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Abstract 

Acquiring vocabulary is an essential part of developing language skills, especially for 

Multilingual Language Learners who need to understand and use various languages. 

Morphological awareness, or the ability to manipulate morphemes, has been recognized 

as a crucial element in promoting vocabulary expansion, word identification, and 

comprehension improvement. The field of morphology is captivating because it enables 

educators to gain insights not only into vocabulary, which is the primary focus of this 

research, but also into phonology, orthography, semantics, syntax, and the organization of 

spoken and written discourse, which are fundamental components of any language 

system. Language educators should consider intentional morphology instruction as it 

relates to all language skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking). This project aims 

to develop an educational program and Quizlet flashcard sets that focus on improving 

vocabulary skills among multilingual learners by teaching them the basics of word 

structure, including prefixes, suffixes, and free bases.   

Keywords: Morphological awareness; morphology instruction; vocabulary knowledge; 

vocabulary size; word families. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

1.1 What is a Multilingual Language Learner? 

Recent research uses the term multilingual language learner (MLL)—”instead of 

ELL [English language learner] or EL [English learner] to acknowledge the resources, 

knowledge bases, and linguistic capital of any person who speaks English as a second 

language” (Farrelly 2022, p. 2). I argue that this term is more inclusive and empowering, 

as it recognizes the diverse linguistic abilities and experiences of individuals who are 

learning multiple languages. By shifting the focus from a deficit-based label, such as 

ELL, to a strengths-based term, such as MLL, we can better support and celebrate the 

rich linguistic diversity within our communities. Although this terminology has not been 

used in past research, it reflects a more inclusive approach to language learning and helps 

promote a sense of belonging and pride in one’s multilingual language abilities. 

Multilingual language learners exhibit distinct cognitive and linguistic profiles that 

influence their vocabulary acquisition process. As a result, this definition drives the 

project’s ultimate product, which consists of an educational program and Quizlet 

flashcard sets tailored specifically to this student demographic. 

1.2 Intentional Vocabulary Instruction for Multilingual Language Learners 

Researchers in the field of vocabulary instruction agree that breadth of vocabulary 

refers to the number of words someone knows. According to a preliminary definition 

proposed by Cronbach (1942), vocabulary knowledge or vocabulary depth is the capacity 

to define words, understand their various meanings, and identify the contexts in which 

they should be used. Recent research has expanded the definition of word knowledge to 

include phonology, orthography, connotations, syntactic structures, morphological 
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variations, and semantic connections such as synonyms and antonyms (August et al., 

2005).   

Having a comprehensive functional vocabulary is essential because learners 

require vocabulary knowledge for reading, listening, speaking, and writing. However, 

MLLs may have a limited understanding of words, including those commonly used 

(August et al., 2005). Before formal reading instruction in school, students who read in 

their first language (L1) typically acquire a vocabulary of 5,000–7,000 words (August et 

al., 2005; Biemiller & Slonim, 2001). However, this is not the norm for second language 

(L2) learners. As a collective, bilingual adults and children possess a smaller vocabulary 

in their L2 than monolingual individuals (Babayiğit et al., 2022). Studies have confirmed 

earlier findings that “bilingual children with a smaller vocabulary may be underestimated 

in their cognitive and reading abilities” (Babayiğit et al., 2022, p. 1666).   

Cognitive psychology research has proven the significant impact of vocabulary 

and word reading skills on bilingual reading comprehension (Babayiğit et al., 2022). 

Additionally, it has been found that vocabulary, novel-word learning, and working 

memory indirectly influence reading comprehension through their effects on word-

reading skills (Bialystok, 1994). Furthermore, limited vocabulary size and knowledge can 

have a significant impact on MLLs’ academic achievements, not only in reading 

comprehension but also in other areas such as decoding, reading fluency, spelling, 

transcription, and composition skills, all of which are needed for MLLs to become 

proficient writers (Hu & Nation, 2000).  
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Laufer (2006, 2009) suggested that targeted, word-focused activities are more 

effective in building vocabulary, even though reading remains important for overall 

language development. This finding suggests that a larger L2 vocabulary, achieved 

through more efficient methods, is essential for improving reading comprehension and 

fluency. The researcher contended that, while some vocabulary was incidentally learned 

through reading, significantly greater gains were achieved when reading was 

supplemented with activities such as dictionary use or vocabulary exercises. Similarly, 

Horst (2013) noted that effective vocabulary acquisition requires a combination of rich 

input, active language engagement through interaction, and output-oriented tasks, along 

with sufficient repetition and rehearsal. Similarly, Nation (2017) highlighted that the 

quality of input processing, rather than its quantity, is the primary factor influencing 

successful vocabulary acquisition.   

Research has shown that to enhance vocabulary learning for MLLs, educators 

should integrate explicit vocabulary instruction with incidental learning approaches 

(Brown et al., 2008; Horst, 2010; Nation, 2022). In this method, students are provided 

with many chances to encounter novel words in authentic and engaging texts. 

Additionally, it is crucial for MLLs to learn vocabulary within a context rather than in 

isolation, as they require sentences, phrases, and commands to communicate effectively 

with their peers (Schmitt, 2019). 

Although there are different approaches to intentional vocabulary instruction, the 

main aspect of effective vocabulary instruction is the integration of targeted words with 

background knowledge (Nagy, 1998). This focus on instruction is a result of schema 
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theory, summarized by two key points: “1) knowledge is structured; it is not simply a 

collection of isolated facts, but rather a network of interconnected relationships; 2) we 

comprehend new information by connecting it to our existing knowledge” (Nagy, 1988, 

p. 18).   

Furthermore, an effective vocabulary lesson should prioritize the four-strand 

principle proposed by Nation (2007), who proposed that vocabulary instruction should 

encompass various components, such as input (listening and reading), output (speaking 

and writing), the deliberate study of word forms (morphemes), and the development of 

fluency. Vocabulary instruction must be systematic and explicit (August et al., 2005). 

Systematic learning refers to designing lessons that follow a scope and sequence in which 

educators teach foundational or low-level skills before progressing to more complex 

ones. Explicit instructions are unambiguous. Lessons are clear and concise, illustrated by 

examples and non-examples. 

Horst (2013) suggested that familiarity with 2,000 high-frequency word families 

in English offers approximately 80% coverage of written text and 95% coverage of 

spoken language, thereby significantly enhancing comprehension. Extensive coverage 

facilitates efficient and manageable mastery of these words for language learners. 

Coxhead (2010) suggested that educators should primarily focus on high-frequency 

words, whereas low-frequency words should be addressed through a range of strategies. 

Similarly, Laufer (2020) indicated that a minimal comprehension level of 55-60% on a 

reading test can be attained with a lexical coverage of 95%. This level represents a 

vocabulary of approximately 5,000-word families for written texts, although this figure 
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may vary depending on the type of text (e.g., 4,000 words for novels, 3,000 words for 

spoken English, and 2,000 words for graded readers). Consequently, educators must 

focus not only on vocabulary depth but also on breadth to properly and effectively 

support students’ vocabulary development. This approach is not limited to reading but 

also applies to listening, speaking, and writing. Vocabulary knowledge and size are 

needed to master receptive skills, which encompass the ability to understand and interpret 

information through listening and reading, as well as productive skills, such as effectively 

expressing thoughts and ideas through speaking and writing. 

Building on the significance of deliberate vocabulary instruction, I will briefly 

examine how morphology instruction can aid MLLs.  

1.3 Importance of Morphology Instruction and its Benefits 

 The term morphology is often attributed to Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, a 

German poet, novelist, playwright, and philosopher, who introduced it in the early 19th 

century within a biological context (Aronoff & Fudeman, 2023). The word’s origin can 

be traced back to Greece. Morphology is an academic discipline that focuses on the study 

of form (Aronoff & Fudeman, 2023). These researchers go on to say that morphology in 

linguistics pertains to the cognitive system responsible for word formation or to the field 

of linguistics that focuses on the structure and formation of words. Morphology is the 

study of the smallest units of meaning in words, known as morphemes. The word <build> 

consists of a single morpheme. Alternatively, when examining the word family <build>, 

we can see the presence of two morphemes: build + s  builds. This is known as a 
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synthetic word sum, which represents written morphemes on one side and a complete 

written word on the other side.  

