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Abstract
Current research findings indicate that knowledge of word meanings greatly influence a reader’s comprehension of text. As text comprehension is necessary for true “reading” to occur, classroom vocabulary instruction is critical. Children develop word-consciousness through their immersion in “print-rich” environments. Although in the past vocabulary instruction has focused primarily on memorizing words and their definitions, researchers today offer a variety of creative instructional methods geared towards vocabulary development. As with any instruction, some form of assessment is necessary in order to determine how best to meet students’ needs. Currently, there are several standardized tests available that seek to assess vocabulary. Although such tests may have certain merit, some researchers offer suggestions for more authentic and contextualized vocabulary assessments within the classroom. Through the implementation of various instructional strategies and assessment measures, word knowledge can be better fostered within a classroom setting. 

Developing Word Knowledge through Vocabulary Instruction


Research indicates that beginning at two years of age; children learn approximately ten new words each day and have acquired a vocabulary of 14,000 words by the age of six. Up until the age of twelve, children learn as many as 900 root words annually (Rupley, 2005). Vocabulary is of central importance to a child’s literacy development, particularly the role it plays in fostering a reader’s comprehension. Much is known about how children develop vocabulary and research indicates that a working knowledge of words and their meanings is crucial to developing literacies and comprehension. Such knowledge can be fostered through specific and intentional instructional and assessment practices.
Vocabulary Development and its Relation to Learning and Learners

Vocabulary development is not only advanced by increased comprehension, but is also necessary in order for comprehension to occur. Estimates indicate that knowledge of word meanings accounts for 70-80% of a reader’s comprehension (Bromley, 2007). Graves and Watts-Taffe (2002) suggest that teaching specific vocabulary from a passage of text will greatly improve a student’s comprehension of that passage. It follows then, that a lack of vocabulary can greatly restrict a students’ literacy development and can be one of the main factors behind school failure. Studies indicate that children from families with low socioeconomic status are exposed to three times less the amount of vocabulary than children from families with higher social standing. Whereas children in middle and upper-class families are exposed to a variety of vocabulary within a variety of contexts and experiences, these children from lower socioeconomic statuses often are exposed to more “negative” words (i.e. direct commands: “Stop! Don’t do that! No!”). Joshi (2005) cites sources that indicate children with a poor vocabulary development in their earliest years often struggle greatly with reading comprehension as they grow older. Supporting this idea, McKenna and Stahl (2003) describe Stanovich’s Matthew Effect, called such from a Biblical reference (in the book of Matthew), stating that the “rich get richer and the poor get poorer.” This idea is related to vocabulary development for children living in low-income households. For many of these children, their reading problems stem not from their own incompetence, but from their lack of reading exposure. As Rupley and Nichols (2005) state: “Children’s knowledge of vocabulary closely reflects their breadth and depth of their real world and vicarious experiences as well as their communicative interactions with parents and other adults” (p. 241). Oftentimes the lack of these interactions lead to a downward cycle where those from lower-class families grow increasingly worse in their reading abilities while those with more reading exposure in middle and upper-class households continue to improve in their literacy development (McKenna &Stahl, 2003). Knowledge of how children (from both low and high socioeconomic statuses) develop vocabulary knowledge is useful in order to plan appropriate instruction that supports vocabulary and comprehension development.

Nagy and Scott (2000) have done much research related to vocabulary processes and their development. They suggest that there are five different aspects of one’s word knowledge. These aspects include: incrementality, polysemy, multidimensionality, interrelatedness, and heterogeneity. Keeping these aspects in mind, one must realize that word knowledge is much more than simply being able to quote a definition. Rather, it is applied knowledge.

Incrementality refers to the idea that the learning of words frequently occurs in steps and that there are measurable differences in students’ word knowledge. Ranging from one’s first exposure to a word, to recognizing it within a context, to being able to use it in a sentence, knowledge of a word meaning will vary. Repeated exposures to words, specifically within contexts, improve a reader’s knowledge of a specific word (Nagy & Scott, 2000).

Polysemy and multidimensionality describe the idea that words may have more than one meaning as well as multiple dimensions. Word knowledge, again, is incremental as readers learn various meanings to the same word. Such knowledge also works along a continuum as readers use words across many dimensions. These dimensions include knowledge of a word’s spoken form, grammatical behavior, frequency, conceptual meaning, association with other words, et cetera (Nagy & Scott, 2000).

