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This empirical study researches the treatment gieerocabulary in current
textbooks published for teaching English as a fpreand/or second
language (EFL/ESL). The article starts with a dg#ton of some of the
strengths and weaknesses of L2 textbooks. It e@diwith different aspects
related to the introduction of new vocabulary sashways of organizing it
and the main presentation techniques. It movesoowotabulary practice
and factors that influence L2 vocabulary retentionlong term memory.
Furthermore, the importance of other lexical aspestich as vocabulary
recycling, vocabulary learning strategies and tmegence of glossaries with
L1 translation equivalents at the end of textboiskdiscussed. The rest of
the article is devoted to the empirical study whmdnsisted of (a) an
analysis of 12 textbooks for teaching English inai®pand (b) a
questionnaire distributed among 116 Spanish EFLchess in order to
assess their views of the treatment of vocabulaiyHL textbooks they were
using. The analysis of the data from both sourtlest is, the textbooks
under scrutiny and the responses to the questioanadveals that the
treatment of vocabulary in current EFL textbookgdther traditional and
economic benefits are given preference over pedeglognes.

Key words: L2 textbooks, vocabulary, presentatipractice, vocabulary
recycling, vocabulary learning strategies, glossariwith L1 translation
equivalents.
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En este estudio empirico se examina el tratamidati al Iéxico en libros
de texto para la ensefianza del inglés como lengtiargera o segunda
lengua (LE/SL) y que estan en uso. El articulogae una descripcion de
los puntos fuertes y las debilidades de los libdestexto destinados a la
ensefianza de L2. Continla con aspectos que hadememeia a la
presentacion del vocabulario nuevo como son lagintis formas de
organizar la presentacion de dicho vocabulario ys ldécnicas de
presentacibn mas destacadas, para pasar a la practel vocabulario y los
factores que ejercen influencia en la retencion ldglco en una L2 en la
memoria a largo plazo. Asimismo, se revisa la inguria de otros aspectos
léxicos como, por ejemplo, el reciclaje del Iéxidas estrategias de
aprendizaje del vocabulario y la presencia de ieditéxicos con traduccion
ala L1 al final del libro de texto. El resto detiaulo se centra en el estudio
empirico en el que se analizaron 12 libros de tepdma la ensefianza del
inglés en Espafa junto con un cuestionario distdbua 116 profesores
espafioles de inglés como LE para estudiar sus ap@si acerca del
tratamiento dado al vocabulario en libros de tegtouso para la ensefianza
del inglés como LE. El andlisis de los libros detdey de los cuestionarios
indica que el tratamiento dado al vocabulario ebrdis de texto actuales
para la ensefianza del inglés como LE es bastaatticiobnal y en dicho
tratamiento se le otorga preferencia a los factoeesnémicos antes que a
los pedagdgicos.

Palabras clave: libros de texto para la ensefianza L&, vocabulario,
presentacién, practica, reciclaje léxico, estrategide aprendizaje del
[éxico, indices léxicos con traduccién a la L1.

1. Introduction

Nowadays it could be stated that L2 textbooks @féze TBs) have a central
role as a major pedagogical resource when teachingn-native language
(L2). The main reasons lie in the fact that theyes@achers time and act as
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(a) a potential syllabus, (b) a resource bankdaching materials and ideas,
and (c) a tool that reacts to current trends iriagfinguistics.

Despite this, TBs have also been criticized. Sonie their
weaknesses reside in their design (Sheldon, 198The presentation and
recycling of the new vocabulary rarely appear ia tt? course rationale.
Moreover, teachers are generally dissatisfied tighabsence of answers to
students’ needs and interests in TBs (Swan, 198@%/ldy, 2000). Lawley
(2000) asserts that this absence of idiosyncrasipeets of a certain
readership is due to economic reasons since ibi® mrofitable to publish
one single book to be used in different countdiestit is to design one that
includes the specific teaching context in each trguihus, the publishing
industry causes some negative effects on L2 tegfbarning and TBs.
Furthermore, TBs have also been criticized for igrg the most recent
findings in applied linguistics (Sheldon, 1988; Timwon, 1991; Harmer,
2001). This may lead to a lack of systematicity the selection and
presentation of vocabulary (Sheldon, 1988). Tomim§1991; 2008) also
points out that most of the vocabulary practicenfbin TBs deals with the
manipulation of certain L2 linguistic features wb&s communicative tasks
are rare or non-existent. This practice impede&xansive use of all the
brain resources, since those mechanical exercidggequire the encoding
and decoding of the L2.

