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ABSTRACT

THE MONTESSORI METHODOGS USPERIIDLEISGNJI N6 S T
AND ITS IMPACT ON THE BOOK CHOICES AND WORD LEARNING OF
STUDENTS WHO ARE DEAF OR HARD OF HEARING
Rebecca L. W. Jackson

It has been well established in the literature that the acquisition of literacy
presents a significant challenge for most students who are deatiaftreearing Allen,
1986; Babbini & Quigley, 1970; Holt, 1993; Lane & Baker, 1974; Marschark, Lang, &
Albertini, 2002; Moog & Geers, 1985; Traxler, 2000; Trybus & Karchmer, 1977
Vocabulary, which has been identified as one ottitecal skills necesary for reading
(NRP, 2000), is an area of language acquisition in which students with hearing loss
demonstrate particular weakneBayey & King, 1990Gilbertson & Kamhi, 1995;
LaSasso & Davey, 1987; Paul & Gustafson, 1991; Paul & O'Rourke).198&
Mont essor.i Me t h o-geriad $essen aSaewqyto introdice ndwrwerds to
students. The individualization provided by the thpeeod lesson, as well as the
simplicity of language and lack of feedback involved all hold potential benefit for
students who are deaf or hard of hearing. While little research has been conducted on the
book choices of students, King and Quigley (1985) demonstrated that text difficulty is
less important when students have a high level of interest in a book. iy themeasing
student interest in a book by using it in book share sessions and teaching some of the
unknown words may make that book more accessible to students.

The current study examined the impact of book share sessions, as well as two



different types of vocabulary instruction on the book choices and word learning of
students. Six students from a figgtade classroom in a school serving students who are
deaf partigpated in this study. A mixethodeldesign with alternating treatments
employing theframework of qualitative analyses and singléject design was used.

The dependent variables were book choice andterrg retention of vocabulary items.
The independentariable was the type of vocabulangtruction.

While the data showed noimpact any i ntervention on par
choices, five of six participants retained more words taught to them using the Montessori
Method than those taught to them using traditional direct instruction. The study also
demonstrated the efficiency of the Messori Method in teaching vocabulary as
compared with direct instruction that included verbal feedback and tangible

reinforcement.
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Chapter |

Introduction

Statement of the Problem

The acquisition of language has been, and remains, the greatest challenge within
the fieldof Deaf Education. Students with hearing loss, on average, leave high school
with a reading level of fourth graq&raxler, 2000) One area in which students who are
deaf or hard of hearing have particular difficulty is vocabulary acquigiDaney &

King, 1990; LaSasso & Davey, 1987; Paul & Gustafson, 1991; Paul & O'Rourke, 1988)
When compared with their hearing peers, students with hearing loss exhibit significant
deficiencies in vocabulary (Breslaw, Griffiths, Wood, & Howarth, 1981). While
vocabuéary has obvious implications for literacy development, its effects reach beyond
reading and language. Hart and Risley (1995) cited vocabulary as the single best

predictor of overall academic success.

The Montessori Method

Maria Montessori was the firstoman to become a physician in Italy (Standing,
1957) . Whil e working as a physician in
interested in the development and education of children (Mooney, 2000). She used her
training as a physician to developa&pproach to education that was based on clinical
observation and inquiry (Montessori, 1964). Drawing on her clinical/scientific
background, Montessori believed that a teacher should also act as a researcher by

continually utilizing methodical observatioo tailor the education of individual students



(Montessori, 1992).

The Montessori Method is an approach to education that is based on a philosophy
of child development. A day in a Montessori classroom consists of large blocks ef open
ended time duringvhich individual students will be engaged in activities they have
chosen, either independently or with the guidance of a teacher (Lillard, 2007). In order to
make these activities beneficial for the students, one of the fundamental components of a
Montes®ri classroom is a carefully prepared environment (Mooney, 2000). Montessori
teachers work to ensure that all materials available to students are attractive, in good
working order, and are developmentally appropriate (Lillard, 1972). At the same time,
educational materials are flexible in that they may be used in various ways to meet the
individual needs of each of the students in the classroom (Barron, 2008). In addition,
most materials in a Montessori classroom are designed to allow students ta wtérac
the materials without the assistance of a teacher (Montessori, 1967a).

The Montessori approach to education i s
innate curiosity and desire to learn (Lillard, 1972). Using this as a foundation, the
Montessori pproach uses a ch#ckntered approach in which even very young children
are encouraged not only to choose their activities independently, but also to be active
participants in the care and maintenance of themselves and their environment (Mooney,
2000). he goal of this is to allow a childds c
while also instilling a sense of competence and independence.

Although her influence waned in the ridentieth century, the Montessori
Method has enjoyed a resurgence m thited States in recent decades (Whitescarver &

Cossentino, 2008). Among the more recent developments within the field of Montessori



Education is the increase in the number of public Montessori schools (Ehattin
McNichols, 1990; 1992), as well as the o$¢he Montessori Method to assist in therapy
for patients with Al zhei merdés and other
Bayles, Azuma, Cleary, & Kim, 2006; Camp, 2001). In addition, the Montessori Method
has been explored as a way to meet tleglga®f students with a variety of special
learning needs (Gitter, 1967; Orem, 1969; Orem & Coburn, 1978; Pickering, 1992;
Pickering, 2004a; Pickering, 2004b).

The potential of the Montessori philosophy and method for students with hearing

loss has not lBn overlooked. Currently, at least four schools within the U.S. that provide

services for children with hearing loss utilize at least some components of the Montessori

Method. These include Blossom Montessori School for the Deaf in Clearwater, Florida,
The Alexander Graham Bell Montessori School in Wheeling, Illinois, The St. Rita School
for the Deaf in Cincinnati, Ohio, and the preschool and elementary program at the
Katzenbach School for the Deaf in Trenton, New Jersey.

Despite the recent increaseimterest in, and use of, the Montessori Method, there
remains very |little empirical evidence
philosophy to strive for a unified scientific approach to the child, an approach that broke

ground championinghe importance of observation, has failed miserably to mount a

credible research based (Schapiro, 1990,

beneficial effects of the Montessori Method on student outcomes (CNathinchols,
1981, Lillard & ElseQues, 2006; McKenzie, 1990), very little time has been spent on
bringing to light what makes the method effective. Cha¢taNichols (1990) discussed

one of the challenges in building an empirical foundation for the Montessori Method by

t
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pointing out the laclkf researchers who are familiar enough with the Montessori Method
to conduct research.

In any discussion of the Montessori Method, it is important to note two things.
The first is the fact that the Montessori name is not legally protected in anylwiay.
lack of protection means that the term Montessori may be applied by anyone to any type
of school or teaching without any oversight or prior approval. This often results in some
confusion over what the Montessori Method is, as it is may have beammésreal in
confusing or contrasting forms.

The second important issue to clarify is that within the field of accrediting
Montessori entities, Thhrearestwoanain istérpretationsob r g a n
the Montessori Philosophy. AMI and AM$oth interpretations are well thought out
and valid, although they differ strongly o
p a r a Assdciation Montessori Internationale (AMI) was founded in Amsterdam, The
Netherlands by Dr. Maria Montessori in B9along with her son Mario (Association
Montessori Internationale, 2011). The American Montessori Society (AMS) was
founded in 1960 by NandyicCormick Rambusch, who was an AMI certified teacher
(American Montessori Society, 2011Both AMI and AMS offercertification programs
for teachers and accreditation for schools. The most significant difference in the two
organizations and the schools and teachers associated with them is the level of adherence
to the original methods developed by Dr. Montessohie following information, from
www.MontessoriAnswers.com (2011), illustrates this difference:

In AMI schools, Montessori philosophy and curriculum are

implemented in a way that is consistent with the original



approach of Maria Montessori. The Montessoaiterials

are used precisely in the manner used by Dr. Montessori

without deviation or extensions; preserving what

proponents of this interpretation believe is the purity of the

method. In AMS schools, teachers continue the methods

developed by Dr. Montssri while bringing in outside

resources, materials, and ideas to extend or supplement the

Montessori curriculum. (para. 2 & 3)
NancyMcCormick Rambusch was appointed by Mario Montessori to be the U. S.
representative to the AMI (Whitescarver & Cossenti#@f)8). When Ms. Rambusch
made the decision to establish the American Montessori Society, she felt that there were
certain aspects of the Montessori Method that required modification and adjustment in
order to accommodate American culture (American Mauesociety, 2011).
According to The American Montessori Soci€2911) fiMar i o Mont essori
with these changes, and in 1963, AMI and AMS parted ways. The two organizations
have since reconciled their differences, and now enjoy a collegiabnslaip of mutual
support and respaxfpara. 10) I n an article detailing the
Montessori movement, Whitescarver and Cossentino (2008) sum up the history of
di vergence between t heAMliand AMSsigaeemiemat i ons b
common with one another than either does with manstm educati onal cult
2589)

For the purposes of this study, it is important to note that the researcher is

certified by the American Montessori Society and taught in an AMS accreditedl.sch



Therefore, the interpretation of the Montessori Method used to develop and implement
this study reflects some of the modifications the AMS has made to the original
philosophy of Maria Montessori. For example, one component of this study is the share
reading of storybooks by the teacher to a group of students. In AMI accredited schools, it
would be extremely rare to see, if at all, this type of wAgpteip activity. While AMS
accredited schools do tend to have large blocks of time set asidedientstto work
independently, one or two smaifoup or wholegroup activities, suchsshared reading,
are not uncommon during a school day. Another difference between the two views of the
Montessori Method that may be evident in this study is the lésthecture used during
the threeperiod lesson. As taught in an AMI classroom, the tpex@d lesson tends to
follow a strict script, while a threperiod lesson in an AMS classroom uses more
flexibility in the | anguargneetatleergsinal |1 n keep
methods of Dr. Montessori, a thrperiod lesson presented by an AMI certified teacher
would likely follow the script as written by Dr. Montessori herself Discovery of the
Child (1967b) she used the example of introducingtiecae pt s of &érougho a
t hr ough -séttahgee dt ad skeseslledrnt.6
First Stage: She will say: dAlt 1 s sm
repeats the word many times over (p. 156). Second Stage:
She will repeat over an over again the same questio
AWhi c hsmoote 0 i s Wh iraudh? @.45¢). i s
Third Stage: The teacher asks the ch
(p.158).

While the AMS interpretation of the thrgeriod lesson tends to follow the



format prescribed by Dr. Montessori, the language usslightly more diverse. The
following is an excerpt from an AMS teacher certification program course reader (West
Side Montessori School, 2008):

The First PeriodAssociate the object of the sensory

impression with its name. This is generally in a $emp
sentence format. For example, in presenting the solid

geometric shapes you might say, AThi

N

AfThi s i ghe&econdPeecdoRei nf orce the chil do

association of the object or sensory impression with its
name through simple tasksat require the child to
demonstrate his/ her recognition. For
cube. Now point to the sphere. Place the sphere on the
tabl e. Go to the badhkeet and bring be
Third Period This is the test in which the child
demongtates the vocabulary. Point to the object of picture
of the object and ask the child, 0fWhe
shape is this?0 or AWhat color is thi
Period Lesson?, para5).

While the two variations of the thrgeeriod lesson havauch in common, the greatest

difference comes in the diversity of prompts used by the teacher during the second

period. The thregeriod lesson, as discussed and used in this study, will be the AMS

interpretation.

Critical or sensitive periods As she gplained inThe Absorbent Min{lL967a),



Montessori believed that children are able to absorb knowledge without effort. Although
the idea of absorbing knowledge is antiquated, she also discussed the concept of sensitive
periods. Montessori felt that whehildren are experiencing a sensitive period for

learning in a certain area they will learn more readily during that sensitive period than
before or after (Curry, 1990). This notion is reflective of the critical period hypothesis

that suggests that thesmee optimal biological time frames for the emergence of language

and other areas of development (Colombo, 1982). Although Montessori has not been
given credit for developing the critical period hypothesis, her work and thinking are most
certainly consistat with that approach, and her notion of sensitive periods later served as
the foundation for Piagetodos devel opment al

MacWhinney (2002)was the first fully articulatedmergentisview of development.

Montessori {967a) pointed to the ease with which children seem to acquire their
natural spoken language as support for sensitive periods. This has been noted and
reiterated over and again by a myriad of theoretical linguists and developmental
psycholinguists. Montasri, like many of her predecessors and successors, believed that
a childbés sensitive period for | anguage be
approxi mately six years old (Montessori, 1
has been one diie central issues addressed in contemporary developmental
psycholinguistics, particularly within biological (e.g. Lennenberg, 1967; Newport 1990;

Pinker 2007) and emergentist orientationowBrman, 2009; MacWhinney, 2002
Emergentisnis a theoreticabositionrecognizing aspects of the biological basis of
language development, but also emphasizing the complex interaction between the

physical and neurol ogical make up of the h



cognitive processes and the social iban which they exist (MacWhinney 2002

Montessori 6s observation that children'

after the sixth year has generally been accepted (Newport, 1990), yet issues surrounding
the notion of critical periods are stilking debated and contested. The issues have less to
do with the existence of some general time frame in which children typically learn
language, and more to do with the concept of these time frames as fixed, rather rigid and,
more importantly, the mechisms that account for this window of opportunity and the
actual processes used to acquire or learn language with in these critical periods. Some
researchers (e.g. Snow, 1977; Cazden, 1972) are less supportive of this approach, seeing
it as too rigid andiblogically oriented while ignoring the contributions of nurture. Some
have suggested that there may even be multiple critical periods, depending upon the
language component being acquired (MacWhinney, 2002). Others prefer to think about
optimal periodf acquisition rather than critical periods, which is far more consistent
with the views of Montessori. Indeed, Locke (1995) argued that from an evolutionary
linguistics perspective, we should think about periods of sensitivity rather than critical
periods. It does seem to be the case that the majority of the structural components of
language, (e.g. phonology, morphology and syntax), but not semantics or the lexicon, and
the pragmatic use of language are acquired or developed before the age of sikasret i
been noted that even certain aspects of the structural aspects of the language are not fully
developed until a childeaches adolescence (ChomKky75; Kretschmer, 1977,
Newport, 1990) and possibly beyond.

Montessori asserted that during earlyidinod, children do not require someone

to teach them how to speak, but rather t

he
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environment (Montessori, 1967a). This position is not unlike that of Chomsky (2009),
Pinker (2007) and some emergentists who stitegt the emphasis is on language

acquisition rather language learning. Chomsky makes a distinction between learning a
language and acquiring a language, the latter of which he proposes is more accurate. For
Chomsky, the child is biologically equippeallearn any language since it seems to be the
case that all known languages hold certain properties in common. These are considered
linguistic universals that form a type of tacit knowledge of language, allowing the child

to learn any language to which tieshe is exposed. The task for the child, according to
Chomsky (2009), is to discover how these linguistic universals play themselves out in the
particular language encountered. Furthermore, he suggests that this can be accomplished
with relatively minmal language input, though much greater than that provided to Victor,
the Wild Boy of Aveyron (Itard, 1962) or Genie, a modern day wild child (Curtiss, 1977).
While disagreeing with Chomsky in terms of the existence of a specific Learning
Acquisition Devte (LAD), most emergentists, likBowerman (2009)andMacWhinney

(2002 accept the notion of language being acquired rather than learned as some form of
tacit knowledge.

Montessori did not restrict her notion of sensitive periods to the acquisition of
language, but applied it to other domains as well, e.g. curiosity, engagement in task
compl etion, more complex thinking, and suc
1972). Montessori believed that teaching a child a skill such as reading or writing
requires some form of direct instruction after the sensitive period for language has passed
and is, in effect, considered a form of remediation (Pickering, 2004a). Many current

theoreticians and researchers in reading and writing would likely disagreesthattion
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in reading and writing, in and of itself, is fundamentally remedial in nature. They would,
however, agree that reading and writing to at least some degree are overlaid functions,

and that in early childhood, children are drawn to print andally seem to acquire

these skills with ease, thus showing a cer
writing (Berringer, 1996). During a sensitive period a child will acquire the skills, given

a proper environment. After a sensitive period &amiay still acquire a skill but it will

require more explicit teaching and learning will not occur as naturally, e.g. learning a

foreign language.

Montessori and assessmentMontessori expected that teachers should conduct
ongoing research within theitassrooms through observations and careful note taking
(Montessori, 1967b). This is an expectation that continues in current Montessori
programs, as evidenced by the TeaadsdResearcher model (ChatiMcNichols &
Loeffler, 1989) .gwadManthiseveusdaltow téacherns © arevaea i n
children continually with experiences that were highly appropriate for their individual
needs and development. Frequent observation of children and problem solving
difficulties that students encounter are@tways in which teachers assess the progress of
their students as well as the effectiveness of their teaching. Within the Montessori
philosophy, evaluation or assessment procedures are also built into the way that lessons
are presented, thus integratirgg@ssment with instruction (Lillard, 2007). This is not
unlike the currentlay Response to Intervention initiative (National Center on Response
to Intervention, 2010) and other researetated teaching techniques. One example of

this integrated assesent is the thre@eriod lesson (Talbot, 1964).

The threeperiod lesson that Maria Montessori incorporated into her teaching
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phil osophy was originally created in the 1
Edouard Seguin (Standing, 1957). Seguin, in,thad been a protégé of Jadarc
Gaspard Itard who was an educator of children who were deaf in the fsaad @arly
19" centuries and is best known for his work with Victor the Wild Boy of Aveyron (Lane,
1976). The theories gleaned from Victorandsss e quent &6wi l d chil drer
(Newport, 1990) have done much to contribute to the field of language acquisition.
Because of Itardodés i mportant contributions
development, the possible applicationof Moes s or i 6s met hods for st
seems serendipitous, given her link back to Itard.

At the same time, it is important to consider that Itard, Seguin, and Montessori
also shared the distinction of being both physicians and educators. Tliig ali@aied
them to bring a scientific lens (as such was conceived in their times) to the field of
education in general and special education in particular. This scientific approach to the
education of students has once again become timely in the ctimeaite of teacher
accountability and the strong call for Response to Intervention (RTI) and other research
related teaching techniques (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005).

Montessori strongly believed that even very young children needed to have
precise language labdlsr the objects and concepts in their world (Richardson, 1992).
Within the Montessori Method, the thrperiod lesson is often used as a way to introduce
a child to a new concept or set of materials as well as a way to expose a child to novel
words (Riclardson, 1997).

The theory behind the thrgeriod lesson is multifaceted. First, as with the

majority of the elements of the Montessori Method, a tpeg@d lesson is typically
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presented to an individual student (Lillard, 1972). This allows the tetxheeet the

individual needs of the student by moving through each stage of the lesson at a pace
appropriate for that student. Second, because no correction or reinforcement is offered to
the child, the learning that occurs during a tipedod lessois thought to be

intrinsically motivated and therefore is more apt to be internalized. Presumably, this
would lead to a better understanding as well as-teng retention of learning. Dr.

Montessori addressed this important aspect of the-ffeged lesson inThe Montessori

Method(1964):
I f we should say, in correcting the
made a mistake, o0 all these words, wh
of reproof, would strike him more fo

would remain in the mind of the child, retarg the

learning of names. On the contrary, the silence which

follows the error leaves the field of consciousness clear,

and the next lesson may successfully follow the first. In

fact, by revealing the error we may lead the child to make

an undue efforto remember, or we may discourage him,

and it is our duty to avoid as much as possible all unnatural

effort and all depression. (p.226)
Third, during a thregeriod lesson, two to three stimuli are presented at once in order to
offer a contrast (West Siddontessori School, 2008). In principle, the effort to
di scriminate between the different stimul.

Finally, the thregoeriod lesson uses a minimum of language other than that which is
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being taught. Montessoi wrote that verbal strategies r
objectivity to avoid confusing the child w
(Montessori, 1964, p. 108). This simplicity may be particularly beneficial for a child

with hearing lossfér whom language is already a struggle) because irrelevant

information may be especially unclear and confusing. While students with language

delays can benefit from exposure to rich language, simplicity may be beneficial during

initial exposure. This itial encounter with a word should then be followed with varied,

language rich experiences.

S e gui n éeriodldssor Maria Montessori used the thrperiod lesson
originally developed by Seguin to help children form associations between objects or
concepts and their corresponding names (Richardson, 1997). Montessori emphasized
especially the use of the thrperiod lesson in the early childhood classroom, citing the
sensitive period for language that occurs between birth and six years of agd,(Lillar
2007; Montessori, 1967a). Edouard Seguin divided his lessons into three periods to
allow children to form an association between objects and words (Montessori, 1967a).
The threeperiod lesson is a very purposeful way in which to introduce vocabulary,
nomenclature, and concepts to children, and is frequently used in Early Childhood

Montessori classrooms.

The first period is the Introduction or Naming (Standing, 1957). During this
period, objects or words are shown to the student and named by ther {@dchtessori,
1967a). For example, when introducing new vocabulary words a teacher might arrange
three cards with the words (or pictures) 6

student. Working with each card individually, the teacherindlicate the card and say
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the word to the student (Montessori, 1967b). Each word may be read several times,
depending on the needs of the individual student (Montessori, 1967b). Based on
observations during the first period, the teacher will decide wehéthfollow the first
period with the second period, or to revisit the first period with the student at another
time. At this stage of learning, children may show signs of comprehension through eye
contact, nodding, repeating a word, etc.

The second perd is Association or Recognition (Standing, 1957). This period
may immediately follow the Introduction, or may be conducted as a separate lesson. The
object of this period is to review and reinforce the new words or concepts introduced in
the first perod. The same materials are used and are arranged in the same way. The
teacher will ask the student to demonstrate knowledge of the words or concepts learned in
the first period (Montessori, 1964) . For
6c@t . 6Pl ease touch 6dogdéd to your nose. 6 or
contemporary terms, the goal of this period is to assist the student in moving the words
into his/her longgerm memory. If the student is unable to complete the demonstrations
the second period, the teacher should return to the first period before attempting the
second period again (Montessori, 1964). Again, based on teacher observations, the
second period may be followed immediately by the third period or it may be pksente
later as a separate lesson.

The third period is Recall (Montessori, 1967a). Dr. Montessori (1967a) referred
to this stage as 6éa rapid verification of
student is shown the objects or words and ask@@me them. For example, the teacher

would show the student the 6catédé card and
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teacher moves on to the third period only when there is confidence that the student will
be successful. Itis during the thpdriod that a student will begin to take ownership of
his or her own learning. If the student requires correction from the teacher, it may
impede this ownership. Figure 1 below illustrates the structure of thepéreel lesson

as well as the movemebetween the periods.

Eirst Period
(Naming
or
Introduction)

Signs of
— Comprehension YES

4

NOJ

Third Period Consistent Correct
(Recall) ’ Responses YES

NOJ

L essson Complete

Figurel. The Structure of Seguin's Thr@eriod Lesson

The basic structure of the thrperiod lesson is prdetermined, yet the pace and
number of repetitions of each pmt may easily be tailored to the individual needs of
each student during each lesson. As with all aspects of the Montessori Method, teacher
observation is key to successful lesson implementation (Montessori, 1992). The teacher

must observe the studenbsely to determine whether or not to repeat a period and when
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to move on to the next period (Montessori, 1967b). Depending on the circumstances, all
the periods may be completed within one short lesson, or they may each be presented
multiple times over @eriod of days or even weeks (West Side Montessori School, 2008).
When deciding whether to move on to the next period, continue with the current period,
or discontinue the lesson and revisit it later, the teacher observes the student for signs of
comprekension and mastery of the labels. If a student appears not to have mastered the
vocabulary as presented in the current period, the teacher will not move on to the next
(Montessori, 1967a). This prevents the student from being unsuccessful and als® ensure
that the teacher will not be put into a position of correcting an incorrect response
(Montessori, 1967b). Critical to this approach is that during the-ffeged lesson, as
with the Montessori Method in general, the teacher refrains from correctirsuitient or
providing verbal or material reinforcement (Montessori, 1964).