Morphological instruction focuses on teaching the sublexical features of words, 

such as suffixes, prefixes, free bases, bound bases, and roots. Although some programs or 

researchers may indeed refer to morphemes as word parts, this paper discusses 

morphemes according to the definition above. The objective of morphology instruction is 

to cultivate morphological awareness among L1 and L2 learners. Morphological 

awareness, also known as MA, refers to the ability to identify and manipulate the smallest 

units of meaning in words and to associate them with written symbols (Koda, 2000). It 

also refers to the capacity to deconstruct words into smaller meaningful components, 

including prefixes, roots, and suffixes (Nagy et al., 2014). As an illustration, an 

individual who has acquired an MA can identify the words <change>, <changes>, 

<changed>, <unchanged>, and <changing> as interconnected because of their shared 

bound base <change>.   

A more thorough definition of MA involves understanding the spoken and written 

forms of morphemes, the meaning of affixes and their alterations to base words/roots, the 

connection between written affixes and base words/roots, and the relationship between 

base words/roots and their inflected or derived forms (Apel, 2014). It also involves 

understanding the changes required for certain suffixes when attached to base 

words/roots in written form and the relationship between words related to the same base 

word/root (Nagy et al., 2014).   
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It is essential to acknowledge that researchers have not yet reached a consensus 

on the definition of MA. However, the prevailing notion in the linguistic and educational 

literature is that it refers to a conscious understanding or knowledge of morphemes. It is 

also relevant to note that there is a distinction between morphological production and 

awareness. The latter is unconscious and cannot be taught directly (Nation, 2021). MA 

plays a role in word recognition by utilizing chunking, which helps alleviate the cognitive 

load of reading words with complex morphology (Nagy et al., 2014). Word meanings can 

be better understood and recalled with the help of morphological knowledge, particularly 

when dealing with multi-syllabic words.  

From a syntactic perspective, having a solid understanding of morphology can 

facilitate the process of deciding which parts of speech morphologically complex 

unfamiliar words are, as well as identifying the specific syntactic patterns they are 

involved in (Nagy et al., 2014). For example, words that end in -ion, like “direction,” 

creation, “and “decision, “often serve as nouns; hence, an understanding of morphology 

can aid in recognizing the grammatical connections among words within a sentence. 

Having a firm grasp of both spoken and written language helps individuals to 

recognize familiar morphemes within words. This recognition, in turn, enhances their 

ability to spell and read complex words with greater accuracy and speed (Carlisle & 

Stone, 2005). In addition, the acts of reading and writing help establish stronger 

connections between the way sounds are represented, the way words are spelled, and 

their respective meanings. This connection aids in the reading and spelling of words in 

meaningful groups.  
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1.4 Researcher’s Positionality 

Based on my research and experience as an MLL and educator, I suggest that 

morphology instruction helps learners understand the phonology, orthography, semantics, 

and syntax of words.  As a native Spanish speaker with personal experience acquiring 

English as a second language (L2) and French as a third language (L3), I have developed 

a profound interest in the field of second language acquisition. My language learning 

journey has been marked by challenges, including limited vocabulary, which has often 

hindered my ability to communicate effectively and receptively with others. The absence 

of formal language instruction and guidance from teachers led me to rely on self-directed 

learning strategies, such as extensive reading, memorization, and observing others. 

Although this incidental approach to language learning was effective to some extent, I 

recognize that it may not be universally applicable and that individual differences in 

language learning abilities and experiences must be considered.  

My language-learning experience has been further complicated by a speech 

impediment, ankyloglossia, also known as tongue-tie, which has restricted my tongue 

movement and impeded my ability to produce certain sounds in my native (L1) and 

subsequent languages. Despite undergoing corrective surgery approximately two years 

ago, continuous tongue exercises are required to achieve optimal mobility. I often wonder 

whether this speech impediment combined with the fact that I acquired English and 

French beyond the sensitive period of language acquisition. This period is generally 

associated with early adolescence and marks the time after which learning a second 

language becomes significantly more difficult (Dekeyser, 2022). This is a key aspect of 

age effects in language acquisition, which refers to variations in learning ability due to 
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age at any point in the lifespan, contributing to the lingering language deficiencies I have 

experienced.  

Notwithstanding these challenges, I leveraged my native language (L1) to 

facilitate the acquisition of subsequent languages through cross-linguistic transfer by 

exploiting the shared Latin roots and alphabetic nature of Spanish, English, and French. 

This experience motivated me to pursue a career in language education with the goal of 

providing multilingual learners (MLLs) with the highest possible quality education. 

However, I recognize that my personal experiences, although valuable, must be grounded 

in seminal and current research to ensure the development of evidence-based 

instructional practices.  

Therefore, I have created a comprehensive pedagogical project named 

“Morphovoca” informed by a thorough review of the literature on second language 

vocabulary and morphology acquisition and instruction that influences language learning 

outcomes. By developing an in-depth understanding of the theoretical and empirical 

foundations of second language acquisition, I aim to contribute to the development of 

more effective language instruction methods and support the educational needs of MLLs.  

 

1.5 Conclusion 

The master’s research project is divided into three chapters. The first chapter 

reviews the existing literature on L2 vocabulary acquisition, the role of morphological 

instruction in vocabulary expansion, and the current classroom pedagogies. The second 

chapter synthesizes key research findings on vocabulary acquisition and morphological 
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instruction for multilingual learners, reflecting on how morphology teaching can enhance 

vocabulary development.  

 The third chapter introduces “Morphovoca,” a concise morphology/vocabulary 

pedagogical program featuring 25 lesson plans across five units. The lessons focus on the 

most frequently encountered prefixes, suffixes, and free bases from the first 3000 high-

frequency word families in the CNC/COCA list.  

 Additionally, a Quizlet component has been developed to support the program, 

offering interactive learning tools, such as games, study guides, and flashcards, that 

enable L2 learners to reinforce vocabulary knowledge through spaced repetition, both in 

conjunction with lessons and for independent study.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

2.1 Vocabulary Acquisition Theories 

“...the real intrinsic difficulty of learning a foreign language lies in that of having 

to master its vocabulary.” (Sweet, 1899, p.64)  

The field of second language (L2) vocabulary acquisition, a relatively recent area 

of study, emerged in the early 1980s. Meara (1980) critiqued existing research, arguing 

that it predominantly focused on vocabulary teaching rather than learning and failed to 

provide a comprehensive understanding of the word acquisition process. He further noted 

that psychological approaches tend to view L2 vocabulary simplistically as a unified 

construct and that research on word associations, while extensive, lacks a coherent 

methodological approach.  

Following this seminal publication, other scholars began to pay more attention to 

the field of vocabulary acquisition for L2 learners. For example, Laufer (1986) indicated 

that vocabulary acquisition research has been neglected because grammar has been 

viewed as more valuable than building a lexicon. The 1990s witnessed a significant 

increase in research activities related to second language (L2) vocabulary teaching and 

learning, accompanied by a notable rise in publications in applied linguistics journals 

during this period (Read, 2004). This decade experienced a boom in vocabulary studies, 

particularly highlighted by the number of books published by Cambridge University 

Press, indicating a pivotal time for vocabulary research. Research from the 1990s laid the 

groundwork for ongoing studies, shaping current understanding and methodologies in 

vocabulary acquisition.   
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The literature suggests that L2 learners acquire vocabulary through direct or 

deliberate learning, as well as incidental or indirect learning (Laufer & Girsai, 2008; 

Nation, 2022; Schmitt & Schmitt, 2020). The existing research on L2 vocabulary 

acquisition through speaking, listening, and writing is limited. Therefore, the literature 

review emphasizes studies related to reading, in which data are gathered to assess the 

level of vocabulary acquisition among learners. 

This section covers seven lines of inquiry that have guided my research: (a) 

Incidental Vocabulary Learning, (b) Intentional Vocabulary Learning, (c) Extensive 

Reading, (d) Conceptualization of the Nature of Vocabulary, (e) Lexical Coverage and 

Vocabulary Size, (f) Morphology Instruction for Vocabulary Expansion, and (g) 

Instructional Framework. Each of these areas has been explored in detail.  

