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Abstract:

Semantic maps ensure a high potential to facilitate enhanced quality of understanding
words. English as second language learners are often presented with new English
vocabulary items that are often pre-organized in sets of semantically related words.
However, there is an assumption that word grouping facilitates activities for vocabulary
learning and no empirical justification supports employing this teaching technique. This
study aims to examine to what extent semantic relatedness influences ESL vocabulary
recall and retention for middle school students of Telangana. The current study was
conducted with 30 seventh-grade students over six weeks. Learners were divided into
two groups to compare the effects of presenting semantic maps (retention, recall) and
wordlists (recognition, cued recall) for reading comprehension activities. The results
reveal that both teaching strategies positively affect vocabulary recall and retention.
Between these two strategies, semantic mapping yields better results on recall. The
difference between the groups explains from the perspective of information process
theory and memory model. Lastly, significant learning and the effectiveness of semantic
maps were found in the experiment group.
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1. Introduction

Vocabulary is one of the significant components of language learning and is considered
the most critical aspect of second language acquisition. It is challenging to learn a
language without mastering the vocabulary, as learners find it challenging to
communicate in a particular language. According to Laufer (1997:140), learning
vocabulary is one of the essential elements, and without vocabulary, neither
comprehension nor production of language is possible. Learning vocabulary cannot be
separated from other language skills, such as listening, speaking, reading, and writing
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because the more words the learners know, they will understand what they hear or read.
As English is a second language, remembering and recalling vocabulary seems
complicated for ESL learners, especially while memorizing new words and enhancing
their vocabulary knowledge.

One of the problems with using a wordlist is that some learners and some teachers
focus solely on working with the list alphabetically, and students might not find the
words in context in the materials they are reading. Another problem that might arise is
that students may never practice the words in any meaningful way if they focus only on
the spelling and meaning of words but not on using the words themselves in speaking
and writing. Therefore, in order to get the real benefit from the wordlists, teachers need
to make sure that they provide learners frequent encounters with the words being taught
since it is crucial to vocabulary acquisition, and when students are exposed to the exact
words many times, the result will be a higher degree of learning, an increased ability to
remember and use the word. Therefore, the teachers should vary their strategy in
teaching vocabulary and motivate the students to learn words actively and
independently.

One of the strategies for teaching vocabulary is semantic mapping. According to
Graves (2008:56), semantic mapping is one of the most potent approaches to teaching
vocabulary because it engages students in thinking about word relationships. This
strategy increases students' active exploration of word relationships; therefore, it leads
them to a deeper understanding of word meanings by developing their conceptual
knowledge related to words. Hence, this strategy can help students memorize new words
quickly and effectively.

2. Review of Relevant Studies

2.1 Semantic Maps and Reading Comprehension

Teachers and language researchers attempted several teaching strategies for reading
classes to foster vocabulary acquisition in long-term memory. One of these strategies is
the use of semantic maps in teaching vocabulary. The strategy has some teaching
privileges as it helps learners categorize words in the reading text through visualization
(Duffy, 2009). Bear and et al. (2011) emphasize the importance of the strategy as it
prompts learners to activate their schemata to learn highly specialized vocabulary in
various disciplines. Therefore, integration of vocabulary items in a meaningful context
through extensive reading can enhance better learning outcomes of both reading and
vocabulary (Nagy, 2005). According to Rivers (1981), most words are introduced to the
learner through reading texts. Nunan (1989) supported this notion by confirming that
readers depend on vocabulary existing in their mental structures while reading as
vocabulary consists of interrelating systems. Presenting items to learners in a
systematized manner illustrates the original nature of vocabulary and at the same time
enables them to internalise the items coherently. In recent years there have been
numerous ESL textbooks, and many ESL learners are exposed to the English language
through pre-organized semantic clusters, i.e.,, a group of words that share certain
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semantic and syntactic similarities. These groupings such as arm, leg, toes, fingers are
presented as a lexical set (Gairns and Redman, 1986), whereas semantic maps are
categorical structuring of information in graphic form (Pittelman & Heimlich, 1986:779)
that help categorize word meanings and the key attributes by distinguishing one word
from another. The brainstorming phase of semantic maps gives educators insight into
their learners' schemata. Thus, it shows interest, level of readiness, gaps, misconceptions,
and errors (Johnson & Pearson, 1978). Ideas from one student will trigger ideas from the
other students in a chain reaction thought process (Heimlich & Pittelman, 1986: 34).

