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Increase word recognition automaucity? Samuels (1967) proposed the forat o,
hypothesis, which holds that visual attentuion should be focused on the printed Wetd g
than the context. Thus word recogmition training that relies on context such s
and sentences is seen as distracting the reader from focusing on the printed Worg o
example, Ehri and Roberts (1979) asked first graders to learn to read 16 words NSy g--’,;”
cards. For some students, each card contained just one word. for others ez 1 - *
contained a target word within the context of a sentence. As expected. studenys ;
word-only condition could sight-read the words faster (averaging 10.9 seconds; the
could students in the context condition (averaging 15.7 seconds}. Students in the ,,,,v,ﬂ

only condition, as compared to the context condition, remembered more abqut the oni

graphic characteristics of the words, such as the correct spelling, but less of the Semnar,_
characteristics of the words needed to generate a sentence. Similarly, Nemko (1984} agkes
first graders to learn to read 16 words using flash cards, with each word presented ek, b
individually or in the context of a sentence. The test involved reading each word Cithe,
individually or within a sentence. The best performance was for students who learned ang
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were tested with individual words.

Samuels (1979) argued that as readers become more fluent, their comprehens,,,
improves, for “as less attention is required for decoding, more attention becomes availary,
for comprehension” (p. 405). Unfortunately, the idea that training in decoding automan,_
ity will improve reading comprehension is not universally supported. Fleisher, Jenkang

and Pany (1979) gave decoding training to poor readers in the fourth and fifth grades
First, students in the trained group practiced by rapidly reading single words from flash g
ig

cards, whereas students in the control group received no training. Then, all students took
a criterion test in which they were asked to read a randomly ordered list of the words tha

the trained group had practiced reading. Students in the trained group reached a level of
automaticity in which they made nearly no errors and read at least 90 words per minute; in
contrast, the control students read at half the rate and made many more errors. Next, ali
students read two passages containing the practice words and took a 12-item comprehen-
sion test. Although the trained group read the passage faster than the control group (91
words per minute versus 61 words per minute, respectively), there were no significant dif-
ferences between the groups in comprehension test performance. A reasonable conclusion
to draw from this study is that automatic decoding is a necessary but not sufficient condi-
tion for improved comprehension. Rapid decoding skill may help reduce the bottleneck
(or demands on memory processes), but a skilled reader also needs to know how to use

comprehension strategies.

In a review, Dowhower (1994) concluded that “because of the strong evidence of the
effectiveness of repeated reading . . . this procedure should be integrated into the fabric of
daily literacy instruction” (p. 343). Based on current research, Dowhower argued that stu-
dents benefit from unassisted repeated-reading procedures in which they read and reread
aloud on their own, and from assisted repeated-reading procedures in which they read and.
reread along with a teacher. If both methods are used, Dowhower suggests beginning with
the assisted procedure and subsequently introducing the unassisted procedure for each
passage. Koskinen and Blum (1986) developed a modified version of repeated reading in
which children work in pairs as they take turns reading 50-word passages three times to
each other. The ultimate goal of the method of repeated readings and other forms of auto-
maticity training is for children to be able to decode words without having to pay con-

scious attention to the decoding process.
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in the decades singe Samuels (1979 populanized 1% merbod sorvmed eppdio
rescarcheri have been busy testing wa efecniveress ¥ishay yried Swgmd .c-'f"f'lja’ !}w;o”:t‘::f-
resilis of 38 studies comparing fuency INSINHON #7ES £ DRy o -fs.?zs mw* @; w,
wonds {such as ﬂ’p\‘?ﬁ!f(f i’tﬁdi:@g»‘; waTh LOrSITed Frongps whex reuwiond mo s z-.,_.",‘,v,_ ; 5 J
e example, fluency instrucnion can involve aking chatdren to orally vepd » "ry‘ .:"Mt
A repeatedly (nonassisted, repeated:. orally read many diferent $homt peveragey W;:::”
nonrepeated’, or orally rexd along with an adult or ocher stoders pocsd w’«wu’ “

nonrepeated’ In most studies the learmers were second Eraders whe bud bwaun :i‘:
decoding skills but had not yet mastered them The mamn findinge weve »” ;’/"(wi
instruction was “peneraily effective”™ with (37 assrsted methods more eecerog '«*m‘ ?;»»_,;:
sisted methods, (b) repenive methods no more effective (han nonrrresiee omes "