2.1.1 Incidental Vocabulary Learning 

Incidental learning, as defined by N. Ellis (1994) in the context of SLA, is the 

acquisition of knowledge about the underlying structure of a complex stimuli 

environment by natural, unconscious processes without the learner’s active effort to 

learn. 

The Input Hypothesis (IH) suggests that vocabulary acquisition primarily occurs 

through reading and listening (Krashen, 1982). This concept is related to incidental 

vocabulary acquisition, which involves the unintentional learning of unfamiliar words 

through reading or listening, often facilitated by contextual cues (Nation, 1982). 

The IH stated that to progress from one stage (input) to the next (input + 

learning), the learner must comprehend the input at the level of the next stage. 
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Comprehension here refers to focusing on the meaning rather than the form of the 

message (Krashen, 1982). Put simply, individuals learned by comprehending a language 

that had a slightly more complex structure than what they were currently capable of. This 

comprehension was achieved by utilizing context or additional linguistic information. 

Research on incidental vocabulary acquisition has confirmed that reading texts can 

enhance vocabulary growth in both the L2 and L1. Schmitt (1998) conducted a seminal 

study on the vocabulary acquisition of advanced adult learners of English over the course 

of one year, revealing that most vocabulary learning occurred incidentally through natural 

exposure in their university environment. Despite incidental exposure, participants 

demonstrated only a partial understanding of the meanings of most target words and 

rarely achieved mastery of all semantic nuances. Ellis and He (1999) indicated that 

tailoring input to learners’ proficiency levels, including modified or interactionally 

modified input, facilitates incidental vocabulary acquisition. Webb (2007) indicated that 

the effectiveness of incidental learning may be influenced by factors such as time 

allocation and task type.  

“Defining incidental learning as learning without intention in research is 

problematic; however, because intention to learn is likely to vary among learners as well 

as within an individual from moment to moment” (Webb, 2020, as cited in Webb, 2023, 

p. 162) When learning with a focus on meaning, an individual’s main attention is directed 

towards comprehension. However, they may also learn to grasp and obtain unfamiliar 

language elements when necessary. Webb (2023) defined incidental vocabulary learning 

in two ways: (a) as learning that occurs during a task that is focused on meaning or (b) as 

learning that happens without being aware of an upcoming test. 
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Laufer and Rozovski-Roitblat (2011) observed incidental vocabulary learning 

during their investigation as participants were exposed to target words through modified 

textbooks and exercises without explicit instruction to memorize them. Learning 

outcomes were assessed through passive recall and recognition tests administered without 

prior notification to the participants. Pigada and Schmitt (2006) demonstrated that 

incidental vocabulary learning from extensive reading is more significant than previously 

thought, with learners exhibiting improved knowledge in at least one aspect (spelling, 

meaning, or grammar) of approximately two-thirds of the target words. Brown et al. 

(2008) found that most participants preferred reading while listening, with many favoring 

reading only and none preferring listening only. The data indicated a clear correlation 

between incidental vocabulary gain and these preferences.  

Research has suggested that incidental vocabulary acquisition can occur naturally 

through various forms of input, such as reading, listening, and viewing. According to 

Webb and Chang (2012), combining reading with listening results in greater 

improvements in word learning than reading alone. Feng and Webb (2020) proposed that 

reading, listening, and viewing all contribute to similar enhancements in vocabulary 

knowledge. However, it is important to note that L2 learners may not always identify 

unknown words as unfamiliar (Laufer 2003). In addition, Laufer (2003) suggested that if 

a reader encounters an unfamiliar word, they may attempt to deduce its meaning based on 

the surrounding context. However, some contexts do not offer hints regarding unfamiliar 

words. In a more recent study, Laufer (2020) stated that L2 learners with lexical coverage 

below 98% face significant challenges when attempting to deduce the meanings of 

unfamiliar words based on context. Simply encountering a word multiple times through 
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any of the aforementioned input modes does not guarantee that learners fully understand 

it because word knowledge is a complex concept. 

An examination of a comprehension-based English as a Second Language [ESL] 

program (Lightbown, 1992, as cited in Lightbown, 2003) indicated its initial efficacy 

using a listening/reading-only methodology. However, the long-term outcomes were 

superior for students who engaged in greater oral and written production under instructor 

supervision. This finding indicated that although incidental learning through reading was 

advantageous, it was inadequate for optimal vocabulary development.  

Nagy et al. (1985) demonstrated that L1 readers retain the meaning of 

approximately one new word for every 20 encounters during free reading.  Nation and 

Wang (1999) concluded that learners must encounter the word a minimum of ten times 

while reading the text. Laufer (2003) indicated that reading combined with a word-

focused task or word-focused tasks conducted independently of reading was a more 

effective strategy for vocabulary learning than relying solely on incidental approaches. 

Horst (2005) suggested that studies on incidental vocabulary acquisition typically 

demonstrate minimal rates of vocabulary expansion. 

Studies comparing deliberate and incidental vocabulary learning through reading 

input have indicated that direct learning is more effective for small sets of words. 

However, learning from context is more effective in acquiring several thousand words 

per year (Nagy et al., 1985). Therefore, when designing teaching methods, it is important 

to consider the advantages of reading-time allocation. These advantages include the 

enjoyment of reading, gaining general knowledge, and improving specific reading skills. 
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In a later study, Nagy (1995) showed that reading can significantly improve the 

vocabulary and language abilities of individuals learning L2. Expanding the reading 

materials available to L2 students has been shown to lead to significant enhancements in 

vocabulary and overall language proficiency. However, Nation (2017) posited that there 

are two requirements for vocabulary acquisition to take place: the number of times a new 

word is encountered and the effectiveness of those encounters.  However, new 

vocabulary is impossible to learn without effective processing. Learning is more likely to 

occur with a higher number of repetitions and a deeper and more thoughtful quality of 

processing. 

2.1.2 Intentional Vocabulary Learning 

Intentional vocabulary learning encompasses direct pedagogical approaches 

designed to assist learners in comprehending and retaining new lexicons and definitions 

(Choo et al., 2012). This method differs from implicit learning, in which vocabulary is 

unconsciously absorbed through exposure to meaningful settings. Hunt and Beglar (2005) 

suggested that explicit instruction is advantageous, especially for imparting word 

meanings, as it necessitates cognitive processing and focuses on form-meaning 

associations. 

Intentional learning is crucial in vocabulary instruction. Focus on Forms (FonFs) 

is a conventional method of language instruction that prioritizes the explicit teaching of 

linguistic structures, typically via organized curricula and regulated practice (R. Ellis, 

2016). This method differs from Focus on Form (FonF), which incorporates attention to 

linguistic forms within communicative settings to facilitate incidental learning during 

meaningful tasks.  This proposal takes a closer look at both FonF and FonFs because 
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research has suggested that both types of instruction play significant roles in promoting 

second language acquisition (Norris & Ortega, 2000; Spada & Lightbown, 2008; Spada 

& Tomita, 2010).  

Focus on Form (FonF) highlights the importance of directing learners’ attention to 

linguistic structures while engaging in tasks that focus on meaning (R. Ellis, 2016). This 

method facilitates both inadvertent and intentional learning. For example, when learners 

encounter communication issues, they may contemplate the language required to 

participate in intentional learning. The primary purpose of explicit instruction in 

vocabulary acquisition is to provide learners with a systematic and concentrated method 

for comprehending particular words and their definitions (Schmitt, 2008). This approach 

enhances learners’ ability to form direct connections between vocabulary terms and their 

definitions, which is crucial for establishing a solid foundation in L2.  

In theory, FonF can be connected to several hypotheses, including the “concept of 

noticing” (Schmitt, 1990), “limited processing capacity” (Van Patten 1990), and the idea 

of “pushed output” (Swain & Lapkin 1985, as cited in Laufer, 2006, p. 151). Based on 

these viewpoints, learners are encouraged to actively observe and understand the forms 

and meanings they encounter, allowing them to effectively process the information they 

receive. Given the constraints of learners’ cognitive abilities, they tend to prioritize 

understanding the meaning of the L2 by focusing on its grammatical structure. Therefore, 

it is the responsibility of teachers to redirect their attention to the form of language.  

