It and Why Does
It Matter for Reading?
The word moiphology can be broken down (morpho
logically) into two meaningful parts (known as mor
phernes): morph- meaning shape and -ology meaning
the study of. Thus, morphology, in its most generic
form, is the study of shape. In language and reading,
morphology refers to the study of the structure of
words, particularly the smallest units of meaning in
words: morphemes. Morpnemes are generally one of
the two following types:

1. Bound morphemes, which are prefixes and suffix
es that cannot stand alone as words, such as geo-, re
and -ity; and

2. Unbound morphemes, which are roots within more
complex words that can stand alone as words, such
as popular.

Bound morphemes that are suffixes are one of the two
following types:

1. inflection morphernes such as -ed and -s that
change the tense or number of a word without
changing its part of speech, and

2. derivational morphemes such as -itv and -tion that
chamge a word’s part of speech.

For example, adding -ity changes popular from an ad
jective to the noun popularity. When an inflectional
morpheme is added, as in walked, we call the new
word inflected whereas when a derivational mor
pheme is added, as in information, we call the new
word derived.

An understanding of word structure can be a pow
erful tool for students faced with the daunting task of

• acquiring academic vocabulary. A large number of the
unfamiliar words that students encounter in printed
school English could be understandable if students
knew the more common root word and could break the
complex word down Nagy&Anderson, 1984). Because
texts contain many of these complex but decipherable
words, children’s abilities to attack and dissect them are
essential to their understanding of these texts.

Children develop awareness of morphology
throughout their childhood and into their adolescence.

Young children generally understand how inflectional
morphemes (such as-s on plurals or -ed on past-tense
verbs) are attached to words, whereas children in up
per elementary school continue to develop under
standing of how derivational morphemes connect to
words (such as -ity on popularity; Tyler & Nagy, 1989).
This development follows a relatively predictable se
quence, although the rate at which students progress
through the sequence varies considerably between
children. As a result, students at a given grade level can
be at very different levels in their awareness of mor
phology. Teachers can get some sense of where their
students are on this developmental continuum by ad
ministering a developmental spelling inventory (for an
example, see Bear, Invernezzi, Templeton, & Johnston,
2000).

A few studies have shown that understanding of
derivational morphology is related to reading compre
hension (Carlisle, 2000; Freyd & Baron, 1982; Nagy,
Berninger, & Abbott, 2006). Because the ability to at
tack and dissect words is our particular focus, we will
use the terms morphology and breaking down words
interchangeably in the remainder of this article.
Although there are many ways in which students can
understand morphology, the ability to use morpholo
gy to attack novel words is the most promising for im
proving reading comprehenson

What Did We Investigate and
What Did We Find?
Because the relationship between morphology and
reading comprehension had primarily been studied
among native English speakers in suburban contexts,
we wondered whether this relationship also held up
among Spanish-speaking English-language learners
and native English speakers in an urban context. This
research seems particularly important given the appar
ent difficulties that these populations have with acquir
ing vocabulary and comprehending academic text.

Our study examined how students’ ability to break
down words related to their vocabulary knowledge
and reading comprehension in fourth and fifth grade.
We also examined how this relationship changed be
tween fourth and fifth grade. We collected data from
111 students (87 Spanish-speaking ELLs and 24 native
English speakers) in a large urban district in southern
California in both fourth and fifth grade. Students’ un
derstanding of morphology was assessed by asking
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them to extract the root word from a complex word to
complete a sentence (e.g., students were given popu
larity and asked to complete ‘The girl wanted to be
very

_______“;seeTable

I foralistofthewordsused
on the task). Students were also given a range of stan
dardized tests assessing reading comprehension,
word reading fluency, and vocabulary. We assessed
reading comprehension with the Woodcock
Language Proficiency Battery-Revised, Passage
Comprehension subtest, which is a doze test in which
students provide a word to complete a passage; and
the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Test
(1989), which is a traditional multiple-choice test. We
assessed word reading fluency with the Test of Oral
Word Reading Efficiency, Sight Word Efficiency sub-
test (1999), which is a timed test in which students
read as many words of increasing difficulty as they
can in 45 seconds. Vocabulary was assessed with the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (3rd edition),
which is a multiple-choice measure of receptive vo

cabulary knowledge in which students hear a wbrd
and choose an appropriate picture.

Following an analysis of these relationships in the
context of reading development and instruction, we
have two major findings about comprehension and
vocabulary to report.

Morphology and Comprehension
We found that morphology was related to reading com
prehension in both fourth and fifth grade, and became
more important as students grew older. Students with
greater understanding of morphology also have high
er reading comprehension scores, when holding con
stant their word reading fluency. Although this
relationship was significant in fourth grade, it grew
stronger in fifth grade, such that students’ understand
ing of morphology was a better predictor of reading
comprehension than their vocabulary level. In addi
tion, we found that this relationship was the same for
Spanish-speaking ELLs as for native English speakers
in an urban setting. That is, morphology was equally

Root frequency (from
www.wordcount.com)

Table 1
Items on Fourth—Grade Morphology Test ii Order From I east to Most DiFFicult VVith Spanish—Er gush
Cognates in Bold and Cognate Suffixes in Italics

Derived word Root word Changes required

Runner Run High . Spelling
Growth Grow Medium None
Dryer Dry High None
Swimmer Swim Low Spelling
Fourth Four High None
Teacher Teach Medium None
Discussion Discuss Medium

. Sound Originality
Originality Original High Sound

. Popularity Popular High Sound
Baker Bake Low Spelling

I Courageous Courage Medium Sound
Fifth Five High Sound, Spelling
Possession Possess Low Sound
Activity Active Medium Spelling
Division Divide Medium Sound, Spelling
Width Wide High Sound, Spelling
Decision Decide Medium Sound, Spelling
Availability Available High Sound, Spelling
Glorious Glory Medium Spelling
Strength Strong High Sound, Spelling
Famous Fame Low Spelling
Admission Admit Medium Sound, Spelling
Density Dense Low Spelling
Furious Fury Low

. Spelling
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important for reading comprehension in both popula
tions of students.

Vocabulary and Morphology
Students with larger vocabularies tended to have
greater understanding of morphology. As with the re
lationship between reading and vocabulary devel
opment, the relationship between vocabulary and
morphology appears to be reciprocal. Understanding
morphology may help students broaden their vocab
ularies, and vocabulary growth may improve stu
dents’ understanding of morphology. This suggests
that teaching morphology may well work together
with other types of context-rich and thoughtful vo
cabulary instruction to improve students’ reading
and language outcomes.

As shown in Table 1, some of the items on the mor
phology task were more difficult for students than oth
er items. The following three factors influenced the
difficulty of the items:

1. whether they required a change in sound to go
from the derived word to the root (e.g. popularity
to popular),

2. whether the word required a change in spelling
(e.g. from swimmer to swim), and

3. the frequency of the root word.

As shown in Table 1, items that required both spelling
and sound changes (e.g., strength to strong) were
among the most difficult. Items that also included less
frequent root words (e.g., from furious to tiny) tended
to also be difficult for students. The easiest items had
common root words and did not require changes in
spelling (e.g., runner to run, growth to grow). This find
ing suggests that teachers may need to point out to stu
dents how some derived words relate to their roots.
Although students may automatically see the connec
tion between run and runner, they may need to be
taught to recognize that strength and strong are related.
The findings also suggest that for some words, students
need to be taught the meaning of the root even before
they learn about its relationship with the derived word.
Teaching students to recognize tiny within furious can
only be helpful if they first learn the meaning of tiny.
The conclusion that students with greater under

standing of morphology are more successful at learn
ing academic vocabulary and comprehending text is
a strong argument for including morphology instruc

tion in language and literacy programs, especially in
urban settings. This conclusion also raises important
instructional questions regarding how teachers ought
to go about teaching morphology in the context of
general vocabulary instruction.

So, What Does Good
Morphology Teaching Look
Like?
We recommend four principles for teaching morphol
ogy to improve students’ vocabulary and reading com
prehension. These recommendations are based on the
research findings described above, the frameworks and
programs put forth by vocabulary experts in the field,
and our own experiences working in urban schools.

Principle 1: Teach Morphology in the
Context of Rich, Explicit Vocabulary
Instruction
Our findings suggest that understanding morphology
is related to, but also distinct from, overall vocabulary.
Therefore, it makes sense that morphology strategies
should be taught within the context of a comprehen
sive program of vocabulary improvement, but as a dis
tinct component of that program. Although a complete
discussion of effective vocabulary instruction is not
possible here, it is worth summarizing some of the key
elements that make up rich, explicit vocabulary in
struction, with an emphasis on how morphology may
fit into such a program.
Vocabulary instruction has been conceptualized

in several different ways. In their classic meta-analysis
on vocabulary instruction, Stahl and Fairbanks (1986)
found that the most effective approaches provided
multiple exposures to words, introduced the words in
meaningful contexts, andinvolved students in deep
processing of the words’ meanings. Bysynthesizing re
sults from 52 studies on the topic, they found that
these methods had substantial effects not only on vo
cabulary knowledge, but also on students’ reading
comprehension.

Similarly, Beck, McKeown, and Kucan (2002) de
fined what they call “robust vocabulary instruction”
as vigorous, strong, and powerful instruction that “in
volves directly explaining the meanings of words
along with thought-provoking, playful, and interactive
follow-up” (p. 2). They suggested that teachers
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choose useful, academic words that appear in a wide
variety of texts, provide student-friendly explanations
for them, create instructional contexts that supply use
ful information about new words, and engage stu
dents in actively dealing with word meanings.
Although they did not address morphology in particu
lar, they highlighted the importance of teaching rela
tionships among words. Teachers should emphasize
the relationships among words based on their shared
roots, prefixes, or suffixes.

In his recent book, Graves (2006) suggested that a
comprehensive vocabulary program would include
activities that serve the following four functions:

1. to provide student with “rich and varied language
experiences” (p. 38),

2. to teach a relatively small number of well-selected
individual words directly,

3. to teach word learning strategies, including mor
phology, dictionary skills, and the use of context
clues, and

4. to foster “word consciousness,” that is, students’
“awareness of and interest in words and their mean
ings” (J. 119).

In this framework, understanding of morphology is
firmly contextualized alongside other strategies for
word learning.

Addressing the specific needs of ELLs, Carlo et al.
(2004) suggested four principles that underlie an ef
fective vocabulary program for these learners.

1. New words should be taught in meaningful contexts.
2. Words should be encountered in a variety of con
texts.

3. Word knowledge involves depth of meaning as well
as spelling, pronunciation, morphology, and syntax.

4. Native Spanish speakers should have access to the
text’s meaning in Spanish.

From this perspective, morphology is considered both
a component of knowing a word well and a strategy
for learning new words.

Principle 2: Teach Students to Use
Morphology as a Cognitive Strategy
With Explicit Steps
Our findings, along with those of other researchers,
suggest that using morphology to manipulate words

is best understood as a cognitive strategy to be
learned, not simply a set of rules to be memorized.
Like other strategies related to reading comprehen
sion, this is a strategy that is best taught with the cog
nitive steps of the task in mind. To break a word down
into morphemes, a student must complete the follow
ing four steps:

1. Recognize that he or she doesn’t know the word or
doesn’t have a deep understanding of the meaning
of the word.

2. Analyze the word for morphemes she or he recog
nizes (both roots and suffixes). As our findings in
dicate, this process may be more difficult if the
word is not transparent, and particularly if it re
quires a change in both sound and spelling.