Nagy & Scott (2000) also include the aspects of interrelatedness and heterogeneity in their aspects of word knowledge. Adding to the idea of multidimensionality, interrelatedness refers to the concept of words being related to one another, thereby affecting their meanings. (Words are not, then, simply isolated units.) Likewise, knowledge of a word includes heterogeneity, or the knowledge of a word’s function(s) (i.e. the function of a word such as “the” versus knowledge of a concept such as “velocity”). All five of these aspects of word knowledge relate to one another and affect the extent of one’s vocabulary development.

Keeping these aspects in mind, Nagy & Scott (2000) suggest three “requirements” for complete and full knowledge of a word: “(a) awareness of the word as a unit of language, (b) awareness of the word as an arbitrary phonological label, and (c) comprehension of the metalinguistic term word” (p. 278). If these requirements are met, a reader is able to read the word, define it, use it in a sentence, and understand its function and purpose as a word. In essence, the reader will have addressed each of the five aspects of word knowledge.

Certainly such acquisition is challenging and not something that can be immediately mastered. In fact, “vocabulary development is a continuous process that occurs throughout an individual’s life” (Rupley & Nichols, 2005, p. 241). Supporting Nagy and Scott’s (2000) ideas, Rupley & Nichols (2005) also insist that word knowledge works on a continuum ranging from a simpler, definitional knowledge, to a more complex, contextual knowledge. Their research indicates that readers often rely on their background knowledge and experiences in order to expand upon and personalize knowledge of a word. Using knowledge of other words and concepts, readers make connections in order to develop new word knowledge. As previously stated, when these background experiences and previous knowledge are lacking (as is often the case with children from lower-class homes), reading problems ensure. No matter what their social class, for proper vocabulary development and support in learning words from context, it is essential that students learn a core vocabulary (Blackowicz & Fisher, 2000). “The groundwork for vocabulary growth is the continuous development of language ability” (Rupley & Nichols, 2005, p. 244).  
The Learning Environment

Armed with these research findings about vocabulary development, teachers are faced with the task of creating a classroom learning environment that fosters such development. The most important first step in creating such a climate is through teacher excitement, interest, and curiosity about words. If a teacher shows appreciation for interesting word use by modeling, calling attention to, and encouraging students, it follows that students will follow suit (Bromley, 2007). No matter what strategies are used to excite students about words, it is imperative that all students are actively involved in such learning activities (Blachowicz & Fisher, 2000). One of many ways to excite a classroom of students about words and draw their attention to new words is by using a “word of the day” approach. By choosing a word (perhaps related to a particular theme) and focusing on it throughout the day, both teacher and students not only learn new words, but learn an appreciation for language. Students learn through such activities that words are both powerful and important (Bromley, 2007).  

A common technique used in many classrooms today is that of a “word wall.” Use of this strategy can be very effective in creating a positive vocabulary-building environment if used correctly. It should not be something simply posted high-up on the wall, out-of-reach, and rarely referenced. Instead, a word wall should have a prominent place in the classroom. New content terms should be added weekly as they are discussed in curricula. Students should be made aware of the words that are on the wall and should be encouraged to use the words in classroom conversation and writing. A word wall should reflect that developing word knowledge of the students in that particular classroom (Bromley, 2007).

A word wall is one of many ways in which the learning environment can be made word-rich. A “print-rich” environment is critical, particularly with emergent readers in elementary grades. Students should be able to easily look around the room and find words that they can read. Young readers should have frequent access to a variety of reading materials (on a variety of different subjects and reading levels). Additionally, reading of such materials (that students choose) should be incorporated as an important part of the school day. Through such reading and exposure to print, readers gain background knowledge and are exposed to vocabulary that is contextualized within print. Blachowicz and Fisher (2000) suggest that students be immersed in words. By making vocabulary instruction a regular and important part of the school day, students learn to place an importance on words and word knowledge. These researchers maintain that repeated exposure to a word is a vital part of word learning. The before-mentioned activities all seek to provide students with this repeated exposure.

One of the most effective means of exposing students to and immersing them in words is through the reading of books. Graves and Watts-Taffe (2002) insist that by simply increasing the amount of reading that students do, the amount of words they learn will also be increased. As mentioned previously, students should not only be given access to a variety of print, but should be allowed time in which to read it. Certainly it is important to encourage students to read outside of school, but teachers cannot assume that this will suffice. In fact, Nagy and Scott (2000) suggest that many children who have not been read to before they enter school lack knowledge of “decontextualized language.” This language is in contrast to conversational language that is often “contextualized” within shared knowledge, gestures, and intonations. The “decontextualized” knowledge these researchers refer to is that of written language, where richer vocabulary is more frequently used. Due to the fact that this language may be unfamiliar to students, they need frequent exposure to and discussion about this written language within the classroom. The more time allotted during the school day for students to read independently or with a partner, the more their vocabularies will increase. 