(c) the eflects strongest for measures of reading comprehensin® znd o6, orsl readvog wosh
what hngusts 2l “prosody” :
ways of Improving upen the method of

appropnate expression and rhythm (1e,

Owverall, research on fluency training SUggests z
repeated reading to foster automaticity in decoding First. 1t 15 helpful for chuidren to hear
others read a passage before or while they read 1 (1€ asswsted practce . Second. i i heip
ful to practice reading passages—but children do not necessaniy need to read the <arme
passage over and over. Third, the improvements it oral reading fluency nciude improve-

ments in prosody—speaking with appropriate eXpression and rhythm.

Accessing Word Meaning
WHAT IS MEANING ACCESS?

The preceding sections highlight three ¢

ognitive processes involved in bemng able to read 2

printed word: phonological awareness—betng able to recognize the sound units that make
up words (e g., when hearing the word “cat,” betng able to recogruze that it 1s composed of

the three sounds /k/, /a/, and /t/); decoding—knowing which sounds go with the printed
that in the printed word “cat,” the letter “c” goes

letters that make up words (e.g., knowing
with the sound /k/); and decoding fluently—being able to decode without paving heavy
re essential for reading. but they are not enough. As

attention. These three cognitive skills a
“lsmam stog kopob amput metula

an example, please read the following sentence aloud:
JIdat.” This sentence is not a secret message. but rather a collection of pronounceable non-

words. Although you might be able to say each of the words aloud, this exercise 1s not very

meaningful. What is missing from this exercise? The words you read had no meanung to
sh word, you engage In an imporant Cognitive process

you. When you read a famihiar Engh
that can be called meaning access, or finding in your memory & mental representation of the
meaning of the word. Thus, meaning access is the fourth essential cognitive process

involved in reading a word.
Meaning access depends on the reader knowing the meanings of many words—what

educators call having a vocabulary and what linguists call knowing a lexicon. For example,
when you see the pnmcd word “cat” you not on}:,-* ¢an pronourngce the word aloud but you

also can think of a small furry four-legged animal that purrs. In thinking of what “cat”
means you are engaging in meaning access. In shor, the search for word meaning can be

called meaning access.

Chapter 2 Leaming to Read Fluently 63




SN i

syng readera teed g 44, i,

Ay

A y yr : 3 3 & b

\ay w11 yileiig 4 ”""”h”‘my, “Aoge Hetttisy iy,

A ety (2000 vear I L ahilaries contie fropy Aruf Bepg, o i M
KA\ A B iy rdr By i h»,-y{’c yude b9 g 7 .,

i A ABNIATY o o HIOTE

i fyedy W whete ©

e b b v

, uwth are 3y o, o
8 10 ,"W"ﬂ"g‘ i : 4 ""i";-, "oy 2 ;.,‘ (]
Jye spaged (0 #0Eage 0 liey,, e b, |
(SR} 4 - ‘ ; : ‘ ‘
4 ading books 10 yong '_hmhe-n ) ,‘P" My
5 placed I a0 envirary,,

‘ﬂe:r‘iiﬂ [ "74"1“"’ M‘Ppm!