Spada’s (1997, as cited in Spada, 2011) review indicated that explicit Focus on 

Form Instruction (FFI), characterized by overt instruction and corrective feedback, 
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generally produces superior results in SLA compared to implicit FFI when learners 

encounter linguistic forms without direct emphasis. A meta-analysis by Norris and Ortega 

(2000) corroborated Spada’s findings, illustrating that explicit instruction surpasses 

implicit instruction in terms of effectiveness across multiple investigations. They 

computed effect sizes, providing a standardized assessment of treatment effects, which 

substantiated the claim that explicit instruction yields more enduring learning outcomes. 

Spada and Tomita (2010) substantiated similar findings in their meta-analysis, which 

encompassed a wider array of studies and affirmed that explicit form-focused instruction 

is advantageous for learning both simple and sophisticated language aspects, including 

vocabulary. 

The literature on SLA provides substantial evidence in favor of specific 

vocabulary instruction. Research has demonstrated that explicit instruction significantly 

improves vocabulary acquisition by providing learners with direct and concentrated 

instruction on specific words and their definitions. Hunt and Beglar (2005) asserted that 

explicit lexical training is essential for English as a Foreign Language [EFL] learners to 

successfully acquire vocabulary, particularly through tactics such as studying 

decontextualized lexis, utilizing dictionaries, and inferring meaning from context. Alemi 

and Tayebi (2011) illustrated that intentional vocabulary acquisition strategies positively 

influence learning outcomes, showing that learners who receive explicit instruction retain 

vocabulary more effectively than those who depend solely on incidental learning. In 

addition, Laufer and Girsai (2008) suggested that FFI helped learners notice and think 

about language structures during activities that are crucial for learning. It uses tasks with 

high involvement, making learners actively engage with vocabulary and leading to better 
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memory and understanding. By comparing new language words with their native 

language, FFI helped learners identify differences and connections, thereby improving 

their understanding of meaning and usage. It also encourages learners to use vocabulary 

in context, thus strengthening their recall and communication skills.  

Furthermore, Laufer’s (2005) research underscored the significance of “focus on 

form” in vocabulary acquisition, indicating that explicit instructional techniques facilitate 

learners’ grasp of word usage nuances, essential for both understanding and production. 

Nation (2017) reinforced this effect by delineating successful vocabulary-teaching 

practices, including direct instruction, which has demonstrated improved retention and 

application of vocabulary across diverse contexts. In addition, research conducted by 

Waring and Takaki (2003) provided empirical evidence that learners gain advantages 

from systematic vocabulary education, especially when it involves frequent exposure to 

terms within relevant contexts. This finding was consistent with Zahar et al. (2001), who 

demonstrated that the frequency and richness of vocabulary context significantly 

influence acquisition, underscoring the necessity for explicit teaching techniques that 

include these components. 

Intentional vocabulary learning emphasizes the systematic acquisition of new 

words through targeted strategies and techniques. In contrast, extensive reading enhances 

this method by offering learners rich contextual exposure to vocabulary in authentic texts, 

thereby reinforcing and broadening their lexical knowledge. 
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2.1.3 Extensive Reading 

The theoretical framework supporting extensive reading was grounded in the 

comprehension hypothesis, which posits that language acquisition occurs when learners 

are exposed to comprehensible input that is slightly above their current proficiency level 

(Krashen, 1997, as cited in Renandya, 2007). This approach emphasized the importance 

of providing students with a rich supply of reading materials that they would find 

engaging and accessible. Laufer (2003) suggested that reading can sometimes be the 

source of initial knowledge of words, can help expand the knowledge of familiar words, 

or can reinforce the memory of words not yet firmly established in the lexicon. 

Nation (2011) suggested that reading is a valuable way to learn a language, 

focusing on understanding, expanding vocabulary, and improving fluency. Research has 

proposed a distinction between extensive reading and intensive reading. Extensive 

reading [ER] entails reading a large number of texts for enjoyment and general 

understanding and is considered an effective method for acquiring and improving 

vocabulary (Nation, 2011; Waring, 2020). It also provides meaningful input and helps 

enhance fluency with familiar words because “when students are reading extensively, 

they READ: Read quickly and Enjoyably with Adequate comprehension so they Don’t 

need a dictionary” (Uden, 2013, p. 3). Conversely, “intensive reading requires focused 

examination of brief texts typically ranging from 300 to 500 words in length” (Nation, 

2022, p. 222). The focus of intensive reading is to comprehend the text, but the 

procedures require careful attention to vocabulary, grammar, and discourse within the 

text. Intensive reading can also focus on learning strategies. Nation (2016) indicated that 
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careful consideration of language features and strategies ensures that intensive reading 

aligns with the focus form approach. 

Experimental research (e.g., Elley & Mangubhai, 1983; Waring & Takaki, 2003) 

has shown that extensive reading programs significantly improve students’ reading 

comprehension, vocabulary, and overall language proficiency compared to traditional 

methods that emphasize grammar, pronunciation, and rote memorization with minimal 

L1 use. In addition, correlational studies link higher reading volume to better 

performance on standardized tests, such as the TOEFL, further supporting the positive 

impact of extensive reading on vocabulary learning (Renandya, 2007).  

According to a study conducted by Horst et al. (1998), ER enhances learners’ 

existing vocabulary, improves their speed of accessing words, and establishes 

connections between words. Horst (2005) suggested that ER may be most valuable for its 

ability to help develop quick recognition of common words rather than for learning the 

meanings of uncommon words. Pigada and Schmitt (2006) indicated that ER is highly 

effective in facilitating vocabulary learning, surpassing previous findings. Al-Homoud 

and Schmitt (2009) confirmed previous findings suggesting that ER leads to an increase 

in vocabulary size and knowledge.  

Waring (2020) suggested that educators could proficiently implement ER by 

developing a balanced curriculum that incorporates both extensive and intensive reading 

methodologies. Such a curriculum would offer learners access to a varied assortment of 

graded readers that aligned with their competency levels and interests, thus cultivating 

their passion for reading. Teachers can augment motivation and engagement by creating a 
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systematically arranged classroom library and promoting student choice. A consistent 

assessment of reading advancement, along with subsequent activities that encourage 

dialogue and contemplation, enhances understanding and retention. Moreover, combining 

substantial reading with other language competencies, such as speaking and writing, 

enhances the educational experience. Commencing with a modest scale and progressively 

broadening the program would enable educators to adjust their strategies according to 

student feedback, thereby ensuring a successful, ongoing reading initiative. 

Extensive reading is considered a crucial instrument for enhancing vocabulary 

acquisition, especially for L2 learners, as it offers repeated exposure to words in diverse 

contexts. This exposure not only augmented their comprehension of words but also 

illustrated the dynamic nature of vocabulary acquisition, as understanding a word entails 

more than only grasping its meaning. 

2.1.4 Conceptual Approaches to Vocabulary Knowledge 

Vocabulary Knowledge (VK) is a complex concept involving various components 

(González-Fernández & Schmitt, 2020). However, previous research on VK components 

has focused on single components (e.g., form-meaning links, derivatives, collocations, 

polysemy, and associations) rather than examining their interrelationships and acquisition 

order. The two main approaches to vocabulary knowledge—developmental and 

dimensional—are now described.  

The Developmental Approach 

Vocabulary knowledge is perceived as progressing along a continuum from 

learners’ complete ignorance of a word to their ability to effectively employ it in 
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sentences (González-Fernández, 2021). This progression is frequently illustrated using 

the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS), which delineates specific stages of mastery. 

This approach typically identifies several stages through which learners are expected to 

progress as follows: 

 Initial Exposure: Identifying the term in its context. 

 Recognition: Comprehending the significance of the text when read or heard. 

 Recall: The capacity to articulate a term in writing or speech without the use of 

prompts. 