3. Hypothesize a meaning for the word based on the
word parts.

4. Check the hypothesis against the context.

Teachers should teach these four steps explicitly,
model them several times with various words, and
provide students with time to practice them. In so do
ing, teachers can scaffold this process, gradually re
leasing the responsibility to the students (see Clark &
Graves, 2005, fora thoughtful discussion of scaffolding
in comprehension instruction).

Principle 3: Teach the Underlying
Morphological Knowledge Needed in
Two Ways—Both Explicitly and in
Context
Although the ability to break words down into mor
phemes is best taught as a cognitive strategy, it also
requires a certain amount of knowledge about lan
guage. Along with the four steps described above, this
knowledge needs to be taught explicitly. There are
three types of knowledge of language that students
need to know to use morphology effectively:

Knowledge of Prehxes and Suffixes. Teachers can
teach prefixes and suffixes in a variety of ways. Teachers
should engage students in grouping words by prefix or
suffix. They can then discuss what these words share in
meaning or part of speech. In this way, students can ar
ticulate their own meanings of prefixes and suffixes.
Providing a cumulative word wall with these prefixes
and suffixes grouped by meaning will reinforce these
lessons. Teachers can also develop students’ word con-
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sciousness by encouraging them to seek out and ana
lyze new examples of word parts to add to the wall. Like
other vocabulary items, learning prefixes and suffixes
will require practice and reinforcement. Table 2 dis
plays the 20 most common prefixes and suffixes, adapt
ed from Blevins (2001). Students may know many of the
high-frequency affixes but need to learn the low- and
medium-frequency affixes.

Knowledge of How Words Get Transformed.
Students should be taught the changes in sound and
spelling that are often required to extract roots from
derived words. To do so, teachers can group words by
root to show how a single word can take many forms.
This can expand students’ written vocabulary by pro
viding them with several forms for a known word. For
instance, Kinsella (2002) and others have advised
teachers to create a word chart that displays these var
ious forms of key words selected from a text that stu
dents are reading. Table 3 displays an example of
such a word chart, with words drawn by us from a
from a newspaper article about current events. As
with the word wall grouped by prefixes and suffixes,

students can be engaged in finding and adding forms
of these words themselves.

Knowledge of Roots. Students’ abilities to extract
roots from derived words can be a powerful strategy
for acquiring new vocabulary, but only if students
know the meanings of the roots. Although some roots
are known to upper elementary students, it appears
that others (such as dense and fwy’) may not be. Thus
teachers need to teach a selected number of these
roots as well. Clearly, this is a big task, given the huge
number of roots that exist. As a starting point, teachers
can teach some of the most common Latin and Greek
roots (see ). However, like other vocabulary words,
these roots should be not be presented as a list to be
memorized, but rather they should be taught in mean
ingful contexts when they are most useful for students
to comprehend particular texts. For instance, many of
these roots such as therm and hydro may be best suit
ed to science lessons built around expository text. For
other resources on teaching morphological knowl
edge, see Bear et al. (2000).

Table 2
Most Common Prefixes bind SuIhxes in Order of Frequency (adapleci from Blevins. 2001)

Prefixes

Highest frequency Medium frequency
un- (not, opposite of) trans- (across)
re- (again) super- (above)
in-, rn-, ir-, ii- (not) semi- (halt)
dis- (not, opposite of) anti- (against)
en-, em- (cause to) mid- (middle)
non- (not)
under- (too little)
in-, im- (in or into)

Suffixes

-s (plurals) -ly (characteristic of)
-ed (past tense) -er, -or (person)
-ing (present tense) -ion, -tion (act, process)

-ible, -able (can be done)

-al, -lal (having characteristics of)
-y (characterized by)
-ness (state of, condition of)
-ity, -ty (state of)
-ment (action or process)
-Ic (having characteristics of)
-ous, -eous, bus (possessing the qualities of)
-en (made of)
-bye, -ative, itive (adjective form of a noun)
-ful (full of)
-less (without)

High frequency
over- (too much)
mis- (wrongly)
sub- (under)
pre- (before)
inter- (between, among)
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Table 3
Sample Compieied VVord Form Chart VViUi VVords Diwri From a New’paper Artick

Noun Adjective Verb Adverb

politics, politician political politically
strategy strategic strategize strategically
provision provisional provide provisionally
representation representative represent

finance financial fince finally
acceptance (un)acceptable accept (un)acceptably

Principle 4: For Students With
Developed Knowledge of Spanish.
Teach Morphology in Relation to
Cognate Instruction.
Teaching Spanish-speaking students to recognize and
use cognates (words with similar spelling and mean
ing in two languages, such as info,matiorz and info,ma
cidn) has the potential to be a very powerful way for
students to use their first language as an asset to im
prove their English reading comprehension. This strat
egy is particularly promising because many academic
English words are similar in form and meaning to
everyday Spanish words (e.g., tranquil is a rare, low-
frequency English word while ‘ranqui(o is a common,
frequently used Spanish word). But as with any tech
nique or instructional strategy of promise, there are
also pitfalls. Research suggests that this strategy may
not work automatically for all students because stu
dents may lack proficiency in Spanish or may not
have enough literacy in Spanish to recognize similari
ties in spelling (Nagy, GarcIa, Durgunoglu, & Hancin
Bhatt, 1993; Nagy & Garcia, 1993). Even students with
well-developed Spanish skills will need targeted in
struction to learn how to recognize cognate relation
ships and use them to build reading comprehension
in English.

One step to making cognate instruction effective is
to teach the understanding of morphology in relation
to teaching cognates. This is not difficult to do, given
the prevalence of cognates among derived words
(See the bold items in Table 1 for examples) and
among Latin and Greek roots (virtually all of the roots
in Table 4 have some cognate relationship with

Spanish words). Teachers can further subdivide their
word wall to have a section for cognates and encour
age students to find them. Students can also be taught
to use common suffixes that are themselves cognates
(See italicized suffixes in Table I for examples). They
can be taught to recognize the regular relationships
between English and Spanish suffixes (-idad in
Spanish almost always translates to -ily in English, as in
originalidad and originality).

Putting ft All Together to Build
Meaning
As we have suggested, morphology is just one part of a
comprehensive vocabulary and reading comprehen
sion program for upper elementary students.
However, it is important that we do not ignore such a
potentially powerful tool to add to students’ toolkits
for extracting and constructing meaning from texts. As
the insights of Brenda and Rafael reveal, this tool can
be essential in our students’ path toward becoming
successful readers and writers.

Note. This research was supported by National
Institute for Child Health and Human Development
Grant I R03 HD049674-O1 awarded to Nonie K.
Lesaux, and in part by a Harvard Graduate School of
Education Dean’s Summer Fellowship awarded to
Michael J. Kieffer. The authors wish to acknowledge
the Spencer Foundation’s support of Lesaux during
the writing of this article.

Kieffer is a graduate student at Harvard
University. He may be contacted there (Larsen
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Table 4
Common Latin arid Gmock Roots (adapted front Bleviris, 2001)

Common Latin roots

Root Definition Examples

Audi Hear Audience, auditorium, audible, audition
Dict Speak Dictate, predict, contradict, verdict, diction
Port Carry Import, export, portable, porter, transport
Rupt Break Abrupt, bankrupt, erupt, interrupt, rupture
Scrib/script Write Describe, inscribe, prescribe, scribe
Sped See Inspect, respect, spectacles, spectator
Struct
Tract

Build Construct, destruct
Pull, drag Attract, detract, contract, subtract

Vis See Visible, supervise, vision, visionary

Common Greek roots

Automobile, automatic, autograph, autobiography
Biography, biology, biodegradable, biome
Graphic, telegraph, seismograph
Dehydrate, hydrant, hydrodynamic
Barometer, centimeter, diameter, thermometer
Geology, biology, archeology
Photograph, photocopy, photosynthesis,
photoelectric
Microscope, periscope, stethoscope, telescope
Telephone, telescope, telecast, telegram

303, 14 Appian Way, Harvard Graduate School
of Education, Cambridge, MA 02138, USA). E
mail michael_kieffer@gse.harvard.edu. Lesaux
teaches at the Harvard Graduate School of
Education.
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Effective Academic Vocabulary
Instruction in the Urban Middle
School
Joan G. Kelley, Nonie K. Lesaux, Michael J. Kieffer,
S. Elisabeth Faller

To ensure that students enter high
school able to handle sophisticated
texts, academic vocabulary instruction
should be incorporated into standard
practice to improve language skills
and consequently boost reading
comprehension for struggling readers.

I n urban middle schools across the United States,large numbers of struggling readers walk into
classrooms every day. These students, many of

whom are learning English as a second language
(ESL) and/or come from low-income backgrounds,
are hard to reach and even harder to teach through
no fault of their own. They enter school with more
limited vocabulary knowledge than their middle-in
come and native English-speaking counterparts (e.g.,
Cobo-Lewis, Pearson, Eilers, & Umbel, 2002; Hart &
Risley, 1995) and fall further behind in vocabulary
and reading as they move through school (Kieffer,
2008; Nakamoto, Lindsey, & Manis, 2007).
Research in urban middle schools has found that

academic vocabulary, the specialized and sophisti
cated language of text, is a particular source of diffi
culty for students who struggle with comprehension.
For instance, in a study conducted in seven urban
middle schools, Lesaux and Kieffer (2010) found
that the struggling readers—language-minority (LM)
learners and native English speakers alike—had gen
erally good foundational skills for word reading but
tended to be “word callers.” Word callers are students
who read print (some fluently) without understanding

deeply what they read. A second study conducted in
the same district showed that a group of Spanish-
speaking LM learners, enrolled in these schools since
the primary grades and followed from fourth grade
into middle school, had good word reading skills
but vocabulary and reading comprehension scores
around the 20th percentile (Crosson & Lesaux, 2010;
Kieffer & Lesaux, 2007; Lesaux & Kieffer, 2010).
Although research has shown that gaps in read

ing performance are often associated with gaps in
vocabulary knowledge, attention to developing lan
guage is not occurring in most schools (e.g., Scott,
Jamieson-Noel, & Asselin, 2003; Watts, 1995). Most
middle school English language arts (ELA) programs
emphasize literary analysis over direct instruction in
comprehension strategies. For many of these learn
ers, what is missing from class work is direct in
struction focused on academic vocabulary that will
support them as they read expository texts in their
academic future.