faphary prowtd) 1Y o 1A

{ige VasARIIAYY R 104, the oD i e » i

i TTCY MU P pre 4”3 q’wﬁ " l g i "-ﬁ‘ ]

ety '(»,«,mu Fee g o o, the chile y learn the definitiogs o, s

““ﬁ-‘%w' \s -\w«{{ Ao ” ’1“."!1”;! o ashed !;g and asking them 1y fe, v

S M; “?:;’% ol 4 fiat of woire ) flt."pmm he A relite Afiryy finy, %, 1

W i divcims A IRTI ALLAALE b i N

s ARy (VIR ST i s understan ;... o |

Lk -!m\_*': e of e vl!l:w,'d raning, ageh 8 " ’””4 - ;””;"f o

e b WAV ¥a AT B Auifi ol - 3

Ve T WA . o ) : :
et it By ’f"\\\ 1 it - /

ﬁ\\vw‘«, Aryd vy Wasnde

i i Iy
cwonds 4 50 s
o tell B AN R hildren ar various grade §. "
Fhoaw vAl) WY ile and a8
o A WIS
FEANN N

k1
15 V"ft) Vi oy
b (hotiedie st Then, we conld CMCPn . 3 Ry 5
jple v hotee ' e ¢
s pluple s
g B+ Heice I
WA VY At . o RO
R ::\ ‘: Buyeerd o1 the fowvet )
Ay Rt I8

Jevel where more than two thirds the gy, "
e\
hi
CAPpPI
et Thigeihe s
AT

o el B e

’: . I
P I
Cilyg o "N G 3
Wy, . %

m ”W /, A

33
M L

L— . ‘J!jli‘,:," g3
i d 4 L2 1Y %
aleent by Dale and O'Rourke () M) ] ’hr;;‘.‘ By £

o words like “volce™ and “fip,- Were iy o i

gt rxample, he TR

the g P vocabrdary. T » wid” were i the highest level i
o e SV mm: ;“f) -‘,,|n;1\|“““'7‘"d dise ; from each level A roog Word oy
heved avnd “Mhs: "\“‘M‘ P oot mm'n ¢ than “changed”), is not s ,"”;} '4?/,1.;,”
Ao { dep e h : S opathe i ) L ¥

PR{TSR AT N o 'MN}‘I‘ . . N, §
ARl LA 0 R ot than “taxpayer”), and does not 'f‘"?’e an affix ¢, i
- W ard e M”l“l . et eliminate words that are idiom, Uchy, ¥ §
Who s & ot additon. fine 10 of the . g, &
bt et than diness s level. Tet’ ask students to define 10 them, hy 54‘)’1ngf E
B naot wostde at each fevel,

1yt 4 sentence and then ask you what a word mean, I thay
it A wohls, pointing, of acting to ¢ ";1"‘“" 'h"? MEANIg of thyy ¥itn
ST IR TR R TA J J ws “lish” mean
;:h: ‘c‘ Av g ik i s sentence what does
AVEHMY Ry i

By (he wav the vorvct answer 15 to say that a :lsh,i's ah“;aterrammal, We can COtrgs,
seittage vortect ok each of the six Jevels, mulup )‘{ at pe cenlage by the tota] Mgy, |
'? mm‘:ﬁn\i: i each fovel, and then add them up. For example, if 5 studen, Cored 4, |
\\:‘ki::': :‘u the owest level and there are 2,500 root \f'ords at that leve] we can ev:?;;‘,,
that the student knows 1,250 of the words at the 'O‘f"e”‘_lc"eL and so s for eack o4 they, |
Rl Thicas the approach taken by Biemiller and Slonim (200 ), which Jeq ther ey
cision that the sevond graders they tested knew ahout 5,200 root worgs and thy i,
graders they tested knew about 8,400 root words. This means that Studenss £3in g |
FONY bt wandy per year during elementary school, or about 3 new words a day .
munbet i dess than Nagy and Scotts (2000) estimate of students adding 2 000 Word
yeat amd tepresents the lower end of such estimates,
Petetmimng which approach=—immersion oy direct instrucy

ttes & central twue i reseanch on vocabulary learn; ng. The cas

ot the sheet magnitude of the vocabulary learning rask. | a child attends s ¢

Rr 180 davs ey year, he or she mug learn more than 10 new words a day in «chos- |