Richardson (1969) asserted that the period of time it takes for a student to move
from the second to the third period of a thpsgiod lesson is an illustration of the time
and perience children sometimes require in order to internalize novel words. The
flexible, child-centered nature of the thrperiod lesson might be particularly beneficial
for students who are deaf or hard of hearing when they are transitioning fromahe sec
to the third period. In general, students with hearing loss require more exposures to a
novel word in order to internalize the word and make it a part of their lexicon. In
discussing the thregeriod lesson, Lillard (1996) points to individualizatesone
reason for its effectiveness:

The second stage, which is the actual learning

period, can be extended and repeated as many
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times as necessary for an individual child. Each

child then has a greater chance of success in the
last period, which is, ieffed, the testing stage. (p.
37)

It is important that the above discussion of the tpe®od lesson be put in proper
context in that, on the face of it, the thymeriod lesson appears merely to be a very
simple, traditional and highly structured stilms discrimination task. This, by some
accounts, would be antithetical to a progressive approach that emphasizesctaidd
learning. Additionally, the highly structured nature of the lesson, itself, appeals to
minimal use of language. This seem®é at odds with a more natural dialogic approach
involving scaffolding and more dynamic app
expatiation and other childirected strategies (Newport, Gleitman & Gleitman, 1977).

It should be noted, however, that notddlelopmental linguists agree that the
notion of fAmotheresedo, as displayed in Wes:
universal phenomenoi®(eitman, Newport & Gleitman, 1984)n certain societies, e.g.
certain Samoan tribes, caregivers do nottaliheir infants until they are mobile. Even
after the children become mobile, the caregivers often do not address their language to
the child and they do not modify their talk as is done in motherese (Ochs, 1992).
Similarly, mothers from Kululi of Pagy New Guinea, demonstrate a very different way
of interacting with their children, particularly with respect to language. For the most part,
they take on the role of both the child and the parent, and thus they do the talking for the
child and they do sm adult terms. These caretakers provide the first person perspective

of dialog whether it be in dyatic or triatic situation when taking on the role of the child.
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It should be noted that neither strategy impedes the language acquisition of the children
and they seem to develop language in the same time frame.

As a result, three things about the thpegiod lesson are important to understand
in order to avoid the impression that this work is trivial at best. A closer look at the task
reveals severamportant differences. First, the task is meant to be an initial introduction
of a novel concept or word, which is meant to be followed by many varied experiences
with that concept or word; this thrperiod lesson is but one activity within the entire
swpe of the Montessori Method and its curriculum. Second, the intuitive nature of the
decision making process of the teacher as to when to move through the three periods is
imperative to the effectiveness of the thpeiod lesson. Third, and most imgaontly,

no direct feedback is provided with regard to the child's responses.

Student Interest and Book Choice

Very little research has been done to examine the book choices of young children.
Even fewer researchers have focused on the book choicesds&nhiith hearing loss.
Harms and Lettow (1986) argue that personal choice is a powerful way to engage
students in books by allowing them a sense of ownership of the reading process:
Interest is an alimportant basis of learning, whatever the
particula level of competence may be. The lack of interest
causes many childrenéto fail in read
by a high degree of interest children show increased energy
to work persistently at reading until satisfaction is gained
from accomplishment. (Howe 1963, p. 491)

Students with typical hearing demonstrate higher levels of comprehension in correlation
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with levels of interest in the material, regardless of difficulty (Asher & Markell, 1974;
Estes & Vaighan, 1973). Anken and Holmes (1977) disco\eesaahilar correlation for
students with hearing loss. King and Quigley (1985) asserted that high levels of student
interest made text difficulty less important while low levels of interest made text
difficulty a more important factor.
Gelzer (1988) discised the importance of sharing books with young children
with hearing loss as a means of fostering language development, as well as nurturing an
interest in reading and early literacy skills. Not surprisingly, both reading and writing
competence in studenhave been shown to correlate with the amount of time that
students spend reading. Further, students who choose not to read in their free time tend
to 6l ose groundd academically over time ev
appropriate levelAnderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Mullis, Campbell, & Farstrup,
1993; Stanovich, 1986
The role of interest in education has been discussed by some of thadsst
education pioneer(g., Dewey, 1913; James, 1950n recent decades, research has
supported this correlation by demonstrating that interest impacts learning, motivation,
and effort Hidi, 1991; Schiefele, 1991). Schiefele (198alled interest an "important
resource for learning that is related to cognition and intrinsic motivatiomasudistinct
properties and additional effects on | earn
Research into literacy has shown repeatedly that multiple experiences with text
benefit studentsd reading devel opment. On
interact with tet is to explore books and read independently. This begins at an early age

when students are developing their-peading skills. While shared storybook reading is
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an important part of literacy development, providing students with the opportunity to
deeen their personal experience with a book that has been shared by the teacher has the
potential to increase the impact of that book on their developing literacy.

Unfamiliar or unknown vocabulary words in a text make a book more challenging
for students.If students perceive a book as challenging or difficult, this is likely to
impact their willingness to spend time reading and exploring that particular book. Simply
increasing a studentds knowledge of even a
textmay serve to make the book more accessible to that student, and should have the
effect of raising a studentdés interest | ev

The selection of novel words for instruction is not a new concept. In fact, some
form of direct instruction is ¢&n a part of a vocabulary curriculum. Teachers use
techniques such as semantic mapping, definition copying, and using vocabulary words in
a sentence. As discussed earlier, the Montessori Method advocates the use ofthe three
period lesson as a meanseaposing students to novel vocabulary, followed by repeated,
varied experiences with those words. One of the most important ways in which the three
period lesson in particular, and the Montessori Method in general, differ from the
vocabulary instructionahethods that typically take place in traditional classrooms is the
lack of extrinsic motivation (Lillard, 2007). Deci and Ryan (2000) described intrinsic
motivation as behavior that occurs Afor th
16), while Sansone and Harackiewicz (2000) explained that extrinsic motivation is based
on Athe desire to secure an eQdtlmansic rewa
classroom setting, extrinsic motivation can range from something as simple as a smile or

nodfrom the teacher to more concrete rewards such as stickers or prizes. Based on the
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research regarding extrinsic motivators, the intrinsic motivation utilized by the three

period lesson is likely to result in deeper, more personal learning for stuttents.

principle, this type of learning could lead to an increased interest in the topics and

concepts being learned, as well as an increase in word recognition and vocabulary

retention. If this is true, using the thrperiod lesson to teach word recognitaomd

recal | from a storybook may i mpact a chil d
storybook during freehoice reading time. If the use of the thpegiod lesson would

impact book choice in this way, it could be a useful tool for teachers to egeotneir

students to spend time with books that are more challenging, as well as simply spending

more meaningful time with books in general.

Shared Reading

Shared reading is a common practice, especially in early childhood and
elementary school classms. During shared reading, a book is read (usually by the
teacher) to the class. Throughout this reading, the pictures and text are shared with the
students. Typically, the teacher will ask students questions about the story being read and
will ask themto make inferences and predictions about what they think will happen in the
book. In most instances, students are encouraged to make comments about the book, ask
guestions, and share connections with prior experiences.

The benefits of shared reading anultiple. It allows the teacher to model
reading behaviors for students, and also provides students with access to text that they
would be unable to fully engage with independently (ygotsky, 1978). The group setting
of shared reading provides an ogdpaity for students to be exposed to the thoughts and

ideas of their peers. Accessing the information inragaopriate books provides them
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with information about the worldBs, van ljzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 199%vhich they
may not be able to accesslependently. Finally, sharing a book with students is one of

many ways to provide them with contextual experiences with novel words.

Motivation

AThe prize and the puni shment are incen
and therefore we cainly cannot speak of the natural development of the child in
connection with t heMontessori,196Mp.2l)a Mont essor i

During the formulation of her educational methods, Maria Montessori developed
the belief that evaluations such as gradesrawards were not beneficial to the learning
process (Lillard, 2007). In fact, she believed that such external influences serve to
di srupt childrenés | earning. Montessori f
innate desire to learn. Basedl this, she felt that learning itself serves as a motivator for
students and that no extrinsic rewards are necessary. In the decades since Montessori
incorporated this belief into her educational philosophy, research has supported her belief
about the diarptive effect that extrinsic reward might have on performance. For
example, studies conducted in the early 70
served to diminish motivation to participate in activities which participants had
previously undeeken voluntarily (Lillard, 2007). Sadly, research has demonstrated that
childrenés intrinsic motivation declines s
Wigfield, Midgley, Reuman, Maclver, & Feldlaufer, 1993; Harter, 1981). While there are
myriadfactors that likely influence this change, the research suggests a strong correlation
between an increase in extrinsic motivation and a decline in intrinsic motivation

(Wiersma, 1992).
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Research hashown that extrinsic motivators may be effective, buy amkhe
short term. In a metanalysis of rewards and motivation, Deci, Koestner, and Ryan
(1999) found that the expectation of reward interfered with subject motivation across 128
experiments. For example, in a study that explored motivation in thextah student
use of schoesupply colored markers in a preschool classroom, Lepper, Greene, and
Nisbett (1973) found that expectation of reward was correlated with decreased use of the
markers by students who had previously chosen this activity ofaweiaccord. This
research affirmed the O6overjustif-awa@ti ond -
condition lessened subsequent interest in an intrinsically motivated target activity more
significantly than the unexpectedvard or neaward conditns.

The implications of extrinsic rewards go beyond motivation. Researchers have
demonstrated the negative impact of rewards on cognitive functioning, creativity, and
prosocial behavior. Grolnick and Ryan (1987) demonstrated that students who expected
to receive grades after reading a passage remembered the most information at first test,
but had forgotten the most information when retested a week later. Those students who
expected to be asked only about their personal reaction to the passage aatansedll
of the information from the first test until the test a week later. This has strong
implications for the impact of rewards on letegm learning. Miller and Estes (1961)
investigated the impact of small versus large rewards. In a test oiligtion,
students who were awarded one cent for each correct answer performed no differently
than those who were awarded fifty cents for each correct answer. Those students who
received no reward for correct answers performed better than eitherodfigneroups.

Further, Bahrick, Fitts, and Rankin (1952) demonstrated that rewards had the effect of
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narrowing the attention of students. When there was an expectation of reward, students
focused only on the learning that had the potential to reswétnard. This narrowing
has the potenti al to Iimit studentsd abil i

missed opportunities to explore ancillary issues that are not the direct focus of a lesson.

Research Questions

The intent of this studwas to determine the impact of three possible
interventions on the book choices, word recognition, and vocabulary retention of six
students who are deaf.

More specifically, the following research questions were answered:

1) Will the use of Sharedéadirg increase the probability of students
choosing the book being shared?

2) Will the use of the Thre®eriod Lessorin conjunction with Shared
Reading increase the probability of choosing the book bshiaged
compared withthe use of Direct Instruction corjunction with $hared
Reading, and the use ofi&edReading alone?

3) Will the use of the ThrePeriod Lessorin conjunction with Shared
Reading lead to greater word recognition retention tharuse of
Direct Instruction in conjunction with Share@#&ling andthe use of
Shared Rading alone?

4) Will the use of the Thre@eriod Lessonn conjunction with ared
Reading lead to greater vocabulary learning ttn@use of Direct
Instruction in conjunction with ShareceRding, andhe use of Bared

Reading alone?
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Chapter Il

Relevant Literature

Reading Acquisition and Deafness

Even once hearing loss is taken into account, the reading challenges faced by
students who are deaf are not simple, but rfiatteted and complex (Wang, Kretschmer,

& Hartman, 2008). We ecelearn much about the way students who are deaf learn to read
by looking at the way that hearing students learn to read. Research has shown that even
though the language acquisition of children with hearing loss may be delayed, children of
varying hearig statuses still tend to follow similar patterns of development in the early
literacy phase (Mayer, 2007; Williams, 2004).

In 2000, the National Reading Panel (NRP) published a report based on a review
of research literature related to literacy. The repwluded a list of three areas of skill
critical for reading. These skills include alphabetics (phonemic awareness and phonics),
fluency, and comprehension (vocabulary and text comprehension) (NRP, 2000). The
findings of this report have become thaikdor a good deal of reading instruction in
schools. Schirmer and McGough (2005) discussed whether or not the findings of the
NRP were applicable to students with hearing loss, and their conclusion was that the
findings did have the potential to be appble within the field of Deaf Education. At the
same time, they asserted that the literacy needs of students with hearing loss are unique
enough to warrant the further investigation of teaching techniques tailored specifically to
their specialized needs

For both students with typical hearing and those with hearing loss, vocabulary is a
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key component of literacy. The vocabularies of children with hearing loss tend to be
much smaller than, and significantly delayed, when compared with thoserdi¢hang

peers (Barker, 2003; Lederberg & Spencer, 2009). This deficit is likely to have a
significantly negative impact on the reading acquisition of students who are deaf or hard

of hearing.

Vocabulary and Reading

As earl y as t h eesehrBh2rd dissernedeacarrelaiaonibeiweanl

word knowledge and development of reading skills (Whipple, 1925).
In all assimilative reading, grasp of content depends
upon the associations made as the words are seen.
When associations are definite and ewous, the
results are rich; when associations are hazy and few
in number the results are vague. Growth in reading
power means, therefore, continuous enriching and
enlarging of the reading vocabulary and increasing
clarity of discrimination in appreciatioof word
values. (Whipple, 1925, p.76)

The importance of the knowledge of word meaning to reading comprehension has
long been established (Davis 1984ckinson, McGabe, Anastapoulos, Peiskemberg,
& Poe, 2003; Snow, Tabors, & Dickinson, 20&pearrit, 1972). Harris and Moreno
(2006) discussed recent changes in vocabulary education:

Over the last ten to fifteen years, vocabulary has been upgraded

as a component of language proficiency. After years of
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overvaluation of morphological and syntaclalls, knowledge

of words is now considered the most important factor in
language proficiency and school sucdess part due to its close
ties with text comprehension. Words are the carriers of meaning:
without knowledge of words, understanding sengsrar texts is

not possible. (p. 217)

At the same time, it is important to remember that while there is a widely held
belief in the correlation between reading comprehension and vocabulary, there is little
evidence to support a causal relationship betwbe two. It becomes a chickegg
guestion: do students have strong reading comprehension because of their large

vocabularies, or can large vocabularies be attributed to strong reading comprehension?

Vocabulary Instruction Research

In the past, reseeh on vocabulary instruction has focused mainly on providing
support for the theory that direct instruction is a viable method of vocabulary acquisition
(Pany & Jenkins, 1978; Petty, Herold, & Stoll, 1968). Some of the instructional strategies
that havebeen shown to be effective through educational research include discussing
novel words prior to reading (Gray & Holmes, 1938; Serra, 1953), writing sentences that
include vocabulary worddNelson, 1961; Anderson & Kulhavy, 1972), examining words
morphologcally (Otterman, 1955), using contextual experiences such as visual aids or
field trips (Davis, 1951; McCullough, 1969), and using contextual cues (Eicholz &

Barbe, 1961; Wittrock, Marks, & Doctorow, 1975).
There has also been much research regardingffinetivenessf direct

vocabulary instruction. Pany (1978) found that direct text vocabulary instruction had the
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effect of increasing word knowledge. Some studies have shown that direct vocabulary

instruction has the potential to increase text comprgba( Ka me 6 enui , Carni ne,

Freschi, 1982; Marks, Doctorow, & Wittrock, 1974), while other studies have shown little

to no benefit to reading comprehension (Pany & Jenkins, 1978; Pany, Jenkins & Schreck,

1982; Tuinman & Brady, 1974). Some reasons toarhe discrepancies between the

findings of past vocabulary instruction studies include variations in instructional

strategies, depth of word knowledge, complexity of words taught, and frequency of word

encounters (Beck & McKeown, 1991; McKeown, 1985x¥dn, 1986). Paul (1996)

stated: Alt i s becoming evident that text vo

instruction nor context can account for what readers know about words and how they

acquire this knowledge. 0 (Beck & McKeown, 109
What does it mean to know a word?When discussing the acquisition of

vocabulary, it is important to consider what it meansimwa word. In their synthesis

of research in vocabulary instruction, Bauma

this quesbn. The development of semantic representations related to a word is likely to

be a gradual and ongoing process that may continue for years (McGregor, Friedman,

Reilly, & Newman, 2002). As Nagy and Scott (

undersand words through different types of knowledge, come to recognize multiple

meanings for words, learn words in relation to our knowledge of other words, and learn

di fferent types of words differently.o (p. 7

theidea that children acquire most words in stages as they have repeated and varied

experiences with them (Anderson, 1996; Krashen, 1989; Nagy, Herman, & Anderson,

1985; Nagy, Anderson, & Herman, 1987).
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Wgotsky (1962) also explored the complexity of wordamag, defining a word

as Aéa wunit of verbal thought that is al

words to be dynamic formations that change

Dixon, and Carnine (1987) not only differentiated betwegnessive and receptive
vocabulary, but also identified four different types of vocabulary; speaking (expressive),
writing (expressive), listening (receptive), and reading (receptive). When discussing
vocabulary acquisition, it is important to distinguistween the various types of
vocabulary because a student does not need to have the same knowledge of a word in
order to understand it receptively (in context) that he or she would need to use the same
word expressively. In other words, there exist vagydegrees of word knowledge.

Further, words themselves are not straightforward. Rather, they are
multidimensional and include aspects such as semantic, graphic, psychological, social,
and linguistic, just to name a few (Mezynksi, 1983; Mosenthal, 1984%rds are
sometimes represented as nodes in a network; these nodes may be interconnected on
different dimensions: thematicalltaple chairi coucth), phonologically {able fablel
label), morphologically §imilitude gratitudd altitude), conceptuallyqup’ glass mug),
or sociolinguistically piss off bollocks fucking 6 ( Ver meer, 2001, p.
connections any given word has, the more enhanced the understanding of that word will
be (Nagy & Herman, 1987).

Once the various types and levels of vocabukaxgwledge are considered, the
task of assessing a studentodés vocabul ary
standardized, multiptehoice assessments are used to assess the vocabulary knowledge

of students. By their nature, these types of assessmentstaable to take into account

read

a

218

bec
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to complexity of word knowledge.

In their book ,Meaningful Differences in the Everyday Lives of American
Children,Hart and Risley (1995), discussed the importance of vocabulary, not only in
relationship to literacy, bulso as a predictor of overall academic success. This assertion
was supported by the research of Vermeer (2001). Further, Hart and Risley (1995)
demonstrated the widening of the gap as children progress through school and,
alarmingly, confirmed that as itdiren grow up, vocabulary instruction becomes less
effective. Becker (1977) was one of the first to demonstrate this by linking the academic
achievement of disadvantaged students to the size of their vocabularies and, based on this
research, assertingahdeficient vocabularies had a causal link to academic failure.
Baker, Si mmons, and Kamebenui (1998) affirme
di fferences in vocabulary size are evident e
confirming that thee gaps become greater as children progress through school. This
phenomenon is commonly known as the cumuladidreantage or Matthew Effect
(Walberg & Tsai, 1983).

Within the field of Behaviorism, what it means to know a word has been given
substantial ansideration. Behaviorist research has shown that a child may be able to
repeat a vocalization or sign representing a word after it has been produced by someone
else, prior to the acquisition of that word. This type of production is calledtaoic
(Skinner, 1957). While the repeated use of an echoic may lead to the acquisition of the
word, the initial repetitions represent a degree of word knowledge that differs greatly
from a childbés ability to independdmstly prod

common for receptive vocabulary acquisition to be slightly advanced in comparison with
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expressive vocabulary acquisition. Individuals might be able to recognize and understand

a word when it is used, but not be able to produce that same wosdriowim expressive
communication. Educational behaviorists make the distinction between listener role

(receptive language) and speaker role (expressive language). A child is considered to

have ONamingdé if he or she andspeaheliraes.tifa demons
child is able to identify the correct object or picture once the label has been verbalized by
someone else (listener role), but is not able to produce the verbal label (speaker role), he

or she is considered to lack Naming (Grees@eckman, 2009).

Vocabulary Instruction

In a synthesis of research regarding vocabulary instruction, Paul (1996) suggested
that the majority of instructional methods used with hearing studgatk & McKeown,
1991; Nagy, 1988) as well as with studentovare deaf (Conway, 1990; Dolman, 1992;
Paul, 1989; Paul & Gustafson, 1991) are not supported by current theory. Many of the
teaching strategies used expose the student to only one dimension of a word and do not
result in a deep understanding.

Within thefield of vocabulary instruction, there is a lesanding debate
regarding the most effective method of teaching vocabulary. At the core of the debate is
contextual learning versus direct instruction. While the debate has yet to be resolved, in
generalresearchers and educators on both sides of the issue tend to agree that a

multifaceted approach to teaching vocabulary is the most effective method.

Direct vocabulary instruction. In their synthesis of research on the vocabulary
development of hearindhei | dr e n, Baker, Si mmons, and Kame:¢

several studies that demonstrated the benefits of intentional vocabulary instruction.
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Coyne and his colleagues (2004) argued that direct instruction such as providing
definitional information does ke the potential to increase the vocabulary of young
children who are atisk for difficulty with literacy. However, no single best method of

direct vocabulary instruction has been identified (Beck & McKeown, 1991).

Most school language arts curriculagadittle emphasis on the explicit teaching
of vocabulary (Scott, Jamies®oel, & Asselin, 2003). This method of vocabulary
instruction can be time consuming. Teachers often seek more efficient ways to approach
the subject, such as computer softwarakBa 2003) or reliance on contextual learning.
Some argue that providing students with contextual experiences with novel words is an
adequate method of teaching vocabulary. While these experiences are an important
component of a wellounded vocabulargurriculum, they are not considered to be
adequate in and of themselves. Research conducted with children whose language
development is typical demonstrated that some direct instruction of vocabulary was
necessary as well in order to foster appropriatguage development (Beck, McKeown,
& Kucan, 2002). Dubios and Vial (2000) demonstrated that an increase in word recall
occurred when direct vocabulary instruction included a combination of spoken, written,
and visual representation. Research in regulac&ion has shown that drill and practice
are effective means of teaching at least some aspects of the meaning of new words

(McKeown, Beck, Omanson, & Pople, 1985; Pany & Jenkins, 1978; Stahl, 1983).