 Complete mastery: The ability to use a word accurately in a variety of contexts, 

including comprehension of its nuances and collocations (González-Fernández, 

2021). 

  VKS was developed by Paribakht and Wesche (1996) to evaluate the acquisition 

of specific words through reading exercises. This method assesses learners’ 

comprehension of individual words. The notion of word knowledge level is a 

fundamental aspect in the field of vocabulary research (Read & Jiang, 2004). According 

to Melka (1997), receptive and productive knowledge comprise a continuum. This 

continuum is characterized by overlapping and shifting transition zones (Read & Jiang, 

2004). Meara (1996) indicated that the significance of forgetting a word’s meaning is 

equal to that of remembering it. 
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The Dimensional Approach 

This approach outlines the level of mastery of different types of word knowledge 

components (Schmitt, 1998). Richards (1976) outlined the essential competencies needed 

to master a word (Meara, 1996). Subsequent scholars have explored this concept by 

proposing compilations of word knowledge categories (Laufer, 1997; Schmitt & Meara, 

1997). In addition, Schmitt (1998) suggested that word knowledge does not exhibit a 

hierarchical structure. Typically, when first encountering a word, a learner gains only a 

limited understanding of its written or spoken form and meaning, potentially within a 

figurative context. With additional exposure and explicit study, learners gradually acquire 

various types of word knowledge, such as collocational and syntactic knowledge, which 

may be learned later. This study found that four components of word knowledge—

written form, derivative knowledge, associative knowledge, and knowledge of multiple 

meanings—were interconnected and showed simultaneous improvement among second 

language learners. 

Webb (2005, 2007) examined the multidimensional components of word 

knowledge and rate of acquisition by Japanese EFL learners. Webb’s findings suggest 

that receptive vocabulary knowledge is contingent on allocated time. In addition, 

vocabulary acquisition from reading is cumulative and benefits from repeated exposure. 

Building on Webb’s work, González-Fernández and Schmitt (2020) suggested that 

vocabulary acquisition is not a standalone process; instead, it is a gradual and 

simultaneous process that entails learning across various elements. The correlations 

between vocabulary size (breadth) and depth (quality) of knowledge ranged from 0.760 

to 0.895. This finding suggests that an increase in vocabulary size is associated with a 
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greater depth of knowledge across multiple components, exhibiting a shared variance 

ranging from 58% to 80%. 

Nation’s (2013) framework provided a comprehensive categorization of word 

knowledge into nine different levels or types of knowledge, which are further divided 

into receptive and productive skills. Scholars commonly use this framework to refer to 

the various skills required to understand a word (see Table 1).  

Table 1  

What is Involved in Knowing a Word?  

Components Subcomponent Receptive Knowledge Productive 

Knowledge 

Form Spoken 
What does the word  

like?  
 
 

How is the word 

pronounced? 

 Written What does the word 

look like? 

How is the word 

spelled? 

 Word parts What parts are 

recognizable in the 

word? 

What words parts are 

needed to express the 

meaning?  

Meanings Forms and 

meanings 

What meaning does 

this word form signal?  

What word form can 

be used to express 

meaning? 

 Concepts and 

Referents 

What is included in the 

concept? 

What items can the 

concept refer to?  

 Associations What other words does 

this make us think of? 

What other words can 

we use instead of this 

one? 

Use Grammatical 

Functions 

In what patterns does 

the word occur?  

In what patterns must 

this word be used? 

 Collocations What words or types of 

words occur within this 

one? 

What words or types 

of words must we use 

with this?  
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 Constraints of 

Use 

Where, when, and how 

often would we expect 

to meet this word? 

Where, when, and 

how often can we use 

this word?  

 The framework does not propose that L1 and L2 learners should acquire 

proficiency at all levels of knowledge (González-Fernández, 2022). However, it does 

suggest that a deeper understanding of these levels would enhance learners’ ability to use 

vocabulary effectively in various contexts. These theories of vocabulary knowledge 

construction concur that vocabulary knowledge is multidimensional. 

Nation (2022) indicated a distinction between receptive and productive 

knowledge. Receptive vocabulary knowledge entails perceiving the structure of a word 

while engaging in listening or reading and subsequently recalling its intended meaning. 

In contrast, productive vocabulary knowledge requires a desire to convey meaning 

through speaking or writing as well as the ability to recall and use the correct spoken or 

written word.  

Nation (2022) suggested that “vocabulary knowledge can be seen as having four 

related components” (p. 86). The first was the breadth of one’s word knowledge or the 

number of words known. The second was the depth of knowledge, which included 

understanding the various aspects and parts of a word. The third was the strength of 

knowledge, encompassing fluency and systematic understanding. Finally, integration 

refers to how well the knowledge of different words is connected. 

It is essential to acknowledge that the complexity of vocabulary knowledge is not 

only a reflection of the interrelationships between various components but also a critical 

factor in learners’ ability to apply their vocabulary in practical situations. This 
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comprehension establishes the foundation for investigating the significance of lexical 

coverage and the implications of vocabulary size in language acquisition. 

2.1.5 Lexical Coverage and Vocabulary Size 

Reading plays a pivotal role in the process of second language acquisition. 

Research has reached a consensus regarding the various factors that influence reading 

comprehension. These factors include syntactic skills, decoding skills, working memory, 

and the capacity to construct mental word models (Ehri, 2014). Furthermore, lexical 

coverage is an additional factor that influences reading comprehension (Laufer, 2013, 

2020). Lexical coverage refers to the proportion of familiar words in a text that is 

necessary for sufficient understanding and is represented as a percentage. Several studies 

have explored the percentage of vocabulary coverage required for reading comprehension 

(see Table 2). 

Table 2  

L2 Lexical Coverage for Reading 

Author(s) & Year Coverage % Comprehension 

Level 

Text Type 

Laufer (1989)  95 Reasonable Academic 

Hu & Nation 

(2000) 

98 Adequate Fiction 

Schmitt, Jian, & 

Grabe (2011) 

98 Comprehension 

scores higher than 

60% 

Academic 

Laufer & 

Ravenhorst-

Kalovski’s (2010) 

98 Optimal  Academic 
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 There is an ongoing debate regarding the necessary lexical coverage for reading 

comprehension. Laufer (2020) found no statistically significant differences in 

comprehension scores across lexical coverage levels of 90%, 95%, and 98%. However, 

certain assumptions apply to this coverage. For instance, learners can decode 98% of the 

words in a text, yet they may not possess a comprehensive understanding of their 

meanings or other aspects of vocabulary knowledge. Limited research has been 

conducted on lexical coverage in other areas. Lexical coverage is often discussed in 

academic literature, with notable references to Zipf’s law. This law states that the 

frequency of a word in a corpus of natural language is inversely related to its rank (Horst, 

2013). For example, consider the word “the,” which is the most common word in any 

large collection of English texts. As a result, it holds the top position with a rank of one, 

while the word “of” comes in second place. Therefore, the frequency of the word “the” in 

a corpus should be twice as high as the word “of” and three times as high as the third 

most common word. The empirical evidence supports the validity of this pattern. Zipf’s 

law describes the phenomenon in which a small set of words is commonly used in a 

language while most words are used infrequently. This is positive news for MLLs, as 

they need to prioritize the learning of high-frequency words. Statistically speaking, a 

mere 10 words in English account for approximately 20% of all written text (Schmitt & 

Schmitt, 2020). Expanding the scope to the top 50 words, research has found that they 

contributed around 35% of the total, while the top 100 words encompassed 

approximately 50% (Nation, 2022). Approximately 80% of the words found in written 

texts are among the top 2000 most frequently used words (Hu & Nation, 2000). 
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Schmitt and Schmitt (2020) stated, “In simple terms, size/breadth refers to how 

many words are known” (p. 38). A vocabulary size of approximately 5,000-word families 

is associated with 95% lexical coverage, which is considered minimal for comprehension 

(Laufer 2020). Conversely, knowing 8,000-word families allows 98% coverage, which is 

considered ideal for comprehension. Nevertheless, the successful inferencing of unknown 

words can compensate for limited sight vocabulary, enabling adequate comprehension, 

even at lower lexical coverage levels. 