Sllicently byl vocabulary, 1y g doubtful thy there
e i the xeho| day 10 achieye this yo

‘ohciude thay “the high fates of y

AP ANA S

P

AN e

cors &
e for immersion i e |

1S enough instrycion
al. For this reason, Nagy and Scou (107
cabulary growh S




=

; "75;;

only through immersi '
£ sion 1n y i i
AT massive amounts of rich written and oral language™ (p. 280
C?o“&m;m; Wolos );n (1995) observe that “the evidence 1s simply overwhelming (and
) €8 10 Increase) that 4. _
RS S eeher cal:gdre}r: ]eam n::)v.l\ ocabulary by heanng and reheanng sto-
; Tch 1n vocabulary, as well as talking about and retell
what they have heard” {(p. 102). . S
The case for direct i ion 1
: ect instruction i ;
POl s th?t some words need to be explaned because sru-
—— abie to master them simply from context. Pressley and Woloshyn (1905}
;}eft manz:: le\'ldence. that “students learn quite a bit from simply processing a word and 1ts
. u;)mon (p. 103). For example, in Chapter 13, 1 describe the keyword method, which
& :
as deen shown to be effectve in helping students memonize definitions for voczbulary
Wi S A 1 h a
: ords. However, students may also benefit from semantically based techmques such as
CaTmINg 10 use new words in sentences (Blachowicz & Fisher, 2000) or from learning
? ;;t‘iv)anal)ms skills based on prefixes, suffixes, and core words (Pressley & Woloshvn,
HID Y,
This section explores basic research relevant to meaning access (including context) and
mstructional studies aimed at improving the process.

RESEARCH ON MEANING ACCESS: CONTEXT EFFECTS

Context effects are the impact of the context of a word within a sentence on the speed and

accuracy of word recognition. Tulving and Gold (1963) reported a landmark study con-

cermng the role of sentence context on word meaning. In the experiment, a word was

fiashed on the screen and the subjects were asked to read the word aloud. Before the word
was flashed, subjects were given a cue such as, “The actress received praise for bemng an
outstanding . As you can see, this cue provides what Tulving and Gold
cailed an appropriate context for the target word “performer,” but an inappropriate context for
the target word “potato.” The length of the cue given before the target word was either zero
(.e., no cue), one, two, four, or eight words. Longer cues, presumably, provide a stronger
context for the target word.

Figure 2-13 summarizes the results of the experiment. The researchers measured the
amount of ime that a word had to be presented for a subject to be able to read it. When
the target word was presented after an appropriate context, subjects were able 10 read
1t even when the duration of the flash was short. But when the target word was pre-
sented after an inappropriate context, it had to be presented for a longer time. As shown
in Figure 2-13, the ume needed to read a word that followed a long, appropnate cue
was about half as much as the time needed to read a word that followed a long, inappro-
pnate cue. Compared to having no cue, inappropriate contexts tended 1o inhibut the
subjects ability to read a word, whereas appropriate contexts tended to facilitate that
abiluy.

These results demonstrate the role of the reader’s knowledge of meaning and syntax in
weord reading. One explanation is that the context provides syntactic cues (i.e , cues about
what pant of speech should occur) and semantic cues (i.e., cues about the possible mean-
ings of the word). These cues allow the reader to generate specific hypotheses even hefore
the target word is presented. If the hypotheses are correct, less reading time will be
required; if the hypotheses are incorrect, more time will be required to generate and 1est

new hypotheses.

Chapter 2 Leaming to Read Fluently 65
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IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION: VOCABULARY TRAINING

The foregomng results show that good readers are more efficient than less skilled readers in
findiny, & words meamng {rom memory. Lets suppose that improvement in the speed of
meaning access (i.e., the ime needed to retrieve a word’s meaning from \O“g-\erm sy
ory} iswskill thatsen be taught. Vocabulary training is a popular techmque for increasing

the efficiency of readers’ MEAMNE-ACCess processes (Pressley, 1990).