Reading aloud to students (shared reading) is another way by which a print-rich environment can be created. Listening to books read aloud provides students with an opportunity to be exposed to vocabulary and concepts that may be above their reading ability level. By involving students in discussions before, during, and after reading, readers are provided with scaffolds as they learn new words. This technique not only is helpful for those who are struggling to read independent and develop new vocabulary, but it also serves to continue establishing an environment where students (and teachers) are excited about language and learning new words (Blachowicz & Obrochta, 2005).
Curriculum and Instructional Strategies


Within a print-rich, word-conscious environment, vocabulary development can best be supported through intentional curricula and instruction.  Aligned with the before-mentioned principles of a print-rich environment, Nagy and Scott (2000) maintain that not only the environment, but instruction as well must provide “multiple and varied encounters” with a specific vocabulary word in order for it to be fully known and understood by the student (p. 273). They caution teachers to use the more traditional method of vocabulary instruction – that of teaching students new words by giving them definitions with discretion, if at all. In fact, they go so far as to say that such instruction is the “antithesis of a constructivist approach to learning” (p. 274). 

As an alternative, Blachowicz and Fisher (2000) propose four main principles to guide effective (and more constructivist-minded) vocabulary instruction. One of these principles has previously been addressed in relation to the classroom environment – that of immersing students in words. Certainly this immersion provides a foundation upon which to build instruction using the other three principles as guides. One of these principles suggests that students should be active participants in developing not only their own understanding of words, but also in ways to learn words. Techniques that encourage students to see the ways in which words are related to each other (in graphic or semantic similarity) support students as they learn meanings of specific words. Specifically, semantic mapping may prove useful. This type of mapping involves grouping words into different groups based on ways in which they are similar. The most important part of this activity, however, is for the students to be active in this activity – they should be responsible for determining how the items are grouped. To aid in students becoming more active in learning how to learn new words, a metacognitive aspect should be included in vocabulary instruction. Although “using context clues” may often be useful in determining word meanings, students need to learn to self-monitor as they read (i.e. “How well do I understand this text? Does what I think is this word’s meaning make sense here?”). 

A second principle useful in guiding vocabulary instruction is that of students personalizing their word learning. Students should be actively engaged in making connections between and among words. One way in which to do this might be to sometimes allow students to select their own words (using their personal interests as guides) to learn. Additionally, mnemonic strategies, using images, and acting out word meanings are helpful as students seek to personalize the meanings of new words. Lastly, Blachowicz and Fisher (2000) suggest that students should build on multiple sources of information in order to learn words through repeated exposures. The benefits of such exposure have previously been discussed are certainly an important component of vocabulary instruction. Through class discussion, the use of analogies, imagery, and interactive instruction, students can begin to build a solid repertoire of word meanings and word learning strategies. 

Similar to Blackowicz and Fisher’s (2000) principles, Graves and Watts-Taffe (2002) suggest a four-part vocabulary program. Wide reading, the first component of their program is critical in not only establishing a positive word learning environment, but also in advancing students’ vocabularies. Through such activities as reading aloud, silent reading, and weekly dialog journals, wide reading can be incorporated and encouraged (Baumann, Ware, & Edwards, 2007). Another important component of Graves and Watts-Taffe’s (2002) program that should not be overlooked is that of teaching individual words. Even though this component tends to be overused in classroom, it certainly has value in vocabulary instruction. Students learn words best when given both definitional and contextual information. Nagy and Scott (2000) support this idea by stating how important it is for teachers “to recognize that although context may be a ‘natural’ means of word learning, it is not especially effective in the short run” (p. 277). Undoubtedly there is a time and a place for definitions. 

Graves and Watts-Taffe (2002) also emphasize the importance of fostering “word consciousness.” Such a consciousness refers not only to the awareness of words and their meanings, but also to an interest in them. In order to establish an appropriate environment for vocabulary instruction, teachers must exhibit word consciousness and encourage it in their students. Increasing students’ motivation can go far in increasing their word consciousness. By modeling the use of higher vocabulary, recognizing the use in others, and encouraging students to use it in their writing and conversation, students become more interested in and motivated to learn vocabulary. Students should be encouraged to “collect” words of interest to them and their hobbies and use them in their own work and discussions. 