There are various ways to categorize words. According to the literature, a 

common approach is to categorize words into functions, grammatical words, and content 

words. English consists of different types of function words. Some examples of these are 

auxiliary verbs, prepositions, conjunctions, adverb particles, determiners, pronouns, 

numbers, and formal words such as “there,” “to” (in the infinitive form), and “not” 

(Nation, 2022, p. 19). Function words are categorized as closed classes because new 

prepositions, articles, conjunctions, etc., are not added to the English language. However, 

there is no consensus among researchers regarding the content words. From an 

educational perspective, there is no strong reason to distinguish between function and 

content words. All of these must be acquired through the learning process. However, it is 

recommended to prioritize learning the most essential words before learning the less 

important ones (Nation, 2011, 2016, 2022). 
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Table 3 

Characteristics of Content and Function Words 

Characteristic                Content Words  Function Words  

Definition  
Have specific meaning and can 

be defined in isolation  
Have little meaning on their own  

Stress in Speech  
Often stressed in connected 

speech  

Usually unstressed in connected 

speech  

Examples  

Nouns, verbs, adjectives, 

adverbs (e.g., pants, swimming, 

fast, hilarious, brown)  

Prepositions, articles, auxiliary 

verbs, conjunctions (e.g., to, in, 

by, he, his, be)  

Classification  
Open class (new words can be 

added)  
Closed class (rarely updated)  

Examples of 

Additions  
Padawan, cromulent, simp  Few to none  

 

 Vocabulary size is influenced by how a “word” is defined and the counting unit 

employed. A lemma counting unit can be employed in which the base word <accept> and 

its inflections (“accepted,” “accepting,” and “accepts”) are grouped as a single unit. The 

other derivative forms are considered separate lemmas. However, there is a strong 

semantic connection among these words, which suggests that it might be logical to group 

them as a single-word family, including the base, inflections, and derivatives (Schmitt & 

Schmitt, 2020). Table 4 illustrates how different counting units (individual words, 

lemmas, and word families) categorize words related to accept.  

Table 4 

Counting Units for “Accept” 

 INDIVIDUAL 

WORDS 

LEMMAS WORD 

FAMILIES 

WORDS 
accept, 

acceptability, 

acceptable, 

acceptably, 

acceptance, 

accept, 

accepts, 

accept 

(includes all 

14 words) 
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acceptances, 

accepted, 

accepting, 

acceptor, 

acceptors, 

accepts, 

unacceptability, 

unacceptable, 

unacceptably.  

 

accepting, 

accepted 

COUNTING 

UNITS 

14 4 1 

 

The process of creating extensive word family lists began with the utilization of 

the General Service List and later the University Word List (Xue & Nation, 1984, as cited 

in Nation, 2016). Following the publication of Bauer and Nation’s (1993) work on word 

families, a uniform definition of word families was used to create word lists (Nation, 

2016). These lists were employed in the initial iterations of the range program to analyze 

word frequency and text coverage. Another development in word lists occurred when 

word family lists were created using the British National Corpus (Nation 2004). 

The British National Corpus (BNC) list contains 100,000,000 running English 

words, with 10% from spoken sources and 90% from written sources (Read & Jiang, 

2004). An analysis of various types of texts using 1,000 word-family word lists from the 

British National Corpus (Nation, 2004) showed that between 3,000- and 4,000-word 

families are needed to obtain 95% text coverage in a text, and between 6,000- and 9,000-

word families to achieve 98% lexical coverage (see Figure 1).  
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Laufer (2013) indicated that vocabulary coverage is crucial because learners need 

to understand the minimum percentage of words in a text without relying on 

compensatory strategies, such as dictionaries or guessing unknown words (Laufer, 2013). 

Having 80% coverage of a text indicates that approximately one word in every five is 

unfamiliar, which translates to approximately two words per line (Nation 2022). A 90% 

coverage means that approximately one out of every ten words is unknown, which 

translates to approximately one unknown word per line. Similarly, 95% coverage means 

that one out of every 20 words is unknown or about one unknown word in every two 

lines. Finally, 98% coverage indicates that one of every 50 words is unknown. 

Encountering an unfamiliar word every 50 words is significantly more manageable than 

encountering one every 10 words (Nation 2022).  

According to Nation (2004), L2 learners can benefit from utilizing reading 

material from the first 3,000 BNC lists because it offers more comprehensive coverage of 

written and formal texts compared to other lists, such as the General Service List (GSL) 

or Academic Word List (AWL).  
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Figure 1 

English Corpus Tree Diagram 

 

Note: Include word families from BNC/COCA. Refer to the Morphovoca unit plans to 

view the list of the first three K-word families. 

The newly updated versions of the BNC’s first and second 1000-word family lists 

(1k and 2k) were derived from a corpus of 10 million words. This corpus consists of six 

million words of spoken British and American English, encompassing films and TV 

programs, as well as four million words of written British and American English. The 

lists beyond the 3rd 1,000 were generated by utilizing rankings from the BNC and COCA 

(Corpus of Contemporary American English), following the exclusion of the 1,000 and 

2,000 words. 

Understanding lexical coverage and vocabulary size is essential for understanding 

how learners navigate and utilize language, particularly in a second-language context. 

Vocabulary
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This foundation sets the stage for exploring morphology, as it reveals how the structure 

and formation of words contribute to vocabulary development and comprehension among 

MLLs. 

2.1.6 Morphology Instruction for Vocabulary Expansion 

Carlisle (2010) conducted an integrative review of 16 studies to evaluate the 

effects of morphological awareness instruction on literacy achievements. The reviewed 

studies were conducted in multiple languages, including English and Chinese, and varied 

in their design, with some using random assignment and others employing a quasi-

experimental design. This review revealed that morphological awareness instruction has a 

positive impact on various aspects of literacy, including reading comprehension, 

vocabulary acquisition, and spelling skills. Students who received explicit instruction in 

morphological awareness demonstrated significant improvements in their ability to 

analyze and manipulate word structures, leading to enhanced overall literacy 

performance. These findings suggest that incorporating morphological awareness 

instruction into literacy curricula could be an effective strategy for supporting students’ 

language development and academic success. 

 Perkins and Larsen Freeman (1975) identified a significant level of concordance 

in morpheme ordering among various language groups for four of the five tasks 

administered in their study: reading, writing, listening, and imitating. This finding 

suggests that regardless of the learners’ varied native languages, they generally acquired 

English grammatical morphemes in comparable order. In a seminal study, Anglin et al. 

(1993) demonstrated that children employ diverse strategies that vary according to their 
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context and age to comprehend complex words. Children in grades 4, 6, and 8 exhibited 

the capacity to acquire and define derivationally-related words, which involved the 

formation of new words through the addition of prefixes or suffixes to base words, 

thereby altering their meanings or grammatical categories. This finding illustrates 

children’s ability to generalize morphological knowledge. 

 Nagy et al. (1993) conducted a seminal study that underscored the significance of 

morphological knowledge in reading proficiency, indicating that conventional approaches 

to teaching suffix meanings via definitions may be insufficient. This study highlights the 

intricacies of morphological acquisition and its essential contribution to vocabulary 

development and reading comprehension. Berninger et al. (2010) concluded that 

morphological awareness significantly contributes to vocabulary acquisition by enabling 

students to understand and manipulate word structures essential for decoding and 

comprehending complex words. The study emphasized that knowledge of word 

formation processes is necessary for reading and spelling morphologically complex 

words, particularly as students progress to higher grades. 

In a groundbreaking study, Koda (2000) found that first-language (L1) processing 

experience has a significant influence on second-language (L2) morphological awareness, 

highlighting notable differences between Chinese and Korean learners of English. Both 

groups exhibited comparable sensitivity to word part structures; however, Korean 

learners showed greater efficiency in structural analysis, whereas Chinese learners were 

more adept at integrating contextual and morphological information. This study suggests 
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that morphological instruction tailored to L1 students may improve morphological 

awareness and overall language proficiency in MLLs. 