2.2 Wordlists

Wordlists are prepared to study L2 vocabulary in lists and sentences to improve students'
knowledge base and retention of vocabulary. According to Mehrpour (2008), wordlist
strategies study words in lists to explain their meanings in the target language or with a
translation of their meanings in the first language for longer memorization of words.
Several studies suggest that increased amounts of rehearsal lead to a higher probability
that an item will be transferred to long-term memory(Atkinson & Shiffrin, 1968; Waugh
& Norman, 1965) or leads to stored images of greater strength, which are then more easily
retrieved from memory (Gillund & Shiffrin, 1984). An explicit strategy for vocabulary
acquisition is learning words from a list. Recent research indicates that working with a
word list can be a very efficient means of acquiring L2 vocabulary (Nation, 1995; Meara,
1995), and vocabulary learned in lists is found to be resistant to decay and can be retained
over several years (Hulstijn, 2001; Nation, 2001). Using lists and cards facilitates self-
directed learning and learner autonomy, as learners may work at their own pace (Nakata
2008:7). Shillaw (1995) reports success in a semester-long project using word lists with
students at a Japanese university. Thornbury (2002) points out the value of learning from
a list may have been underestimated and suggests several techniques for using word lists
in the classroom. Recent research into list learning and the development of new
pedagogical methods for exploiting lists suggests that teachers of second languages are
taking a renewed interest in using word lists for vocabulary instruction.

2.3 Semantic Maps as a Teaching Strategy

In vocabulary teaching, semantically related words are the sets of words that have certain
connections, share common meanings, or compose a network of meanings. The
pragmatic benefit has possibly contributed to the popularity of lexical sets in some widely
listed coursebooks for English classes (Nation and Waring, 1997). Developments in
"lexical semantics" have prompted the development of the "semantic field theory,
networks," or "semantic grids," which organize words in terms of interrelated lexical
meanings. The "semantic field" theory suggests that the lexical content of a language is best
treated not as a "mere aggregation of independent words" but as a collection of interrelating
networks or relations between words (Stubbs, cited in Amer, 2002). It is noteworthy that
words may be grouped (related to each other) according to different criteria. Animals, for
example, may be grouped in terms of physical features; grouped in terms of nonphysical
teatures such as pet, wild, food, etc. (Gairns and Redman, 1986).
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Moreover, coursebook authors who favor lexical-sets have believed that showing
the connections among words promotes learners' vocabulary concept learning (Folse,
2004). First, one rationale for presenting related words can be drawn from meaningful
learning and distinguished between rote learning, a passive process, and meaningful
learning, the active process of relating new information or concepts to learners' prior
knowledge. Specifically, a spreading activation model proposed by Collins and Loftus
(1975) is one of the frequently cited theories to support the use of lexical-sets in
vocabulary teaching (Bolger & Zapata, 2011; Hashemi & Gowdasiaei, 2005). In this
model, the network consists of nodes representing words and lines between nodes
representing the connection between words. The length of the line shows how strongly
the words are semantically associated (Randall, 2007). Once a specific node in a network
is initiated, this activation spreads through the whole network, thus leading to the
activation of other nodes (Collins & Loftus, 1975). The spread activation primes the other
nodes within the network and results in a faster process (Randall, 2007). Simultaneous
presentation of related words possibly strengthens the links between words and
facilitates vocabulary learning. Additional theoretical support is found in the levels-of-
processing theory (Morin & Goebel, 2001; Shapiro & Waters, 2005). Researchers have
noted that recognized information can be processed at various levels, from shallow to
deep and that the amount of cognitive effort given to the process determines the retention
quality. Proponents of lexical-sets claim that when related words are presented at the
same time, learners benefit from comparing, contrasting, and organizing or chunking the
words (Chin, 2002; Hashemi & Gowdasiaei, 2005; Jullian, 2000; Randall, 2007; Seal, 1991).