Contextual vocabulary learning. On the other handt has been argued that the
sheer quantity of words that students need to learn cannot feasibly be acquired through
direct instruction alone. Nagy and Anderson (1984) estimated that the academic

materials with which students will come into contact in gsatieee through nine contain
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more than 88,500 word families. The average word family is made up of an average of

4.5 words, which means that students can expect to encounter over 400,000 graphically

distinct words, not including over 100,000 proper nouBs the time children are five or

six years old, they are estimated to have vocabularies ranging from 2,500 to 5,000 words
(Baker, Si mmons, Kamedenui (1995) . I't has a
student 6s vocabul ar y oidneach gear{Nagy &Bndersogughl vy 3,
1984; Nagy, Anderson, & Herman, 1987; Nagy & Herman, 1987) and that between third

and seventh grade, a childdés vocabulary tend
also important, however, to consider estimates oatteeage adult vocabulary (defined

as words that are necessary to read junior high and high schools texts), which are roughly

17,000 (Nagy & Anderson, 1984). This figure makes direct instruction seem a more

manageable method of vocabulary acquisition.

When discussing contextual exposure as a means of vocabulary acquisition, it is
i mportant to keep in mind that o6all cont exts
McCaslin, 1983). Researchers have identified two general categories of contextual
learning deliberate and incident@lenkins, Stein, & Wysocki, 1984; Nagy, Herman, &
Anderson, 1985\While there are few who would argue against the fact that children are
able to learn new words through context, there are those who question the quality of this
type of learning specifically, how well the multiple dimensions of a word may be
acquired through context (Schatz & Baldwin, 1986). Along with Beck, McKeown, and
Omanson (1984) there are some researchers who think that students need experiences,
such aglirect instruction (e.g. dictionary work, sentence writing, semantic mapping), in

addition to contextual exposure in order to grasp the full, complex meanings of new
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words (Miller & Gildea, 1987; Stahl & Fairbanks, 1986).

While the two sides of this deteaseem to have a good deal about which to
disagree, they do reach consensus on one point: neither side has been a proponent for
one single method of vocabulary instruction. Although they may not agree about the

relative effectiveness of various instriectal methods, or the amount of weight to place

on one approach over another, they do feel t

vocabulary acquisition (Beck, et. al, 1984). In this vein, Stahl (1988) calls for a balance
between contextual leang and direct instruction for vocabulary acquisition. In their
synthesis of vocabulary instruction and
weigh in on the debate:

We certainly agree with Nagy et al. (1987) and

Cunningham and Stanovich (1998)tthsrd learning

does occur during normal reading and that wide reading

is a necessary and probably a causal factor for large

levels of vocabulary growth. However, we also believe

that instruction has a distinct role in vocabulary

development (p. 761). Barding rote vocabulary

learning, they do not know what the most effective and

efficient means are to provide students with initial,

limited definitional knowledge of vocabulary such that

it will serve as the foundation for subsequent deeper,

richer instrction or the acquisitionfoneaning from

context. (p. 776)

rese
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While most researchers agree that a combination of contextual experiences and
direct instruction are most effective, the appropriate ratio of these methods is unknown
(Baumann, Kame®3&)hui ,0f& Asclrrse€,0 there is unli
number 6 solution resolving this issue. l nst
many variables including, but not limited to, subject, context, and purpose, as well as a
number of factors relatedtoeh st udent (s) being taught ( Baume
2003).

Mc Keown, Beck, Omanson, and Pople (1985)

instructon.Sc hi r mer (2000) advocates for a multifa

growth in meaning vocabulady t hat i ncludes facilitating #fAél
through indirect vocabulary instruction [ as
through direct vocabulary instructiono (p. 1

this method, a coman question might be how an educator decides which vocabulary
words should be taught explicitly and which implicitly. Kibby (1995) argues that words
that are essential to reading comprehension should be taught explicitly asading
activity. Hiebet and Kamil (2005) suggest considering several variables such as word
frequency, importance, utility, and instructional potential when choosing words for direct
instruction.

Incidental vocabulary learning. Language exposure for children with typical
hearng begins prenatally, when they are exposed to the prosody and sound segments of
language (Locke, 1997). This allows these children to begin their lexical development
long before they enter school and undertake reading acquisition. Infants born with

heaing loss are less able to benefit from this early exposure to spoken language.
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Based on statistical data that they collected from eighdade students, Nagy,
Herman, and Anderson (1985) contend that incidental vocabulary acquisition from
context is respnsible for a sizeable part of firstnguage vocabulary acquisition of
students. While Nagy and Herman (1987) feel that just one encounter with a word
through these circumstances could allow for learning to occur, Jenkins and Dixon (1983)
argue that beteen six and twelve encounters of this type may be necessary for a child to
learn a new word.

The very nature of their hearing loss prevents children who are profoundly deaf
from benefiting from the incidental encounters through which so much vocabulary
acquisition can occur (Singleton, Morgan, DiGello, Wiles, & Rivers, 2004). Developing
an ageappropriate English language vocabulary is a significant challenge for children
who are unable to overhear spoken language occurring in their environment. IResearc
have demonstrated the effects of this lack of exposure through findings that show that
students who are deaf have a depressed English language vocabulary when compared
with their hearing peers (Karchmer & Mitchell, 2003; King & Quigley, 1985; Margchar
1997; Wilbur, 2000). Further, King and Quigley (1985) demonstrated that students who
are deaf tend to score lower on subtests of word knowledge and vocabulary than on other
subtests. A strong correlation has been found between the vocabulary setudsmifs
with hearing loss and their reading comprehension scores (Lasasso & Davey, 1987; Paul
& Gustafson, 1991). As deVilliers and Pomer
impaired students are caught in a vicious circle: their impoverished vocablitaiies
their reading comprehension, and poor reading strategies and skills limit their ability to

acquire adequate vocabulary knowledge from c
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Due to this lack of incidental word learning, when a child who is deaf encounters
a printed wod for the first time, it is much less likely that he or she will already have a
60l exical filed or 6mental noded for that wor
likely to have simply overheard the word in the peripheral language that occurs in
everyday life. This prior experience likely allowed the child to gather syntactic,
semantic, and morphological information about that word. Therefore, there will already
exi st a mental Ol exical filed i nttawordvhi ch t he
(Ormel, Hermans, Verhoeven, & Knoors, 200&) theory, exposing a child to a novel
word prior to a contextual experience with that word may allow the child to establish a
lexical file for that word. This could allow the child to use the contehduperience as
an opportunity to begin o6filling upd6 the | ex
than simply establishing an initial node or file. A simple activity such as the-Three
Period lesson used to introduce students to new worda@astential to foster this type
of | exical acquisition by | aying the foundat
may be particularly beneficial to students with language delays who are less likely to
have lexical files established for words.
When a word is completely novel, the child must construct an entirely new lexical
entry onto their semantic maPimel, Hermans, Verhoeven, & Knoors, 2006)owever,
it is important to keep in mind that for a number of children who are deaf, a strong
foundation in American Sign Language (ASL) will likely improve the chance that a child
will have a semantic file into which a novel printed word may be placed, although the
semantic files of an ASL user will contain information that differs slightly from tbbse

spoken language user. Paul (1998) asserts that knowledge that these students have
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acquired thragh ASL is beneficial becauseeihlarges their conceptual frameworks,
thereby allowing them to build a more creative vocabulahyidren with hearing lcs
who have already acquired large vocabularies in sign language prior to beginning reading
instruction are likely to be more successful in learning vocabulary words in the printed
form. AThe quantity of acqui r eeopmentgnn vocabu
the quantity of reading vocabulary for children who are deaf when cognitive variables
like spoken language vocabulary, nonverbal intelligence, andt&nmortmemory
capacity ar e c olernrams]|Vereodven, &Knoqe008, P.16fhe | |,
It is important to keep in mind that while a strong sign language vocabulary has
the potential to benefit a studentods written
do not necessarily carry over into a situation in which a child encounterkaown
word. There is no systematic correlation between the form of signs and their written
counterparts, unlike the correlation between the sounds of spoken English and the letters
of written English. Ther ef orieunlikelytodbeai dent 6s
assistance when the printed version of that word is encountered for the first time, except
for the existence of a O6semantic filed, as d
hearing loss often have to rely either on the cdntewhich a new word is encountered
in order to derive the meaning of that word or on some form of explicit instruction in
order to include the form of the printed word in this lexical file. This task is even more
challenging than it sounds because, asaHd Nation (2000) pointed out, in order to
accurately obtain the meaning of a novel word through context, a student must already

know approximately 98% of the words in the text.
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Students who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

The most commonly cited staist within the field of Deaf Education are related
to the reading levels of students who are deaf or hard of hearing. This is not surprising
based on the language development challenges faced by children with hearing loss.
Hearing loss can have a sigondnt impact on a
child's development. The presence of hearing
|l osséalters a child's ability to extra
cues from the auditory language models around him
or her. Limited opportunities to "overhear"
information from various input sources leads t
impoverished experiences, with negative
consequences for language rule formation, world
knowledge, and vocabulary developmef@arney
& Moeller, 1998, p.65)
Only an estimated 15% of students age21Who are deaf or hard of hearing have
reading levebf sixth grade or above (Allen, 1994). Fifty percehstudents who are deaf
graduate from high school with a reading level at or below fourth grade (Traxler, 2000).
Of that population, 30% are functionally illiterate when they leave school (Marschark,
Lang, & Albertini, 2002). On average, students who are deaf gain only about one third of
a year of reading achievement for each academic year that they spend in school (Babbini
& Quigley, 1970; Gallaudet Research Institute, 2002; Holt, 1993; Trybus &hKeg
1977; Wolk & Allen, 1984). Research has shown that students who are deaf have

learning abilities that are the same as their hearing fBeadleyJohnson & Evans,
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1991; Quigley & Paul, 1989), yet almost 90% of individuals who are deaf or hard of
hearing work in manual labor, compared with 50% of hearing individuals (Easterbrooks,
1999; Sheetz, 1993)lhis is not surprising when one considers 8% of jobs involve
a reading level of at least ninth grade (Taylor, 1989).
The acquisition of readingkills is a welldocumented area of challenge for
students with hearing loss (Allen, 1986; Conrad, 1979; Lane & Baker, 1974; Lewis,
1996; Moog & Geers, 1985; Trybus & Karchmer, 1977). There is much empirical
evidence to demonstrate the fact that childvéio are deaf, as a group, show significant
delays in reading ability (Allen, 1986; Banks, Gray, & Fyfe, 1990; Harris & Moreno,
2004). Because this has long been considered by many to be the most critical issue
within the field of Deaf Education, much essch has been conducted in relation to this
challenge. Despite this focus, there has been no discernable improvement in the reading
outcomes of students with hearing loss (Marschark & Harris, 1996; Musselman, 2000;
Paatsch, Blaney, Sarant, & Bow, 200®%)L t i s wel | K nriompaimnedt hat t he h
population has a reading problem that has not changed much over tinie, aiégfforts
to the contrary (Kretschmer, 1982, p. 9)
It is a basic assertion that for children with typical hearing, languageséajui
and literacy development are inextricably linked (Beck & Nal@lesh, 2001; Dickinson,
McCabe, & Essex, 2006). Geers (2006) points out that this is also true for children with
hearingloss 6 The frequently report etsdwithseweretoi t er acy
profound hearing impairment are, in part, due to the discrepancy between their
incomplete spoken language system and the demands of reading alsgeece d sy st e md o

(p. 244). Said another way, hearing children are learning to readriguwalge that they
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have already acquired, while many children who are deaf are learning to read and to
acquire a language simultaneously.

Although there is no consensus on the best way to teach vocabulary, there is
general agreement on the importance ofabotary, not only for reading and spoken
|l anguage, but also for a childoés devel opment
(Gupta & McWhiney, 1997)While it is clear that hearing loss has the effect of limiting a
chil dés access thathis lanitagom wapld impede the impdrthtionvels  t
general knowledgéAkamatsu, Musselman, & Zweibel, 2000). Unfortunately, this
impediment may be perpetuated in some classrooms for students with hearing loss. As
pointed out by Wood, Wood, Griffiths, didowarth (1986), teachers of students with
hearing loss may restrict their speech to simple language and may themselves have little
exposure to general subject matter as a result of their specialized training to educate
students with hearing loss.

Garrison, Long, and Dowaliby (1997) discuss the impact of prior knowledge on
reading comprehensiorOne possible explanation for the reason that students who are
deaf struggle with vocabulary is their lack of prior knowled§ech difficulty reflects on
ther inability to assign meaning to the world around them (Lemke, 2002, p. 73). In other
words, they suffer from lack of language socialization, which according to Kramsch
(2002), impacts language developmelkibby (1995) discussed the connection between
prior knowledge and vocabulary acquisition with focus on the discrepancy between
acquiring both the initial knowledge of, and label for, a new object or concept
concurrently versus being exposed to an object or concept before learning the vocabulary

attacted to it.
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Vocabulary of children who are deaf. Davis, Elfenbein, Schum, and Bentler
(1986) found that even a mild hearing impairment has the potential to cause delays in
vocabulary acquisition, low verbal I1Q scores, and low academic performance. The
receptive vocabulary deficiencies in children with hearing impairment strongly suggest
that they have difficulty learning new wor(iSilbertson & Kamhi, 1995) Studies have
attributed the low reading levels of students with hearing loss to several fac®H,
which is vocabulary knowledg®avey & King, 1990; LaSasso & Davey, 1987; Paul &
Gustafson, 1991; Paul & O'Rourke, 1988esearchers in the field of Deaf Education
have found much evidence to support the importance of vocabulary to the reading
proficiency of students with hearing log§Seers & Moog, 1989; LaSasso & Davey, 1987;
Paul, 1996)Kyle and Harris (2006) found that productive vocabulary was a significant
predictor of the reading abilities of students who are deaf, even once hearinglloss a
nonverbal intelligence had been controlléexical acquisition is particularly difficult
for children with hearing | oss because they

| anguage and information in the )environmento

In their study investigating the predictors of reading achievement in both children
with typical hearing and children who were deaf, Kyle and Harris (2006) found that, as a
group, children who were deaf showed significant delays in their productiabwacies
and had productive vocabularies that were significantly smaller than those of their
hearing peers. In a study of word learning in preschoolers with hearing loss, Lederberg
and Spencer (2009) found that elatedtdtierendés abi
expressive vocabularies rather than to their chronological agelerberg (2003), also

found that many preschoolers with hearing loss enter school with significantly smaller



44

lexicons than children with typical hearing, and also have s igaheir lexical

knowledge. Not surprisingly, when compared with their hearing pe@tdren who are

deaf have smaller spoken vocabularies (Blamey, 2003; Geers & Moog, 1989; Moores &
Sweet, 1990) and the written vocabularies of children with hebrgsgend to exhibit
significant deficiencie§Breslaw, Griffiths, Wood, & Howarth, 1981). This is especially
true for the more than 90% of children who are deaf who have hearing parents
(Lederberg & Everhart, 1998; Mayne, Yoshindgmo, Sedey, & Carey000; Moeller,
Osberger, & Eccarius, 1986; Spencer, 1993

Children who are deaf show delays in productive vocabulary not only when they
are compared with their hearing peers, but also when they are compared with hearing
children who age dpddeMcintasm& Wobdheusedli998; Dodd,
Woodhouse, & MclIntosh, 1992; Geers & Moog, 1989; Moores & Sweet, 1990; Waters &
Doehring, 1990).0ne area in which such students show particular deficiency is naming
specific items. Barker (2003) gave exaes of this such as children referring to a
windshield as 6 the window at the front of t
have shown not only that their vocabularies are quantitatively smaller than children with
normal hearing, but also thiéiey develop at a slower rate (Cooper & Rosenstein, 1966;
Paul, 1984; Walter, 1978).

Balow, Fulton and Peploe (1971) gave students with hearing loss the Metropolitan
Achievement Test and found that they scored low on both vocabulary and reading
achievemen They proposed that a correlation was indicated between the two areas, in
that studentsodé scores in one area were relat

Meaning (vocabulary) subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), students with
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profound hearing loss showed only a 1.1 grade level gain in their scores from the age of
ten to the end of their eighteenth year, and the average reading score of the oldest
students was equivalent to a 3.6 grade |eQeidley, Steinkamp, Power, & Jones, 1978)
Despite the development of the Stanford AchievementHeating Impaired (SAHI),
which was normed on students who were deaf, low scores in both reading and vocabulary
comprehension have persisted. This is also evidence of a continued correlatmenbet
the vocabulary knowledge and reading skills of students with hearin@Aibess, 1986;
King & Quigley, 1985; Paul & Quigley, 1994; Trybus & Karchmer, 1977). LaSasso and
Davey (1987) caution:

Practitioners should be aware that there appears to teeaha

relationship between lexical knowledge and reading

comprehension for hearing impaired students than previously

empirically established. Although this relationship has yet to be

established as causal, practitioners should not ignore the lexical

abilities of their students (p. 218).

A simple explanation for the importance of vocabulary to the reading acquisition
of students who are deaf is that it is easier for children to read a word that they already
possess in their vocabulary, rather than a viloatlis completely novéMellutino,

Fletcher, Snowling, & Scanlon, 2004further, Connor and Zwolan (2004) as well as
Kyle and Harris (2006) demonstrated that the productive vocabulary of children who are

deaf was a reliable predictor of their readingeess.In a comparison of students with

hearing | oss who were considered to Oread

readerso6, Harris and Moreno (2006) found

VvV €

h a
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the lower group in several skill areas;liuding vocabulary.

Cognition and deafness.Most educators involved with students with hearing
loss would agree that language in general, and reading in particular, are the greatest
challenges in the education of these students. Why is this the cas&id bng, there
was a common misconception that the language challenges faced by a child with hearing
loss were caused by an accompanying cognitive defici¢taydrth & Wood, 1977; Van
Uden, 1977; Williams & Finnegan, 2003In recent decades, howeyvegsearch has
shown that there is no correlation between hearing loss and decreased intelligence. In
fact, Vernon (1967) showed that the distribution of intelligence among the deaf and hard
o-fhearing population i s fepaeémati @anhloy (pphe 54dMe
Studies have also shown that deaf and hard o
abilities tend to develop not only without the delay seen in their linguistic abilities, but
also at a pace similar to that of their hearing pegraden, 1985; Mayberry, 1992)
Lederberg and Everhart (2000) found that even though the preschoolers with hearing loss
they studied exhibited a language delay of at least two years, their nonverbal cognition

tested as agappropriate on a standardized assgmnt.

Since cognition is not the causative factor for the reading levels of students who
are deaf, what is the cause? Simply put, sensory deprivation is theTdase.
considerable disparities that exist between children with and without hearing may be
attributed to the impact of the hearing loss on the various facets of language development

(Paul, 1998).

Parents of children who are deaf.Roughly 90% of children who are deaf have

two hearing parents (Meadow, 1972). Until recently, when a child wittnigelass was
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born to hearing parents, the diagnosis of hearing loss often did not occur until the child
was a toddler or even later. Fortunately, the implementation of newborn hearing
screening practices has dramatically decreased the average ageos$idi#gshinaga

Itano, 2003. In addition to late diagnosis, many children with hearing loss who have
hearing parents do not receive exposure to a complete language system because their
hearing loss precludes accessing an auditerpal language, anddh parents, not

knowing their child is deaf, are unlikely to use a visual mode of communication, such as
sign language. When and if the parents do begin to learn sign language they are unlikely
to become proficient initially, if eveMeadowOrlans, Sperer, & Koester, 2004) Many
children with hearing loss who are born to hearing parents lack exposure to a complete
language model because their parents lack proficiency in sign, and tend to sign only one
or two words per utterance (Lederberg & Everhar§8l MeadowOrlans, Spencer, &
Koester, 2004) Research has shown that children who are deaf and hard of hearing and
have hearing parents tend to have lexicons that are smaller than and that develop more
slowly than those of children with typical hearirglgmey, 2003; Lederberg, 2003). A

child whose primary language model(s) offer impoverished or variable input will not only
have fewer opportunities to acquire new words but also may experience a hindrance in
the development of worlkarning abilities [(ederberg & Spencer, 2008 Anderson and

Reilly (2002) found that unlike children who are deaf born to hearing parents, those born
to parents who are deaf and use ASL tend to develop vocabulary atappagpriate

level.

Previouslyall of the factors disgssed above have led to a prevalence of children

with hearing | oss entering kindergarten

wi t h
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Liddell, & Erting, 1989). Fortunately, the implementation of newborn hearing screening

in conjunction with advances hrearing aid and cochlear implant technology have

resulted in a better loagrm language prognosis for children born with hearing loss

(Spencer & Oleson, 2008kEarlier identification of hearing loss allows for earlier

intervention and raises expectatidhat increasing numbers of children who are deaf will
devel op | anguage and | iteracy abilities that
(Mayer, 2007, p.1)Studies have shown that children whose hearing loss is diagnosed

before six months of age V®&significantly improved expressive language outcomes

(Mayne, Yoshinagdtano, Sedey & Carrey, 1998).

Vocabulary instruction and deaf education. There is little empirical data
available regarding the vocabulary learning of students who are deaf ¢¥ifies &
Pomerantz, 1992; Kyle & Harris, 2010, MacGinitie, 1969), although some inferences
may be made based on general vocabulary research. Incidental vocabulary learning, as
discussed by Nagy and Anderson (1984) and Nagy, Herman, and Anderson&¢68t),
to be most effective for students who are already good readers and also seems to work
best for less difficult words (Beck & McKeown, 1991; Graves, 1986; Schatz & Baldwin,
1986). Due to the low reading levels of most students with hearing loss\gyaiord
knowledge from context while reading is typically a challenge (Paul, 1996). Based on a
synthesis of vocabulary acquisition research, Paul (1996) argued that poor readers (e.qg.,
students who are deaf) require direct instruction in order to gare the skills to
become independent word learners. However, as Conway (1990) pointed out, traditional
methods of direct vocabulary instruction such as definigiogdsentence approaches

(e.g., see discussions in Nagy, 1988; Paul, 1989; Paul, 1997; Fzudt&fson, 1991) are
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not suitable for students who are deaf. Instead, the goal of vocabulary instruction should
be to help a student take ownership of a word by deepening his or her knowledge of that

word.

Eduoar d S eppnodleséo, ag corces/by Maria Montessori, has
potential benefit for students who are deaf or hard of hearing. This hypothesis is based
on research cited regarding vocabulary instruction, vocabulary acquisition, language
development, intrinsic motivation and finally, persidmaok choices of students who are
hearingimpaired. As discussed earlier, hearing loss often has the effect of limiting
student 6s exposure to the Operipheral d | angu
acquisition of children with typical hearing.herefore, children with hearing loss are
likely to have a paucity of lexical files or nodes when they begin formal literacy
instruction in school. Based on the arguments and evidence presented in the previous
chapter, this researcher hypothesizestti@threeperiod lesson could serve to develop
some of the initial nodes or lexical files that are lacking in students who are deaf or hard
of hearing. Rather than examining vocabulary instruction in isolation, it was decided that
this study would also irestigate aspects of language instruction that may be related to
vocabulary acquisition. Therefore, instead of simply examining the impact of the three
period lesson on the vocabulary retention of students, this study also explored the
ramificationsofve abul ary instruction on participants
much information they learned about each word. If the theg®d lesson enabled
participants to establish lexical files for vocabulary words prior to contextual experiences
with these wadls, it would allow students to use these contextual experiences as

opportunities to begin o6filling upd the | exi
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establishing, from scratch, the initial nodes for those words. In theory, this could lead to

improved voabulary learning for students.
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Chapter IlI

Method
The purpose of this study was to -deter min
period lesson as a form of vocabulary instruction not based on direct feedback or
reinforcement, as compared with a dirmstructional approach utilizg feedback and
reinforcement.Elements of the study included the book choices, word identification
retention, and vocabulary learning of students who are deaf or hard of hefanmged

model design was chosen to invgate the research questions.