Designing and Evaluating an
Academic Vocabulary Program
The Partnership With an Urban
District: Finding Locally Effective
Solutions
To address the needs of struggling readers, includ
ing LM students and their native English-speaking
classmates, and fill the gap in vocabulary instruction,
we developed and evaluated an academic language
program in partnership with an urban school district
characterized by linguistic and socioeconomic diver
sity. Our goal was to determine if regular, systematic
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instruction in academic vocabulary in mainstream
classrooms could be effective in boosting students’
reading comprehension skills.
The majority of the district’s middle schools are

made up of large, heterogeneous classes. Typical of
diverse urban schools, the mainstream classrooms
(not beginner ESL classrooms or advanced seminars)
we targeted for this instructional work included ap
proximately 70% LM learners, and the average stu
dents were reading below grade level as they entered
sixth grade.

What Did the Research Tell Us About
Designing Effective Vocabulary
Instruction?
In the planning stages, we turned to relevant re
search for guidance, which has identified three guid
ing principles for teaching vocabulary. First, because
truly knowing all levels and meanings of a word is
a complex process, there is a growing consensus
that vocabulary instruction should focus on deeply
understanding a relatively small number of words,
their elements, and related words in rich contexts
(e.g., Graves, 2000, 2006; Stahl & Nagy, 2006). This
contrasts with the more common practice of teach
ing a large number of words per week from a list or
workbook, a practice that results in relatively shallow
knowledge that is rarely maintained for long.
Second, research (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan,

2002; Graves, 2000, 2006; Stahl & Nagy, 2006) suggest
ed choosing these words carefully, making sure they
are high utility in nature. Spending precious instruc
tional time on the deep learning of general-purpose
academic words (e.g., analyze, frequent, abstract),
or “delivery words”—those that deliver the content
to the reader (Nair, 2007)—is more valuable than
targeting the low-frequency and relatively unimport
ant words (e.g., refuge, burrow) highlighted in bold
in many textbooks (Hiebert, 2005). Word selection
is especially important when teaching students with
low vocabularies; they need to know the delivery
words deeply to access the content-specific words
they encounter in texts. Although this academic vo
cabulary is different from conversational language
and essential for academic success, surprisingly, it is
infrequently taught in schools.

Finally, the third principle tells us to balance di
rect teaching of words with teaching word-learning
strategies. With instruction such as using contextual

cues (Fukkink & de Glopper, 1998; Swanborn & de
Glopper, 1999) and using one’s morphological aware
ness skills (Kieffer & Lesaux, 2007; Nagy, Berninger, &
Abbott, 2006), students gain the cognitive tools they
need to learn a large number of words independently.

What Kind of Curriculum Did We
Develop?
Based on the principles described previously, and
with our target classrooms in mind, we developed
an 18-week academic vocabulary program for sixth
graders, featuring 8 two-week units and two review
weeks. Each unit consists of an eight-day lesson cy
cle, and each lesson is designed to be 45 minutes,
with lessons delivered four days per week. Every unit
revolves around a short piece of engaging informa
tional text from Time for Kids magazine, to which the
participating school district subscribes.

We selected specific texts on the basis of several
criteria: the potential for student engagement, read
ability at the fourth- to sixth-grade instructional level,
length, and the specific vocabulary used. Several of
the texts feature topics salient to adolescent youth
culture, such as single-gender classrooms and tele
vision viewing rates, whereas others address issues
of diversity, such as how different ethnic groups in
Africa learn to get along.

From each text, we chose eight or nine high-util
ity academic words that also appear on Coxhead’s
(2000) academic word list. Exposures to each word
varied across the days of each unit, but every word
was used on three days between two and five times,
and subgroups of those words were used each of the
eight unit days. Across the program, 11 words were
used in two units, which increased the number of ex
posures for these repeated words.

Given the research on how infrequently focused
vocabulary teaching takes place in a K—12 classroom
(Durkin, 1978; Scott et al., 2003; Watts, 1995), and as
a result of our meetings with teachers and district
leaders, we focused on building teacher capacity
around the how and why of daily vocabulary instruc
tion while maintaining a commitment to a program
that would be as clear and easy to implement as pos
sible. To support teachers throughout the 18 weeks,
a former teacher served as a program specialist, ob
serving the program instruction in classrooms and
regularly meeting with teachers to answer questions
about the curriculum.
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Once developed and ready for use in the middle
schools, we designed a study to find out if it worked
for students and for teachers.

What Was the Design of the
Evaluation and Who Participated?
In each of the seven participating schools, the prin
cipals selected ELA teachers based on their stu
dents’ profiles and classroom achievement, and then
among those teachers, 12 voluntarily chose to try
the vocabulary program. Students’ achievement in

the classrooms using the
vocabulary program was
compared with those of
seven other teachers who
continued to use the stan
dard district curriculum.
The teachers’ backgrounds
ranged from first-year
teachers to retiring veteran
teachers and were com
parable across the two

groups. In addition, based on extensive systematic
observation, we found that the two groups of teachers
were comparable on overall quality of teaching and
general classroom practices outside of the interven
tion (Lesaux, Kieffer, Faller, & Kelley, 2010).
The student participants included 476 sixth grad

ers, of whom 346 were LM learners and 130 were
native English speakers. The participating schools
served an ethnically diverse and primarily low-in
come student population, averaging 67% students of
color, with some schools as high as 96%, and 58%
students receiving free or reduced-price lunch, with
some schools at 100%. Before implementing the
program, the average student’s scores on the Gates
MacGinitie reading comprehension test and SAT-b
reading vocabulary test were at about the 35th per
centile. The characteristics of the treatment and con
trol classrooms (e.g., student achievement, student
demographics) were an approximate match.

We investigated the curriculum’s effects on stu
dents’ vocabulary and reading comprehension skills
by administering assessments to students before and
after they received the curriculum. We studied im
plementation two ways: Teachers completed weekly
logs, and we conducted between five and seven ob
servations in each classroom over the course of the
l8weeks.

What Did We Find?
To begin, we found that fidelity of implementation of
the curriculum was good. An average of the weekly
logs and the ratings of the observations suggested
that about 80% of the curriculum was implemented
as designed and with high quality; teachers spent
an average of 52 minutes on the daily lesson, very
close to the designed 45 minutes. In addition, as
we described in more detail in Reading Research
Quarterly (Lesaux et al., 2010), when we compared
the instructional outcomes in classrooms using this
curriculum to standard practice in the sixth-grade
mainstream ELA classrooms studied, we found that
the 18 weeks of designed academic vocabulary in
struction resulted in greater gains on standardized
and researcher-developed measures of vocabulary,
word learning (e.g., morphological ability), and read
ing comprehension.

Specifically, we found that the students in treat
ment classrooms had significantly better results on
a multiple-choice test of academic words, a curricu
lum-based measure of deep knowledge of the words
taught, and a test of students’ ability to break down
words into parts (i.e., morphological awareness).
One participating student noted, “I felt more com
fortable with the words [at the end of the vocabulary
program, and I knew them better and how to use
them. Maybe before I only knew part of the defini
tions, but now I know them and use them.”

Of critical note was the vastly different amount
of attention given to vocabulary in the control class
rooms. In these rooms, observers classified only ap
proximately 10% of instructional time as vocabulary
teaching, with an emphasis on incidental and su
perficial instruction that focused on rare, unfamiliar
words (e.g., cannibal, azure, slurp) and provided a
single definition or example for a given word without
time for processing or practice with the meaning. The
majority of instructional time in control classrooms
focused on literary analysis, and only approximately
10% of time was focused on instruction in reading
comprehension skills.

Especially promising for students’ long-term aca
demic success, we found that the program helped
those in the treatment classrooms comprehend pas
sages that included words we had taught. We also
found that these students showed more improve
ment on the Gates-MacGinitie reading comprehen
sion test than students in the control classrooms, and
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this effect was equal to about eight to nine months of
extra growth in reading comprehension (see Lesaux
et al., 2010, for more details on these assessments
and statistical values). Analyses also showed that the
curriculum was equally beneficial for LM and native
English-speaking learners.

Our observations in the treatment classrooms,
interviews with teachers, and focus groups with stu
dents confirmed and provided more depth to our
findings. Overall, treatment teachers were better than
control teachers at providing students with multiple
opportunities to use words, posting visual resources
for learning words, affirming correct use of words, us
ing personal anecdotes to give examples for words,
supporting students’ writing, and facilitating student
talk. Our end-of-curriculum interviews with teachers
indicated that the curriculum helped them increase
their facility with teaching vocabulary and building
language. For example, one teacher wrote in her
daily log, “OK, to be honest, I always get affect and
effect mixed up. This lesson actually helped me with
it. I explained it to [another teacher] also. Thanks.”

That said, it wasn’t necessarily an easy or smooth
transition to this type of vocabulary instruction that
revolves around a text. Teachers cited students’ lack
of subject area background, minimal prior practice
(e.g., answering questions from text), and weakness
es in general literacy skills as challenges to taking
up the work with ease. A participating teacher’s log
entry described the kinds of challenges faced in the
classroom: Many [students] are stuck on their prior
understanding of welfare as a check for poor people
(a concrete noun) and had a hard time getting that
the original meaning is about their well-being (an
abstract noun, and thus a harder concept).” When
deep word understanding is the goal, students need
instruction, discussion, and lots of practice.

Many teachers reported responding to these ear
ly challenges by modeling additional examples and
providing requisite information. Despite the extra
time and effort required of instructors and students
alike, however, teachers believed that the program’s
rigor encouraged student growth. As one teacher
explained, although the expectations were high, her
students eventually met them. In particular, although
writing activities took a long time to complete, teach
ers believed that the organizational support built into
the program’s writing days was helpful for students
for completing each unit’s required paragraph and
resulted in increased writing competence by the final

units. We describe the key issues related to the writ
ing instruction in the subsequent section.
Our findings take many forms and dimensions,

telling us not just about the effects of the program
itself, but perhaps more importantly, also shedding
light on practices to strengthen and improve vocabu
lary instruction in classrooms, particularly those
with high numbers of LM learners who struggle to
comprehend text. In the next section, we describe
what our findings mean for classroom practice in
similar schools across the United States.

Specific Program Elements
and Universal Learnings:
What Does This Mean for the
Middle School Classroom?
The findings show promise in developing effective,
multifaceted vocabulary instruction for implementa
tion by ELA teachers in middle school classrooms
with high numbers of LM learners. Of utmost impor
tance for reading professionals is that the principles
and activities at the core of the program, based on
specific practice recommendations gleamed from
research (including but not limited to our own), theo
ry, and the basic tenets of good literacy teaching, can
be re-created in anyone’s classroom. To incorporate
our learnings into instruction, we recommend the
following plan.

Start With a Short Piece
of Engaging Text.
To promote deep word understanding, instruction
has to begin with good conversation about rich top
ics and ideas. However, the discussion must be an
chored in text to promote literacy and encourage
the use of academic vocabulary over conversational
language. We need to support students as they read
texts that discuss subjects of interest and are at, or just
above, their reading ability. Struggling readers espe
cially need to be set up to succeed with texts so that
they increase their skills and their confidence. Short
texts are easier to reread and revisit, and work best to
reduce the overwhelming feeling that struggling read
ers have when they approach a long piece of text.