3. Methodology

This study investigated the role of vocabulary instruction associated with the use of long-
term memory and explored whether semantic maps help learners in better retention and
recall of vocabulary compared to wordlists. It also tried to search for an effective strategy
to be employed in the classroom to foster longer retention of words by exploring the
effectiveness of two strategies and comparing the results to know the effective strategy
that can be used in the classroom to promote students' vocabulary knowledge level and
retention and are semantic maps effective in retention of L2 vocabulary.

3.1 Subjects

Two groups of ESL students were chosen to explore the effectiveness of both semantic
mapping and wordlist strategies. These students were 30 seventh grade ESL learners with
a mean age of 12 years (SD=1.62), fluent in Telugu and Hindi, and learning English
formally from grade I. The subjects were divided into the Experimental Group (EG) and
the Control Group (CG). The EG (n=15) received the Semantic mapping strategy as the
treatment, and CG (n=15) received the wordlists strategy. All the students had six years
of experience in the target language with a proficiency level ranging from high beginners
(A2) to low intermediate level (B1) and understood simple texts and used vocabulary in
conversations and writing. They were proficient in reading skills but were not
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comfortable while speaking. The following table gives information about the participants'
linguistic backgrounds. Data was collected using a questionnaire administered before the
experiment.

Table 1: Linguistic background

Minimum Maximum Mean
Age 11 13 12
Beginning age for English 6 9 8
Years of formal instruction 4 6 5
% of English they use in a day 25% 75% 50%
Level A2 B1 A2, B1

The average rating of the skills was — Reading1, Listening2, Writing3, Speaking4 (1 most
comfortable, 4 least comfortable). The questionnaire responses show that school is the
primary source of L2 exposure, and teachers are the only model for most learners. Few
learners mentioned 'tuition' and 'home' as additional sources. While school is the place of
L2 use for all of them, some of them mentioned they use L2 at home and 'playground'
with 'friends.' Most students said their sources of L2 exposure are 'teachers,' 'school,' and
'tuition.' Places where they use L2 include the school and the home for some, and also the
‘playground’ for some were indicating peer interactions in L2. Their responses also
indicate a range of literacy practices at home and school, such as book reading, digital
media such as movies and the internet, which means they have exposure and
opportunities to use L2 in the overlapping domains of home and school.

3.2 Research Questions
An effective strategy needs to be employed in the classroom to foster longer retention of
words. The following research questions helped find out the efficacy of the two
strategies:
1) Do semantic mapping and wordlist strategy play a significant role in promoting
students' knowledge and retaining L2 vocabulary?
2) Which strategy has a more significant influence on students' retention of L2
vocabulary: semantic mapping or wordlists?

3.3 Materials and Data Collection

For this research, words for the vocabulary test were drawn from units 6 and 7 of the
grade VII Students' English Coursebook. First, the words' frequency was considered
essential for the learners as most of the words are repeated, and it was assumed that recall
would be easier. Second, the words had to be familiar to the learners. Third, various word
forms were selected as similar forms confuse comprehension (Laufer, 1990). A
proficiency test, two reading comprehension texts with intermediate-level vocabulary, a
pre-test and a post-test with questions which included comprehension and retention
questions, a video, a writing task, and a feedback form were used. This research was
carried out through reading and writing modules. Subjects were divided into two
groups, an Experimental Group (EG) and Control Group (CG). Forty target words were
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selected and made a list and verified the familiarity of the possible target words, and a
pre-test was administered. The evaluation of pre-test data revealed that few words were
known to some of the subjects. Known words were eliminated, and additional words
were added. Before and after the experiment, both groups were given pre-test and post-
test to understand the vocabulary levels. The pre-test contained 25 multiple-choice test
items to investigate the homogeneity of learners' vocabulary knowledge. This test was
given to both the experiment and the control group. Following the pre-test, three
vocabulary lessons (reading comprehension texts) were given to the EG using semantic
mapping strategy while the CG continued with the wordlist and traditional vocabulary
teaching techniques. In other words, each treatment of the intervention process was
presented through semantic maps vocabulary teaching technique with a six-step
procedure for EG and wordlists with traditional teaching techniques for the CG. After
the intervention and completion of vocabulary lessons, the experiment and the control
groups were administered the post-test. For the post-test, similar items were employed
which were used for the pre-test. The pre-and post-test scores were compared using
paired t-test.