Adding to this idea of student motivation and interest in words, Graves and Watts-Taffe (2000) encourage teachers to incorporate word play into their instruction. Making puzzles, drawing images, reading about, and discussing homophones, homographs, idioms, clichés, and puns are excellent ways to excite students about words. Also effective in motivating and exciting students is instruction that immerses students in quality literature containing a variety of interesting and rich words. This immersion, similar to Blachowicz and Fisher’s (2000) idea, involves giving students many opportunities to engage with a variety of literature (containing a myriad of different vocabulary words) and make it their own.

The fourth component of Graves and Watts-Taffe’s (2000) program is that of teaching word learning strategies. By teaching such strategies, students are given power and independence over their own learning. One of the most widely used strategies is that of using context clues. Keeping in mind Nagy and Scott’s (2000) previously discussed cautions with this method; the strategy often proves to be helpful for students as they come across unknown words in their reading. Also, learning to use a dictionary effectively can be useful for determining the meaning of the occasional unfamiliar word. 

Baumann, Ware, and Edwards (2007) suggest teaching students the vocabulary strategy known as the “Vocabulary Rule.” This “rule” consists of three tactics that students should try when they come to an unknown word while reading: (1) Use context clues to help determine the unknown word’s meaning, (2) see if the word can be broken into a root and prefix or suffix to help figure out its meaning, and (3) read the sentence around the word again to see if you have successfully figured out its meaning. This vocabulary rule acts as a complement to instruction involving learning the meanings of “word parts” (suffixes, prefixes, root words). 

Growing evidence suggests that knowledge of these word parts will help students to unlock the meaning of new words. As with all strategies, teacher modeling of this technique is essential. By teaching students meanings of various roots, suffixes, and prefixes, and modeling how to apply this knowledge to decipher the meaning of new words students may successfully use morphemic analysis in their vocabulary development. Previously, it was thought that this strategy was only appropriate for older students. However, Mountain’s (2005) research suggests that this technique can and should be used with primary grade students. As early as first grade, knowledge of the meanings of word parts can help students to read and understand unfamiliar vocabulary. Explicit instruction in word parts, therefore, should be a part of vocabulary curricula at all grade levels.

Specific activities related to vocabulary development abound. Keeping the principles of Graves and Watts-Taffe (2000) and Blachowicz and Fisher (2000) in mind, students can be actively engaged and motivated in vocabulary learning through a variety of different means. Blachowicz and Obrochta (2005) describe a unique approach that they refer to as a “Vocabulary Visit.” Due to the fact that real-life field trips are excellent means of building students’ vocabularies in various contexts, they build upon this idea by creating a type of “virtual field trip.” This visit stays within the confines of the classroom and uses a variety of literature and read-alouds to build vocabulary and background knowledge. Choosing a specific content topic, teachers provide opportunities to read about this topic and discuss it as a class. Vocabulary words specific to the topic are discussed, semantically mapped, visualized, and acted out and drawn. Students are given opportunities to write at the beginning of the “visit” in order to share what they already know. As the class discusses (and learns more) they are encouraged to use some of the new vocabulary that has been learned. A final writing activity occurs at the end, which serves as a type of informal assessment measure for teachers to compare with the pre-write (to determine how much the student learned and any new vocabulary used). No matter what strategies teachers chose to use to foster vocabulary development, the principles of active engagement, word consciousness, and repeated exposures should be emphasized.
Assessment


Vocabulary is an integral part of literacy and can be developed and incorporated into instruction in a variety of ways. It is also important, however, that teachers know their students and their specific needs. In order to monitor students’ vocabulary knowledge growth, assessments are necessary. Assessments in vocabulary may be even more crucial for struggling readers, in order to prevent the Matthew Effect (Joshi, 2005).  Much as vocabulary instruction once consisted simply of teaching definitions, vocabulary assessment once consisted primarily of simply asking students to define words. From that beginning, a move towards more standardized assessments was made. There are still many standardized assessments of vocabulary used today. However, research indicates that more contextualized vocabulary assessments may be better measures of vocabulary development (Pearson, Hiebert, & Kamil, 2007).