What Did the Instruction Look Like? We se
lected specific texts on the basis of several criteria:
the potential for student engagement, readability at

Effective Academic Vocabulary Instruction in the Urban Middle School 7



the fourth- to sixth-grade instructional level, length,
and the specific vocabulary used in the text. In the
evaluation, teachers and students clearly indicat
ed that texts that related to the students’ lives (e.g.,
children’s television viewing rates, Internet bullying,
single-gender classrooms) were better received and
ultimately more successful in engaging students. As
one treatment teacher’s log illustrated, the texts often
inspired both new thinking and the sharing of these
new ideas: “All students were against single-gender
classes at the beginning of the lesson, a sign, I think,
that they hadn’t given the issue much thought. After
discussion and reading the article, about half (mostly
girls) were able to see some of the benefits.” The pro
gram’s instruction encouraged engagement and re
sponse, especially when the students felt personally
connected to the text’s subject.

What Does This Mean for All Classrooms? Use
classroom sets of accessible and engaging magazine
articles, newspaper stories, letters to the editor and
op-ed columns, and other short, appropriately lev
eled texts that will not overwhelm reluctant readers.
When possible, choose texts that feature topics sa
lient to adolescent youth culture. Students need to be
motivated to read, and supported in their reading, to
access what is chosen for them in class.

Less Is More, so Focus on Depth
Over Breadth.
We can’t possibly cover and teach all of the words that
students need to learn, but we can choose a small set
of high-utility academic words students need and then
use those as a platform for teaching word learning,
increasing academic talk, and promoting more strate
gic reading. Students and teachers need to learn how
to think about language and how words work. The
learning process is key and takes time. Instruction
on a multitude of words within a lengthy text will not
be as effective or rewarding as digging deeply into a
short but substantive text and focusing on a thorough
understanding of fewer high-utility words.

What Did the Instruction Look Like? In addition
to using a short piece of informational text, we limited
the number of words studied and chose words used
frequently in middle and high school textbooks. As
previously noted, eight or nine academic words were
the focus of each unit, which moved through oral
and written vocabulary instructional activities that

promote academic development in reading, writing,
and speaking. This allowed for additional instruction
and practice, working on word knowledge from sev
eral angles and through several media. A less-is-more
design carved out class time for focusing on breadth
of word knowledge and increasing understanding
and interest in words.

What Does This Mean for All Classrooms? Limit
the number of words you teach, choose high-utility
academic words, and take twice as long to teach
those words (e.g., nine words over two weeks). Your
goal should be to help the students attain the deep
understanding that Beck and McKeown (1991) de
scribed as truly knowing a word: “a rich, decontextu
alized knowledge of each word’s meaning, including
its relationship to other words, and its extension to
metaphorical use” (p. 19).
Students often think they know words that they

actually do not know deeply. As one teacher report
ed, “In my class, many kids think they already know
the definitions of words, but are actually confusing
them (i.e., motive and incentive).” Encouraging stu
dents to use a dictionary is not the best way to help
them find definitional clarification, however. While
students are often told to look up unknown words
in the dictionary, research has told us that diction
ary definitions are inaccessible to most students
(Marzano, 2004; Scott & Nagy, 1997). Struggling read
ers especially need lots of relevant examples and
explanations that use familiar language, yet diction
aries are organized with abbreviated definitions to
conserve space and fit as many entries as possible
(Feldman & Kinsella, 2005)lnstead of using diction
aries as the sole source for word information, allow
students to hear and practice using the target words
in many contexts, in their speech and writing, so that
they can grapple with shades of meaning and better
understand all the ways that the words can be used.
As a rule, students are not given an opportunity to
delve deeply into words’ meanings, yet there is obvi
ous satisfaction when they finally feel ownership of a
word. As one student noted, “The thing is, [in school]
you read the definition and you know the sounds of
the word and you can memorize the spelling, but
with this vocabulary program, you read it, know how
it’s used, hear it, do all the things that we do with it,
then put them together and you know exactly what it
means.” Classroom vocabulary instruction must be
gin with academic words and go beyond the study of
superficial meanings.
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Increase Opportunities to Talk.
Language is social, and so are kids. To promote deep
understanding, teachers need to structure ways for
students to hear more academic language used, hear
words analyzed in a fun way, and practice using
academic words. Research has confirmed that lan
guage and metacognitive development are improved
through peer interaction (see August & Hakuta, 1997;
Ellis, 1994; McLaughlin, 1985); therefore, vocabulary
instruction should include collaborative learning ac
tivities. Structured discussions boost the chance that
students will own the new words that they are intro
duced to in class and will encounter in their reading.

What Did the Instruction Look Like? A whole-
class text discussion at the beginning of each unit
set the stage for a language-filled unit. We, designed
this structured conversation to give teachers the op
portunity to elaborate on the ideas presented while
supporting students as they broaden their awareness
of the concepts.

As noted earlier, to ensure that the class conver
sations were authentic, and therefore more mean
ingful to the students (i.e., more effective learning
results, the subject matter was chosen for its poten
tial to engage 11- and 12-year-olds. We knew that if
the students cared about the subject, we would have
our best chance at attaching them to the concepts
and encouraging them to talk using the target words.
Indeed, teacher log comments included references to
animated discussions. One teacher wrote,

My kids had a heated verbal discussion on the word
period. I shared one sentence a student used: “ivirs. M
kept us longer in the period than usual.” Another stu
dent argued that the word period was not used cor
rectly. The rest of the students set him straight that it
was indeed consistent with the definitions. Interesting,
what a long way they have come.

Activities throughout the eight-day cycle encour
aged student talk, including partner discussions be
fore answering text questions, mock interviews in
which students assumed characters and asked each
other questions containing target words, whole-class
discussions to create personal target word defini
tions, and pair-shares used regularly.

What Does This Mean for All Classrooms?
Increase language in the classroom. Across the
United States, teachers talk more than their students
(Cazden, 1988; Flanders, 1970; Heath, 1978; Seiler,

Schuelke, & Lieb-Brilhart, 1984; Snow, Tabors, &
Dickinson, 2001).

However, if we are going to close achievement
gaps and develop students’ critical thinking and
oral- and written-language skills, we need to provide
students with significant opportunities to speak and
write. Incorporate structured opportunities for stu
dent talk into the classroom culture. Repeat targeted
vocabulary words in different contexts (e.g., types
of texts, oral, graphics). Help students attach to the
meanings of words by using target words in speech
to describe a personal event or an opinion. There is
greater likelihood that students will internalize the
new academic vocabulary and add the words to their
lexicons if they are set up to use them in class, pro
ducing them orally and in their writing.

Teach Specific Strategies
for Word Learning.
Students need to be directly instructed on how to fig
ure out unfamiliar words, as they are constantly com
ing up against unfamiliar words in texts. Students
could skip new words repeatedly, and potentially
lose overall meaning, or be more constructive and
pull the words apart, dig deeply enough to find a
helpful context clue, think of a related word that
looks the same, or think about when they heard the
word prior to this reading.

What students do at these crossroads will be de
termined by the strategies they have in place. Yet,
what emerged from the observations of control class
rooms is that only 10% of instructional time is spent
on teaching vocabulary or word analysis as part of
standard practice, despite the fact that knowing how
to break words down into component parts is one
of the essential strategies for figuring out unknown
words. In order for students to be better able to work
through more challenging texts, they need direct and
explicit teaching of word-learning strategies regularly
and frequent review of these strategies.

What Did the Instruction Look Like? Midunit in
the lesson cycle, the focus shifted from the teaching
of target word meanings to learning how words work
in order to better support students when they encoun
ter unfamiliar words as they read. One day per unit
was devoted to morphology, direct instruction on
how affixes change base words into a variety of word
forms. For example, students were taught how the suf
fix -tion changes verbs into nouns (e.g., act, action) or
how the -alsuffix changes nouns into adjectives (e.g.,
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topic, topical). When reviewing the suffixes -ify and words, students are more likely to become attached
-ei; students worked together on an activity that asked
them to come up with definitions for nonsense words
ending in these suffixes (e.g., nerdify, Facebookei).
Teachers commented often on how much the

morphology lessons and practice helped their stu
dents and forced them to think differently about
word parts. One teacher wrote, “I like that we are go
ing into the different forms of the words. This is very
helpful. The kids were excited when they started to
realize the connection. Oh, so when you say revise
and then talk about revisions Another participat
ing teacher explained,

Students were interested in the -er/-or morphology les
son and tried thinking about words they knew or silly
words like “pigger—a person who takes care of pigs.”
Using the target words in a sentence helped them make
more sense of the words and how the suffix changes
the meaning of the word.

As these log entries demonstrate, the morphology
instruction helped students focus on word parts and
finding familiar patterns in unfamiliar words, all in an
effort to help students make sense of the way words
work and improve understanding.

What Does This Mean for All Classrooms? Again
and again, teachers told us that there is no built-in
time or standard practice for deep word study in the
middle school ELA classroom, and our observations
in control classrooms confirmed the scarcity of vo
cabulary and word study opportunities. Our find
ings indicate that teachers should carve out regular
blocks of class time to be used in the systematic
instruction of morphology: Teach students about
suffixes and prefixes and have them make charts
that show that, by adding affixes, words can change
form and part of speech. Have students revisit text
and highlight any words that contain the suffix being
studied. Given opportunities to practice using the dif
ferent forms of words in different contexts, students
will increase their understanding of how words work
and have strategies in their toolkit for when they en
counter unfamiliar words, especially while reading
independently.

In corporate Activities to Promote
Word Consciousness.
To exponentially increase vocabulary, students
need to develop word consciousness and a curiosity
about words. Through playing with and talking about

to the words in print and willing to work harder to
understand unknown words they encounter.

What Did the Instruction Look Like? From the
first day of the first unit, the teachers were encour
aged to talk about target words intentionally and ig
nite student interest in words in general. Across each
unit. for example, students took part in a number of
fun word tasks, such as a word hunt contest, writing
down target words heard outside of the classroom
(McKeown, Beck, Omanson, & Pople, 1985), sharing
those words orally, and posting them on a classroom
word wall. Additionally, students searched for word
errors in a paragraph and figured out nonsense com
pound words by looking closely at the two words
within each compound. From the early whole-class
discussion about definitions for each word to the in
struction on multiple meanings, the instruction fos
tered word consciousness and encouraged a more
general interest in word analysis.

What Does This Mean for All Classrooms? Talk
about interesting words that you encounter or differ
ent uses of words that have been studied in class.
Call your students’ attention to words used incor
rectly in the newspaper or by someone on television.
Have students find words with similar roots, suffixes,
or prefixes in magazine articles. Add board or card
word games (many good commercially made games
and websites with word games are available) to class
vocabulary lessons to increase word play, heighten
word awareness, and ultimately improve access to
unfamiliar words. Use crossword puzzles, for ex
ample, to focus students automatically on individual
words and their meanings. During transition times,
play word games orally to keep classroom language
levels and word interest high.

By infusing all that you do with talk of words and
word play, you will help students become metacogni
tive about language and curious about how words
work. Through increased attention to words, students
will start to see similarities and realize that they can
find recognizable word parts in unfamiliar words and
thereby gain understanding.