It was an in-class teaching model for six weeks with 1 hour per day. In the first
class, the participants were given a proficiency test with multiple choice questions with
ten 'high beginners' level vocabulary and ten 'low intermediate’ level vocabulary taken
from the Coursebook compared to Paul Nation's word list. They were given 15 minutes
to mark their responses, and the sheets were collected. In the remaining time, the
participants were exposed to semantic frames- a method to learn existing and new
vocabulary, through a text. They were asked to read the text and underline the words
they felt were complex to comprehend. A pre-test was given to check their
comprehension and retention of words. The first ten items had vocabulary which
demanded their meanings and the second ten words had meanings that demanded exact
words. Then input was provided using the semantic frame technique. The subjects were
given a post-test worksheet that included the same questions as the pre-test on the second
day. Their responses were collected.

In the second half of the session, a domain was chosen — cooking. A cooking video
was chosen, and a framework was made with 15 possible words that can be used to
explain the process. Then all those words were provided as input and their meanings
using the semantic frame technique. A cooking video was played, and the learners were
asked to write a recipe on their own using the input provided to them to check their
comprehension and retention of the words. Their responses were collected.
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Table 2: Methods

Comprehension Retention
1 Words were given and meanings were Meanings were given and words were asked.
] asked.
) Use words or their meanings provided Use the exact words provided in the
' in the framework while writing the recipe. | framework while writing the recipe.
3. Place the words under correct headings. Meanings were given and words were asked.

On the third day 'house' domain was chosen. Different words related to the domain were
provided in a box and their meanings. Then four prompts were given, and the learners
were asked to arrange the words under appropriate prompts. Prompts aided in
understanding their comprehension skills. In order to assess their retention capacity, a
test was given, which included meanings or explanations of particular words in which
the learners were asked to write the accurate vocabulary. Their responses were collected
and recorded. Finally, a feedback form on 'Semantic frames effect on learning second
language vocabulary' was given to the participants, and the responses were recorded.

For implementing the wordlist strategy each week, target words were chosen from
the course books. An academic pool of words was compiled using lextutor.com. This list
included forty most frequent words, and these words were written on colourful
flashcards; and after being presented to the students in context, they were added to the
list on the wall every day. Therefore, the teacher compiled the list rather than asking the
learners to do so. There were two lists on the walls. Each day a revision activity was
conducted, and when students knew the word, the word appeared in the user list, but
when they could not, it was put in the lost list. Knowing the word included aspects of
word knowledge such as part of speech, synonyms, antonyms, collocations, and example
sentences. In addition, to use it/lose it activity, the implementation schedule also included
different comprehension and retention activities.

4. Results and Discussion

This study employed a mixed-method design to answer key research questions. Students'
responses to the comprehension items (multiple-choice, translation, words in context,
words in isolation) were scored. The test result was analyzed using the t-test formula to
determine whether there was a significant difference between pre-test and post-test
between EG and CG groups and to know which strategy was more effective. The
standard deviation was computed before counting the t-test. Quantitative analysis of
comprehension scores was performed using ANOVA to determine statistically
significant differences between the means of scores in the two strategies (semantic
mapping and wordlists).

4.1 Pre-Post Test Findings of the Experiment Group (EG)

A pre-test was conducted at the beginning of the study to know the students' vocabulary
mastery early before getting treatments. The students had to answer 25 multiple-choice
items in the pre-test in 40 minutes. The results were compared to the post-test, which
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followed the same pattern. Some learners gave either the exact answers in both these tests
or did not respond to unfamiliar questions. Few learners tried to explain the answers for
the comprehension questions in the way they understood it rather than giving the
accurate answers given as inputs. In the retention test, instead of writing the exact word,
the learners used another word that was related to the prescribed word through their
comprehension of the word. For example, the actual word was snatch. The meaning of
the word was given through the inputs provided. The learner had understood the word's
meaning but could not retain it. So, when they were tested for the actual word, one of the
subjects had written “stealed” (stole), which is nearest in meaning to the prescribed word.
This word was probably drawn from their schema, which they had acquired in their past
years of studying.
The results are presented in the following table:

Table 4: Pre-Post test findings

EG N Mean SD t-value p-value
Pre-test 15 3.0 1.77 3.08 0.33
Post-test 15 18.4 5.97 ' '

The mean score of the group at the beginning of the experimentis 3.0 N=15& M =3 &
SD = 1.77), and at the end of the experiment is 18.4 (N =15 & M = 18.4 & SD =5.97). It
shows a big difference in students' knowledge level of the target words before and after
the experiment (15.5). The difference in the mean scores before and after the experiment
using ANOVA is identified at 0.00 (P-value = 0.00 & T-value = 3.98). When the statistical
significance of the mean scores is set at 0.05 or lower (P <= 0.05), this means that the above
value (0.00) indicates a statistical significance. Therefore, the results indicate a statistical
development in vocabulary knowledge level before and after the experiment to a
significant degree.

4.2 The Results of Pre-test and Post-test of the Control Group (CG)

The mean scores of the control group in the pre-test and the post-test are compared using
the descriptive statistics tool to investigate the development in students' knowledge level
of the target words within the control group over a six-week period which is the period
of the experiment. The below table explains the difference.

Table 5: Pre-test and Post-test results

CG N Mean sd t-test df Sig (2-tailed)
Pre-test 15 2.4 1.59 2.18 14 0.00
Post-test 15 14.7 3.08 21 0.03

The big difference in the mean scores indicates a considerable development in
students' vocabulary knowledge after the wordlist strategy is employed. The results were
compared using ANOVA to ascertain whether the difference in the mean scores is
statistically significant. As illustrated in table 2 &3 the mean score of the control group at
the beginning of the experiment is 2.4 (N =15 & M =2.4 & SD =1.59), and the mean score
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of the experimental group at the end of the experiment is 14.7 (N =15 & M =14.7 & SD =
3.08). There is a big difference in students' knowledge level of the target words before
and after the experiment (12.3). It suggests that the use of wordlists in the classroom
promotes students' knowledge level of L2 vocabulary. The above figure shows that the
difference in the mean scores of the control group before and after the experiment using
ANOVA is identified at 0.00 (P-value = 0.00 & T-value = 3.75). When the statistical
significance of the mean scores is set at 0.05 or lower (P <= 0.05), this means that the above
value (0.00) indicates a statistical significance. Therefore, the results indicate statistical
development in vocabulary knowledge levels before and after the experiment.

4.3 Mean Scores Differences between Pre-Test and Post-Test of Experimental Group
and Control Group

The significant difference in the experiment could be seen through the difference in
means scores in the two groups. The explicit comparison of mean scores between the two
groups can be seen in the following table:

Table 6: Mean Scores Comparison

Group Pre-test Post-test
EG 2.4 18.5
CG 3.0 14.7

The mean score of the pre-test of the experimental group the table below shows that the
mean score of the pre-test in the experimental group was 2.4. Meanwhile, the mean score
of the post-test was18.5 The percentage of the students' improvement in this group is
higher when compared to the Control group. Therefore, there was a significant
improvement between the pre-test and post-test scores achieved by the experimental
group students.

On the other hand, the control group's mean scores also showed an improvement.
In this group, there was a minor improvement than the experimental group. The
improvement was only 4.3%. The difference means score in the experimental group was
higher than in the control group. It is concluded that there was a better improvement of
the experimental group's achievement after receiving the treatment by using the semantic
mapping strategy compared to wordlists.

5. Conclusion

This study concludes that introducing and giving more practice using semantic mapping
effectively enables the students to achieve more significant progress in vocabulary
learning. As a result, the students had positive attitudes towards this method. The
tindings were consistent with the literature review and supported the research on using
semantic mapping. The findings and analysis implied that semantic mapping could
improve students' vocabulary comprehension and is promising for teaching and
learning. Therefore, the current study suggests that language teachers may be better off
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going to the class with no static or preconceived maps or graphs to maximize the benefit
of using semantic maps as a vocabulary teaching strategy in the classroom.

Conflict of Interest Statement
The author declares no conflicts of interests.

About the Author

Muthyala Udaya, Assistant Professor, Department of ESL Studies, The English and
Foreign Languages University, India. Her research interests are Second Language
Acquisition, Bi/Multlingualism, Corpus and language teaching.