Design

The resealfter used a mixechodel designJohnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004)
entailing alternating instructional treatments within the framework of a qualitative and
singlesubject approach that repeats across and anvopgrsicipants and three
instructional treatments. The use of a mixeodel (to be described below) approach
was selected for two reasons. The first was to allow for triangulation of data (Jick, 1979).
Second, it permitted the researcher to examinemosely the behaviors of the
participants through descriptive text as a complement to the quantitative data.

The singlesubject portion of the design was chosen for two reasons. First, the
low-incidence of deafness makes finding a large particigemitp challenging. Second,
there are myriad factors that may influence the language levels anig¢sbilistudents
who are deaf onard of hearing. They may include, severity, type and etiology of hearing
loss, use of/type of assistive listening de(g¢eage of onset, family hearing status,

primary language spoken in the home, and educational background, to list just a few.
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This complexity typically results in a broad spectrum of language levels within one
classroom serving students who are deatfis Variation could serve to cancel out any
findings in a typical group design experiment.

The goal of this study was to determine if a relationship existed between the
participants6 spontaneous selectionndof story
the type of Intervention used. In addition, the design allowed the resetrcberpare
the relative effectiveness of two different approaches teoorane vocabulary
instruction, in terms of learning, to recall the print form of selected vocalitéanrg and
their meaning.

Conceptually, this design was meant to collect both qualitative and numerical data
regarding the six participants. The three settings consisted of Book Choice, Shared
Reading, and amon-one vocabulary instruction. Five tasksluaed: 1) the interactions
of the classroom teacher and the students during group lessons in shared book reading,
2) book choice during free reading time, 3) -@meone instruction in recognizing print
vocabulary drawn from the instructional texts, Hfyres f or t he chil drends
of word meaning of the selected vocabulary items and 5) post intervention recall of the
words taught.

Within this design, the researcher also used alternating treatments between two
forms of oneon-one vocabulary structioni one in which explicit feedback and
reinforcement were provided (Direct Instruction) and another where no explicit feedback
or reinforcement were provided (ThrPeriod Lesson). These treatments were
counterbalanced to examine any effect of meatment being preceded by the other.

Two notions are of particular importance in the description of the rma@akl



53

design above: Imixedmethod desigand 2)within the framework of single subject
design Johnson & Onwuegbuzie (2004) make a distimcbetweemixed model
designsaandmixedmethoddesigns. In terms of the former, Johnson and Onwuebuzie
s t a toee cénéonstruct mixedodel designs by mixing qualitative and quantitative
approaches within and acr o$ereaq, theystaetttmtges of r
mixedmet hods designs fAéare based on the crossi
ordering of the quantitative and qualitative
mixed modeldesigns, the approaches occur simultaneouslyeasan mixeemethod
designs the approaches are distinguished and separated in time order, e.g. quantitative
before qualitative or vice versa. Johnson and Onwuegk2@@zl)note further that
although a give method is usually associated with a particodsearch paradigm, it need
not be. They contend that it is possible to separate the philosophical epistemology of the
paradigm from the method used.

As used in this work, the phragkernating instructional treatmentsithin the
framework of a singksulject Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA) approach repeats across
and among six children and three instructional treatmeefesrs to the fact the researcher
utilized a modified version of an-B-A-B or C (whereby A represents baseline, B
represents interventio A refers to a return to baseline and B or C refers to a return to
treatment or the introduction of a different treatment. These types of designs are usually
associated witnadical behaviorisnas set forth by B. F. Skinner and the field of Applied
Behavior Analysis. It should be pointed out, however, that while the design aspect of the
study was conceived within the ABA framework, the philosophy and epistemology of

radical behaviorism and ABA were not. Biesta (2010) distinguished seven levels in the
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discussion of mixed methods. These levels serve to differentiate between many

di mensions of research, including O6methods,

While this study uses the design of singl#ject, the epistemology is different from that

typically associated with singlubject research. This use of research methods

incorporating varied worldviews is supported by Creswell and Clark (2011) who state,

AWe believe that multiple paradigms can be
Table 1 provides a visual representation of the actual research design itself. It

should be noted that in addition to collection of qualitative data during each Phase,

another departure from classic ABA singlgbject design is the fact that blocks of

sessios (a weekds presentation of a book and

fixed. In classical singlsubject design, movement to another intervention is governed

by the performance of child. Unfortunately this was not possible for two reasons: 1)

given structure of the classroom and 2) the nature of other aspects of the design.

Tablel. Visual Representation of the Research Design

Group A e Three-Period Lesson

, i : i v , e : ;’.Three-PeriodLesson

Shared Reading Shared Reading Shared Reading

Book Choice Book Choice Book Choice Book Choice

t
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For the purposes of this study 6éBook Ch
minutes dang which students were expected to select books to be read independently.
6Long term retentiondé was defined as a par:
sign and/or vocalization for a word when presented with the printed form of that word
two-six weeks after receiving vocabulary instruction for that word. The four conditions
were: 1) storybooks on display in the classroom and available to studénitewlirect
intervention and Book Choice during BookdicesessiongBaseline), 2) an interwgion
consisting of a Shared Reading of an appropriatelydeMabok and Book Choice during
Book Choicesessiongintervention Oné Shared Reading), 3) storybooks presented
through Shared Reading, word recognition instruction utilizing vocabulary from
storybooks presented using a Thieeriod Lesson prior to shareghading, and Book
Choice during Book Boicesessiongintervention Twd ThreePeriod Lesson), and 4)
storybooks presented through Shared Reading, word recognition instruction utilizing
vocabubry from storybooks presented using Direct Instruction entailing explicit feedback
and reinforcement prior to sharezhding, and Book Choice during Bookdice
sessions(Intervention Threé& Direct Instruction).

Data collection took place over eighteks, during which each child received
two weeks each of Baseline and Interventions One, Two and Three. When implementing
Interventions Two (Thre®eriod Lesson) and Three (Direct Instruction), half of the
students (Group B) received the intervention m¢bquence stated above, (i.e.

Intervention Two followed by Intervention Three). The other half (Group A) obtained a
reverse order of this sequence, (i.e. Intervention Three followed by Intervention Two) to

counterbalance possible order effects of th@ ttomparative instructional treatments.
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Participants were randomly assigned to the two groups.

Participants

Participant selection and prescreening.Within a classroom for students with
hearing loss, all six students in the class were chosen to paiaipthe study. Student
records, classroom teacher input, and current language assessment scores were collected.
In addition, a Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark (2009) reading record was conducted for
each participant in order to obtain current standaddreading levelsThe Fountas and
Pinnell (2009) assessment evalwuates-Za stud
of which the lowest level is A. Atypical first grade student is expected to have a Fountas

and Pinnell (2009) reading level tiranges from level C to level I.

Data collection for this study took place in a first grade classroom of a school for
the deaf in the Northeasthere were six students in the class, five males and one female.
The mean age of participants was 6.9 yaathe beginning of data collectiofrour of
the students had no other deaf members in their immediate families or hbmesf the
students had parents who were both deaf, and one of these students had one deaf and one
hearing sibling.Two of thestd ent s 6 fami |l i es spoke Spanish

family spoke Chinese.



Table?2.

Demographics of Participants

Group and
Participant
Number

Gender

Age

Hearing Loss and
Assistive
Listening Device

Deaf
Family
Members

Language
Spoken at
Home

Fountas
and
Pinnell
Reading
Level

Al

6.5

Severe to Profound
Loss

Right Ear:
Cochlear Implant
Left Ear: Unaided

No

English

A

A2

6.11

Profound Loss

Right Ear:
Cochlear Implant
Left Ear: Unaided

No

Spanish

A3

7.7

Severe to Profaud
Loss

Right Ear: Digital
Hearing Aid

Left Ear: Digital
Hearing Aid

Both
Parents
and One
Sibling

American
Sign
Language

Bl

7.1

ModerateSevere to
Profound Loss

Right Ear: Digital
Hearing Aid

Left Ear: Digital
Hearing Aid

Both
Parents

American
Sign
Language

B2

7.9

Severe to Profound
Loss

Right: Cochlear
Implant
Left Ear: Unaided

None

Spanish

B3

6.1

Severe to Profound
Loss

Right Ear:
Cochlear Implant
Left Ear: Unaided

None

Chinese

Participant A1 was 6.5 years of age at thgibning of data collectionHis
hearing loss was severe to profound. He had a unilateral cochlear implant in his right
ear and his left ear was unaided. He was assessed to have a Fountas and Pinnell

independent reading level of A. His family membeesevall hearing and spoke English
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at home.

Participant A2 was 6.11 years of age at the beginning of data collektisn.
hearing loss was profound. He had a unilateral cochlear implant in his right ear and his
left ear was unaided. His Fountas andhBlhassessment showed him to have an
independent reading level of B. His family members were all hearing and spoke Spanish
at home.

Participant A3 was 7.7 years of age at the beginning of data colleétam.
hearing loss was severe to profound. &bed bilateral digital hearing aids. Her Fountas
and Pinnell independent reading level was D. Her parents and one sibling were deaf and
used American Sign Language (ASL) at home.

Participant B1 was 7.1 years of age at the beginning of data collektisn.
hearing loss was moderagevere to profound. He used bilateral digital hearing aids. His
Fountas and Pinnell independent reading level was E. His parents were both deaf and
used ASL at home.

Participant B2 was 7.9 years of age at the beginninigiaf collection.His
hearing loss was severe to profound. He had a unilateral cochlear implant in his right ear
and his left ear was unaided. His Fountas and Pinnell independent reading level was B at
the beginning of data collection. His family menmsgwere all hearing and spoke Spanish
at home.

Participant B3 was 6.1 years of age at the beginning of data collektisn.
hearing loss was severe to profound. He had a unilateral cochlear implant in his right ear
and his left ear was unaided. HisulRtas and Pinnell instructional reading level was A.

His family members were all hearing and spoke Chinese at home.
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Setting

Screening procedures, all interventions, and data collection took place in a school
serving students who are deaf or hard of ingaBoth the Thre€eriod Lesson and
Direct Instruction sessions took place in a setting that was separate from the rest of the
participants in order to avoid unintentionally exposing study participants to treatments.

Shared reading and book choice dailection occurred in the classroom.

Materials

As a part of this study, twelve childre
explicitly used in the study and six served as distractors during Book Choice sessions.
The particular books used were selediadedon the Fountas and Pinnell (2010) reading
assessment conducted during the prescreening, along with teacher input. Prior to
collaboration with the classroom teacher, the researcher used several resources to select
an initial list of books for possiblinclusion in the study. Book lists included in articles
such asSharing Traditional and Contemporary Literature with Deaf Childi®ohuler &

Meck, 1992), andooks to Read, Books to Sigtewart, Bennett, & Bonkowski, 1992)
were consulted, and age appriate titles were included in the list of potential books for
the study and cross referenced with various approaches to leveling books, in€huling
Fountas and Pinnell Leveled Book L{Ebuntas & Pinnell, 2009). These resources were
used in an attept to compile a list of books that were well written, appealing to children,
and appropriate for the needs of students who are deaf or hard of hearing. After several
consultations, the researcher and classroom teacher decided that Fountas and Pinnell
(20M) level H books would be appropriately challenging for both the reading levels of

the students and the requirements of the study. Once an adequate list had been
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constructed, the classroom teacher was consulted again to assist in the final selection of

books to include in the study. Books with which children were already familiar, as well

as books deemed inappropriate by the classroom teacher were removed from the list.
Once the list of books had been narrowed to twgdee Appendix F)six of these

books were randomly chosen for explicit inclusion in the intervention phase of data

collection. The researcher then selected three vocabulary words from each of the six

books. Words were chosen based on variables identified by Hiebert and Kamil (2005) as

discussed in Chapter Two. These variables included word frequency, importance to the

story, utility, as well as level of difficulty, anticipated novelty, and ease of representation.

Ease of representation means that, to the greatest extent possibterepoedented in

the pictures in books were given preference over words that are not represented in the

pictures. This all owed for consthswosElncy i n

to the picture during ShareceRding. Only nouns were chosas vocabulary words for

two reasons: first, for purposes of congruity and second, because research has shown that

nouns are acquired more easily than véxdit by children with typical language

development as well as those with language difficultiesc(iéan & Kosowski, 1990).

Again, the classroom teacher was consulted to ensure that the words selected were

appropriate for the needs and academic levels of the students. After a consultation with

the classroom teacher, the selected word list was motlifeds e d on t he t eache

Once the vocabulary words were chosen, the researcher created a set of vocabulary cards.

Each vocabulary word was printed on a blank white 3 X 5 index card using a font style

consistent with the print used in the classroom i@ 72point type. Six additional

vocabulary cards were created using vocabulary words chosen from the books included in
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the study but not explicitly included in intervention for use in pred postassessment of

studentso6é vocabul ary.

Instrumentation

All shared reading sessions, instructional sessions, and book choice time sessions

were videotaped and coded.

Procedures

Throughout data collection, the researcher spent three days each week collecting
data. Each day of data collection followed thme pattern. First, (during Interventions
Two and Three) the Direct Instruction or Thifeéeriod Lesson component was conducted
by the researcher in a ce-one setting with each of the participants. Second, the
classroom teacher conducted a Shared Rgas#ission with the students. Third, students
were allowed at least fifteen minutes of Book Choice time. While the specific timing of
each phase varied due to the classroom schedule, phases always occurred in the same
order. Typically, the oren-one vaabulary instruction occurred shortly after the
students arrived in the classroom, while
them individually by the classroom teacher. This morning work was generally followed
by o6circl e t i me@sAatordsym. When tha studdnta came back to the
classroom after these classes, the Shared Reading typically took place. Shared Reading
was usually followed by a short lesson, the content of which varied. This lesson was
followed by Book Choice. &ch of these phases of data collection was observed and
videotaped by the researcher.

During each week of Intervention, the book being used as a part of the
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intervention, along with three other books, were displayed in the classroom throughout
the day. Therewere six copies a#ach book on display to allow for the possibility of
multiple students choosing the same book. Throughout data collection, each of the six
books involved in the interventions was on display for a total of two weeks; one week in
which the book was a direct part of the Intervention, and one week in which the book was
not directly involved with the Intervention. In three instances, the boslowea that

would be used in amtervention but had not yet been used. In the other ths&ices,

the book was one &t had already been used in atetvention. The book rotation

schedule was designed this way in order take into account the possibility of inherent
interest in a book not yet taught and the possible effect of familiaribeindse of those
already taught. In addition, tw@bks that were not used in amgdrvention were on

display each week to serve as distractors. Thus, four books were available during each
Book Choice periodhe book currently being in thatervention a book that either

would be used foan Interventioror had already been used #or Intervention, and two
distractor books Any given book, whether used in Intervention or as a distractor was
only displayed twice during the six weeks of interventiofsble 3 provides a visual

display of the above description.
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Table3. Book Rotation Schedule

Books

AlBlc|D|E|F|G|IH |1 |J3|K]|L
5| 1 | X X X X
3| 2 X X X X
S
=| 3 X X X X
g
el 4 X X X X
(@]
%]
25 | x X | x X
(]
= 6 X X X X

X= Current Intervention Book | X= Past Intervetion Book

X= Future Intervention Book | X= Distractor Book

The classroom staff was provided with a spreadsheet, which included each
student 6s name along with the names of the
make note of any interactions (e.g., selectivggbook, asking a question about the book,
making a comment about the book) the students had with the books outside of the Book
Choice/data collection time. At the end of each week, the researcher collected the grid
and conducted a short interview witte staff in order to collect qualitative data
regarding studentsd interactions with the

During the direct observation of Book Choice, field notes were collected by the
researcher to assist in the coding of Book Choata.dAdditionally, field notes were

collected while the Shared Reading sessions were being conducted. The classroom
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teacher was asked to keep anecdotal field notes regarding any student behavior related to

the storybooks and/or vocabulary words inclugethe study.

Pre-assessmentParticipants were probed for prior knowledge oftthienty-four
vocabulary words to be included in the study. The word list was modified to ensure
appropriate novelty for the participants. The tolerance for removing afmeondhe list
was either: 1) two or more students demonstrating prior knowledge of that word, or 2)
any one student demonstrating prior knowledge of two or more of the words on the list.
Once the word list was modified, the participants were screeneadfagairior
knowledge of the replacement words. In addition to the words included in the study, the
researcher created cards printed with word
words were used in the passessment in an attempt to raiseipart pant s comf or
by including words with which they were already familiar. No data were collected

regarding these 6comfortd words.

Baseline. To establish a baseline, each student had two weeks without any
intervention. During each of these wegllata collection occurred on three days each
week. On each day of data collection, four storybooks used in the study were displayed
in the classroom and were available to students during Book Choice time. The books
displayed each day paralleled theerth which the books were displayed during the six
weeks of Intervention (See Table 3). For example, the four books displayed on the third
day of Baseline data collection were the same four books that were displayed during the
third week of InterventionThe researcher recorded all of the books that were selected by
each student during this period. For the purposes®tthdy, a book selection was

defined as an occumee during which a student pettup a book and loa@data
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minimum of three partsf the book (e.g., the front cover and two pages).

Intervention One (Shared Reading).Each student received two weeks of
Intervention One, which consisted of the classroom teacher sharing one of the storybooks
with the class three days each weékiorto the commencement titerventions and
data collection, the classroom teacher and the researcher collaborated to develop a list of
characteristics that would be present across each storybook sharing included in the study.
To establish an empirical fouation for this discussion, the artidReading to Deaf
Children: Learning from Deaf Adul{&chleper, 1995) was consulted. The agreed upon
characteristicgsee pag&9for a list)were documented and consulted throughout data
collection, as well as duringdeo coding. After the Shared Reading had occurred

students were given Book Choice time, which was observed and videotaped.

Intervention Two (Three-Period Lesson). Intervention Two also occurred for a
total of two weeks for each student and consisteéleouse of the ThreBeriod Lesson
(as described in Chapter One) to present vocabulary from the selected storybook three
days each week prior to tiharedReadingof the book. For the TheePeriod Lesson
portion of thelntervention, each participant svgiven a on@n-one session in which the
researcher presented the three vocabulary words corresponding to the current book,
following the threeperiod lesson procedures discussed in Chapter One. This intervention
also included wholelass Shared Readindthe book and Book Choice time, following

the same procedures used in Intervention One (Shared Reading).

Intervention Three (Direct Instruction). Intervention Three occurred for a total

of two weeks for each student and consisted of the use of Disdaiction to present
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vocabulary from the selected storybook three days each week prior to the Shared Reading
of the book. For the Direct Instruction portion of the Intervention, each participant was
given a oneon-one session in which the researcheseneed the three vocabulary words
corresponding to the current book. TBigsectInstruction dllowed the same format as
theThreePeriodLesson, but differed in that feedback and reinforcement were provided

by the researcher (verbal and in the form wkstrs) and mistakes made by the student

were explicitly corrected by thesearcher. Thigitervention also included whet#ass

Shared Reading of the book and Book Choice time, following the same procedures used

in Intervention One (Shared Reading).

As previously noted, all students began the study with two weeks of Baseline.
Three students (Group A) then received two weeks each of Interventions One (Shared
Reading), Three (Shared Reading plus Direct Instruction), Two (Shared Reading plus the
Three Peopd Lesson), in that order. The remaining three students (Group B) received two
weeks each of Interventions One (Shared Reading), Two (Shared Reading plus the Three
Period Lesson), and Three, (Shared Reading plus Direct Instruction), in that order. This
allowed for a comparison of the effects of Intervention Two prior to Intervention Three,
and vice versa; alternating treatments to counterbalance the possible effects of order of
presentation.

One-on-one vocabulary instruction.While both the Direct Instraion and the
ThreePeriod Lesson sessiofdlowed the format of the thregeriod lesson, the role of
feedback and reinforcement had an impact on the movement between periods during the
Direct Instruction. This will be explained in more detail later ia #ection. During this

study, the researcher always began the first day of each week with the first period, during
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which she introduced the new words to the participant. This was done by placing all
three of the word cards on the floor facing the pgdict in between the researcher and

the participant. The researcher would then point to each word and pause to allow the
child to look at the word and then back at the researcher. When the child looked up, the
researcher would vocalize and sign the worde same procedure was followed for each

of the three words. In most cases, the participant would repeat the word/sign after the
researcher produced it. After each of the three words had been introduced, the researcher
would repeat the first period. lQhe second repetition, the researcher observed the
participant for indications that they were ready to move on to the second period. During
the second or third repetition of the first period, participants almost always began to
produce the word as soas the researcher pointed to it. This subtle shift from repeating
the word that the researcher had produced to producing the word independently was a
signal that it was appropriate to move on to the second period. Occasionally, a
participant did not begito produce the sign independently. When this occurred, the
researcher repeated the first period three or four times and then moved on to the second
period.

The second period consisted of prompts
show me O6,whoirs kiieGasnd ?y o uy purt Medd Mh.ey 6DwmMi ng
Period Lesson, if the participant selected the wrong word, the researcher immediately
moved back to period one. In these cases, period one was repeated again until the child
began to produce ¢hword independently and the researcher felt that is was appropriate to
move on to the second period again.

The Direct Instruction differed due to the role of feedback. When the participant
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responded correctly to a prompt, the researcher would offeaMeedback and
reinforcement such as, fARight!o or AGood
resemble the verbal feedback that the researcher has observed being poovided
participantdy the classroom teacher. Correct responses were alsarcethfvith a

sticker. If the participant selected the wrong word, the researcher would provide
feedback such as fNo. That 6s not Otirebd.
enabled the participant to select the correct word, in which case thectesecontinued

with the second period. If the child struggled to select the correct word, even with
feedback or if he or she required frequent feedback to select the correct word, the
researcher moved back to the first period.

Even if a participant waable to select the correct words, each word was typically
given several repetitions during the second period, especially on the first and second day
of instruction, or if the child had struggled on previous days. Multiple repetitions are
typical duringthe second period of the thrperiod lesson because this alktive child
to move the words from shetb longterm memory.

As with the movement from the first to the second period, the researcher observed
the participant carefully to decide when tove®n to the third period. If the participant
had successfully selected each word multiple times and without hesitation, the researcher
moved on to the third period. If the child was hesitating over the words, or had required
multiple transitions betweethe first and second periods, the researcher generally chose
not to move on to the third period. At the same time, a very brief third period (one
prompt for each word) was sometimes used to conclude a vocabulary instruction session

during which the partipant was occasionally hesitant during the second period or moved
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back and forth between the first and second periods. This was done simply as a quick
way to give the researcher information about how well the participant was acquiring the
words and to iform the vocabulary instruction session the following day. If the child

was continuously hesitating or selecting the wrong words, the vocabulary instruction was

concluded without moving on to the third period.

Probes. At the end of each week when eoe-one vocabulary instruction was
conducted, the researcher probed each participant as to their understanding of the
meaning of the words being taught. This was done to determine if word knowledge
garnered from the Shared Reading would carry over tgtréibn of the Intervention

that involved the onren-one vocabulary instruction.