The Writing Process Is a Powerful
Vehicle for Vocabulary Development.
When students can accurately use new vocabulary in
writing, clearly they have a sound understanding of
the word’s definition and usage. Our findings indicate
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that many middle school students need a structured
approach to writing assignments to successfully re
spond to writing prompts or text questions. For writing
samples to assess and promote vocabulary knowl
edge, students need to be scaffolded as they generate
and organize their ideas, incorporate the target words,
and/or move from notes to a flowing paragraph.

What Did the Instruction Look Like? At the end
of each unit, as a result of a writing instructional
routine, students wrote a paragraph using five target
words. Each stage of the writing routine was heav
ily supported, and gradually students began to own
more of the process. The majority of teachers report
ed that they felt student confidence increased and
writing ability grew over the course of the 18 weeks.
Teachers appreciated that the routine was modeled
regularly and practiced during each unit. They cited
the paragraphs produced as useful assessment tools,
indicating whether students fully understood the tar
get words that they chose to include.

What DoesThis Mean forAll Classrooms? Overall,
teachers in our study agreed that writing a paragraph
is a difficult exercise for sixth graders. In fact, writ
ing days were demanding for teachers and students
alike, and assignments took time. To successfully
take on the tough job of writing expository text,
therefore, students need concrete steps provided for
them. They also need practice, since most do not
practice writing often enough. Teachers are advised
to develop set writing routines, build writing practice
into each week’s lessons, keep track of how much
writing each student produces each week, and set
high goals for output.
Good prewriting work begins with teacher di

rection and modeling, and encourages structured
academic talk as students generate and/or organize
ideas with the help ol a classmate. At the next stage,
students need some kind of support to move to writ
ten organization, such as a graphic organizer, and
then additional support as they work to incorporate
the sentences they wrote in boxes on a graphic or
ganizer into a flowing paragraph with transitional
words and phrases.

Remember the Importance
of Personal Connections.
It was strikingly clear to us that students were more
attached to the school material when there was a

personal connection made to either the material it
self or the teacher. To keep students motivated and
engaged, and therefore learning continually, teach
ers should try to personalize examples given in class
and choose substantive materials that will be of par
ticular interest to early adolescent students.

What Did the Instruction Look Like? Throughout
the program, teachers were encouraged to make per
sonal connections to discuss and review target words.
They talked about an incident that happened to them
that morning, described their community or the com
plex they live in, or discussed how they identified
with bullied students read about in a chosen text.

What Does This Mean for All Classrooms? We
know that students need systematic, planned literacy
instruction featuring language and vocabulary, but
to maximize student attachment and vocabulary
growth, students need to be personally connected.
Texts and topics should reflect the students’ world
when possible, and teachers should take every op
portunity to use target words, for example, including
them while sharing a personal anecdote related to
the instruction. Students will be more likely to attend
to what teachers are saying and attach to vocabulary
words when they are worked into middle school top
ics, woven into personal stories, and repeated regu
larly in many contexts.

Conclusion
To ensure that our students will enter high school able
to handle sophisticated texts, we need to prepare
them during the middle years; academic vocabulary
instruction should be incorporated into standard
practice to improve language skills and consequently
boost reading comprehension for struggling readers.
This instruction should target high-utility academic
words; teach a small number of these words in depth;
anchor the words in engaging text; incorporate mul
tiple, planned exposures to each word; and balance
direct instruction in word meanings with teaching
word-learning strategies. For ease of implementation,
as in all academic domains, any vocabulary instruc
tion should be designed in a manner that makes de
livering the instruction easy and clear for teachers, as
well as structured and supported for students.

Given the enormity of the word-learning task, no
teacher or curriculum can teach or expose students
to the thousands of unknown words they will need to
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know to succeed academically. If our goal is to help
students improve understanding of academic text,
then words need to be pulled apart, put together,
defined informally, practiced in speech, explained
in writing, and played with regularly; only then will
students have a chance at deeply understanding the
approximately 50,000 words (Stahl & Nagy, 2006)
they need to know before they graduate. Equipped
with more knowledge of and about words, students
will be set up for success in high school and beyond.
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• instructional Strategies for Teaching Content
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Karen D. Wood, and Wanda B. Hedrick
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Classroom” by Jennifer I. Berne and Camille
L.Z. Blachowicz, The Reading Teacher;
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• “The Vocabulary-Rich Classroom: Modeling
Sophisticated Word Use to Promote Word
Consciousness and Vocabulary Growth” by
Holly B. Lane and Stephanie Arriaza Allen, The
Reading Teacher; February 2010

Other
• “Teaching Vocabulary in Middle and High
School” (podcast): www.reading.org/GeneraI!
Publications/Podcasts.aspx
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1approuehcs for bolstering students’ literacy skills in
these settings.

Yet raising adolescents’ literacy rates presents a
dual challenge: to design instructional approaches
thud are, at once, rigorous but also engaging fir
students whose acadcnaic nantisation can be limited.
That is. research has largol> indicated that students’
naotinatiom, hi school tends to decline during middle
childhood and early adolescence (Wigfleld. LevIes.
& Rndriguez, 19%). At the smmie time, 11w sccondar>
classrnonm is often limited in its adglnv to respond
to amclok’.scents’ decciopuridal nerds as learners
and incus idibils t Keeks &• Racier, 2009), 5ing
significant chmalleiiagc’s to inaintahilug and fostering
students’ academic niotbation

For exarmaple, as compared with the t’lemnent.ir>
setting, the secondary classroom is charactcrited b
greater enaplaaisis on teacher control and discipline,
an increase iii whole-class task amanisatkm, fewer
opportunities for student decision making and
choice, and classroona work that requires lover-level
cognitive shills (Kevin & Roeser. 201)9). Moreover,
iii the urban school characterized by significant
lingnbtie dhcrsity. there are particular concerns
about the population’s conipronaised educational
opportunities and academic outconaes ICaindana &
Ramthegcr, 200Th•

An approach for raising literacy rates that is
beginning to gain traction may, in fact. address
the dual elmallengc of implementing rigorous and
engaging instruct kin for this population. ‘Iliad is.
given that research indicates nanny students in these

underperfinining settings require signifIcantly more
support in the clonmain,. of ai’aclemnic lauagnage and
socabalary developimmeut, intervention efforts base
begun to tan4et these specific sLills (hr a resiew, see
Nagy & lowaasencl, 2012).

Although this appaoaeh Is designed pilimmarily to
support language and reading comptehension, we
also have aea.son to believe that it mmmv sinmaahtanemLsly
address tIme need to eroate a more developmentally
responsive learning environment in the secondary
elassrcmoan. Indeed, high.qualit academic lammguage
and vocabulary instmamctioim, hr its very nature, lends
itself to increased student collaboration, autonomy
as lean imers, and opportunities to respond to and
engage with material that promotes critical thinLing
(Kame’enui & Baumann, 2012). .%s a result, theae is
ieasoaa to atmacly the relationship between stiicleimts’
participation in such instruction anti their academic
anotisation.

lii this article, we Incus on sixth graders from
linguistically diverse bcmckgmnnds, many with
underdeveloped language .mcl reading skills, who
participated iii aim acaclenmie vocabulary interseration
designed for the niban English language arts (El .Aj
classroom. Described in more detail in the following
section, on aserage tIme inteneration boosted
participants’ language amid reading comprehension
sLills d,esaamx, IZieffer. Faller, & Kelley. 2010: I.esaux,
Kieffor, Kefle; & Harris, 2012). OF course, students’
active participation underlies the overall results of
this and other intei vent ions, but, as a field, we rarely
ask them about stick ecperiences. particularly ss its
respect to the ways in sslmich their efforts toward
academic success were encouraged om discouraged
Bros’o, 2006).
We designed this study to do just tlaat. At the

end of each of two intenention cycles (in two
corasecuthe acaclenaic seam), we not only studied
the interventioils effects on langaaumge and literacy
stills, but we also explored the ways in which
middle sehoolers discuss their academic nantisation,
part icularlc as it relates to the iintm aetiommal content
and strategies.

lb do so, we conducted 20 focus groups with
a subsample of participating students. Oar purpose
was to foreground student voices and draw on their
perspectives to stied light on which instnictkmmmal
approaches piqued their academic motivation,
in the context of the challenging grade-level
literacy intervention imnplememmtcd in their EI
classrooms.
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Literacy Instruction and Academic
Motivation in Urban Middle Schools
Lsen tI1(.)tegl low sb lent motivatioji now he
clevelintal duriii iniddlle childhood and early
:irlolesc’eiiee ‘leeec, t\n&hriiiin,
2006; \Vigfield ci aL, I 01N), ii is also I tporiaTlt to
acknowledge iliat s oLi’ation is largely context—spccilic

lrn:ui, \i lwejcss ski, & Allen. 2011; Moje,
Difloic & ()Iiriel, 2000). l3 rieedeinic mnfivdlmn,
e uieaii the desire to learn acadeiwe content, a
desire ci ii c’k’riic’cl by iiliative, perseverance,
allenlion to quality, and aspiration (Xleecc et ol..
2006; Vs’igiield et iL, I 00)i). It is neither an olbnr—
IONiC (Olistruet nor a fixed one. Insteid, it varies in
degrees and is d iianiie

in the context o[ intervention design, research
confirms the ieed to view :wadcinic iinthii).
nistruetional practices, and academic motivation
as h igfil lot rrclaled r\lecce et al., 2006t. in 11w
11(110111 of eolelnic niotisation is it relates to lit:erae,
research tells us that variation is largely a function
of tin’ tesi and aetis 1k at hinol, as well as the social,
cultural, and (lisciphinary cout:ext (Moje et al., 2(300).

Research on academic motiation tiresents a
complex ston for adolescent li(era( y relonn, On the
siiriaee the liiidings e nIorin tim c<ninnon ideas about
adolescents desire for choice and ioicpcinieiic’e ho!
also rennud us tI iai teens likewise crave opportunities
In feel sneecsshtl and .ompetent. the findings From
inlets iew s conducted with nuddic school and high
school students From diverse loickgroiuids ac ross two
studies highlight this eioiiplcxitv (lve & liroaddus,
20t) I Smith & Wihhielni, 2004).

Speiilkalk. isey and Broaddus (2001 ) tound that
mane of their sixth—grade participants fell that assigned
reading was llnappealmg. hot not necessarily because it
was assigned: instead, mniiu stwbcnls dc’serihx’cl assigned
texts as chthcult to coinpreliend. Itirthek Smith and
Wilhelm 2t)04 documented that their paiticipants
initially appeared to lack imadeinic motivation,
but in fact the feelings thee dcsc rihed were belier
characterized lw a lock of acodeiiiic’ cotifnleiice. \lan
oltiwsc students explained that if thee felt supported to
improve their academic abilities (iii Ilils case, reading
abilities) and ss itiiessed their own growth, thc would
he more motivated to continue to develop those skills.

So, ior struggling adolescent readeis iii the urban
middle school, what would constitute a rigorous vet
suppoitive approach to literacy instruction? This
question preseiitsa design challenge: ‘Ilioughi we

would be remiss to lower oiti e’cpeelations, rigorous
academic content at giade level could potentially be
discoi ragi ig. Indeed, implementing iicachemicablv
rigorous and challenging instrue lion means an
a pproael t hat necessa I lv is Ii igl ik developmental is
responsive and si tppoi live. With this resealcim in
mind, we designed an inteivention with the intent of
raising literacy iates while also paving close attention
to how the approach could promote students efforts
tnwa rd acade ii Ic success.