Not surpnsingly, ¢
ings of more words) |

hildren who have better vocabularies (i.e., knowledge of the mean-
serform better on reading comprehension tests (Anderson &

Freebody, 1981). similarly, changing unfamiliar words in a passage to more familiar syn-
onyms increases children’s reading comprehension (Marks, Doctorow, & Wittrock,
1974), and word recognition is easier when words are embedded in a tamiliar rather
than unfamihar context (Wittrock, Marks, & Doctorow, 1975). The explanation for these
results is that when the words in a passage are unfamiliar, students must focus the
attention on the process of meaning access; in contrast, when the words are fam
dents can access their meaning automatically and use their attention to ¢oy
passage. e
A straightforward implication of these findings is that reading compp
enhanced if students are given vocabulary training, However, anay 868 ¢
matenials in Grades 3 to 9 found that as many as 88,000 dis
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Vocabulary training I ‘&ﬂ)ed cach word within a rich set of expe
those that help the reader emt
K ui. Carnine, & Freschi, 1982). For example, in a series of g
ameenul, Ci ; < — s
(Kame cad a passage and then answered test questions abous |
and sixth graders read a passag -
i< vw_
s D N - y y Yoy l . 4
es eceived a passage where easer synonyms were substituted. The follgy el
portion of the passage with the difficult words in italics and the “- sy
B reatment gro

parentheses:
Joe and Ann went to school in Portland. They were antagonists (enemies);
each other often. They had lots of altercations (fights). At the end of hi&hv
maligned (said bad things about) Joe. Then Ann moved away. Joe stayed in p
He got a job as a bailiff (worked for a judge). One day Joe was WOI‘king, _af
Ann did not see Joe. Ann looked apprehensive (afraid). She was being bl

(under arrest). (p. 373)

The test included literal questions such as:

Joe and Ann saw each other in school.
(@) never
(b) not much
() frequently
(d) often

68 Section Learning
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rently, a reader who undersiands the words s maore opoes-
tunity to make meaningful inferences about the story The most interestmg aspeat of the

owever, mnvolved an attermnpt to train some readers in the meanings of 17 wx -

cult vocabulary words before they read the passage. The training involved extensive dis-
cussions about each word, such as the following dualogue for altercations.
The experimenter placed an index card containing one vocabulary word and s mwan-

ing on the desk in front of the subject.

EXPERIMENTER:  This word is “altercations.” What word is this?
CHuD: “Altercations.”

L Easy passage—

no traning
70 4 ™1 Difficult passage—
__} no traning
Ditficult passage~—
60 T with training

Percentage correct
&
|
\

30 +
20 + |
10 F |

Literal quesw“s

. camine, and Freschi (1982).
Adap\’edmmmmeem j
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o ore reading the difticult voeayp,,
; socabulary training before readiny Y vy
v rere given \U(Hh“'t—")l . - ¥ e i b, T
S'lUder;((sl who 'V:c l’imlcd 1o excel in answering both literal and infere NCe questiong You
ston ol the pass: C s e worde specihieg A 52
should notg ho\gevcr that the training was for words that WCT spulllu ‘]”y Tequireg for £8
the passage de that the training foreed the reacler to connect the vocabulary Words wyy |

dedue & pertence,
the reader’s prior knowledge and exper i N — & 3 B
Beck and!her colleagues (Beck, Perletti, & McKeown, 1982; McKeown, Beck, Omanggy, ¢

& Perfetti, 1983) also developed techniques for helping 'ffff('ﬁ'ﬁ f_':_"!‘?d ‘.”“‘“"‘,W"hm they
own experiences, Their extensive vm'almlaw training wa':' a:t:t‘s\s u "l‘).l\m Tt‘i\S\ng Radere
comprehension of texts that contain the just-learned el b‘i"l‘l' S““tl“s SEEIS 10 be g
to knowledge-based training and tests that invpl\'c the specilically taught words (S &
Faitbanks, 1986). More recently, Baumann, l:dwar‘ds, Boland, Olejnik, ang Ki\mt"cnm
(2003) have shown that ft is possible 1o teach specific vocabulary and specitic contextuy|
analysis strategies within the context of fifth-grade social studies x:eadmg.