PostassessmentApproximately two weeks after the completion of the initial
eightweek data collection, all participants were probed again for word retention and
knowledge 6targeted vocabulary items using the vocabulary cards utilized during the
vocabulary instruction Interventions (Three Period Lesson and Direct Instruction). Each
of the twentyfour vocabulary cards were presented in random order to each participant.
Thestudent was asked to identify the vocabulary word, either through sign language,
vocalization, or both. Fingerspelled renditions of the words were not accepted, as it
could not be determined whether the child actually recalled the word or was just copying
the spelling of the word, and the child was prompted to either sign or say the word.
Responses were recorded as either correct or incorrect, with any incorrect words noted
for further analysis. When a student correctly identified a word, the reseaskieer a
foll ow up questiond eaumnh ado,ut i Wihtateredssnld dy?u

in the qualitative component of the study, to determine the occurrence and quality of
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vocabulary learning.

Dependent Variable Measure

There were two dependeveriables. The first was BookHdice (as defined
earlier in this chapter) during book choice time. The second dependent variable was
word recognition retention, i.e., the number of vocabulary items retained over @ two
tenweek period of time. Fd&rh e pur poses o f wasdefined astheudy o6r e
ability to produce the correct sign and/or vocalization when presented with a word

printed on a card.

Independent Variable

The independent variable was the type of intervention used (Shareddeadi
Shared Reading plus Three Period Lesson, or Shared Reading plus Direct Instruction) in
terms of Book Choice and the type of presentation in establishing word recognition, e.g.,
no vocabulary instruction, vocabulary instruction using the TRex@d Leson
(involving no feedback or reinforcement), and vocabulary instruction using Direct

Instruction (involving feedback and reinforcement).

Fidelity of Treatment

In order to ensure validity, all of the whettass Shared Reading sessions, the
individual ThreePeriod Lessons and the individual Direct Instruction sessions were
videotaped. After each whetdass Shared Reading, the videotape was reviewed to
determine whether there was adherence to the guidelines agreed upon as to the
characteristics of wholelass Shared Reading. In addition, three sessions per phase were

reviewed by two educators of the deaf and hard of hearing (see Reliability) to determine
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whether the researcher adhered to the guidelines established for the particular
Intervention being sed. Finally, once data collection was complete, ten video samples

of the vocabulary instruction sessions with participants, along with a description of each
of the two types of instruction (Thrderiod Lesson and Direct Instruction) were

provided to tvo teachers of the deaf. Each teacher viewed the video samples and labeled

each one according to the instructional method they determined had been demonstrated.

Reliability

Three forms of reliability checking were performed. The first reliability check
was to determine the consistency of agreement in judging whether the classroom teacher
adhered to the agreegbon characteristics of a whedéass shared reading and
consi stency of agreement with the research
researchieconsulted the list of agreagon characteristics while reviewing the videotape
of each Shared Reading session. Second, two teachers of the deaf and hard of hearing
reviewed three videotaped whaikass Shared Reading sessions per phase. The two
teaches, as well as the researcher, coded actions on the tape based upon thepmyreed
checkilist of the characteristics of what a whdlkess shared reading activity should
resemble. Percentages of agreement among these three coders were calculatear. A simil
procedure was followed in determining the reliability (and fidelity) of the two types of
individual vocabulary instruction Interventions. The third form of reliability involved
calculating the percentage of agreement among the two educators of tardlkafd of
hearing and the researcher in terms of scoring the responses of the children during the

probe testing.
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Qualitative Study

Entrance into the field. Prior to beginning participant screening and data
collection, the researcher visited the ctass several times in order to get to know the
students and classroom staff and to become familiar with the classroom routines. The
purpose of this was for the researcher to familiarize herself with the organization of the
classroom and to observe howdaage was taught in the classroom. It also allowed the
students and the teacher to become more comfortable with the researcher before
intervention began. Likewise, it gave the researcher an opportunity to better understand
the daily routines of the clasnd become familiar with and the students, the teacher, and
the teacherés orientation to teaching and
during which the researcher visited two days each week. Each visit lasted approximately
three hours Throughout this observational period, the researcher took field notes
regarding all of the points mentioned above. To this end, the researcher was able to
observe the teacher sharing books with her students as well as the students having book

choice tme.

Classroomteacher interviews. Both formal and informal interviews were
conducted with the classroom teacher throughout the study. The more formal interviews
included a list of predetermined questi¢8se Appendix Cand followups to those
guestios that were answered both in person and vrea#. The less formal interviews
took the form of weekly discussions andhails. The purpose of these interviews was to
allow the researcher to implement the study in a way that was appropriate for answering
the research questions posed, while at the same limiting the disruption to the classroom.

The interviews also provided helpful qualitative data to supplement the quantitative data
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collected during the study.

Pre-assessment, interventions and postssesment. Throughout the pre
assessment, eight weeks of data collection, andgssstssment, all sessions related to
the study were videotaped by the researcher. The researcher transcribed all videotapes
into verbal transcripts. Once transcribed, the weag reviewed for accuracy in
preparation for open coding. The researche
and coded. This qualitative data was considered and discussed both on its own, and as a
supplement to the quantitative data collected fasma of triangulation and to assist in the

interpretation of the findings.

An additional qualitative component att
recognition skills from their vocabul ary |
word learningthe first and third day of data collection during each week of Interventions
Two (Shared Reading plus Three Period Lesson) and Three (Shard Reading plus Direct
Instruction) included an extra component during theamene vocabulary instruction
session btween the researcher and each of the students. After theRdmnied Lesson
or Direct Instruction had been completed on the first day, the researcher asked each
student one question about each of the three vocabulary words being covered that week:
AWhéaoe you know about this?0o0 On the third
did you |l earn about this?59 The purpose of
or not any learning related to the word in the study occurred as a result of the
combindion of explicit and implicit vocabulary experiences provided to students. It was
theorized that the Threeeriod Lesson and Direct Instruction components of the study

would all ow students to open o6l exical file
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these | exical files would begin to o6fil!]
sessions. This qualitative piece of the study attempted to gather data about if, and how

well, students were able to begin filling up their lexical files.
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Chapter IV

Results

Thereweretwo main findings for this study. The first wdahat none of the
participant sd Bo ok ndideablydifferenpfroro thedr Basdline ddatae s we
during any of the three Interventions. This indicates that no particgpanted any
preference for any book or books used within any Intervention. Therefore, neither Shared
Reading nor either type of vocabulary instructionhad anpact on parti ci pal
probability of choosing a book.

The second findip was relatedtothepat i ci pant sé word retent
comparison of data from the pr@nd postassessment probes showed that five of the six
participants retained more words from books shared with them during theirHérnied
Lesson intervention than those from Shared Repftinly) books, books shared with
them during their Direct Instruction intervention, and words from the distractor books.

Over the course of data collection, the researcher also noticed some interesting
trends i n partici pantesdssionsakwell asdthe lendth ofiimeg B o
necessary to complete the vocabulary instruction sessions. These data and observations

aredi scussed in an 6Additional Anal ysesd sec

Entrance into the Field

Prior to beginning péicipant screening and data collection, the researcher visited
the classroom several times in order to get to know the students and classroom staff and
also to become familiar with the classroom routines. This was important not only

because it gave thes@archer an opportunity to observe the language instruction in the
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classroom, but also because it allowed the students to become more comfortable with the
researcher before the ena-one vocabulary instruction sessions began.

Three important findingsneerged from these early classroom visits. First, the
researcher was able to observe the teacher sharing books with her students as well as the
students having book choice time. These were consistent parts of the classroom routine
and the students seemaminmfortable with the procedures and expectations of these
sessions. They required littiigrectionfrom the teacher and carried out the sessions
without any signs of unease or confusion. In addition, the researcher observed that the
teacher was alreadg the habit of reading the same book multiple times across one or
two weeks. The fact that this type of shared reading was already-estadilished part
of the classroom made it easy to incorporate the Shared Reading portion of the study into
the classsom without a great deal of disruption or adjustment. The researcher was able
to observe the teacher sharing two books with the students multiple times. The first was
Polar ExpresgVan Allsburg, 1985), which was read several times over two weeks, and
the second waé Chair for My Mother(Williams, 1984), which was read several times in
one week. These observations allowed the researcher to see that the teacher had firmly
established methods for reading a book multiple times, which made it easy &achert
and researcher to work together to list the features that would be included in the Shared
Reading sessions related to the study. The teacher was able to implement these features
naturally because they were already a routine part of her shareay,eadlil the students
were accustomed to participating in multiple shared reading sessions for one book.

Second, observing shared reading sessions prior to beginning the study also

allowed the researcher to see how the teacher dealt with unknown or wfaroids
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encountered in a text. While observing one of the shared reading sesg\o@kaif for
My Mother(Williams, 1984), the researcher documented the following dialog:
Teacher: (Reading fromthe bookljUs ual | y Grandma sits
with us, too. While weount, she likes to hum
Do you remember what humming i s ?«
B1: (Begins to hum.)
Teacher: AYes! I t6s singing with yol

Students: (Take turns humming.)

The third observation that informed this study was the use of feedback and
reinforcement in the classroom. There was tangible reinforcement in the form of paper
stars, which the students received during transitions from one lesson to the next and
occasionally during a lesson. These stars were saved up in order to earn a popcorn party
for the class. Stars were withheld for behaviors such as not paying attention during a
lesson, being unkind to a classmate, and not following instructions. Additional stars were
given out to students who demonstrated model behavior.

Verbal feedback ahreinforcement were also an important part of the classroom

cul ture. The teacher often gave students
statements such as, AGood job!odo, and ARiIigh
were often followedby st at ements such as, ANo. o0, and

the teacher about her use of feedback and reinforcement during an interview and the
teacher responded, Al try and use feedback

Thestudentseel | y respond to these things and | ea
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things. The use of feedback and reinforcement was quite typical for a traditional
classroom and the students appeared to be acclimated to both verbal and material
reinforcement aa part of their classroom experience.

Finally, the researcher was able to observe the students working on their weekly
spelling words. This provided helpful information about the level of vocabulary words
that the students were assigned by the teadrter.class was divided into two groups for
spelling words, based on oOabilityéo. A3 an
A2, B2, and B3 worked on a different set o
designati on o f hildrehdvhorderihgeoneme vboabularyinssuetiore
received Direct Instruction before the TMeee r i od Lesson, whil e the
refers to those participants who received the TRegod Lesson first followed by Direct
Instruction). During onefdhe weeks that the researcher observed, the first group had a
|l ist of words that included: oO0titled, O6aut
group was working on words such as: O6mapé6,
accommodate the sligi higher reading levels of A2 and B2, the teacher stated that she
often assigned them one or two words from the set of highel words in addition to
the list of simpler words assigned to A1 and B3. The considerable difference in the level
of the wods being learning by the two groups alerted the researcher that choosing one set

of words for all participants would be a challenge.

Classroom Teacher Interviews

Throughout the study, the researcher conducted several interviews, both formal
and informalwith the classroom teacher. These interviews were helpful in several ways,

one of which was establishing some of the procedures for the study such as the features
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used during the Shared Reading sessions. Based on an interview with the classroom
teachemabout her procedures for sharing a book with her students, the criteria for Shared
Reading sessions were established.

- Asking students to make predictions/inferences

- Asking students about/discussing point of view/feelings

- Discussing problem/solution

- Asking students to identify: Title, Author, and lllustrator/photographer

- Asking students to summarize the story/identify the main idea

- Focus on difficult meanings of words/signs

In addition, these interviews provided the researcher with insight into the
language levels and abilities of the participants as well as how the teacher structured her
language instruction. The less formal interviews assisted the researcher in clarifying
confusions that arose related to her observations of, or vocabulary insteessons
with the participants. Finally, the information the teacher provided regarding study
related issues such as vocabulary instruction and the use of feedback and reinforcement

were useful not only in implementing the study, but also in interprétagndings.

Intervention

A mixed-model design with alternating treatments for implementing theoane
oneinstruction within the framework of a singeibject design was used to determine if
a functional relati ons hi tonda starybaoles durifige t we e n
Book Choice time and the type of Intervention used. An additional goal was to assess the

efficacy of a traditional approach to Direct Instruction of word recognition and recall
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using feedback and reinforcement as opposed tohtreePeriod Lesson, an approach

that does not use feedback or reinforcement. In the process of conducting this study, both
gualitative and quantitative data were collected. More specifically, during Baseline,
guantitative data with regard to Book Choweere collected. During Intervention One
(SharedReading), which entailed onlyh&red Reading, two sets of data were collected:
gualitative data with regard to the verbal interactions between the teacher and her
students, and quantitative data for eaclestt with regard to Book Choice. During
Interventions Two (Thre®eriod Lesson) and Three (Direct Instruction), which involved

a countetbalancing of alternating treatments with regard to word recognition and

retention, the following data were collecteféirst, qualitative data with regard to the
teacherstudent interaction during Shared Reading, and second, quantitative data with
regard to trialdo-mastery of word recall. In addition, quantitative measures of total time
used for each sessionand qualkti ve data with regard to the
collected. Finallythere was a postssessment of retention of the words taught.

The data and results are reported in the following manner: First the quantitative
results of Book Choice across fdur conditions are reported, followed by the
guantitative results of or@n-one vocabulary instruction under the two differing
conditions in terms of trialto-learning in each session. Following the report of the
guantitative data, the qualitative datdlected and analyzed during the vocabulary
instruction and Shared Reading sessions are reported. The results ofteetwiollow
up with regard to longerm retention of the vocabulary words and the qualitative probes
as to what they remembered abthé words are reported. Finally, three additional

analyses are reported.
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Book Choice Sessions

Each Book Choice session was both observed by the researcher and videotaped.
For each session, the researcher used a spreadsheet to record the book ¢heices of
participants. These data wereeragedicross Baseline and across each week of
Interventions One (Shared Reading), Two (THPeeiod Lesson) and Three (Direct
Instruction).
The data across all six participants showed that none of the three Iritarsent
had an obvious I mpact on participantsé cho

One, Two, or Three when ogpared with Baseline. Figures/aelow illustrate

participants® Book Choice data for Baselin
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Whil e some participantsod Book Ghoices f
during the week in which that book was shared by the teacher, these differences did not
occur across any Intervention, with one exception. Participant B3 chose the study books
taught during his ThreBeriod Lesson Intervention slightly more often tharchose
them during Baseline. However, this difference was very small. There are some
instances in which participantsd tendency
related to their interest in that book (as quantified by the comments and sedatt

discussed later in this chapter). However, there are also examples in which this was not

the case.

One-on-One Vocabulary Instruction Sessions

Interventions Two (Thre®eriod Lesson) and Three (Direct Instruction) entailed
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vocabulary instruction inecognizing and recalling the print version of three words per
week. While both types of instruction followed the same format, the Heged
Lesson sessions did not involve any feedback or reinforcement from the researcher, while
the Direct Instructiorsessions included both feedback and reinforcement from the
researcher. Individuals identified as A1, A2, and A3 received the Direct Instruction
approach for two weeks, followed by two weeks of the Tieeod Lesson. Individuals
identified as B1, B2,rad B3 received two weeks of the Thiteriod Lesson followed by
two weeks of Direct Instruction.

Figures 819 below represent the ofm-one vocabulary instruction. The first
column on the left shows the type of vocabulary instruction. The next colhuwws she
week, and day of each session as well as the session length. Each session is broken down
by word, as well as by each period of the thpegod lesson. Colors have been assigned
to represent each period of the thpeiod lesson. Green sigm§ the first period,
purple the second, and yellow the third. It was important to visually represent the three
periods, because it is common to move back and forth between the three periods within
one session. Within the green cells representing the@rgod, the number above the
slash represents the number of times that the researcher presented the word to the
participant. In the first period, the researcher pointed to each word then signed and
voiced the word. The number below the slash repretintsumber of times that the
participant signed or said the word along with the researcher. In the purple and yellow
cells representing the second and third periods, the number above the slash represents the
number of times the researcher prompted tgggaant with that word. An example of a

prompt would be, ACan you show me Owhi sker
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second and third periods represents the number of times the participant gave a correct
response to the r e@yersethscaword thapwas maither. A da:
presented nor prompted by the researcher during that particular portion of the instruction.

This occurred when the participant was unable to give a correct response on another

word, which required the researcheeta the current period and return to the previous

period.

As discussed in Chapters One and Three, the decision to move from one period to
the next within the threperiod lesson is nuanced and intuitive. While both the Direct
Instruction and the Threleeiod Lessons followed the format of the thygeriod lesson,
the role of feedback and reinforcement had an impact on the movement between periods
during the Direct Instruction.

The following figures represent the vocabulary instruction sessions for eteh o

participants under both conditions of Direct Instruction and the Three Period Lesson.

Participant A1. Al began with two weeks of Direct Instruction followed by two
weeks of Thred’eriod Lesson, as indicated in Figui@and9. During the first sessn
of his first week of Direct Instruction, A1 quickly learned the print form of the
vocabulary items presented. He had more difficulty in the subsequent two sessions. In
the second session of week one he needed to return to perigthoneg)and perod
two (recognition)twice until he achieved mastery of the print form of the \sows for
the second week of Direct Instruction, using a different book during Shared Reading and
different vocabulary words, he acquired the print form of the words vecklgu There
was no need in any session to return to a previous period. Indeed, in session three, there

was no need to begin the lesson with the first period.
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Figure8. Participant Al Direct Instruction

In terms of the Three Period Lesson sessions (Figure 9), Al learned the print
format of the vocabulary items for the first week of instruction very quickly. He achieved
mastery in all three sessions with no need to go back to any of the earlier periods. In
week two, a different set of words, he found the task more difficult. This may have been
due to the fact that he missed the first day of instruction. He required a return to period

one during both of his sessions for this week, and on the final day heonalsle to
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move from period two to period three. The challenges Al exhibited during this week are

discussed further below.
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Figure9. Participant A1 Thred’eriod Lesson

Of the six participants, Al had theost noticeable response to the transition from
one type of vocabulary instruction to the other. He seemed to enjoy the stickers used
during the first two weeks, often smiling when the researcher asked him which color
sticker he wanted, and pausing to ddasthe colors he chose. He was frequently
distracted from the Direct Instruction by playing with the stickers and asking questions or

making comments about the stickers. When the researcher explained to him on the first
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day of ThreePeriod Lesson ingiction that there would be no stickers, he expressed
disappointment and inquired about the stickers again the next day, however, he achieved
mastery very quickly.

Beginning on the first day of Direct Instruction, the videotapes showed that he
was engageth the task. He watched the researcher closely when she was prompting him
and made frequent eye contact. He often c
than point to them after a researcher prompt. This engagement continued through each of
Al10s six Direct Instruction sessions. At
the researcher as soon as he entered the room and remained sitting with his legs crossed,
facing the researcher until the each session was completed.

The videos ao showed evidence that A1 was relying heavily on feedback from
the researcher during the Direct I nstructi
show me 6whiskers/ soldier/ garbage6?06, he t
cards and thelook up at the researcher. If he did not receive positive feedback from the
researcher, he would quickly move his hand to the next card and then the next. This
met hod of O6guessingdéd until he made a sel ec
reinforcement did not require him to give much focus to the words themselves. It should
be noted that although he hesitated over the correct response, he was never given
feedback until he actually chose a card.

On the first day of the Threeeriod Lesson, abé researcher was arranging the
cards to begin instruction, Al said, #AYou
that she would not be using stickers that week and Al scrunched his face in

disappointment. From the first day of Thifeeriod Lessomstruction, he was more
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subdued than he was during the previous two weeks, pointing gently to the cards rather

than slapping them. On the second day oE&Reriod Lesson instruction, his

expression oflisappointment at the lack of stickers continukelé. again began the

session by asking the researcher about stickers. When she reminded him that they would
not be wusing stickers that week, he sighed
indicating that it was an effort for him to pay attention.

While his seated posture and orientation to the researcher remained focused and
consistent throughout the two weeks of Direct Instruction, it began to change on the
second day of ThreBeriod Lesson instruction, when he sat on his feet rather than sitting
with his legs crossed in front of him. By the fourth and fifth day of THergod Lesson
instruction, Al rocked back and forth and fidgeted throughout the session with the
researcher. The second week of THPegiod Lesson instruction videos also show that he
was reluctant to begin the sessions. Upon entering the room on the second and third days
of the second week (he was absent the first), Al did not sit down to begin instruction as
he had in the past sessions. Instead he went to a chalkboard thatveaont and
wrote several numbers and drew several shapes. He then walked to a blank bulletin
board and began rearranging the pushpins that were scattered around the board. When he
eventually sat down, he further delayed instruction by commentingon¢he e ar c her 6 s
neckl ace and the chalk dust on 4JPeriesd hands.
Lesson instruction, he changed his position often from sitting up to lying down and
rocked vigorously when he was sitting up. At one point during the sebsi@iood up
and walked to the chalkboard to draw another shape.

The videotapes of the first week of Thileeriod Lesson instruction showed that
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Al was focusing on the cards and using each of the words to discriminate and choose the
word that the researehrequested. Rather than quickly choosing a card and looking at

the researcher for feedback, he leaned forward and looked at each of the cards before
making a selection. This consideration and comparison of the words on the cards was an
interesting comst to his guessing method during Direct Instruction in which he spent

little time looking at the cards. At the same time, by the third day of the-Peeed

Lesson, Al began to show the evidence of frustration discussed above. These behaviors
began ¢ interfere with his focus on the words. During Direct Instruction, he had seemed
to enjoy the interaction, particularly receiving stickers. The change from direct

instruction to Thred?eriod Lesson instruction seemed to frustrate Al.

Participant A2. A2 also began with two weeks of Direct Instruction followed by
two weeks of the ThrePeriod Lesson. He was absent for two of the three sessions
during the first week of Direct Instruction (Figure 10), but present for all three session
during the second @ek. Despite his absence, A2 quickly learned the print forms of the
word in the first week of Direct Instruction. In session one, he was able to achieve
mastery inonesession of instruction and without having to repeat periods one or two. In
terms of veek two of Direct Instruction, he again had no difficulty in achieving mastery
without having to go back to earlier periods. It should be noted that in week one, day
three, the reason he was not given periods one or two is because as soon as he came into
the room and sat down, he immediately correctly identified the print forms of the words

without any prompts.
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Figure10. Participant A2 Direct Instruction

A2, like Al, found the items within the Thrdeeiod Lesson slightly more
challenging. Although he learned the print forms of the words in week one days, one and
two, in one presentation of the Th¥Period Lesson, (Figure 11) in week one, day three,

it was necessary to repeat periods one (naming)vem¢récognition) one time each.
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Figure1l. Participant A2 Thre€eriod Lesson

While he seemed to enjoy the stickers, smiling when he was asked to choose a
color, A2 did not show evidence of being distractedh®yn. When he was given a
sticker, he would place it on his card and then look back up at the researcher. He did not
comment on the stickers or spend any time rearranging them. His posture throughout his
four sessions of Direct Instruction remained cstemit. He sat facing the researcher and
tended to shift from sitting on both feet to sitting on one foot and bringing up one knee.
On the first day of Thre@eriod Lesson instruction, the researcher explained to

A2 that they would not be using stickende showed slight disappointment in his facial
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expression, but did not mention the stickers again during any component of the study.
His posture and orientation to the researcher remained consistent across the Direct

Instruction and the ThrelReriod Leson sessions.