In response to the findings of previous reseaicli
the intervention Inirlel study focused on the taiget
pon lot ion’s weaknesses in language and vocabulary
(I esaux & Kieflei, 21)10; Snow, I •awrenc’e, & \Vll ite,
2000), especially the specialized academic vocabtilamy
of text (Coxhead, 2000.

When designing the ileivention, we
operal onal izcd four key principles of effective
vocabulary instruction: (1) it is text—based, so that
academic ;vomcis are studied in the authentic contexts
in which they are used (e.g., Beck, \lcKenwu. &
Kucan, 2(102); it emphasizes increasing students
depth of word knowledge (e , Stahl & Nags 2(31)6);

ii develops students svordieornnig abilities,
l)artic’lllaily through molphlologv instruction eg.,
Bainnaiin i:t oh,, 2002t; and (4) it culminates ill the
opportunity to use the target words in an extended
langn:mge piodmtc’Ioii activih (e.g., Graves & \Vatts—
‘Thffe, 20(12; see ‘bible for ii detailed descripticni).

I loving identified these guiding pnneiples,
we then at tended to time not ire of the inst rite lion
We loensed on designing learning opportunities
that addressed what we know about language
development while taking into account sixlli—gr,tcle
students developmental stage. Ultimately, three
instroctional elements were cenlial to meeting these
dual challenges.

l—irst, the iulerveuti.ui incorporated collaborative
learning activities, providing students with regular
opporllluit ics to engage with one another in structured
inteiactiiuis (including role—play and word play and
discussions, ‘[Ins element of the intervention design
was in [ended to increase classroom talk through
positive social interactions, at once boosting language
developnieimt Stahl & Nags’, 2006) and addressing
the social aspects of academic motivation, tmrtictthmlrly
in a language-learning context )Wigfield et al, 1908),
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TABLE lnWrvouhan Summary

Second, because ever unit revolved around a
short piece of inlorrirritonial text, we gave considerable
attention to text selection. \\c selected texts hurt
ler it themselves to teaching academic ocabirlarv
(re,, horn each, sse chose eight or nine lriglr—irtilitv
‘aclemic words for stridvt as seii as those with

sigi riFicant potential For sti dent enagemerit based
on topic. Several ol tire tests fe;rtrrietl topics salient tO
adolescent vor ith crrl[rtre, whet errs 0111(15 addressed
current social or scientiFic issues,

Because qnahiI compreirension instruc:tion
necessarily I inks to the text’s content and moves
beyond ii, all art ides were explicit iv linked to larger
(lnt’stions without eirsv answers, and instruction
began ssitir connections to students background
knowledge and daily lives. These text—based 1eat ning
opportunities were aligned not only with current
principles of reading mstntctiori t( arnhreli, \lallov,
& \iaz7oni, 2011 but also with research that suggests
educators nniav crease their students acadenric
motivation by incorporating students’ borne aid
community values arid identities into the curriculum
eg., i\u & kaphacl, 20(10; Kirkland, 201 F).

third. all instruction was enibecldcd in air
insti net iniral c dc that Followed a develupnrental
sequence of specific activities fur building svond
ktrosvledge iuctcirrentall. ‘Lb move through this
c dc. st indents had to take indleasing responsibility
lot their leai 11111g. oFten choosing between activities
to complete arid deciding ssiriclr questions to discuss

arid/or contemplate. This element 0F tire interventions
desigir UI igirs is ith research on adolescent nrot ‘itt ion.
Specifically, tire design adi netes tn tile Lnosvledge
base ii rat suggests st indent anntonornv is a rotent iai
tireclirloism for inidreasitig ttrotiatioii (l’cc]es &
Roeser, 2009; Meece et al., 2l)0ô.

‘T’aken uget her, I Iris approach is iii tended
prinurrily Iii boost ‘rdnnhr’scents’ literacy skills, but it

may be more aligned with a iievcbopiiienitalIv
responsive learning environ nerd than is standard.

Study Context
l’he irrierveritiori, which we refer to as \caderiric
I arrgiiage Instruction forAll Shrdents r ‘it lAX), features
nine 2—week units, each consisting of line 4$—minute
lessons, and two 1 —week review rinds. (In year one,
Al lAX was IS weeks. Ieatrrriiig eight S—day units arid
two 1-week review units. In veat two, an “inttoclurctorv”
unit was added arid each unit lasted 9 davs.’i

Al lAS was itnpleiiiented and investigated
For two consecutive years in a large, urban school
r:listriet in tire soinllrwn’sterri Uriled St;rles. Ditniirg
the first year of irirplemenitatiort 20(I’7—20U8. th
stnd’ was conclrictei.1 in seven middle schools, arid its
design was qnlasie\perirncrltrrl (I ,csairx et al, , 201(0.
hr tire second year oF the project 1200.S—2009i, WC

implemented a barge—scale. randotrnited held trial
in 1—f rriiddlc schinols (I ,esarr\ et aI., 21n12t. lii bohr
teat’s, approsirrmatebv $6% of nrrtic’iprints could be

Instructional component Example

Anchors word lean ning rn engaging, rich text(s)
that feat ur err ;rcidoniiic vocabuiary anet (OCLISOS
on complex topics and/or questuns without easy
answers

Provides multiple, meaningful opocrtcntnes for
building deep word knowledge ti e , structured
and coltahorative activities in which students
contemplate, talk, and play;

Develops word-learning skills thruugh explicit
instruction in analysis of meaningful word parts
ti a., rrorphology)

Ft niniorcxrs language dnvoloprirnrrn and crrtical
th i “king w t h lanqr ago p niduc inn
activities in g., writing, debate)

Text topic’ Features a soccer league in one of Airica’s poorest slums
‘targot academic words affect, area, cornmurn ly, contribute, culture,
establish, ethnic, resident, welfare
Concepts commun.rty serv,ce, tuieracce
Big question F-ow do you bold community?

in pairs, students engane in a mock interview One student pretends
to be someone tfamous or famiia’l who helps a commUnity The
other stuctene responds to questions containing the target words
Partners switch roles
After studying tie word part -trorr, students revise sentences from
the text to include a different form of the base wo’d For example,
students rewrite The young people lernnnnrd that they canr contribute to
their community to retain its meaning but use contribution instead

Students respond to ttio writing prompt It yen cnrrld nstrrhlish a
program to inn prnvo the lives of children ri your school nr corn rrqn)y.
w ret woukt it tro9 1 xplain how it would aI[ect t lieu lives Give at least
three examples ni ways it would non prove their twos Written pieces
include relevant target v.’ords
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connderecl struggling readers, and approsimnteiv
three quarters oi the part cipatmg students were 1mm
homes where Fnglisli was not the primary language,
\t the average participating school, S% of stndents
r1ri:rhhed for Free or reduced—pr ce lunch.

In 1)0th ears of the irivestigat ion, treatment effects
were observed on rcseareherdeveloped measures
of nender ii ic vocabi r in iv Li rcvledge, norplir logeal
skills, and [circling comprehension of expository texts.
incindingacademic vords, in year one, treatment eH’ects
were also observed m a sin nrlacliied gin1ml ii ensi re ni
reading comprehension. In vent two, we investigated the
ways in which students vocahi nary knowledge at tire
intervention’s in niset influenced its cFhcl.

We foririd that tire intervention’s impact on
mean ties of vocahinin r knowledge and writing
were generirilv large) For students with the lowest
vocahnlarv levels. I Iosvever, the intervention’s nrrpact
on measures of text comprehension (i.e., a researcher
developed measure of expositor lest eorrprehersion
and the 1’] A section iii tie Cahih)rnia Standards ‘lst)
were largest and significant for st indents who began
the irrterventirrn with slightly l:relo’rs average and
average vocabulary levels.

Focus Groups and Data Analysis
I ere, we concentrate on data From 20 focus groups
(12 itt vent one, S in enr two), each crmnnposed of
a subsinnnple ot participants from the two studies
described. In year true, the participants were drawn
from six pant icipatng classrooms, and in year
two I hey were drawn frorri eight classrooms. ‘The
classrooms sserc deliberately chosen icr capture
varying levels of strident nc’lrievernent ;urrd program
inr1 net tat ion

Tc.neirer’, selected 6—S pa Ucipants for the focus
groups, represenrting a cross—section of their student
population (i.e., gender and aclrievennent level),
Pwo members of the research learn conducted the
focus groups tone was also a pvgr’mnn specialist
who supported teachers’ irupierirentation and was
somewhat familiar to students).
lire foc;nns—grornp facilitator led each disc rssirnri

rusi rig ci sernistrnucttnrcd interview protocol designed
to gauge students’ interest level in lire overall
intersentiorn arid their crpinionnsalronnt instructional
activities (e.g., What’s something that von thought, “I
(don’t) really look forward to that part of the unit’?
crud topics (e.g., \Vlmat kind of articles did ran like
tire rust?>, tire degree of cli I)icnmlty of tire assign rents

(e.g., \VlraL made writing personal definitions
dil’Ficrultleasv? ), arid their pent epiiorrs oF what they
learned from thiferenit elerrrenits of the intervention
(e.g., When yomr wrote at the end of each unit, svimat
did onr learn?).

We took a gro tided t I neorv crppr one ii to dat a
analysis (see Airerbacli & Silverstein, 2003), analyzing
tine imrters iess tmannser ipts to identiFy rican nirigimnl
Pntter us across participants responses. \r’e then used
these patterns to develop dcrta—basecl hypotheses. As
such, the tlrernnes presented in tire Follrawimng se:’t ion
were not decided our a priori hunt rat tier becaurne
apparent tirronnghn our analytic procecimure.

Phoebe )third amrthor analyzed tine interview
tuarnscrlpR,cmngagimrg in or iterative process, re;.uding
the texts arid coding then for rcJcatirg ideas (i.e.,
pattern is within arid betwt’c’mr transcripts. ‘l’hese codes
were then categorized by tireiure, ( )nrr unit of analysis
was the conversational turn (S’mith & Wilhelm,
20l)1. ,\it.er this imn..depth, initial coding process, a
second rater ijulie, second author) read tie transcripts
to check tire initial codes for accuracy arid therm to
discuss these c:rnck’s, . \[lcr hue two raters discussed
tire idenititiecl thcmrres arid tire interview content
smnppomt rig those themes, minor discrepancies were
resolved via discnmssion, rind tire thematic categories
were firrahc’ed

Our Findings
Tinonugli our analysis, we identified three ke themes.
win ic’li sled light on st nclen ts’ esperiemrces dmnr i rug the
intervention and expose their tinomrglnts nhonnt tie ways
in which it inrfinnencedl their efForts toward acaclenuic
smncc’ess. it wmnmnld he an oversinnnphf’iecmt urn ten say
that all sturdcnrts’ cxperierrces fit neatly into tincsc
themes The strnclents provided a range of responses—
sonnet mires contrcrdictorv——as they shin red their
viewpoints. I lowcver. trnkenn together, tine patterns
presented here reflect tire pmtotypical prrtic’ipcrting
strrdent’s insights annr.l pros ide inrformmrtionr [or Frmrtik.’r
csearchn onn rrdr.>lcscent literacy reiorn in.