Joshi (2005) asserts that assessing a student’s vocabulary is a rather difficult task and that more research is needed in order to find ways for it to be more authentic and comprehensive. Joshi (2005) mentions standardized measures such as the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (GMRT), Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test III (PPVT – III), and the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery (WLPB-R). While the GMRT measures vocabulary in a multiple choice format, the PPVT – III is an individually administered test in which the student listens to the test administer pronounce a word and circles a match from four pictures. Joshi (2005) suggests that the WLPB-R may be a more accurate (standardized) measure of reading and listening vocabulary, as it gives the student a word and asks the students to supply a synonym or antonym. Many informal reading inventories offer a subtest in vocabulary. Although not the most accurate measure (they lack norm-referenced criteria for assessing meaning vocabulary), such subtests do serve as a “quick check” to determine whether or not a lack of vocabulary knowledge may be affecting comprehension.

Pearson, Hiebert, & Kamil (2007) suggest that many of these standardized tests are somewhat arbitrary in their choice of words and that background knowledge (or lack thereof) is often one of the main factors behind the student’s score. As an alternative to these currently-used measures, they advise test-makers to take into account Nagy and Scott’s (2000) five components of word knowledge. It is their opinion that not enough emphasis is placed equally on all five of these aspects. Although originally designed for evaluation of vocabulary assessments for English Language Learners (ELL), Pearson, Hiebert, & Kamil (2007) note a continua they feel is useful for analyzing vocabulary assessments in general (and not in relation to ELL). 

This continua includes “discrete-embedded,” “selective-comprehensive,” and “contextualized-decontextualized” dimensions. All three should be taken into account when looking at the reliability and authenticity of test results. “Discrete-embedded” refers to whether vocabulary is viewed as a completely separate entity from comprehension (this would be the “discrete” end of the continuum) or as something that cannot be separated from comprehension (“embedded”). Many commonly used standardized tests are far onto the “discrete” end of this continuum. However, as previously mentioned, research indicates that vocabulary and comprehension are intertwined. Certainly this calls for assessments that perhaps fall more closely to the “embedded” end of the continuum (Pearson, Hiebert, & Kamil, 2007).

Another dimension that should be taken into account is that of “selective-comprehensive.” This refers to the particular vocabulary words included in an assessment. (The specific words chosen compared to the vast amount of vocabulary words that could have been selected - the smaller the set of words, the more selective the assessment.) This specific dimension should be noted when looking at a student’s score and attempting to determine what it means. For example, if a student scored very low on a vocabulary assessment, does it mean that his vocabulary is extremely weak, or was the vocabulary included on the test so selective that it is not a fair measure of the student’s word knowledge? Indisputably, no test could be completely on the “comprehensive” side of this continuum, but the less selective, the more fair the assessment (Pearson, Hiebert, & Kamil 2007).


Lastly, Pearson, Hiebert, & Kamil (2007) suggest analyzing a vocabulary assessment in light of the dimension of “contextualized-decontextualized.” Determining whether or not a student uses context to help define a word is only possible if the assessment includes words within a context. When analyzing a student’s test results, whether or not the vocabulary words were contextualized should be considered.

Due to the fact that standardized tests are so frequently used today, it is important for teachers to be aware of the limitations such tests place in the assessment of word knowledge. When one administers such a test, or interprets its results, the dimensions mentioned in the continua described by Pearson, Hiebert, & Kamil’s (2007) should be taken into account. Nevertheless, it should again be noted that assessments are gradually becoming more and more contextualized and authentic. Standardized tests should not be the only measure of a student’s vocabulary development. 

In addition to standardized tests, other, more authentic measure may provide a more detailed picture of a student’s strengths and/or weaknesses with vocabulary. For example, in the research done by Baumann, Ware, and Edwards (2007), they measured their results not only with the Expressive Vocabulary Test and the PPVT – III, but also through student writing samples. By comparing actual writing samples from different points in the school year, one can see whether or not a student is progressing in his use of varied and expressive vocabulary (and whether he is correctly using the vocabulary he chooses). Blachowicz and Obrochta (2005) also used pre- and post-field trip writing samples to assess students’ acquisition of studied vocabulary words. Montelongo and Hernandez (2007) used a different type of informal assessment, a variation of the cloze procedure (a type of sentence completion task), in order to informally assess students’ understanding of various vocabulary words. While using these and other informal measures and standardized assessments with caution, it should be noted that much more research is needed to find ways to most accurately assess students’ vocabulary development.
Implications for Personal Practice


Realizing the crucial role in which vocabulary plays in a reader’s comprehension, I see a great need for specific vocabulary instruction in today’s classrooms. Especially in the elementary grades in which I plan to teach, vocabulary development is vital. First and foremost, I plan to create a classroom environment that is print-rich and encourages literacy development. Should one visit my classroom, he would find reading prevalent in every aspect of my classroom and instruction. My students will be greeted with a classroom full of books on many different topics and ability levels, inviting cushions and chairs on which they may read, a word wall waiting for them to add words of interest to, and a teacher excited about words and ready to learn with them. 