Participant A3. A3 was the third participant to receive two weeks of Direct
Instruction followed by two weeks of the ThrBeriod Lesson. As can be seen in Figure
12, she, |i ke A2, found the fi mpetforrvnegdek 6s
the words in one session. She was absent for the second day, but on the third day she
showed retention of these words such that it was not necessary to begin conduct period
one(naming) but only periods tw@recognition)and thredrecall) A3 found the words
in the second week of Direct Instruction slightly more difficult. She was absent for the
first session in week two, but she was there fosdlag and three. On day two, her first
introduction to the words, she had to repeat peroggnaming)and two(recognition)

twice eachand she never achieved redakriod threg

W
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Figure12. Participant A3 Direct Instruction

In terms of the words used in the Thieeriod Lesson, (Figerl3), A3 learned
the print forms very quicklIly. A3 was absel
the prior two sessions, A3 learned the print forms of the words in week one. On the first
day, it only took one block of presentations, from nagb recall, to demonstrate
proficiency, and on day two it was not necessary to present period one (haming), given
her performance the day before. During this session she demonstrated proficiency in

recognition and recall. Similarly, in week two of tHiereePeriod Lesson condition she



96

performed well enough in day one that it was not necessary to go through periods one
(naming)or two (recognition) on days two or threédt was possible to simply go to the

recall condition (period three), which she watedo demonstrate on both the second and

third days.
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Figure13. Participant A3 Thre€eriod Lesson

As noted above, A3 was present for four of her six Direct Instruction sessions and
five of six of her Thred?erbd Lesson sessions. Across both conditions, her posture and
orientation to the researcher remained consistent. She sat either on her feet or with her

legs crossed in front of her and remained facing the researcher. On the first day of the
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ThreePeriod lesson, when the researcher told her that they would not be using stickers

anymore, A3 nodded and smiled, not showing any disappointment.

Participant B1. B1 received two weeks of the ThrPeriod Lesson followed by
two weeks of Direct Instruction. He waresent for all six ThreReeriod Lesson sessions,

but only three of the Direction Instruction sessions (Figure 14).

As can be seen in Figure 14, B1 learned the print form of the words in the Three
Period Lesson very quickly both weeks. On the firstafayeek one, the entire three
period lesson was performed, while on day two, only periods two (recognition) and three
(recall) were necessary. On day three, it was only necessary to present period three
(recall). Similarly in week two, the first and sedodays required a full thrgeeriod

lesson whereas on day three, only the recall period was necessary (period three).
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Figure14. Participant B1 Thre®eriod Lesson

B1 was absent for half of his Bitt Instruction sessions, but despite this he
performed well. Direct Instruction began on the second day of the Intervention and thus
the full ThreePeriod Lesson was provided and he demonstrated proficiency after one
trial. His performance was such tloealy period three (recall) was necessary on the next
day of instruction. In week two, B1 missed the first two days, which made it necessary to
provide all three periods on the third day, after which he was able to achieve mastery.

Figure 15 displaysthree sul t s of B1l6és Direct I nstructi

o
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Figure15. Participant B1 Direct Instruction

Although B1 was aware that some of his classmates were receiving stickers
during his two weeks of Direct Instructiore hever asked about the stickers or
mentioned them during his sessions with the researcher. His posture and orientation to
the researcher remained consistent across both conditions. He tended to sit with his legs
crossed in front of him, facing the resd@r. When the stickers were added into the
sessions, they seemed to have no impact on his behavior during the sessions. His
response to receiving the stickers was neutral and he often had to be reminded to choose a

sticker after a correct response.
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Participant B2. B2 also received two weeks of the ThReFiod Lesson
followed by two weeks of DirectAs shown in Figure 16, on the first day of the
ThreePeriod Lesson condition, B2 only needed one sequence of thepthied
lesson. Because of his paminance the previous day, on day two instruction
began with the second period (recognition). However he demonstrated difficulty
in recognizing the print forms so it was necessary to provide a fullgeeed
lesson to achieve success.

On the second vek of instruction using the ThrdeeriodLesson with a different
setofwordB206s performance was more consi-stent.
period lesson was conducted. Based upon his performance on the first two days, day

three began with prt recognition (period two) after which he was succesaful

demonstrating print recall (period three).
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Figure16. Participant B2 Thre®eriod Lesson

B2 had difficulty in completing the tasks in the Diréwstruction condition. On
the second day of week one of Direct Instruction, the session began with the first period
(naming), so the researcher moved on to period two (recognition). Because B2 had
difficulty, the researcher went back to period gmeming) and completed the entire
threeperiod sequence in order to achieve success. On the second day, because of his
performance the previous day, the session started with periqdameng)in which B2
was successful as well as in periods {vexognition)and thredrecall). On the third

day, the session began with recognition (period two) and he movedexratbperiod
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threg, with which he was successful.
Il nterestingly, B206s performance on the
identical to that bhis performance in week ofidnitial problems on the first day,
requiring repeating the thrgeeriod sequence, completing the entire THPeeod Lesson
in one set of trials and beginning day three with period two (recognition) followed by

period thregrecall).
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Figurel1l7. Participant B2 Direct Instruction

Like each of the students in Group B, B2 was aware that some of the students
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were receiving stickers during their ear-one sessions, but he never menteties to

the researcher during his ThfBeriod Lesson sessions. When stickers were added to his
sessions, he seemed to enjoy selecting his stickers. He smiled while making his selection
and quickly began to select a sticker automatically once he belded positive

feedback from the researcher. However, during the third day of his first week of Direct
Instruction the researcher took out the stickers while setting up the session but forgot to
hand the stickers to him after his first correct respolgleen this happened, B2 did not
mention the stickers to the researcher, who remembered them after his second correct
response. His posture and orientation to the researcher remained consistent across both

conditions. He sat with his legs crossed in fiaiim and faced the researcher.

Participant B3. Like B1 and B2, B3 first began with the Thieeriod Lesson
which was followed by the Directioms$truction condition. Figure8d e pi ct s B30s

performance.

Although B3 began the week in session one imgednly one sequence of the
threeperiod lesson, his performance worsened over the course of the week. On day two,
it was necessary to return to period one (naming) when B3 showed difficulty with period
two (recognition). On day three, his performances @aen worse. It required a total of 4

cyclesofthethreper i od | esson before success was

ac

second weekds vocabul ary set was much bet't

once on days one and two. On day threeséssion began with period two and

progressed to period three (recognition followed by recall).



104

Participant B3
3 4 5 6 7 8

Week 1, |3
Day 1
4:21 13

Week 1,
Day 2 |~
2:45

Week 1,
Day 2
5:07

T~
W —

O =W — W=

—_— e =~ N — o
—_— — =N — s -
— e~ W — W~
W o~ W Ww — W — o
(LSRR S | SN S N S R (V]
W ~— W= — =
— e
p— T
S~ =
—_— N

T —
—_ e —

—
b —
b — o
N~ N
b — N
B~ N

— T —

!

{
garbage —_— e =N - s~ R
soldier
whiskers

garbage |@ — W|— —~ ~
garbage

oarbage |© —~ —
soldier
whiskers
oarbage
soldier
whiskers
soldier
soldier
whiskers
garbage
soldier
whiskers
garbage
soldier
whiskers
garbage
soldier
whiskers

N
w
o
~J]
oo

Week 2,
Day 1
2:52

Week 2,
Day 2
2:42

Week 2,
Day 3
1:53

Three-Period Lesson

e = L 'S I 'S ]
= 0 2
e N LTS N 'S

B~ N~ N — W—
O~ N — 9w — W
W~ Wl — BlWwW — w0
W~ WlHs — Bl — W

pipes
cement
pipes
cement
chimney
pipes
cement
chimney
pipes
cement
chimney
pipes
cement
chimney
pipes
cement
pipes
cement

chimney |19 == BRI = (& = &

chimney

chimney
pipes

cement

Figure18. Participant B3 Thre®eriod Lesson

Figur e 19 sperfoensarcea under tilePidect Instructiondition. As
can be seen, B3 was given the full thpsgiod sequence during first session of week one
and was successful. This instructional sequence and performance were repeated the next
day. As a result, on day three, the session began with ped@deognition) and
moved on to period three (recall) with success. In the second week, the first session
began with the first period (naming) and there was follow thorough periods two

(recognition)and thredrecall)in one cycle. B3 was absent for $econd day of week
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two. On the third day, the session began with periodteapgnition) though his
performance was not good, so the researcher moved back to perioéioieg)and

went through the entire thrgeeriod sequence with success.
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Figure19. Participant B3 Direct Instruction

B3 was highly aware that some of his classmates were receiving stickers during
their oneon-one sessions and he asked the researcher about stickers during four of his six
ThreePeriod Lesson sessions. After two of his ThRsziod Lesson sessions, he
explored the room trying to locate the stickers.

During the ThredPeriod Lesson sessions, B3 often smiled when selecting the
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word requested by the researcher. He seemed to tBigj@gssions and would often
enthusiastically slap a card or pick it up and move it to a different spot rather than simply
pointing at it. He was focused on the researcher across all of hisHéwmee Lesson
sessions. During the first two sessionstdmeled to look only at the researcher and had
to be prompted to look at the words. After the first two sessions, no further prompting
was required.

B3 was excited about the addition of stickers to his Direct Instruction sessions.
He smiled broadly whd selecting his stickers and gave careful consideration to how he
arranged the stickers on his card. During the Direct Instruction sessions, he pointed to
the word requested by the researcher rather than slapping it or picking it up. When he felt
confident that his selection was correct, he immediately picked up the sheet of stickers.
He was often distracted by rearranging his stickers and making comments about them.
B36s posture and orientation to thesresear

He sat with his legs crossed in front of him and faced the researcher.

Shared ReadingSessions

Each of the eighteen Shared Reading sessions related to this study were
videotaped, transcribed, and coded. This allowed the researcher to obserye closel
several aspects of the shared reading sessions. The process used to accomplish this task
is as follows:

Once all of the verbal statements were transcribed, the transcriptions were
checked for accuracy by reviewing the video multiple times and croskinpechat was
written with the utterances captured on tape. The teacher and the participants used a

combination of sign language and spoken language during the shared reading sessions.
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For the purposes of this study, all utterance were transcribed lisitng

Once the tapes were transcribed, open coding began. Initially the utterances were
divided into two categories: 1) verbatim recitations of the texts on the part of the teacher
and 2) all other utterances. The former were excluded from the arsah@shey were
simple verbal renditions of the text in the book read by the teacher. Only those utterances
that were not verbal renditions of the text were of interest and, thus, analyzed. Once
these comments and interchanges were recorded, bourafatiakbg were established.
Typically these events were single, sadhtained events that were either topically or
functionally related. For example:

Teacher: (Readi 8pgngfsnwestoftedye abied o k . ) A
of twigs, and grass and moss. 0

A22AWhat 6s moss?0o0

Teacher: Altoés a different kind of gras:
rocks. Remember when we were outside by the buses
and you and B2 and Bl picked it up ¢
dirty grass. 0 It was moss. 0

Bl1: AMs. XXX sfaringtoanottesteacherivho [ Re
was present during the situation the teacher is describing.]

Teacher: AYeah, it was moss. | t s j ust
are inside the dirt also. 0
A2: Al touched the moss. 0

Teacher: (Nods.)

The first teachr utterance was a verbatim rendition of the text within the book.
This was foll owed by an utteranceobg0A2 t h
The rest of the interchange involved exploring the meaning of that word. The

interchanges endedwithh e t eacher nodding in affirmat.i
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touched the moss. After this the teacher returned to reading aloud the text in the book.
The dialog was parsed into verbal renditions of the text and other utterances. The
other utterances wergrouped into dialogic units, and these dialogic units were then
reviewed and subjected to further open coding. These open codes were based on the
function or purpose of these dialogic units. Once completed, the categories were
reviewed for internal caistency and revised as necessary. The text below presents the

categories found and provides examples of the dialog.

Comments and redirects. One major distinction was the use of comments and
redirects on the part of the children and the teacher.cPRatpant s® utterances
as comments were those that were directly related to various aspects of the book being
shared.These utterances were only categorized as participant comments if they were
initiated by the participant, rather than the teacfieacher utterances categorized as
redirects entailed the teacher redirecting
was typically accomplished by saying a stu
student 6s at t en tsedata,.itwas tlecided that thei ndneericiqueigtity bfh e
these two categories of utterances might b
engagement in shared reading. Figure2@rovides this information for each
participant

Participant Al. Across tle two Shared Reading sessions in which Al participated
during the first week of Intervention One (Shared Reading), he averaged 1.0 redirect and
2.0 comments per session. He participated in all three Shared Reading sessions during
week two of Interventio®ne (Shared Reading) and averaged 2.0 redirects and 3.5

comments per session.
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Al patrticipated in all three Shared Readings of Book F and two of the three
Shared Readings of Book E during Intervention Two (THtegod Lesson). Across
sessions of week 1, la&eraged 0.66 redirects and 10.66 comments per session. Across
the sessions of Book F during week two of Intervention Two (FRexéd Lesson), he
averaged 0.0 redirects and 3.0 comments per session.

Al participated in all three Shared Readings of BO@nd Book D during
Intervention Three (Direct Instruction). Across sessions of week 1, he averaged 0.66
redirects and 7.0 comments per sessidoross the sessions of BookdDring week two
of Intervention Three (Direct Instruction), he averaged 0.Deet$ and 8.0 comments

per session.
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Figure20. Participant A1 Redirects and Commebisring Shared Reading Sessions
Participant A2. A2 patrticipated in all three of the Shared Readings of Book A
during the first week diintervention One (Shared Reading). Across these three sessions,

he averaged 0.33 redirects and 3.33 comments per session. He also participated in all
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three Shared Reading sessions of Book B during week two of Intervention One (Shared
Reading) and averad 2.33 redirects and 8.66 comments per session.

A2 participated in two of the three Shared Readings of Book F and all three
Shared Readings of Book E during Intervention Two (THteeod Lesson). Across
sessions of week 1, he averaged 0.0 redirectd @ddcomments per session. Across the
sessions of Book F during week two of Intervention Two (THteeod Lesson), he
averaged 0.0 redirects and 11.33 comments per session.

A2 participated one of the three Shared Readings of Book C during week one of
Intervention C. During that session, he had 1.0 redirect and made 11.0 comments.
Across the three sessions of Book D during week two of Intervention Three (Direct

Instruction), he averaged 1.33 redirects and 30.33 comments per session.
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Figure21l. Participant A2 Redirects and Commebisring Shared Reading Sessions

Participant A3. A3 was only present for one of the Shared Readings of Book A
during the first week of Intervention One (Shared Reading). During this sessdmdh

0.0 redirects and made 11.0 comments. She participated in two of the three Shared



111

Reading sessions of Book B during week two of Intervention One (Shared Reading) and
averaged 0.0 redirects and 2.0 comments per session.

A3 patrticipated in two of théntee Shared Readings of Book F and all three
Shared Readings of Book E during Intervention Two (THteeod Lesson). Across
sessions of week 1, she averaged 0.0 redirects and 16.5 comments per session. Across
the sessions of Book F during week two demention Two (Thre€eriod Lesson), she
averaged 0.0 redirects and 9.67 comments per session.

A3 patrticipated in two of the three Shared Readings of Book C and Book D
during Intervention Two (ThreBeriod Lesson). Across the two sessions of week 1, she
averaged 0.0 redirects and 8.0 comments per session. Across the two sessions of Book D
during week two of Intervention Three (Direct Instruction), she averaged 0.0 redirects

and 13.0 comments per session.
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Figure22.  Paricipant A3 Redirects and Commemsring Shared Reading Sessions

Participant B1. B1 participated in all three of the Shared Readings of Book A

during the first week of Intervention One (Shared Reading) and Book B during the
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second week. Across these theessions of Book A, he averaged 0.66 redirects and 5.0
comments per session. Across the three Shared Reading sessions of Book B, he averaged
0.33 redirects and 11.0 comments per session.

B1 participated in all three Shared Readings of Book C and Bahkibg
Intervention Two (Thred’eriod Lesson). Across sessions of week 1, he averaged 0.33
redirects and 15.33 comments per session. Across the sessions of Book D during week
two of Intervention Two (Thre®eriod Lesson), he averaged 0.0 redirects ar8811
comments per session.

B1 participated in all three Shared Readings of Book F and one of the three
Shared Readings of Book E during Intervention Three (Direct Instruction). Across
sessions of week 1, he averaged 0.0 redirects and 34.67 commentsiper $3ssng
the session of Book F during week two of Intervention Three (Direct Instruction), he

required 0.0 redirects and made 5.0 comments.



113

40 | Three-Peri 1
Shared Reading : I::S;:Od : Direct Instruction
) 35 i
8 Phase : Phase ! Phase
S 30 : :
5 s ! :
8 1 1
o 20 " ‘
H6 ] [ |
S 0, |
o) 1 1
e 10 x 1 1
g 1 ]
1 1
5 i 1
n 1
0
A B C D F E
Books
O Redirects < Comments

Figure23. Participant B1 Redirects and Commebtsing Shared Readingessions

Participant B2. B2 participated in all three of the Shared Readings of Book A
during the first week of Intervention One (Shared Reading). Across these three sessions,
he averaged 1.66 redirects and 4.0 comments per session. He participatkthévo
three Shared Reading sessions of Book B during week two of Intervention One (Shared
Reading) and averaged 0.0 redirects and 3.0 comments per session.

B2 participated in all three Shared Readings of Book C and Book D during
Intervention Two (Thred’eriod Lesson). Across sessions of week 1, he averaged 0.0
redirects and 7.33 comments per session. Across the sessions of Book D during week
two of Intervention Two (Thre®eriod Lesson), he averaged 0.0 redirects and 20.0
comments per session.

B2 particpated in all three Shared Readings of both Book F and Book E during
Intervention Two (Thred’eriod Lesson). Across sessions of week 1, he averaged 0.34
redirects and 19.0 comments per session. Across the sessions of Book F during week two

of InterventionTwo (ThreePeriod Lesson), he averaged 0.34 redirects and 15.0
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comments per session.
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Figure24. Participant B2 Redirects and CommeDtging Shared Reading Sessions

Participant B3. B3 participated in two of the thr&hared Readings of Book A
during the first week of Intervention One (Shared Reading). Across these three sessions,
he averaged 1.0 redirect and 5.50 comments per session. He participated two of the three
Shared Reading sessions of Book B during weekafwotervention One (Shared
Reading) and averaged 0.50 redirects and 3.0 comments per session.

B3 participated in all three Shared Readings of Book C and Book D during
Intervention Two (Thred’eriod Lesson). Across sessions of week 1, he averaged 0.66
redrects and 10.33 comments per session. Across the sessions of Book D during week
two of Intervention Two (Thre®eriod Lesson), he averaged 0.0 redirects and 11.0
comments per session.

B3 participated in all three Shared Readings of both Book F and Bdakirtg
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Intervention Two (Thred’eriod Lesson). Across sessions of week 1, he averaged 0.34
redirects and 18.34 comments per session. Across the sessions of Book F during week
two of Intervention Two (Thre®eriod Lesson), he averaged 0.0 redirects &34l 8

comments per session.
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Figure25. Participant B3 Redirects al@bmments During Shared Reading Sessions

The Shared Reading coding also provided the researcher with examples of how
the classroom teacher dealt with womdls book that were new or unknown to her
students. For example, during the second week of Intervention One (Shared Reading), on

the second day of reading Book B, the following interaction took place:

Teacher: (Readi 8pgngfsnaesdfeggs,@abedook. ) A
of twigs, and grass, and moss. 0
A2: AWhat 6s moss?0
Teacher: Altés a different king of gr as:

rocks. Remember when we were outside by the buses
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and you and B2 and B1l picked it up ¢
|t

dirty grass 0 was moss. O

Bl1: AMs. XXX said 6mossd. o

Teacher: AYeah, it was moss. | t 6s just
are inside the dirt also. o

A2: Al touched the moss. 0

Teacher: (Nods.)

Later during the same Shared Reading session a souoilgersation took place:

Teacher: (Reading from the bookiNut s and pumpkins and co
i n husks. o

Bl1: AHusks?o0

Teacher: A Does mommy make corn on the

Bl1: fAYes, so cooks it.o

Teacher : ARi ght, when you peel it | ook
t he husk. You need to peel it befor

On the third day, the meaning of the wo
Shared Reading:

Teacher: (Readi 8pgngfsnwestoftedqye abied o k . ) A

of twigs, and grass and moss. 0
B1: i Wihoast s66s ndbe a n ? O
Teacher : nWhat does O6mossd mean? Wh a't (

yesterday?o
Bl1: ATree. O

Teacher: ANo . (Points to the picture of



mo s s . Il tds a kind of grass that grc
like black top, orfromarock or t he si dewal k. 0

Bl1: fALi ke a plant. o

Teacher: Alt is a plant.
Bl1: ALi ke a plant that covers a rock. o
Teacher: Alt-hmwm. @ plant, mmm

In each of the three cases present above, the lexical item was a noun and the

teacher tried to help the stude understand its meaning by appealing to personal

experiences, e.g., descriptions of the objects, properties of the object, or relating the noun

to a higher oitsde ki noltdstingpfrtand tp note ¢hat the abdve

examples were studeinitiated. There were also instances of teacher initiated inquiries

as to word meaning followed by a definitio
Examples of this occurred during the third week of Intervention, when the teacher

read Book C to thelass. One the first day the following dialogue took place:

~

Teacher: ( Readi hhgyhiked thmough thegainb o o k . ) A

andsleetbo you know what sl eet is? It 6
rai n. ltés between snow and rain.
snow.

B1l: ifAnSgp.ro

Teacher: ASl eet doesndét happen in sprin.
l' i ke a mixture between snow and rai.

The second time she read the book to the class, the teacher again focused on the
meaning of Osl eet 06:
Teacher: ADo you ordeneaesibleet? what that w

Remember ? ltds in between rain and
of bot h. o
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Another tactic that the teacher used was to simply ask students if they knew the
meaning of a word:

Teacher: ( Readi Tfingefdr chaviwhatdoes bo ok . ) A
& howd mean?o

B1: fFood. O

I n addition to emphasizing unknown word
attention to words that they were in the process of learning. For example:

Teacher: (Holding the book out B3 and Al and pointing to a
word. )o6s AtWhatt wor d? |l tds a spelling

(B2 raises his hand)

Teacher: AB2, i1itdéds not one of your wor d:
tell them? Tell your friends. Wh a t

B2: AOut. o
Another example:
Teacher: (Readi Hegwadtakigmat hapbook Pt eids
bed. Anap. NA-P. One of your spelling wor
On other occasions, the students noticed familiar words in the text without the

teacher 6s assistance:

Al: (Pointing at the book.) AnHat . Spe
Teacher: Altoésowr spteddy nlgo awlko,r dy a ndrye r i ¢
You need to know that tomorrow, ok ?c¢c

Each of the above examples dealt with words that were not directly taught to
students as a part of this study. While the classroom teacher was aware of the words that

the researcher wasaching to the participants during the Direct Instruction portion of the



study, she had been asked not to place any more emphasis on these words than she
normally would while sharing the book with her students. However, there were several
instances dunig which the students asked a question or made a comment about one of the
words involved in the study. Interestingly, all of these instances occurred during the
Shared Reading of Book Building a Hous€Barton, 1981), for which the vocabulary
wordsbeiy t aught were 6cementdé, O6chi mneyé, and
studentinitiated exchanges related to each of these three words on each of the three days
that this book was shared with the class.