The neinforcing Nature of Vocnbt.iiary
Development
Many participating stnmdenrts reported increased
ennrnmnrenii clmrr’imrg literacy rrctis ities tint provirlt’d
oppominurities for themmu to witnress lineir growing
soeahmnlarv knowledge, particularly c’apstone activities.
one sin mdcii put it, “I know I brat nmow I’m kind of

nusinng. bike, rr more inntemestinng words.”
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For instance, when describing he. &norite pan of
tire intervention, oat student said, “What I liL’d 11w
•ncist was the writing at he ccitt, just because it shows
you how much you knowof the words and how much
you can put all thaw words in a sentence and make
it...riglrtr For her, generating an estendecl ‘a nit ten
text provided a rewarding and (woiable opportrmmiit
to demonstrate ownership of the studied wonk

For other students, their perceived increased
word knccwleclae appeared to be related to reports
of increased academic cant iclence. One student
nplained. “‘l’lw words, they’re becoming more
natural to cia, and you learn how to put them in

sentences more. So von feel smartaud stuff, but, like,
you know a lot of stuff.” Notably, students repo. ted
experiencing these increased feelings oF confidence
outside tire I’l a’ classroom as iseli. For ecainpie, one
student coenerreicted, “I kept on hearing :atle.icic
words] more often an the news And bebre, I didn’t
know what they meant.” During another locus group.
a strident noted that “von can see these words, like, all
around, so it’s really actually helping you.”
iliese responses suggest that program

participants linked their word learning to motivating
feelings of academic enjoyment and confidence.
For us, this sense of success begged the inevitable
question, ‘hat was it about this intervention
thai helped students to be. and Feel, academically
sriccesslul? ‘limits, the second and third themes focus
on particular intervention features t hat provided
academic support and academic rigor.

The Importance of a Scaffolded Learning
Environment
%‘hen it came to inciensing participants’ sense
of academic success, two peopaen features were
discussed repeatedly: l) the instructional cycle and
(2) the opportunities toshedy content deeply.
I,is?ructiondl Cycle. .ccording to marty students.
engaging in consistent day—to—day and unit—to—unit
lesson structures wm helpful. “Once we started do
ing (Al.l S ,it was kind of like a routine,” ecplainecl
one student. ‘Everi day, we would get our AVNs
1Acadeurk ‘ovabular Nolcboob, in which tIne day’s

ParIic’icIntN linked their ,u’orcl
kcn’ning to motivating (.iCln1Ljb of

activities were located I out anti start woe king on it.so,
like, we got used to it, and it just helped.”

As nice would eipect, the students’ tout radktcwv
opinions about the relative difficulty of tire progmrns
activities srerfhc’ecl. Interestingly. however, what
came up In these discussions was that many
students’ perceptions changed otter the course at the
intervention. At first, the proupaille prt”rc’nteci novel
and challenging approaches to language, reading,
and writing developenerat, and students felt bogged
down trying to understand the instruction and
expectations.

When these same learning activities reappeared
in srrhsectneent units, leoweser, students explained that
they could came tlnough tasks with ease and uterus
on their deselopinrg literacy skills. This conversation
is am) illmnstration:

Student I: ‘n Al lAS activity] was Linda hard.
(cmiseer.rticni momentarily seers oFf.tcmpicl
Strtck’nt2: But then torn started getting the hang
of iL
Inter rica en. So, the lint time you did it, it was
probably harder than the second time.
Stwknt 3: 1i,alr, and then when we wet into it,
and we started having mace of those, we started
doing better at it.

Opportunities tea Stud) Cenrte,st I )eeplv Students
identified the imnrs on depth of stu4 over breadth
of nraterial catered as the other programme leatine
that supported learning need fueled their motiva
tion. Indeed, the taritet words—and the concepts
thq ntpresent—weme studied from several an
gles, rising multiple methods, over mm extended

Students appeantd to Irate grmped that the
learning objective was to gain a deep conceptual
understanding of a select group of academic words.
One particip,rtiug strident said, -i think it’ because
referring to win the intervention was beemeticial,
like, all the different ways of learning (the vocabulary
words]. Ibur can, like, learn how Ire do it in one wa
and then war can express it a different wa and there
von get it better”

in discnssing a word-learning approach that
required students to sketch a definition of the word
and write a sentence to accompany the sketch,
strecients described how this task encounagesl them
to consider the kinds oF situations that you could

.4
C
.4

.4
C

.4

a

WI

U,

‘a
Ca
U.
I
-I

-a
‘I
C
4
5-
.4‘a
U,
.4

0
0
C
U.
0
a
C
C

a

a CWL1JL’tltic’ enjoi’ment and conh;detk’e.



Ithe vocabulary word] in” and how it pushed them to
“think about the wordj diterent liv!.

lereslinIv, most students commented fiat the
approach was unique compared to prior word work.
(.)ne strident explained, “1 siialIv, they uist give irs tire
word, and we have to w rile the clcfirr ilion.” \nother
strident reiterated this sentiment, “\Ve would say the
word, and [lien we worrirl say lire dcfirritioirs over arid
over u rirti I we get t right.”

The importance ci a Sulliciently Challenping
Learning Environtnont
As d iscrissed, designing grade—level instruct iou [or
students with rirrclerdeveiopecl reading skills is a
challenge. In [iris case. hcusing on tire riirirnced aircl
abstract academic language of text could potentially
pre.err[ irurstratiirg or discouraging experiences.
I lowever, For marry participating students, I ikclv in
the context of [he supportive intervention features
desc i ibed pres ioi rslv. t he opport r in it v to sir rdv r igr rror is
coruteirt was, in and ol itselt, a rrrot:iv:rtiorrai aspect r:rI
tire intervention.

\Iarrv str dents talked about rigor ss itlr respect to
tire words and the texts. As one strident explained, “I
liked when we learned new words that were hard....
And I thou igirt I was nes er gorirra lean r [Iii se rc:aden r ic’
wordsj ii we never had this program.” Ariotlrer
explained, “1 found interesting. Lire new words that
we hirrud out. it’s a wax to errcorrr:rge irs iross to risc’
tirerir and [row to bird dehrritions, Nowwe have ways to
use theni in sentences, so we always learn new words,”

Ncrtahk, students’ responses suggested [[rat
interest iii a text was riot necessarily determined
b’ preexisti rig pretereuces burl instead Iw tire way
in which Flue text gave them new things to think
about. I’or example, orre strident explai red xvi iv a
text topic about ri Id ren in kihei a was of interest: “1
like tire part wlrere we were iearrriirg about dilfererit
countries.”

Along tire same lines, another student explained
why sire liked an article ahourt disapperunrg irees:
“Recanuse how people rist — they t hi irk bees are, like,
ugh’ creatures and stuff, but, like, when your get tn
krrr.ws I bern, sviuerr von get to rcar.l alrourt thrc’rnr, [hey
Ia rej :rc t r rail’ interesting.”

Finah], when it came to rrnderstanrding stnderrts’
preIc’rrrc’es hr a suitiiciently cirahlenging learning
errvirorrrnrerrt, tire voices oF I hose with allerniatise
perspectives also provided lmrt icuulanlv corrrpehliurg
insights. Indeed, str udenits’ coursersat inns touched
on an issue that those engaged iii leaching arid

ciii ricirlar design confront daily: Finding and working
in strideriLs’ ione of proximal devcioprrrenrt pulling
them along while providing thtcrrr with opportnnrlties
to practice learned skills,

tuuclennts reported iu.rredrrnn when activities hid
riot allow t rem to put their new knosvieclge to [lie
test, but they were also Frustrated Iw tasks that nrade it
inn ipossible Lii do so. lot exanrple,or re review act ivi ty
was air adapted garlic of a popular ‘I ‘V cniz show. lire
garlic i nrxoived multiple—choice rat icr than open—
ended (trie.st ions, which one gnrrrp of strnrhents Felt to
lrc’ rrnnecessarvscaffoidinng. One stuudcrrt asked, “Vr’lrv
was the game so easy:>” A not her c’lassi irate clan fied,
‘‘Why dirl your put tine answers at tire lrottonr, like tisur
choices?” ‘lire discussion coirtinnued, ‘‘1 think your
should take tlle answer choices] away. It wonnid be
mimic chrahlerrgirrg ,.rrrd more inn,”

iii contrast, stnndei’uts articulated their fr’umstratiorr
arid hack of interest with tasks that felt like impossible
ch:nhheurges. ho one example, a teacher had increased
lIre mnuuurbcr oF vocabulary svorcls to be u.ised in tine
writing assignrinerrt by : “Ourn teacher rirade us

dr: inrsteauh of, like, five target words in our writing],
she urr:rde irs do cigirt, arid that’s hard,” t inhike those
whir expressed increased cii jovmennt arid confidence
wlrenr writ irig, these str inherits Found tIre niors ardrrorrs
xvnitinrg activity discc>mrragiirg.

Implications for Teaching
lorproviug adolescents literacy orrtcomcs presents
a dual challenge, We rnnrst provide lear ring
oppi:irt u unities that are nigor’ou rs error igh to prepare [hero
For the liter ae demands of college amid the workplace
w’irihe losteninig their ac,rderrric riot ivatiori, sshuicln is
often waninigat tIns cheveloprirental stage Icece ci ai.,
2006; Wigfield etal., 1098),

I here, we anrabs zcd data [ronrr 20 st unrlenit locus
groups condureted with sixtlr—gn— dc i:i A students sx’hro
p,rr ticipated in an academic vcruabtnianv iurtervention
tni boost their xnrcirhuulai’ aund reaclirmg c’urnnrprelrer rsicrnn
skills , Altirourgir this sturdy was designed to uncover
strident perceptions of a particular instr’rrctionah
nefrrnurr witlnirn a particnuiar context, certain tlreira.’s
were so sal ierrt rrcn’oss loc’irs gror n)s t[rat we share their
iniphicat ions For edu icatou’s.