Carlo et al. (2004) conducted a study on a program designed to enhance 

vocabulary skills among fifth-grade English language learners (ELLs) and English-only 

(EO) students. These findings indicate that morphology instruction enables students to 

grasp the structure of words, including their roots, prefixes, and suffixes, which is crucial 

for decoding unfamiliar terms and understanding their meanings. Educators can 

significantly expand their students’ ELL vocabularies by focusing on these 

morphological components. Similarly, Siegel (2008) indicated that instruction on 

morphological awareness can significantly enhance vocabulary acquisition. 

Comprehending derivational morphemes in words enables children to decode and infer 

the meaning of unfamiliar vocabulary, thereby reducing the cognitive load associated 

with acquiring new words. This approach is particularly beneficial for students with 

dyslexia, as it provides a method to access vocabulary and enhance reading 

comprehension skills, suggesting that effective instruction in morphology can foster 

vocabulary development. Furthermore, a meta-analysis by Goodwin and Ann (2013) 

concluded that morphological instruction enhanced students’ comprehension of root and 

affix meanings, facilitating their ability to infer the meanings of unfamiliar words more 

effectively. Teaching learners to analyze the morphological structure of words and to 

identify component morphemes enhances their vocabulary knowledge. When students 

learn about prefixes and suffixes, they can use this knowledge to infer the meaning of 

related words, thereby enhancing their overall literacy skills. 
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Chen et al. (2012) studied the relationship between derivational morphological 

awareness and word knowledge. The study involved 277 Spanish-speaking and Chinese-

speaking ELLs and monolingual children in grades 4 and 7 from a multicultural Canadian 

city. The research focused on upper elementary and middle school children for 

vocabulary development in ELLs because of the scarcity of research on this age group 

and the critical turning point in literacy development in grade 4. Morphological 

awareness was a unique predictor of vocabulary in both Chinese- and Spanish-speaking 

ELLs, suggesting that the contribution of morphological awareness to vocabulary 

learning tends to increase with age and reading experience. 

Research has examined the importance of morphological awareness in vocabulary 

learning across various groups of learners. Zhang (2002) emphasized the importance of 

morphological awareness instruction, and Kieffer and Lesaux’s (2012) findings linked 

morphological awareness growth to vocabulary knowledge, demonstrating that a strong 

understanding of morphological structures significantly improves learners’ vocabulary 

skills. McBride et al. (2008) supported this finding by showing that morphological 

awareness is a better predictor of vocabulary knowledge than phonological processing in 

various languages. Zhang and Koda (2012) examined the relationship between 

morphological awareness and lexical inferencing ability, arguing that learners who can 

infer meanings from word pieces are better able to broaden their vocabulary. Finally, 

Haomin and Bilu (2017) showed how specific types of morphological awareness 

contribute to both the breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge, especially when 

preparing for high-stakes tests, such as the IELTS. 
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Kirby and Bowers (2017) indicated that morphological knowledge can serve as a 

binding agent, potentially enhancing vocabulary learning, word reading, spelling, and 

reading comprehension.  Nation and Bauer (2023) posited that morphological awareness 

is essential for multilingual language learners, as it facilitates vocabulary acquisition and 

comprehension by enabling them to analyze and manipulate the structure of word 

awareness. This awareness enables learners to deconstruct complex words into their 

constituent parts, such as prefixes, suffixes, and stems, which can aid in comprehending 

the meanings of unfamiliar words and retaining them more effectively. By recognizing 

these word components, learners can also identify word families, which increases the 

opportunity for repetition and diverse encounters with words, thereby enhancing retention 

and understanding. 

Given the substantial data supporting the relevance of morphological awareness in 

vocabulary acquisition, it is critical to investigate how these findings can be incorporated 

into educational frameworks. This paradigm should emphasize explicit instruction on 

morphological aspects and develop learners’ capacity to recognize and efficiently use 

word structures, thereby improving their total language proficiency. 

2.1.7 Instructional Framework: The Four Strands 

 The Four Strands framework guides course design and recommends four equal 

strands of learning: meaning-focused input (listening and reading), output (speaking and 

writing), deliberate language-focused learning, and fluency development (Nation 2007). 

Course content should be consistent across strands for effective vocabulary and grammar 

learning, which requires repetition, retrieval, and varied use. The Four Strands can be 

adapted to any aspect of language learning, including morphology and vocabulary (Bauer 
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& Nation, 2020). The pedagogical program developed in this study focuses on increasing 

vocabulary knowledge through morphological instruction.  

 The research project has utilized the Four-Strand Framework for instructional 

program development based on two rationales. First, the framework is strongly associated 

with Nation’s (2013) Word Knowledge framework. This literature review has indicated 

that teaching morphology can enhance the phonological, orthographic, morphological, 

and syntactic awareness of MLLs, as well as their understanding of word meaning, as 

proposed by the Word Knowledge Level framework. Second, the Four-Strand framework 

proposes that learners have equitable access to learning opportunities, which can be 

achieved by providing equal opportunities across all four strands. This approach is 

believed to enhance learners’ knowledge of words (Nation, 2007). The framework not 

only emphasizes the fair allocation of time among the four strands but also identifies two 

crucial conditions for vocabulary acquisition: quantity and quality of repetition (Nation, 

2024). 

 The quantity of repetition is the idea that the more the learner meets a word, the 

better the chance that the learner will store it in long-term memory. The density of 

unfamiliar words, the number of unknown words, and the total frequency of words all 

have an indirect effect on learning. Spaced repetition leads to better long-term retention 

than massed repetition does. Nobody can tell how many repetitions are required for 

vocabulary learning because not all words are equally difficult to learn. In addition, the 

relationship between the words in L1 and L2 also plays a role. Nonetheless, research 
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indicates that a minimum of ten repetitions is necessary to achieve a solid level of word 

knowledge (Laufer, 2020). 

 Nation (2017) proposed a hierarchy of word-processing quality (quality of 

repetition), with noticing being the least effective, followed by retrieval, varied 

encounters, and use, with the most effective level being elaboration. These four attention 

levels can be applied to both incidental and deliberate attention. Each level can be further 

divided into receptive and productive attention, with productive attention being a deeper 

form of attention than receptive attention.  Retrieval can be categorized into two types: 

receptive retrieval, which occurs during reading and listening when the learner needs to 

retrieve the meaning of a word form, and productive retrieval, which occurs during 

speaking and writing when the learner needs to retrieve the appropriate word form to 

express their meaning. 

Meaning-Focused Input Strand 

 The meaning-focused input strand involves receptive language learning through 

listening and reading (Nation, 2007). The term ‘meaning-focused’ is used to describe this 

approach because it emphasizes learners’ primary focus and interest in understanding, 

acquiring knowledge, and deriving enjoyment from listening and reading. Everyday 

activities in this domain include extensive reading, engaging in shared reading, listening 

to stories, watching television or films, and participating as listeners in conversations.  

Meaning-Focused Output Strand 

The meaning-focused output strand emphasizes productive language learning 

through speaking and writing (Nation, 2007). Everyday activities in this domain include 



 

   

 

41 

engaging in conversations, delivering speeches or lectures, composing letters, writing 

notes, maintaining a diary, narrating stories, and providing instructions. 

Language-Focused Learning Strand 

 Language-focused learning, also referred to as focus on form, form-focused 

instruction, deliberate study, and intentional learning, involves the intentional acquisition 

of language elements, including pronunciation, spelling, vocabulary, grammar, and 

discourse (Nation, 2007). The objective of this approach is to address messages while 

simultaneously acquiring language skills through activities such as pronunciation 

practice, vocabulary acquisition, intensive reading, translation, and contextual inference.  

Fluency Strand 

The fluency development strand encompasses four essential language skills: 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing (Nation, 2007). This strand focuses on assisting 

learners to maximize their existing knowledge. The fluency development strand, which 

includes meaning-focused input and output, also emphasizes meaning. The learners’ 

objective was to receive and convey messages. Typical activities in this context include 

speed reading, skimming, scanning, repeated reading, the 4/3/2 technique, repeated 

retelling, 10-minute writing, and listening to easy stories. Table 5 outlines various 

linguistic exercises incorporated into the Morphovoca pedagogical project. Additionally, 

this table serves as a potential source of ideas for educators who wish to incorporate 

morphological instruction into their vocabulary curriculum. 
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Table 5 

Morphology Instruction Course 

STRAND LISTENING READING WRITING SPEAKING 

MEANING 

FOCUSED 

INPUT 

Listening to 

graded 

readers 

Cloze 

Reading 

Extensive 

Reading 

(graded 

readers) 

  

MEANING 

FOCUSED 

OUTPUT 

  Dictation 

Write 

sentences 

using the 

morpheme 

bank.  