First Shared Reading Session:

Teacher: (Readingfro t h e 1B cemént n)ixer pdurs
cement . o0

B2: (Pointing to the book) fAGlue. 0

Teacher: Altoés not glue, 1itbés cement. o

Teacher: (Reading from the book&)bricklayer builds a fireplace
and chimney too.

B2: (Pointing to the book.) ASmoke. 0
ALAFire. Fire, going up the chimney. E
B1: nSant a. Reindeer. They jump down

Teacher: (Reading from the bookd) plumber put in pipes for

water.
B2: APipes. Pipes. o
Teacher: AhPmnp,e sa,r emmm t he wal |l s. 0

B2: A B|[Tlesign¥ad blood is similar to a sign used the
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show water dripping.]

Teacher: ANot bl ood. No . Wat er . The
B2: (Pointing at the book.) AWhat 6s t h
Teacher: ATheyodore pipes for the water. o

Teacher: (Reading fronmte b oA dement mixdr pours
cement . 0

Al: APai nt . Making it | evel .o
Teacher: Altoés not paint. I'tés cement .
Al: AWhite. White. o

Teacher: AThe white is called cemento

Second Shared Reading Session:

Teacher: (Reading frome book.) A bricklayer builds a fireplace
and chimney too.

B2: AChi mney. Smoke. 0

Teacher: nAYep, for the smoke. The firej
the living room or the den and then it goes through the
roof. The chimney is for the smoke to eseap 0

Al: ABuild the brick higher and higher

A3: fAThe smoke rises up through the chi

5t

Teacher: Yeah, you need to have that f ¢

B2:

-1}

I n the bathroom, pipes. o

Teacher : NnGood. Ar ehai&9 dteh ath ef dra? hr oo |
What goes inside the pipes?o0
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B2: ifWater. o

Teacher: AWater, inside is water, good. ¢

Third Shared Reading Session:

Teacher: (Readi Agmdntrmixenpaurse book. ) A
cement . 0

Al: (Pointing to the book.) AWhiteo.

Teac Whi t ef? What 6s that white called??9d

Al: AWhit e. Caro [Likely referring to
Teacher: AWhat 6s it called, do you rem
Bl1: Altés calledérocko [The sign used f

sign combining thaeidbghs for o&érockod

B2: ALiIiquid. oo
A3: ALIi quid. o

A2: fnRock. O

Teacher: ARight. o

A3: Alf you stand in it, youoll get stu

Teacher: (After turning the page, befor.
a fireplace and a, what?0o

Bl1: AA fireplace.th8mockemgegsoup throug
B2: AHouse. O
A2: AHouse. O

A3: AFire. Chimney. Smoke goes up throu
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Teacher: AAnd a chimney, tooo
A3: AChi mney. O

Teacher: (Reading from the book&)bricklayer builds a fireplace
and chimney too.

A3:

2

They mheiyl tft oa d¢hhe smoke. 0

A2: APiI pes. Pipes. o [ Predicting/recal

1]
<
D
(9]
@)

Teacher :

B2: APipes. 0
A3: API pes. Bat h. o
Teacher: APipes for what?0

A2: inWater. o
B1: fiBat hr oom. 0

Teacher: AFor wat er , ghftlepipesvantd er . Wat er f
out through a shower head. 0

A3: ABat h. (Goes up to the book and po

Teacher: fAYeah. o

B2: Al want to see. 0 (Goes up to the b
AThat one?0o0

A2: AGreen. O [ THoes.]pi pes are different

Teacher: AYeah, this one | ooks |ike it |

A2: Al have. Il have. | opened the doo

pi pes. o

Teacher: né and then | think this one i
this one is for the what?0
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B1,A3,andB2: A Shower. 0

Teacher: AAnd this one, maybe what?090

A2: AToil et. o

Teacher: AThe sink?o0

A3: AYes. o

B2: ANo. o

Teacher: fANO0O?O

B2: ABat hroom. 0

Teacher: AYeah, thatos the bathroom, but
your hands. The sink. o

A2: Al s alw oapte nheodnec.abi net door and saw g

Teacher: AYeah?o

A2: (Nods.)

il saw.

0

There were also several instances during which the students made direct

connections between the Shared Reading sessions with the teacher and other components

of the study. Br example, during the first Shared Reading session of the first book, B1

|l ooked at

as over

t

he book that

t here. 0

whi |l e

t he

poi nt

teacher

i ng t

o

t

was pr

he she

Therewere also several instances during which the students connected the words in the

book being shared to the words taught during@menevocabulary instructionBelow

are transcripts of these connections:

Teach

Al:

er :

Al

( Re adi hhgsoldieromchadimna book. )
parade. 0

read

a

car d.

The

same.

(Point



B1: i

Wi t h

Becca.

Al: nSol di er. o

0

124

connection!

whi sker

Al a higc

and | o

vocabul ary t auc

Bl1: AAnd whiskers, and garbage. 0

Teacher: fAYeah? Same? Good

Al: ASol di ers, and garbage, and

Teacheh, yiorear emember Five) ( Gi ves

B3: fASame. 0

Teacher: ( Readi Alde doulddixforCdptin b ook . ) A
Cat were his whiskers.o

Al: ASame. Same. (Turns around
you. O [ Ref er ri ngrliet]o

Teacher: ( Readi BugCaptainoCat sgramgeright o o k . ) A

outof bedWhy di d

B2: i
B1: i
Teach
B1: i
Teach
B1: i
Teach
B2: i

To eat . O

er : q

Same.

er : q

Car d.

5t

er :

Ye ah,

h e
check
He had to
a gke ®c a.

Yeah?
0
Oh , on

car d.

0

She

t

he

get

the garbage.

check

Gar b

out

t

of

bed fast ?

0

he garbage,

has garbage?o0

car d.

You

reme mbe.l
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Teacher: ( Readi Alde doulddixforCdptain book . ) A
Cat were his whiskers. oo

B1: AnCard. Same. 0

Teacher :aridna ltshoe? &

B3: AHe straightened the whiskers. o

Teacher: ( Readi Alde doulddixfor Cdptin book . ) A
Cat were his whiskers. o

B3: ASame. Whi sker s. Same. 0
Teacher: fASame as what?0

B3: (Points to Becca.)

Teacher: fAThe?words with Becca
Bl1: AAnd garbage and sol dier.o
B3: AGarbage. 0

Teacher: ( Readi Alyickiayerduildsta firepladeo o k . ) A
and chimney too. o

B2: AChi mney. 0 (Looks at Becca and s mi

Teacher: (Readibgt &3 omhdaepkeh ibde k . ) A

Let 6s +jphkagn ki clkket 6s pl ay ball. Let
Let 6s play jacks. Let 6s play hopsc
Bl1: fAHopscotch. o
A3: AJacks and hopscotch. Same as the

Teacher: i Yeah, t he same cards?o0

A

(0]
0
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Teacher: (Reading fromtheldoo ) cé&ndét pl ay today. | 6ve
help my sister do the | aundry. As k

Bl1: fALi ke the cards. Becca. o (Points
ALaundry. New word. o

Teacher: AGood for you! Did you know t

A3: Al knew it. o

Teacher: (Readibgt &3 omhdaepkeh ibde k . ) A

Let 6s +fphbeaayn ki clket 6s pl ay ball. Let o
Let 6s play jacks. Let 6s play hopsco
Bl1: fALi ke the cards. o [oORenE er ring to ca

vocabulary insuction.]
Figure 26 illustrates the frequency of
instruction words during the Sttt Reading session. The data@ganized by

participant as well as by type of instruction (ThReriod Lesson or Direct Instructi).

ER3

B2
"Bl
BA3
mA2
mAl

Number of Occurences

Three-Period Lesson
Direct Instruction

Figure26. ParticipansdConnections to Vocabulary Instruction During Shared Reading

Sessions
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During Shared Reading sessions, students also made connections to other books
in the study. For example, when the teacloénted out a picture of the moon while
reading Book B, B1 made a connection to the rotation of the earth discussed in Book A,
which had been read the previous week. B1 made another connection to Book A while
the teacher was reading Book F. The transoffiphhis connection is below:
Teacher: AWhat i s this?0 (Pointing to
shadow.)
B2: nACat. o

Teacher: Altbés the shape of the cat, buf
her arm to create a shadow on the wall.)

Bl1: AShadow. 0
TeacheadoiWwAOSsh
A2: (Holds up his hand to make a shadow
B3: AShadow. 0

Teacher: ALi ke when itoés sunny outside
shadow. 0

B1l: fBuniUk,&un Downod [ Book A]

In addition to making connections to books that had alreadydterrd as a part
of the study, students made connections to books that were involved in the study but had
not yet been shared by the teacher or had only served as disctractor books. For example,
when preparing to read Book C to the class the teacherAskedt o poi nt t o t he
name. A3 pointed to the name and then told the teacher that the same author wrote one of
the other books (one which had served as a distractor during the study) that was available

to students during book choice time. Wheatéacher introduced Books D and F to the
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students on the first day that each book was shared, A3 made the following comments,

which indicated that she had become familiar with the books during book choice

sessions:
A3: AWhen the holyaravesiasditisthaeri shed, a f ami
home. 0O
Teacher: nAGood. You know this story! I

A3: (Nods and points to bookshelf with study books)

Teacher: f@AYeah. Good! Ok, |l etds read. ¢
Teacher: Al have a new book for you gu
youdbve seen it before. o (Hol ds wup

A3: ACome Out and Pl ay, Little Mouse. O
Teacher: AGood, A3. You guys have seen

A3, Al, and B2: (Nod.)

Teacher : ComadOut dandjFal Little Mous&Vhat do you
think ités about?0

A 3 . t.fiMowse. The cat asks again and again. Mouse says,
O0Ask tomorrow, ask tomorrow. d Mo u s €
caught . 0o

Teacher: fAYou remember this story. o

Word Retention
Prior to beginning Baseline, the researcher conductedaspessment probe with
each of the participants. This assessment consisted ofaame session during which

the researcher showed the participant each of the 24 words (18 words from the books



used in the study and 6 words from the distractor books) involved in the Jiuely.
researcher asked the participant to identify each word either with a sign, a spoken word,
or a combination of the two. The pagsessment sessions were videotaped and the
participantsd responses were recorded.
Two weeks after the conclusion of theal phase of the study, the researcher
conducted a posissessment probe with each of the participants. Theapssssment
procedures were the same as they were for thaggessment sessions. Five of the six
participants retained more words fromentention Two (Thre€’eriod Lesson) than
Intervention Three (Direct Instruction), and all participants retained more words from
Intervention Two (Thred’eriod Lesson) than Intervention One (Shared Reading). The
results of the preand postassessments felach participant are illustrated in Figures 27

32 below.

6

Number of Words Correct

% S &
& 5 S
5 5
& S 5
5 . & &
‘? N T
3 9y &
g Q <
&
B Preassessment B Postassessment

Figure27. Participant A1 Preand PostAssessment Data
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1081100 SPIOA JO JaquinN

B Postassessment

B Preassessment

5

4

3

2 I
N

0

Participant A2 Preand PostAssessment Data

1081100 SPJOA JO JaqUINN

Figure 28.

B Postassessment

B Preassessment

Participant A3 Preand PostAssessment Data

Figure 29.
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B Postassessment

Participant B1 Preand PostAssessment Data

B Preassessment

1091100 SPIOAA JO JsquinN

Figure 30.

B Postassessment

B Preassessment

Participant B2 Preand PostAssessmerData

Figure 31
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Figure32. Participant B3 Preand PostAssessment Data

Word Learning

Almost all of the words involved in the study were unknown by the participants
prior to the vocabulary instruction and Shared Reading ses#i8ren@ B1 each knew
one of the twentjour words during prassessment). When the researcher asked
participants to tell her what they knew about each word on the first day of vocabulary
instruction each week, the moBartcipamsalmo n r es
guessed at the meaning of the words. The participants with higher reading levels seemed
to use their word knowledge to hypothesize about the meaning of certain words. For
exampl e, Bl gave the followimed . redpgdssdartyo
no water. It has trees and sun. 0 This re:

vi sual similarities between the printed wo
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construct meaning for t hsseemedtodisedhe signéont 6. O
the word to construct meaning. A2 gave th
A Wo ma n . Crown. O This response confused t
classroom teacher. The teacher immediately understood theag\Rkely confusing the
sign for O6soldier6 with the sign for 0Stat
symbols of America, and the signs for 06sol
Another example of this came from Al. Inresponst o t he word Ol aundry
car drives into a pol e. The ambul ance and
Al was making a connection between the sig
similar. There were also participant respes that seemed to be arbitrarily selected in an
attempt simply to provide a response to the researcher. A2 has these types of responses to
each word for Book D. For the word O6chi mn
Opi pes6, he raemsdpdmded,h e Guop.do,cement, he re
these responses seemed to have any connection to the written word or the sign for the
word.

While participants did show evidence of word learning after Shared Reading
sessions and vocabulary instioaot most of this learning seemed to be specific to the
book in which the word was included. When students responded to these types of words,
their responses tended to be more retelling of the events in the book than a definition of
or information abouttte word itself. When asked to tell the researcher about the word
0l aundrydé on the third dayComefOuthrdiPlay, Lattel | ect
Mouse( Kr aus, 1987) ~A-IBNBD-R-¥(Bngeospetlireg the woildlwhile

lookingatthecad) The mouse ran. The cat chased i
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response came from B1l. When asked about t
has whiskers. The cat chased the bird. o
definitional, could be evidence of a lack of multidimensional learning for these words.
During the posaissessment probe, participant A1 correctly identified one of the
six words from books shared during his ThRexiod Lesson intervention and was unable
to idertify any of the words from the Shared Reading (only) intervention books, the
Direct Instruction intervention books, or the distractor books. Participant A2 correctly
identified two of the six words from the Thr@eriod Lesson intervention books, three of
the six words from the Direct Instruction intervention books, and no words from the
Shared Reading (only) intervention books or distractor books. Participant A3 correctly
identified one of the six words from the Shared Reading (only) intervention biveks,
of the six words from the ThreReriod Lesson intervention books, three of the six words
from the Direct Instruction intervention books, and two of the six words from the
distractor books (one of which she correctly identified duringassessment pbe).
Participant B1 correctly identified one of the six words from the Shared Reading (only)
intervention books, all of the six words from the ThRsFiod Lesson intervention books,
five of the six words from the Direct Instruction intervention booke (of which he
correctly identified during prassessment probe), and none of the six words from the
distractor books. Participant B2 correctly identified three of the six words from the
ThreePeriod Lesson intervention books, two of the six words fraDinect Instruction
intervention books, and no words from the Shared Reading (only) intervention books or
distractor books. Participant B3 correctly identified one of the six words from books

shared during his ThreReeriod Lesson intervention and was bieao identify any of the
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words from the Shared Reading (only) intervention books, the Direct Instruction
intervention books, or the distractor books.

The qualitative data gathered duringpast s essment regarding tt
word learning was sirfar to the data gathered on the final day of each week of
Interventions Two (Thre®eriod Lesson) and Three (Direct Instruction). Most of the
information that participants gave regarding the words that they correctly identified was
linked to the storyboakfrom which the words came. Their responses were almost all
slightly less detailed versions of the answers they had given on the final day of
vocabulary instruction for each word. For example, A3 gave the following response to
Ohopscotché@yomft hveo ctathiurldardy i ltssagama.cThereon f or
are squares on the ground. You jungme leg, two legs, one leg. There are numbérs
2, 3¢éo0. When asked abeawsts etstsanesnda me swner d¢ egpu
game withsqu&s on the ground. O Anot her exampl e
came from B2 when he was prompted about th
vocabulary instruction, he said, AThey sto
book]. Theymac hed . 0, a-asdessthent hismegponsevwsad reduced to,
AMarching. 0o

One exception to this simplification of responses was B1. Of the words that he
retained, several of his responses during-pesessment were either more detailed or
more accuri than those he gave on the last day of vocabulary instruction for those
words. For example, on the third day of v
when the researcher asked B1 what he had |

Afterhe correctly i dent i-assessineng therésdarckeeragaind ur i ng
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asked him what he had | earned about that w
guns, hats, and green shirts and pants. o
6 ¢ e man ibdth&he first and last day of vocabulary instruction for that word, his
responses had shown evidence that he was making a connection between the word
6cement ® and the wasdedcammaltd. hoWwewviemg BdAds
was, fApFeapltenebui |l ding the house. o Il nterest
response occurred only for words that were taught to B1 during Intervention Two-(Three
period lesson). His postssessment responses to words taught during Intervention Three
(Direct Instruction) either remained the same as or were slightly simplified versions of
the responses he gave on the final day of vocabulary instruction.
Additional Analyses

Book choice. While observing the Book Choice sessions and analyzing the Book
Choicedata, the researcher noticed that there seemed to be a trend in the number of
books participants were choosing during each Book Choice session. Data regarding the
total number of books chosen by each participant per Book Choice session were averaged
acrcss Baseline and each week of Interventions (Shared ReadingYwo (Three
Period Lesson)and ThredDirect Instruction) These data wer@xamined in order to
provide further information about particip
who chog a total of six books in a fifteaninute book choice session speahsiderably
less time with each book than a participant who chose two books in one book choice
session. Figures33&38illustrate the average total books chosen by each participant

acros the study.
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During the Book Choice sessions, the researcher also took notes about various
aspects of the participantsd behavior rel
trend emerged. Participants in both groups exhilsiée@ral types of behavior that
appeared to demonstrate a lack of interest in the books. These behaviors included
choosing or asking to choose books not involved in the study, spending Book Choice

time arranging and organizing the books on the shelf, akihg statements such as,

~ A

a:

Al 6ve already finished all of these. 0 The

Figures 3940 illustrate the occurrence of these behaviors during book choice sessions for

Groups A and B.

1 1 1
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Figure39. Group A Books Avoidance Behavior
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Figure40. Group B Books Avoidance Behavior

Vocabulary instruction. During the oneon-one vocabulary instruction portion
of the study, it became apparent that there was aresting difference in the time
required to complete the two different types of instruction. It is important to note that
there were no time constraints assigned to either type of vocabulary instruction. The
sessions continued either until the partictpauccessfully responded to all three word
prompts in the third period, or until several repetitions of each word had been prompted
in the second period and the participant showed continued difficulty in providing the
correct response. Figure$-46 belowillustrate the session lengths across Intervention
Two (ThreePeriod Lesson) and Intervention Three (Direct Instruction) foln eathe six
participants. Th&e data are important because they illustiiagéeamount of time required
to complete a sessidhat includes feedback and reinforcement as compared with a

session that does not include feedback or reinforcement. All of thernemee sessions



141

across both Interventions Two and Three were conducted by the researcher and followed
the same proceduresith the exception of the absence (ThRiod Lesson) or

presence (Direct Instruction) of reinforcement in the form of stickers and verbal feedback

provided by the researcher.
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Fidelity of Implementation

To ensure the reliability of the Shared Reading and vocabulary instruction

sessions, two certified deaf educators were consulted. Each educator watched videos of
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ten randomly selected vocabulary instruction sessions from Interventions Two-(Three
Period Lesson) and Three (Direct Instruction). Based on a description of the two types of
vocabulary instruction used during the study, the educators labeled each of the ten videos
as either Thre@eriod lesson or Direct Instruction. This information waspared with
the researcher 6s data regarding the vocabu
and the reliability was found to be one hundred percent.

The two deaf educators also watched three Shared Reading videos from each of
the InterventionsThey were provided with the list of agreedon features that were
expected to be a part of the Shared Readin
and qualitative data showed that not every feature was present in every Shared Reading
session, ezh feature was present in at least one of theetheadings for each book.
These datawere o mpar ed with the two deaf educator

to be one hundred percent.



14t

Chapter V

Discussion

Research Questias

1) Will the use ofShared Rading increase the probability of students
choosing the book being shared?

Based upon the graphical representations of Book Choice data, there was no
evidence that there was an increase in the probability of participants choosingkhe b
used drring Shared Reading.

2) Will the use of the ThreBeriod Lessonn conjunction with Shared
Reading increase the probability of choosing the book tshaged
compared wittthe use of Direct Instructian conjunction with &ared
Reading, and the use 8haredReading alone?

Again, no compelling evidence was garnered that would demonstrate that
participants favored the books that were related to either type of vocabulary instruction.

3) Will the use of the ThreBeriod lessonn conjunction with Shared
Reading lead to greater word recognition retention tharuse of
Direct Instruction in conjunction with Share@#&lding andthe use of
Shared Rading alone?

The use of the ThreReriod Llessorin conjunction with Shareddading did lead
to greater wordecognition retention for five of the six participants compared @itact
Instruction in conjunction with Shared Reading. The use of Direct Instruction in

conjunction with Sharedéading did lead to greateowd recognition retention than
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Shared Radingalone for all participants.
4) Will the use of the ThreBeriod Lessonn conjunction with &ared

Reading lead to greater vocabulary learning ti@nuse of Direct

Instruction in conjunction with ShareceRding, andhe use of Bared

Reading alone?
During the ThreePeriod Lesson and Direct Instruction interventiaasvell as during
postassessment, qualitative data regarding p
Based on this data, only one participant demonstrated a difference in word learning
betweenthe ThreePeriod Lesson and Direct Instruction conditioAdl participants
demonstrated some degree of word learning fiteerirhreePeriod Lesson conditiaiat

exceeded that ahe Shared Reading (only) condition

Discussion of the Main Findings

Book Choice.The participantsé book choices du
the students showed no evidence of partiality to any book(s) before any of the
|l nterventions were i mplemented. Participa
Two, and Thee demonstrated that neither the Shared Reading sessions nortime one
one vocabulary instruction sessions had any noteworthy impact on the selections

participants made during the Book Choice sessions.

However, the data regarding the average numbeoakdselected by each
participant during each week of data collection did seem to show a trend. Four of the six
participants were selecting fewer books per session by the end of data collection than
they were in the beginning. This decline was most hetaip A1 and B3, who had the

lowest reading levels of the participants. During Baseline and the first weeks of



Interventions, some participants, particularly A1 and B3, tended to select several books
during each fifteeiminute book choice session andrsp@ery little time with each book.

The videos recorded during these sessions showed that these participants generally would
select a book, sit down, and flip through it quickly, seeming to only glance at the pictures
and showing little evidence of focagl on the text before returning the book to the shelf

and making another selection. By the last weeks of Interventions, these same participants
were choosing fewer books per fifteemnute session and spending more time focused

on each book. The videotdarecorded during these sessions show the participants

looking closely at the pictures, retelling the story using voice and/or sign language, and
focusing not only on the pictures, but also on the text. One explanation for this decrease
in the number obooks selected and corresponding increase in engagement with the

books is simply that the participants were more familiar with the books by the last weeks
of the study than they were in the beginning. Perhaps the initial Book Choice sessions
served as agsiod of exploration of the books, which led to eventual engagement with
those books once the participants had sufficient opportunity for exploration of unfamiliar
books. If this is the case, it stands to reason that this change would be most notable in
those participants whose reading levels were the lowest. For a student who is able to
access text on an A or B level, spending time with an unfamiliar level H book could be
understandably frustrating. Thi goff rustr at
engagement with the books in the first weeks of the study. However, after some of the
books had been read to them by the teacher three times each, and after they had been
exposed to some of the unfamiliar words in the books, it seems that they overbkely

to engage with these books indegently. Although the data shawat participants were
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no more likely to choose the books used in the Interventions than the books that served as
di stractors, perhaps r ai s iermighepaokstavailebdlep ant s o
during book choice time had the effect of making all of the books more accessible to
t hem. At the same time, it could be simpl
with the books, whether through shared readings and viacgbustruction, or just
through book choice sessions, made them more comfortable with the books.