‘lire i nisighrts g,ninuecl fronnu the in irid he sclroolers
inn this struck snuggest brat Inigin—churahity academic
x’ocabrriarvaurcl language irrstrructiorr earn facilitate
sturdeirts’ academic rriotiyation, Further, the insights
shred liginl on a h’w ken’ irrrphications for Fl A
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FEA1i fi1It:tE

TAKE THESE SIEPS JO ADDRESS THE GOALS OF
BUILDING STUDENTS’ ACADEMIC VOCABULARY
KNOWLEDGE AND INCREASING HEIR ACADEMIC
MOTIVATION

Implement a routine instructional cycle that
supports middle schoohers 1cm rune
3 Provide opportunities to study academic
words and concepts from severa mmglcm.
using multiple methods, over an extended
penod

3 Allow atudents to take increasing
responsibi ity tor their learning

3 Use a combination of whole-group and
smnrill aroup learning fomniuts

3 incorporate reading, writing, I:stening, and
speaking activities

2. Piovide students wth access to ngorous content
for an appropnato challenge
3 Se act high-utitty academic vocabu amy words
and the complex concepts they reresnut

3 Begin with social issues and scientific topics
that can readily be hnkod to students’ lives
and that give them something new to think
about

1OSEEEVIOENCEOFYOIJHOWN PROFESSIONAL
GROWTH AS YOU IMPLEMENT THIS INSTRUCTION:
Take your time at first, allowing students to learn
tho expectations end procnss

2, Stick with the instruct onal cycle—a quality
routine isn’t boring, it’s support ye

3. Reflect on your approach Ask yourself:
3 Is my instruction focused on rigorous,
grade-level content?

3 Am providing the supports nv students
need to make progress?

3 Do have structures in place for students ci
different levels to see their own progress

temmelmers t rgetirict their students’ miemideinic Imniguage
devclopnmeiit and working with lirmgrnstic:mmhl diverse
students, strug1iric readers, or both,
‘l start, students reimuded us how niotisating it

is to experience their ore ii progress. ‘I ‘1mev desc’i ihed
how ninth tlie ssaiitecl to fcel sinmmrt” mnmcl how
l.eehirig smarter is a lever br iuerc;msirmg flmOLiViif mu
iii the academic cormtcxt. 1 Ime implication Iromn

this Finding. theu is that teachers should provide
opportunities to shmdents to perceivi:’ Iheir gross iiitt
vcreahmi lary knowledge.

i’sccording In our participants, one element of
this part icimlam iusl m mid one! approach thma[ provided
si orients with the chance to wit ness their own progress
was each unit’s Final writing act ivitv, Teachers niighl
ennehmirie tliei s oeabmrlarv units ss tim capstone
activities that involve the gemicrat inn o acaciemnic
language through svm iti ng, For examnpie. or I hrommgh
slirdent debates or class presentirtiorms. Xixihi grailems
in this sI tidy also explained that they perceived I heir
gloss ing vocabulary km mowledge when listening to
amid commiprelmemmdimig academic lairgmmmmge beyond the
school chiv, Fauhmur. might enconrage students to
listen For and use tire unit’s vocabulary terms otilside
lIme el:mssrmiom amid then report hack about these
academIc hamigmamige encommnlers.

Students also explained I hat a challenging vet
supportive le:rmmiimmg emivnomimnent helps them to
be, anti to [eel, academically successful. This key
learnint sheds light on two other implications For
teachers: challenge stunmiemits and smmpport them as tImes
work through these challenges. By clialkmrgc stuelermts
we meamm persisl with rigorous expectat ions,

l’au.’hmems svimo are Focused on increasing Ilueir
slimrlemits’ uumotivatiomi amid raising hiIerac mates simomuid
target academically rigorous amid cite! ienging
instnuri.’lnmmumml goals, pmcividimmg studem its with increased
rmppm>rtmunmities In leel uomupelemrt at gramle level, \Vliemm
working is Iii popiulcitions of students similar to
tmrlk’iIumIs (i.e., stmmdemilswlmo need sigiuifie:mnl:lv mmmc:mre
smippom t to dles’ClOp acudernic i’nglislr), II ..\ teachers
should have students stmmdv complex academic
vncaln mlii rv, read and write ehot it nun i It ibmeeteci social
amid sciemil ilic issues, mmd discuss tlmmest ions without
easy answers,

As mmmcnliommu:’d, clmalleuigiimg stndemmts himmu:a
eoniplenmemitarv iniplic’a[iomm: supporting there as
Ihev work through I hiese challenges. Dv srripmrtirrg
slur/cuts we mean providing Ilmemmu with the
stm’uc’tnm’e amid multiple learning oppor tmmnities hey
need to ac’hi eve success, Students made clear thaI
instructional scafFolds were inst i mmmmnenitah in murmkimmg
rigorous comileusl engaging rallier than discouraging.
Students in this study Felt supported bva consistent
imrstm net irmmual rout imie that nFhmed emiommghr mipel it iou
mnd Colmemence to mrmake positive onmtcmimmues mrttmmimiahbe.

El A teachers working in comparable settings
mnight Foster a supportive learmmimng emrvironmmmnemit
hi’ embedding rigorous commrsesvork iii a recmurriuig

Take Acticn
STEPS FDR IMMEflIATE IMPLEMENTATItIN
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tire ‘\\avs in iviiieii teachers enact lie tpliealrtins
cuitliied here ni gut resonate diFFereiitlvwitli carriers
Ti at is, we know From 11w results of the rairdomied
controlled trial thai stlrdeIit\ sxihidar krinss ledge
at the prilgoun’s outset inFluenced their gains.

In uris studs, we looked [or patters across
students and Found a comunou theme regarding
I he motivating nahnie of acaden crC prnress. Yet,
it stands to reason that this mat ivat ing sense of
si uccess was associated ss itt dii Firc’nt aspects oF ii
progiam For diFferent students, pen aps depen ding
on their part ictilar s[rengtlin and sir nggles as readers
and writers. keeping in nuiud students’ disersitv as
lean ners. we highlight once more the need Ion tc’acl ens
to pmvide saried learning opportunities, all within ,un

inst nci innal tout inc that provides the lime and space
tar deneunistrating and celebrating the maui aspects
oF I iieracv development.

Faken together, as illustrated in tine cliagrami in
[lie Fignue, n spouses from our pail ieipatitig stitnlents
continually hnonnlnt us back to an age—old pienuise
When instruction is designed let provide adolescents
with Imunling oppnrtmnnt ie I hat aim to address
their academic anti developmental needs, there is
an opportitnit to intlnrence academic motisalion.
Indeed, a tint ivatirtg learning euvironnteut is likely
one in which students not only receive age—appropriate
suppo tc to access rigorous, I lsoumght—piovokiig
content but also see evidence oF their mvii progress.

‘lit research o as fun dccl hi Crctots ft a in i/tv lust lOch
I dtccat,un Scion to it .S. 1)ewrintc at of 11 cab/on; C :01111 \c.
31,5.15(1, and t/e’ W ([elm and Hc cr,1 I leic kit lou ttdctttun

,ts tic’!! as hr a Wilhctm S C rcirut Iou,tdahicctt SLIt ulcit . ward.
all of ichtcit U crc at ardccl tcj \ottte S. I ,CSitt 0. ‘I’ C (tank (a,
(Stir c, ‘Irc.a ‘jiter, 1tcitaeI StcI)r, l’,an U. Sc/icc, \ttdrcci
U cc sic (ii Ia icily it it S ;mtc i Un v ( 1 f/it/is, J.’itittfei C It t’cititcint,
‘u tad \‘tc [nit ‘lu/ta Ru thai, Scan I ‘itt I, ( reta C tdit cici

nnuIci I .izarrcrgcr, and S Slc’ccu,ctlt I’/tilr fir titH insEt tciO(’it Icc!
titles itt cclrrut5 clot the iudt. macid ctf.iceialh’ like to tic actk
I )ccyicl f 1’r,trtc.’is, wino se’rred as a fiirntctl ccdriccr lii the iiterc,Jl
sti.tdy, litre! /tiOit C . l’si’iki’ fici Inc Iteipf ccl tiisiiih1 (in tillS ‘utciltEc

scri/u..\ Itc.ct impcirtantiv, we i/taut’ die /tardac ccrknti tc’aciner.s and
,sttideitt IcitO (ccii t’ii’ifciied in i/i/s resect cc it

H ele ren ces
.\ntdlc’c tunic, I., \cccIret’ensLc, (.5, .\tleci, J. (21(11). ttuuc cia

i’,IC’(teiS sccppon[ tcuc)crc( ‘ tctcctis;it(ciut acid te;cntt(icc rut then
cia ssruccn i s2 ‘I ‘ccchcrs 5c1Ict’ Ret icid, I 1 l)(c9 liStS.

\ll, K.t I., & Ruphael,’ti(. (201(0). Sqnilc met titer cnn rn the ties)
iuiiiI’nunuitrirn, Rt’adtn. Re’,c’aicit Occctitc’r!i, 35(1/, (71—158.
cttui10.1 Z0(,/t{R(3S,].l 2

.Urerb,ich, (St’., & Srtscrstc’nt, III. 2003). Oticil,tanvc datt.
‘Cu jittic,dtirf act to cucdittg citcci analysis. Ness ccc L Ncst Yac k
I Its cOst) I

1/,tcttic,ictci, J.tS, Sdcsards, I (5, [3cut), (5, tuncs)nccsLi, ( ‘C
K,tcte’eunur, t’j., cS, OluiL, S (21(12). ‘Fv,ielr)n ncorptwtiuk’
anti c’iccctesrat a!n,t]ssis ii titHi ir;tck’ stttdcacts. Reccdict3
Research ,fiictrterir, 5t 2), 1 (l._.]7O din; 10.1 /i)5/55tt3’23

I/cd,, LI ,..5clcKeoss ii, \1 .( 5, & Kutcur , I .. (215)2 t. ISirtgii u’oid5
to ic/i’. Ness ‘1wk: Unilhcud.

Bno,cc, U, /2015cc. ‘[cite’, nit sit sIi,cnl:. \s’c’scuutliitg [iii ctcit’Jc’sec’ntts
lit 1 tmter,no ictcirri dsctuinitcccit\. Jccurncrl of ,\dcckst tilt .\clcc!t
1.utracv, l9S ttuc_-1N doi:1i) 15)’dJ ‘C \t.:t’CS S

(Sttteirc’ (.Sccctiil ‘cit •‘Cds,ntiuincg .\cioIc’scc’ir 1,0c’r;ur. 2ti1ul).
it cttc’ ho ctCl: Act ,!gOtthi 5cr cit/I cUtCl it ,itil,ies(’c’ itt Shim r
cccike and career sucs’c”s. Ness ‘lark: I. jr nweic C :c,r1cccrcttic,
(‘1 Ncvc Var L.

5,c)itntcl, ,\. )2000’..’C tin ,tuccic’nctie ssccnit tist. I I’S) )1 Ouarterlc,
3l)2c, 213—’53S. dui:10.23)7/3357031

instructional cycle. This cycle should enable students
to gainn huuihianitv and ease with the t’Xpcrct:flinuIs aid
processes associated with those autH ii His that repeal
From unit to unit,

Core activities shtornld recur aunoss instrtrctnrntal
cycles, hurt, within eaclr rmnit, activi[ie.s cltosen slnctinld
apptorch learnirm goals in dii erse avs, support iitg
students as they htnilcl dept In oF Irrowledge hint
eng;ugirlg thenur with variety, too. ‘liii’, inneans sonic
activities will focus our language comprehec sian
through re,.nu.lirug or listening. tnir1 others will incus
our larrgmtage pr’ocltction, such as nohe—plcnv_ w n itniug,
str irct tired word games, or discussions.

Notably, w’lrenu c:onsicleriirg lirese cinnalit,ntise
themes icr tantderui writ [lie qnnant itative Findings From
th larger i nterventioit siundv, we are rennirrded thai

IUflE Hypothesized Key Ingedierits for a
Motivating Learning Environment
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