Consider this scenario: A teacher sits in front of a group of first graders and reads an
interesting children’ storybook to the class, The goal is to improve the childrens language
skill, including their vocabulary. Brabham and Lynch-Brown (2002) note that “reading
aloud has been a cornerstone ol literacy development and classroom practice for over 4
century” (p. 465), and report evidence that 100% of elementary school teachers read aloud
to their students at least several times a week,

How can this practice of teading aloud to students be designed 1o maximize the vocab. ©
ulary growth of the students? To help answer this question, Brabham and Lynch-Brown |
(2002) asked teachers to read hooks to first- and third-grade students using three different =

reading-aloud methods, I the Just=reading method, teachers read a book aloud (in about
10 minutes) without student tterruption and then asked students to work silently at their
seals on tasks such as answeriny questions and drawing, This was repeated for 3 more days
to maximize vocabulary learning, In the performance method, the teacher began with a
3-minute discussion of (he story with seripied comments and questions, then read the :
L Wﬂh,om student interruption (in #hout 10 minutes). and then followed up with con-
tinued guided discussion bused o scriped comments and questions, In the interactional
method, the same scripted comments wey wluded hefore, during, and after the teacher

_ 8 Porton of the story, the reacher asked questions
b MOry=teading activity lasteq) about 20 minutes, with 5 mun-

SCussion hefore the Fending and 5 minutes after, Thus, all students

€ story and spent another 20 minutes working on refaigd
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activities, but students m the must-readhng methnd never had 3 chance 1o discuss the story
as a class. Afterward. studens 1ocik & Y0-word wagabulary test based on words from the
story with itemns such 25 Does “standoned’ mesn "z left all alone,” “(b) put in a band ”
or “(¢) made off liues™? This procedure was carmed ma or two different books

Figure 2-16 shows the efiecss of the Three readmg-alond methods on vocabulary gams for
the two books (Call Me Ay snd Everglades) As you can see, although reading aloud
without discussion (Le. . ust-readmg growp) resclied m vocabulary gans, students in the per-
formance group guned more tham tence 25 mamy words 2s those in the just-reading group.
and students i the interacnons growp gamed more than three imes as many words as those
int the just-reading group. Overall. stnderts who recenved the mieracuonal method gained sig-
nificantly more words tham students m enher of the other two groups and students in the per-
formance method gained more words than studerss m the Just-reading group. These results
show that all styles of reading siowd wo stadents are not egually effective. The vocabulary gans
fostered by reading abowd to stadenes s grealy amproved when the 1eacher carefully guides
chiscussion before, durug, and aier the reading. This research suggests that learners in the pn-
mary grades can benefit from suadance wm how 10 learn word meaning from context.

Overall, rescarch on vocabuiary trrinmg shows that cenain forms of direct mstruction
can be eftective in mmproving stwdents’ voczbulanes, bat that immersion is essential to fos-
ter the amount of vocabulary growsh that students need. For example, based on the most
conservative estumates, students need 10 learn about 1,000 words a year in the primary
grades, but no more than 300 words are learned from direct vocabulary instruction
(Brenmlier & Slonum, 2001, Joshy, 2005). Thus, mstead of asking which approach is best, it
makes more sense to craft a program of vocabulary instruction that builds on the best fea-
tures of both approaches. Cunmngham (2005) summarnizes this point in a recent review:
“Chuldren are constantly kearming the meaning of words through their encounters with

-~ FIGURE 2~16 Number of words learned under thwee reading-aloud methods
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