References

Amer, Aly Anwar (2002). Advanced vocabulary instruction in EFL. The Internet TESL
Journal, 3(11). Retrieved August 18, 2020, from http://iteslj.org/Articles/Amer-
Vocabulary/

Atkinson, Richard & Shiffrin, Richard (1968). Human memory: a proposed system and
its control processes, in K.W. Spence and ].T. Spence (Eds). The psychology of
learning and motivation. New York: Academic Press.

Bear, Donald R., Invernizzi, Marcia, Templeton, Shane & Johnston, Francine R.
(2011). Words Their Way: Word Study for Phonics, Vocabulary, and Spelling Instruction.
Pearson.

Bolger, Patrick, & Zapata, Gabriel (2011). Semantic categories and context in L2
vocabulary learning. Language Learning, 6](2), 614-646.

Brown, H. Douglas (2004). Language assessment principles and classroom practices. New
York: Longman.

Chin, Cheongsook S. (2002). Context, semantic mapping, and word lists: Effectiveness on
EFL learners' vocabulary growth. English Teaching, 57(4), 245-266.

Collins, Allan M. and Elizabeth F. Loftus (1975). A Spreading-Activation Theory of
Semantic Processing, Psychological Review, 82, 407-428.

Duffy, Gerald G. (2009). Explaining Reading: A Resource for Teaching Concepts, Skills,
and Strategies. Second Edition. London: The Guildford Press.

Folse, Keith S. (2004). Vocabulary Myths: Applying Second Language Research to Classroom
Teaching. Michigan: University of Michigan Press.

Gairns, Ruth, and Stuart Redman (1986). Working with Words: A Guide to Teaching and
Learning Vocabulary. London: Cambridge University Press).

Gillund, Gary & Shiffrin, Richard M. (1984). A Retrieval model for both Recognition and
Recall. Psychological Review, 91(1), 1-67.

Hashemi, Mohmmad R., & Gowdasiaei, Farah (2005). An Attribute-treatment Interaction
Study: Lexical-Set versus Semantically-unrelated Vocabulary Instruction. RELC
Journal, 36(3), 341-361.

European Journal of English Language Teaching - Volume 6 | Issue 5 | 2021 202


http://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejel
http://iteslj.org/Articles/Amer-Vocabulary/
http://iteslj.org/Articles/Amer-Vocabulary/

Muthyala Udaya
USING SEMANTIC MAPS AS A TEACHING STRATEGY FOR VOCABULARY DEVELOPMENT

Heimlich, Joan E. and Pittelman, S. V. (1986). Semantic Mapping. Newark, Del.:
International Reading Association.

Hulstijn, Jan H. (2001). Intentional and incidental second language vocabulary learning:
A reappraisal of elaboration, rehearsal, and automaticity. In Cognition and Second
Language Instruction (Ed.) Peter Robison, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Johnson, Dale D., Pittleman, Susan D. & Heimlich, Joan E. (1986). Semantic Mapping. The
Reading Teacher, 39(8), 778-782.

Johnson, Dale D. & Pearson, P., David (1978). Teaching Reading Vocabulary. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Jullian, Paula (2000). Creating word-meaning Awareness. ELT Journal, 54(1),37-46.

Khoii, Roya and Sharififar, Samira (2013). Memorization versus Semantic Mapping in L2
Vocabulary Acquisition. ELT Journal, 67 (2), 199-209.

Laufer, Batia & Shmueli, Karen (1997). Memorizing new words: does teaching have
anything to do with it? RELC Journal, 28(1),89-108.

Meara, Paul (1995). The Importance of early Emphasis on L2 vocabulary. The Language
Teacher, 19 (2), 8-11.

Mehrpour, Saeed (2008). A Comparison of the Effects of two Vocabulary Teaching
Techniques. Asian EFL Journal, 10(2),192-209.

Morin, Regina, & Goebel, Joseph, Jr. (2001). Basic vocabulary instruction: Teaching
strategies or teaching words? Foreign Language Annals, 34(1),8-1 7.