My instruction will be intentional and focused on not only motivating students and fostering word consciousness but also exciting them about reading and language. Using poetry, images, drama, writing, “Vocabulary Visits,” morphemic analysis, and other strategies, I plan to encourage my students to learn and practice new words. Perhaps most importantly, I plan to allocate time during the day for my students to read books of their choosing. I also hope to share the importance of this reading time with the parents of the students in my class. Encouraging parents to become involved in their child’s literacy (and vocabulary) development will be an important goal of mine.

Lastly, I plan to use a variety of assessment measures in order to monitor my student’s progress in vocabulary development. I will focus on contextualized measures such as writing samples, and will use standardized assessments with some degree of caution. As research indicates the fact that changes are needed in the current standardized vocabulary assessments, I plan to keep abreast of up-to-date research so that I might provide my students with the best, most researched-based, instruction and assessment possible. By helping to develop word consciousness and vocabulary skills in my students, I hope to aid their becoming successful, life-long readers.
 
References

Baumann, J. F., Ware, D., & Edwards, E. C. (2007). Bumping into spicy, tasty words that catch your tongue: A formative experiment on vocabulary instruction. Reading Teacher, 61(2), 108-122. Retrieved January 12, 2008, from ProQuest database.

Blachowicz, C. L. Z., & Fisher, P. (2000). Vocabulary instruction. In M. Kamil, P. Mosenthal, P. D. Pearson, & R. Barr (Eds.), Handbook of reading research (Vol. 3, pp. 503-523). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Blachowicz, C. L. Z., & Obrochita, C. (2005). Vocabulary visits: Virtual field trips for content vocabulary development. Reading Teacher, 59(3), 262-268. Retrieved January 12, 2008, from HW Wilson database.

Bromley, K. (2007, April). Nine things every teacher. Journal of adolescent & adult literacy, 50(7), 528-537. Retrieved January 12, 2008, from HW Wilson database.

Graves, M. F., & Watts-Taffe, S. M. (2002). The place of word consciousness in a research-based vocabulary program. In A. E. Farstrup & S. J. Samuels (Eds.), What research has to say about reading instruction (3rd ed., pp. 140-165). Newark, DE: International Reading Association.

Joshi, R. M. (2005). Vocabulary: A critical component of comprehension. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 21(3), 209-219. Retrieved January 12, 2008. doi:10.1080/10573560590949278

McKenna, M. C., & Stahl, S. A. (2003). Assessment for Reading Instruction (pp. 16-17, 114-116, 178). New York: The Guilford Press.

Montelongo, J. A., & Hernandez, A. C. (2007). Reinforcing expository reading and writing skills: A more versatile sentence completion task. The Reading Teacher 60(6), 538-546. Retrieved January 12, 2008, from HW Wilson database.
Mountain, L. (2005, May). ROOTing out meaning: More morphemic analysis for primary pupils [Electronic version]. Reading Teacher, 58(8), 742-749.

Nagy, W. E., & Scott, J. A. (2000). Vocabulary processes. In M. Kamil, P. Mosenthal, P. D. Pearson, & R. Barr (Eds.), Handbook of reading research (Vol. 3, pp. 269-284). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Pearson, P. D., Hiebert, E. H., & Kamil, M. L. (2007, Spring/Summer.). Vocabulary assessment: What we know and what we need to learn. Reading Research Quarterly, 42(2), 282-296. Retrieved January 14, 2008, from ProQuest database.
Rupley, W. H. (2005). Introduction: Vocabulary knowledge: Its contribution to reading growth and development. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 21(3), 203-207. Retrieved January 12, 2008. doi:10.1080/10573560590949179

Rupley, W. H., & Nichols, W. D. (2005). Vocabulary instruction for the struggling reader. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 21(3), 239-260. Retrieved January 12, 2008. doi:10.1080/10573560590949368