The data regarding the participantsodo at
a change in the participantso etlekighvi or dur
weeks of data collection. No book avoidance behavior was observed until the sixth day
of Baseline. After that, these types of behaviors increased until they declined in the sixth
week, disappeared in the seventh, and showed one occurréhedimal week. It is not
surprising that after five book choice sessions, during which the same twelve books were
rotated and available in various combinations, the students could have become bored with
the books and might attempt to avoid them by chngplsooks not involved in the study
or appealing to the teacher or researcher that all of the books had already been read. The
decrease in these types of behaviors during the final weeks of the study may be further
evidence that the participants were mengaged with/interested in the books. This data
supports the research of King and Quigley (1985) discussed in Chapter One, which found
that high levels of student interest made text difficulty less important while low levels of
student interest made tedifficulty more important. Perhaps the Share@éng
sessions and vocabulary instruction raised
difficulty of the text less important during Boolk@ice sessions. This theory is

supported by the followopp st at ement made by the teacher
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that some of the students enjoy the books more than others. Because the books are at a
difficult level for most of the students, they become bored with reading the same text

several times a weddecause they cannot read the print. Analyzing the pictures to tell a

story can be difficult as well. Those who have more sight vocabulary and reading

behaviors are able to get more out of this independent reading time. | feel others are

choosing booksdxrause that is what they are supposed to do. | do, however, feel that the
students enjoy the books a little bit more after we have used it in a read aloud because
they are able to understand the story.o w
particp ant s6 Book Choice behaviors, it seems s
werenotrelated toany of the Interventions, bt the level of familiarity with the books.
Triangulation of the quantitative book choice data with the qualitative fie&sraotd

teacher interviews provided helpful insigh

behaviors.

Vocabulary instruction. The Direct Instruction sessions consistently took
longer to complete than the Thrperiod lesson sessions. Much of thadsled time
may be attributed to the use of stickers during the Direct Instruction sessions.
Even i this is the case, tse data seeno point to the efficiency of vocabulary
instruction without material rewards. In the current climate of overscheduled
classrooms, a more efficient methodooeon-onevocabulary instruction could
prove a useful tool.

In addition, the students whose reading levels were the lowest consistently,

showed evidence of being distracted from the Direct Instruction by the stiakeles the
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students with the highest reading levels showed no evidence of sticker distraction.
Children with reading levels below their age/grade level are the students with whom it is
especially crucial to spend more time on task rather than lessint®resting question
that arises from this study is: Are these students easily distracted because they have low
reading levels or do they have low reading levels because they are easily distracted?
Maria Montessori felt that when presenting a new worcborcept to a child, it is
important that the language used in the presentation be brief and simple in order to avoid
confusing the child with extraneous information (Montessori, 1964). As discussed in
Chapter One, this brevity and simplicity may be pattrly important for students with
language delays, such as students who are deaf or hard of hearing. During the
introduction of a new word, if a teacher uses superfluous language that is unclear to a
student, the student may be distracted by tryingterain the meaning of the
superfluous language rather than expending that mental energy on acquiring the new
word being presented. In theory, verbal feedback and reinforcement could fall into the
category of superfluous language during vocabulary icistmt
Al showed the most behavioral changes when switching from one type of
vocabulary instruction to the other. While A1 and B3 behaved similarly in response to
the stickers and had similar reading levels, B3 did not seem to experience the frustration
and difficulty that A1 did when the groups switched Interventions. This is likely because
Al transitioned from receiving feedback an
transition was the opposite. In addition, during his two weeks of FPeeed Lesson,
B3 was highly aware of the stickers, so finally having stickers added to his vocabulary

instruction sessions seemed to be a welcome change. While it is difficult to generalize
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based on one participant, it seems that the student whose reagingds the lowest

was the most impacted by the loss of feedback and reinforcement. These behaviors

observed by the researcher were in agreement with the following response given by the
teacher during an interview: whddreeyoumigeundent s
typically need more of an extrinsic reward than others for it to really have an impact.

Others, who have greater language skills, intrinsically do better than others with
verbal/sign feedback and prmadsoee switchffome par
Direct Instruction to The Threeeriod Lessomwere related ttheir reading levels.

Further, participantsd tendency t d®de become

related taheir reading levels.

Shared Reading sessiongtarly in the process of coding the qualitative shared
reading data, it became apparent that the number of comments a participant made, as well
as the number of redirects a participant required to return their attention to the shared
reading, werdothuse f u | measures of each participant
book being shared. Across all participants, Books D and F seemed to be the most
engaging, receiving the most comments and requiring the fewest redirects. As discussed
earlier, the practe of shared reading sessions was already an established part of the
classroom routine. Therefore, it can be assumed that there was not an adjustment period
for the participantsluring the first weeks of the Shareddling sessions. However, the
presencef the researcher as an observer, as well as the video camera, may have slightly

repressed participantsd comments during th

As discussed in Chapter Four, the three vocabulary words from Book D were

commentd on frequently by participants during each of the three shared reading sessions
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of this book. This would seem to demonstrate an increased interest in this particular
book, especially in light of the fact that there were no stuithited comments abou

the words from any of the other books durihg study. Interestingly, the BoolhGice

data showed that five of the six participants did not choose Book D more often than the
other books. While A2 chose Book D more than any other book, he choseanhoaly

more than Books A, B, and F.

While students only commented about vocabulary words from Book D, they made
connections between the shared reading sessions and the vocabulary instruction sessions
for shared readings of Books C, D, and F, three ofahebooks shared during the
Interventions that included the vocabulary instruction component. This could be an
indication that instruction of vocabulary words from a book may serve to increase
studentsod6 awareness of the words during a

A3 and B1, the participants with the highest reading levels, also made connections
between the books included in the study, and A3 demonstrated knowledge thmtok
she had selected during Bookdice sessions but that had not been shared by the teacher.
The former occurrences coul d impactteeri dence t
ability to think critically about books shared by the teacher, while the latter could be an
indication of A306s ability to indesmpthedent |
study. This would be supported by information provided by the classroom teacher about
A306s independent reading | evel. She infor

|l evel was slightly higher thathanB136s, A3 hai

Word learning. As discussed in Rapter One, the purpose of the three

period Bsson within the Montessori Method is to provide an initial introduction to
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new words or concepts. This introduction is intended to be followed by multiple,
varied exyeriences with those words or concepts. While the shared reading
sessions provided participants with additional experiences with the words taught
during the vocabulary instruction sessions, these experiences were limited and

exposed participants to the wian only one context.

The postassessment data showed that five of the six participants retained more
words from Intervention Two (Threleeriod Lesson) than Intervention Three (Direct
Instruction). Not surprisingly, the total number of words retaimasl positivelyrelated
tostudent sdéd reading | evels across all parti
frustration and lack of engagement during his THRegod Lesson sessions, he retained
one word from these sessions and no words fle@Direct Instruction sessions.

It is not surprising that word retentioelatedpositively with the reaidg levels of

participants. Thae data ara demonstration of the Matthew Effect, which has been

observed in countless other research studies (Bekenmnmons, & Kamedenui ,
Stanovich, 1986; Walberg & Tsai, 1983). I
and Bl16s greater word retention as well as

the research by Anderson and Reilly (2088russed in Chapter Two, which found that
children with hearing loss who had parents who were deaf and used American Sign
Language (ASL) tended to develop vocabulary at arepgeopriate level. The two
participants with the highest reading levels eaath two parents who were deaf and ASL
was the primary home language for both. In addition, Paul (1998) found that a strong
foundation in ASL resulted in better word learning for students who are deaf or hard of

hearing. Because A3 and B1 have both be@osed to sign language since birth, while
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the other four participants did not gain access to ASL until they entered school, it is safe
to assume that their sign language foundation is stronger than that of their classmates.
A306s and-asBessimentedt @astsupport Paul 6s (1998) fin

learning occurs for students with a strong foundation in ASL.

Implications of the Findings

The findings of this study have a number of promising implications for educators.
First, the efficiency and ffctiveness of the Threeeriod Lesson, without feedback or
reinforcement, as a means of vocabulary instruction could be a practical means of
introducing new vocabulary words to students. Second, the qualitative data regarding
student s 6 r withpfrom Birecs Instruatiort tdtlkee Tlsré@eriod Lesson
demonstrate the difficulty in transitioning students from extrinsic to intrinsic motivation
once they have become accustomed to extern
reading levels were werse to their ability to adjust to a lack of feedback seems to
indicate that students who are already struggling academically may have the most to lose
if there is a change in the reinforcement they receive. Finally, there seemed to be a
relationshipbeteen partici pantsd reading |l evels an
tangible reinforcement was involved in Direct Instruction. This could be an indication
that the students who need to focus the most are the ones whose attention is most easily

drawn awg from a lesson.

Limitations of the Study

One of the greatest challenges of conducting this study was selecting the books to

be included. The highly varied reading levels of the participants made it challenging to
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choose books that would be challerggemough for the participants with higher reading
levels, yet not too challenging for the participants with lower reading levels. In addition,
the books needed to be interesting enough
reading sessions, yetaassible enough to hold their individual attention during the book
choice sessions. As the researcher observed prior to the onset of data collection, the
books shared by the teacher tended to be a higher fe@Hdir for My Mother

(Williams, 1984) is &ountas and Pinnell (2009) level M, afhide Polar Expresgvan

Allsburg, 1985) is a level N), while the books available to students during book choice
time were appropriate for their independent reading levels. After completing the Fountas
and Pinnell (2@0) reading assessment for each of the participants, the researcher
concluded that books given a Fountas and Pinnell (2009) level of E would be appropriate,
as E was the highest reading level of the participants. However, after selecting twelve
level E baks, two problems became apparent. First, there were not enough words in
each book that were novel to the participants with the highest reading levels. In order to
begin data collection, the researcher needed a list of words that were not known by any of
the students. The second challenge was that the level E books were simple enough that
there was concern that the students would become bored or disinterested during multiple
shared reading sessions of these books. As mentioned in Chapter One, omeadf the

goals of shared reading is to give students access to books that they would not be able to
access on their owB(s, van ljzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 1995Therefore, books selected

for use in shared reading sessions tend twddeabove the indepewedt reading levels of
students. In order to solve this problem, the researcher and teacher looked at level F, G, H

and | books. The level H books were determined be the best able to strike a balance
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between challenging the participants with higher regatirels while not overwhelming
those with lower reading levels. They also seemed to be lowest level books that were
complex and interesting enough to hold stu
sessions.

Anotherdifficult issue that was presetinroughout the development and
implementation of this study was the use of one facet of one teaching philosophy within
the greater context of a different teaching philosophy. The lack of reinforcement and
feedback during a thregeriod lesson is a smabmponent of the Montessori philosophy
that is generally implemented within the culture and context of a Montessori classroom.
For the purposes of this study, it was important to collect data in-Moatessori setting
in order to allow for a comparisari vocabulary instruction with and without feedback
and reinforcement. At the same time, the contrived use of one component of a
philosophy of teaching outside of the context of that philosophy has limitations. First, the
participants in this study weeecustomed to both verbal feedback and tangible reward as
a part of their classroom experiences. This is in contrast to students in a Montessori
classroom, who tend teegintheir school experience in a Montessori classroom and
therefore do not experieathe culture of feedback and reinforcement typically used in a
traditional classroom setting. As evidenc
instruction sessions, the transition from feedback and reinforcement to a lack of extrinsic
rewards may beifficult for students. Perhaps in the greater context of a Montessori
classroom, the posi tperoeklessomgavard retentionioeld ui n 6 s
be greater.

A related limitation was a result of the structure and constraints necessary to



conduct this study. In order to ensure validity of findings as well as to minimize

di sruption to the participantsd classroom
parameters for the frequency and timing of-oneone vocabulary instruction sessions.

In a Montessori classroom, the large blocks of time during which students choose

activities on which to focus allow teachers to observe students and to present lessons to
them on a flexible schedule. The structured schedule for thereaee sessions ahis

study were in contrast to this flexibility.

Another limitation of this study arose from the exclusion of concrete objects or
pictures during the vocabulary instruction sessions. For early childhood students such as
the participants in this studye use of concrete learning experiences can be highly
beneficial. This is especially true of students who have language delays, such as children
who are deaf or hard of hearing. The types of vocabulary instruction used in this study
may be more effectivié they include concrete objects or pictures to assist students in
making connections between the words that they are learning and the objects and
concepts those words represent. This is supported by the research of Dubios and Vial
(2000) discussed in @pter Two, which found a correlation between the combination of
spoken, written, and visual representations of words during direct vocabulary instruction
and increased word recall.

When teaching vocabulary words from a storybook, photocopies of the
representations of the words in the book may be helpful. In designing this study, the
decision was made to exclude these types of concrete representations of the words in
order to avoid the participantso simply ma

signs for the words. While this was deemed appropriate and necessary for the validity of
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this study, the use of concrete objects and/or pictures during vocabulary instruction would
likely have a positive impact on the word learning of students who afedaard of
hearing. The combination of the spoken/signed word and the printed word were likely
too abstract for the participants, particularly those with lower reading levels.

As discussed earlier, selecting books that were appropriate for adl of th
participants presented a challenge. In order to select books that contained words that
were unknown to the participants with the highest reading levels and were complex
enough to hold participantsdé attehati on acr
were several levels above the lowest reading levels in the class had to be selected.
Unfortunately, this made the vocabulary words included in the study more difficult than
the spelling words typically assigned to the students with lower reading.|eWlile the
researcher was aware that this was likely to result in little word retention for the students
with the lowest reading levels, the decision was made to use this as an opportunity to
examine the impact of the study on participants with varggaging levels.

As discussed earlier in this chapter, the THredod Lesson is not intended to be
a studentds only exposure to a new word or
introduction, which would then be followed by numerous, divexpemences with that
word or concept. This study was purposely
with the words being taught in the vocabulary instruction, shared reading, and book
choice sessions. While research has shown that this typeitetdiexposure to new
words is not the most effective way for children to acquire vocabulary, it was necessary
to design the study in such a way as to attempt to isolateektypnshipbetween the

components of the study and the word retention of thecjpemts.
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Directions for Future Research

The findings of this study indicate possibilities for several further investigations.
First, a similar study that examined the differences between a feedback versus no
feedback condition, without any materialnforcement could be conducted. The results
of such a study could either strengthen the findings of the current study or demonstrate
that the use of verbal feedback in conjunction material reinforcement is less effective than
verbal feedback only.

As discussed earlier, one of the limitations of the current study was the lack of
multiple, varied experiences for the students with the words being taught. In order to
further examine the role of the Th¥Period Lesson in the word learning of students, a
study could be conducted that involved two conditions: 1) multiple, varied experiences
with vocabulary words, and 2) multiple, varied experiences with vocabulary words,
preceded by the Threeeriod Lesson.

Another limitation of the study was the high de®y level of the books involved.
While this was necessary for the purposes of the current study, a subsequent study could
be conducted using books that are on, or
In addition, such a study could be desd to exclude a shared reading component,
which would allow the books and vocabulary words to be individualized for each
participant. This would make both the vocabulary instruction and book choice sessions
more appropriate for the varied reading lewbé tend to occur in a classroom of
students who are deaf or hard of hearing.

Similarly, a study could be designed that included books of varying levels. It

would be interesting to investigate whether students would show similar patterns of
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becoming corfortable with books well above their reading levels, even if books on or

near their reading levels were available to them during book choice time.
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APPENDIX A

English Informed Consent

TEACHERS COLLEGE
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND BERAVIOR STUDIES

SPECIAL EDUCATION *ROGRAMS

Teachers College, Columbia University

INFORMED CONSENT

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: Your child is invited w participate in a research
study on two different kinds of vocabulary instruction and how they affect students’ word
learning and book choices. Your child will be asked 1o participate in a short pre- and
post-test, whole class shared reading, free reading, and individual vocabulary teaching
sessions, all of which will be videotaped. All videotapes will be viewed only by the
research team and will be securely stored to ensure confidentiality. The research will be

conducted by Rebecca Jackson. The rescarch will be conducted at St. Francis de Sales
School tor the Deat.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The risks and possible benefits associated with this study are
the same that a student will encounter during usual classroom activity, By participating in
this study, students may increase their knowledge of the vocabulary words included in the
study. 1fa sudent chooses not to participate in the study, the researcher will work with
the classroom staff to find a suitable alternative activity.,

TORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: All data collected for this
study will be kept in cither a locked file cabinet or saved in a password-protected
computer file.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: The entire length of you child's participation is three months.
However, the time involved each week is only approximately one hour three days each
week. First your child will get approximately 10 minutes of individual direct instruction
on vocabalary items that come from the storybook being read in the classroom that week.
Second, your child will participate in a whole-class teaching siation, conducted by the
classroom teacher, that is a part of the normal curriculum and class routine. Primarily, the e
teacher will be videotaped to better understand how this group instruction in reading

works. This will be followed by 15 minutes of free reading time. Your child will also &
participate in @ pre-assessment at the beginning of the study. This will consist of |5
approximately 15 minutes during which the researcher will display vocabulary words and :
ask your child to identify them. At the ¢nd of the study, the same assessment will be ] =5
given again, 1Ex

1 3 =
C SRS

HOW WILL RESULTS BE USED: The results of the study will be used for the

researcher’s dissentation. Additionally the results of the study will be written up for
submission to professional joumals and professional conferences. Your child will never
be identified specifically. Only the general findings of the study will be reported.

'+ -0l

AN 120, 15 WEST 1207TH STRZET ABW YORSC NY 10007-66% + [212) 78330 - FAX (317) 6404

& o
whmdia 083 30per -
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TEACHERS COLLEGE
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

DEPARTHENT OF HEALTH aMD BEHAaWIOR STUbIES

SFECIAL EDLICATION FADGRAMS

[f video and/or audio taping is part of this research, 1 { 1 consent to be audieviden
taped. 1 ( ) do NOT consent to being video/awdio taped. The written, video and'or
audio wped materials will be viewed only by the principal investigator and
members of the research team.

Written, video anddor audio taped materials { ) may be viewed in an educational
sefiing cutside the research () meay NOT be viewed in an educational setting
cutside the research.

+ My signafure means that 1 agree to parficipate in this study.

Participant's sigratura: o Dame s ¥
Tame: .
1 mecissary:
Chuardian's Signature/consent:
Dhate: /&
MName:
Teachers College, Columbia University
Assent Forrn for Minors {8-17 vea .
1 (child’s namie) agree to participate in the study e |

entitled: The Impact of Seguin's Three-Period Lesson on the Book Choices and Word

Learning of Students wha are Deaf or Hard of Hearing. The purpose and nature of the

study has been fully explained to me by Rebecca Jackson (Investigator). | undersiamd
what iz being asked of me, and should [ have any questions, 1 know that [ can contact

Rebeeca Jackson (Investigator) at any time, 1 alse understand that 1 can 1o quit the study

s W-Blt

any time | want to,

B, ra1, SIRYYEET TAITH STREES, Eaf VRE_ MY |DEIT-RA%E = (213 4782950 - FAK, L)1) 474004

T _—
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TEACHERS COLLEGE
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND BEHAVIOR STUDIES

SreCiaL EDUCATICN #roGhams

Name of Participant:

Signature of Participant:

Witness:

Date:

1 or's Verificatiol lanati

[ certify that [ have carefully explained the purpose and nature of this research to
(participant’s name) in age-appropriate
language. He/She has had the opportunity to discuss it with me in detail. [ have answered
all histher questions and he/she provided the affirmative agreement (i.e. assent) to
participate in this rescarch.

Investigator's Signature:

Date!

B T30 S2SVWIST 1I0TH STREET, NOWRORK NY | DIRI449S » (L) 67360 « FAX (113 ATRACH

[o—T — Ao
.y
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Spanish Informed Consent

Teachers College, Columbia University

CONSENTIMIENTO INFORMADO

DESCRIPCION DE LA INVESTIGACION: El nifio es invitado a participar en un estudio de investigasion sn
dios tipos diferentes de enseftanza de vocabulano y odmo afectan a la palabra q;rmdl;m da los ulum,rm}l las
opeiones de libre. Su hijo tendrd que participar en una breve pre-y post-test, 1a lectura de toda la clase en la
residencia, la lectura libre, ¥ sesiones individuales de la ensefianza de vocabulario, todo ko cual sera grabado
en video. Tedos bes videos seran vistos por el equipo de investigacadn v se almacena de forma segura para
garantizar la confidencialidad. La investigacidn estary a carpo de Rebecea Jackson La investigacion se
llervard a cabo en 5t Francis de Sales Escuela para Sordos.

RIESGOS Y BEMEFICIOS: Los nesgos y los posibles beneficios asociados con estz estudio son los mesmos
que el estudiante se encontrard durante la actrvidad del aula habrual, Al parmcipar en este estudio, los
estudiantes podran sumentar su conocimiento de las palabras del vocsbulano incluides en el estudio. 5i un
catudiante decide no participar en &l estudia, el investigador va & trabajar con el personal del salén de ¢lases
para encontrar una actividad alernatva adecundn

ALMACENAMIENTO DE DIATOS PARA PROTEGER LA CONFIDENCIALIDAD: Todos los datos
recogidos para este estsdio se mantendra, va $23 en un archivador bajo llave o guardados en un archivo
informatico protegido con contraseiia

TIEMPO DE PARTICIPACTON: La bongitud total de que bn participacion del nifio =5 de tres meses, Sin
embargo, el tismpo que cada semang &5 sblo sprosimadamente wna bors tres dias & la semana En primes
huggar su hijo recibini aprosimadamente 10 mmatos de instrecciin directa mdividual en vocabulario gque
vienen del libro de cuentos se leen en el aula durante la semana. En segundo lugar, su hijo participara en una
situasion de ensefianza de toda la clase, dingida por el masstro, que es pante del plan de estudios normal ¥
rutina de la clase. En primer lugar, &l profesor seré grabeda en video para entender mejor edmo este grupo de
instruccion en la kecturn de las obras, Esto serd seguido de 15 minwios de tdempo de lectura libre. Sw hijo
tambien participara en una evaleacsen previa al imcio del estudio, Este consestira de aproximadaments 15
minutos durante los cuales el investigador mostrara palabras de vocabulano v pidale a su nafbe para su
wdentificacidn, Al final del esfudio, la evaluacitm del mismo s2 dard de nuevo.

3 : Los resultados del estudio se utilizarin para |a tesis doctoral del
investigador, Ademds los resultades del estudio serin escritos para la presentacion de revistas especializadas
v conferencias profesionales. Su hijo nunca sz dentfico de forma especifica. S6lo las conclusiones genarales
del estadie s& mnformd.

oy o IRV
s



18t
