Nagy, William (2005). Why Vocabulary Instruction Needs to be Long-term and
Comprehensive. In E. H. Hiebert & M. L. Kamil (Eds.), Teaching and learning
vocabulary: Bringing research to Practice (27-44). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Nakata, Tatsuya (2008). English vocabulary learning with word lists, word cards, and
computers: Implications from cognitive psychology research for optimal spaced
learning. ReCALL, 20(1), 3-20.

Nation, Paul (1995). The word on words: An interview with Paul Nation. Interviewed by
N. Schmitt. In Schmitt, N. (Ed.). Vocabulary in Language Teaching. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Nation, Paul and Waring, R. (1997). Vocabulary Size, Text Coverage, and Word Lists. In:
Schmitt, N. and McCarthy, M., (Eds.), Vocabulary: Description, Acquisition, and
Pedagogy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nation, I. S. P. (2001). Learning Vocabulary in Another Language. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Nunan, David (1989). Designing Tasks for the Communicative Classroom. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Pearson, P. David and Johnson, Dale. D. (1978). Teaching Reading Comprehension. Holt:
Rinehart and Winston.

Qian, David D. (1996). ESL Vocabulary acquisition: Contextualization and
Decontextualization. Canadian Modern Language Review, 53(1),120-142.

Radwan, Adel Abu & Rikala-Boyer, J. (2011). Semantic Processing and Vocabulary
Development of Adult ESL Learners. Asian Journal of English Language Teaching, 21,
1-21.

European Journal of English Language Teaching - Volume 6 | Issue 5 | 2021 203


http://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejel

Muthyala Udaya
USING SEMANTIC MAPS AS A TEACHING STRATEGY FOR VOCABULARY DEVELOPMENT

Randall, Mick (2007). Memory, Psychology and Second Language Learning. Philadelphia:
John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Rivers, Wilga M. (1981). Teaching Foreign-Language Skills (2nd Ed). Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Sagarra, Nuria and Alba, Matthew (2006). The Key Is in the Keyword: L2 Vocabulary
learning methods with Beginning Learners of Spanish. Modern Language Journal.
90 (2) 228-243.

Seal, B. D. (1991). Vocabulary learning and teaching. In M. Celce-Murcia (Ed.), Teaching
English as a Second or Foreign Language, Boston, MA: Heinle & Heinle

Shillaw, John (1995). Using a word list as a focus for vocabulary learning. The Language
Teacher, 19, 58-59.

Stahl, Steven & Vancil, Sandra J. (1986). Discussion is what makes semantic maps work
in vocabulary instruction. The Reading Teacher, 40(1), 62-68.

Thornbury, Scott (2002). How to Teach Vocabulary. Edinburgh: Pearson Education Limited.

Thornbury, Scott (2015). How to teach vocabulary. Harlow: Pearson Educated Limited.

Waring, Robert (1997). The Negative effects of learning words in semantic sets: A
Replication. System, 25(2), 261-274.

Waugh, N. C. and D. A. Norman (1965). "Primary Memory," Psychological Review 72:
89-104.

European Journal of English Language Teaching - Volume 6 | Issue 5 | 2021 204


http://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejel

Muthyala Udaya
USING SEMANTIC MAPS AS A TEACHING STRATEGY FOR VOCABULARY DEVELOPMENT

Creative Commons licensing terms

Authors will retain the copyright of their published articles agreeing that a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0) terms will
be applied to their work. Under the terms of this license, no permission is required from the author(s) or publisher for members of the community to
copy, distribute, transmit or adapt the article content, providing a proper, prominent and unambiguous attribution to the authors in a manner that makes
clear that the materials are being reused under permission of a Creative Commons License. Views, opinions, and conclusions expressed in this research
article are views, opinions and conclusions of the author(s). Open Access Publishing Group and European Journal of English Language Teaching shall
not be responsible or answerable for any loss, damage or liability caused in relation to/arising out of conflict of interests, copyright violations and
inappropriate or inaccurate use of any kind content related or integrated on the research work. All the published works are meeting the Open Access
Publishing requirements and can be freely accessed, shared, modified, distributed and used in educational, commercial and non-commercial purposes
under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0).

European Journal of English Language Teaching - Volume 6 | Issue 5 | 2021 205


http://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejel
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