3-2-1 

Writing 

Activity 

 

Conversations 

about 

morphemes 

and affixes 

from graded 

readers’ 

books or 

other 

passages in 

the lesson.  

LANGUAGE 

FOCUSED 

LEARNING  

Listening to 

graded 

readers while 

focusing on 

vocabulary 

and 

morphemes 

being taught 

in the lesson 

Cloze 

Reading 

Extensive 

Reading 

Intensive 

Reading 

Word 

Matrices 

Word 

Webs 

Word 

Sums 

Conversations 

about the 

lesson. 

Turn and Talk 

FLUENCY 

 

Repeated 

listening 

Quick 

listening 

Listening 

while 

reading. 

Speed 

Reading 

Complete a 

writing 

piece in 10 

minutes 

4-3-2: 

learners 

deliver the 

same talk 

three times to 

three different 

learners.  
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Finally, in addition to using some of these activities as part of the “Morphovoca” 

pedagogical project, I have adapted achievement indicators to guide educators in 

assessing lessons.  

Morphological Awareness Development Indicators (Apel, 2014; Nation & Bauer, 

2023) 

• Learning the spoken and written forms and meanings of prefixes, suffixes, and bases. 

• Recognizing these forms in words. 

• Understanding how parts of a word contribute to the whole meaning. 

• Recognizing word parts despite changes in form. 

• Understanding word families with common free and bound bases and shared meanings. 

• Learning different strategies for manipulating morphemes in productive languages and 

retrieving complex words.  

These morphological awareness indicators provide a robust framework for 

evaluating students’ progress. This strong foundation of morphemic knowledge is crucial 

for the success of the vocabulary acquisition project outlined in the final chapter of the 

research project.  
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Chapter 3. Pedagogical Project  

This research culminates in a pedagogical project entitled “Morphovoca,” which is a 

program that includes five resource bundles grounded in several key findings from the 

literature review on vocabulary acquisition in Multilingual Language Learners (MLLs). 

The findings summarized below directly inform the design and functionality of the 

lessons included in the bundles.  

1. Interdependence of Vocabulary Breadth and Depth: The literature reveals that 

vocabulary knowledge is multifaceted, encompassing both breadth (number of 

words known) and depth (understanding of word meaning, usage, and 

connections). Simple word counts are insufficient, and learners require a rich 

understanding of word meanings in context. The Morphovoca program addresses 

both aspects, not rote memorization.  

2. The Crucial Role of Morphological Awareness: Studies have consistently 

demonstrated a strong correlation between morphological awareness 

(understanding word parts and their contribution to meaning) and vocabulary 

acquisition. The ability to break down complex words into morphemes (roots, 

prefixes, and suffixes) significantly aids in vocabulary learning and reading 

comprehension. The Morphovoca program focuses on explicit morphological 

instruction.  

3. The Synergistic Effects of Incidental and Intentional Learning: While 

incidental learning through extensive reading is beneficial, intentional and explicit 

vocabulary instruction is crucial for efficient vocabulary growth. The most 



 

   

 

45 

effective approach integrates both, providing learners with opportunities to 

encounter words in context while also receiving targeted instruction on word 

forms and meanings. The Morphovoca program incorporates both extensive 

reading (using graded readers) and explicit morphological instruction.  

4. The Importance of Lexical Coverage and the 3000-Word Family 

Threshold: Research indicates that achieving a high level of lexical coverage 

(e.g., 95-98% for comprehension) is essential for successful reading 

comprehension. Focusing on the 3000 most frequent word families in English 

(from the BNC/COCA corpora) provides a strategic approach to achieving this 

coverage. The Morphovoca program and Quizlet flashcard sets directly target this 

high-frequency vocabulary.  

5. The Effectiveness of the Four Strands Framework: Nation’s (2007) Four 

Strands framework (meaning-focused input, output, deliberate language-focused 

learning, and fluency development) provides a comprehensive approach to 

language learning. By integrating all four strands, the Morphovoca program aims 

to ensure a well-rounded vocabulary development.  

6. The Power of Technology-Enhanced Learning: The Morphovoca flashcard sets 

leverage technology to provide interactive exercises and resources, enhance 

engagement, and reinforce learning. Flashcard sets address the need for repeated 

exposure and retrieval practices, which are crucial for vocabulary retention.  



 

   

 

46 

The Morphovoca pedagogical project was designed to address the identified gaps in 

MLLs’ vocabulary acquisition by integrating these key findings into a comprehensive, 

technology-enhanced learning experience. Each unit is designed for secondary school 

students enrolled in the EAL 120 Connections A2.1 and EAL 120 Connections A2.2 (A2 

level) courses within the EAL New Brunswick curriculum. Each bundle includes five 

lesson plans, accompanied by a variety of resources, including reading passages, audio 

passages, learner portfolios, graded reader access codes, vocabulary maps, word lists, and 

Canva presentations. These resources aim to enhance vocabulary breadth and knowledge, 

with an emphasis on balancing learning across the four strands. These four strands 

encompass meaning-focused input (reading and listening), meaning-focused output 

(speaking and writing), fluency (through reading passages), and language-focused 

instruction, ensuring a comprehensive approach to language acquisition. 

Additionally, each unit includes a Quizlet flashcard set specifically designed to 

support students in developing a comprehensive foundation in English vocabulary across 

these areas. The lesson plans provide the Quizlet access link for educators, learners, or 

individuals seeking to benefit from these resources. By incorporating these materials into 

their studies, students can expect improvements in their overall language proficiency and 

better prepare for the challenges of academic and social communication at the A2 level. 

The Morphovoca pedagogical project can be accessed through these links. 

_Plan_Unit1Suffixes_EAL120_En 

_Plan_Unit2Suffixes_EAL120_En 

https://unbcloud-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/hcolina_unb_ca/EVJT9PHG8Q9NlsZps6ylztUBtB3xpEwNltL_GwYumM8ycg?e=dQCKGe
https://unbcloud-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/hcolina_unb_ca/EWObf7plsH9It8UgRocuREgB8Uxl7Ym7s2988Ny3q2lfBg?e=fnpUyf
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_Plan_Unit3Suffixes_EAL120_En 

_Plan_Unit4_Prefixes_EAL120_En 

_Plan_Unit5_Suffixesandfreebases_EAL120_En 

In conclusion, the Morphovoca pedagogical project underscores the significant 

impact of morphological awareness on vocabulary acquisition in MLLs. The literature 

review consistently highlights that understanding word structures—prefixes, suffixes, and 

bases—is crucial for enhancing vocabulary knowledge and increasing vocabulary size 

(Apel, 2014; Goodwin & Ahn, 2013; Nagy et al., 2014; Nation & Bauer, 2023). Effective 

vocabulary development should integrate explicit morphological instruction 

with meaning-focused input, output, and fluency practice, as advocated by Nation’s Four 

Strands framework. Grounded in these principles, Morphovoca offers targeted, 

technology-enhanced lessons through Quizlet resources specifically designed for 

secondary EAL students. This program presents a practical, evidence-based approach to 

bolster MLLs’ vocabulary and language proficiency.  

 

https://unbcloud-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/hcolina_unb_ca/ESq1Vf1rbfNJtK-3jBmIwfAByGmSZfWUknE5SrYeArk9uA?e=frMAgy
https://unbcloud-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/hcolina_unb_ca/EYc2LTPIPfpJo7ug5930F-cBAlTLxX6AbeKoDGcKE1AQLg?e=ltkDPO
https://unbcloud-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/hcolina_unb_ca/EUn18b5LRP9CvBLun2BCUCYBiXTiN66EOluYZ10fVRihsA?e=Nsfwtw
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