In spite of the growing importance of TBs over tast 4 decades,
the L2 language components or areas that appgaem have not always
received the same amount of attention in L2 tearhin the mid 70s
Richards (1976, p. 77) states that “the teachirdylaarning of vocabulary
have never aroused the same degree of interesh\atihguage teaching as
have such issues as grammatical competence, dbrdrasalysis, reading,
or writing.” It will not be until 2 decades laterittv the publishing of the
book titled The Lexical ApproaclfLewis, 1993) when the crucial role of
lexis is recognized. Thus, Lewis (1993, p. iv) kiaithat “language consists
of grammaticalised lexis, not lexicalised grammaidwadays, the presence
of lexis in L2 teaching is no longer debated. ladteconcerns center on what
vocabulary to teach and how to teach it.
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This paper researches the treatment given to nedaical aspects
such as (a) the selection, presentation and peagtione-word lexical items,
(b) vocabulary recycling, (c) vocabulary learningategies, and (d) the
presence of vocabulary lists with L1 translationuieglents at the end of
TBs.

2. Presentation of New Lexical ltems

Before introducing the new lexical items consideratshould be given to
vocabulary selection. Some factors such as cultivglents’ needs/interests
and their proficiency level in the L2 can be takaio account when deciding
what L2 vocabulary to teach. Gairns and Redman @L@&im that the
students’ proficiency level is usually given prefiece over their needs.
Furthermore, during the $Ccentury word lists based on frequency of use
became popular in L2 teaching. Nevertheless, aljhfghquent lexical item
does not necessarily have to be a useful one regatte students’ interests.

As to the different ways of organizing the presgateof the L2 new
vocabulary, that is, semantic versus thematic sie¢slatter ones have been
proved to produce more positive effects on the nteie of the L2
vocabulary in long term memory (Tinkham, 1993; Wgri 1997;
Papathanasiou, 2009). A semantic organization cbelddefined as “the
organization of related words and expressions [ntd ia system which
shows their relationship to one another. For exaighship terms such as
father, mother, brother, sister, uncle, alglong to a lexical field whose
relevant features include generation, sex, memigersh the father's or
mother’s side of the family, etc.” (Richards & Sddim2002, pp. 305-306).
On the other hand, Folse (2004) describes the ponoé thematic
organization as follows: “another way to organizecabulary is by looser
themes. In thematic sets of words, words that alyuroccurred when
discussing a given theme are included. The words rest synonyms,
antonyms, coordinates or superordinates of eactr.offhe words have no
obvious relationship to each other; their only aetion is that they are all
‘true’ with regard to the theme. For example, unither theme ‘replanning a
vacation’, a learner might encounter the wotidket, Internet, to book, a
reservation, to select, a seat, an aisle seat, paalval time, gate, jetand
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silver.” (p. 48). Lexical items in a thematic set tendbiglong to different
parts of speech (nouns, adjectives, verbs, advestis) and form a
psychological association (Papathanasiou, 2009).

With respect to vocabulary presentation, Natior9g)9asserts that
direct acquisition of a great number of lexicalmte is fundamental,
especially in the early stages of the learning @seovhen the student’'s L2
vocabulary inventory is very limited. On the ottemd, incidental teaching
through context clues requires a large vocabulainfer the meaning of an
unfamiliar word. Some explicit vocabulary preseiotattechniques used in
TBs are synonyms, antonyms, L1 translation equitaje written
explanations, definitions, and visual techniquesm{tig up with a synonym
in the student’s L2 might be difficult since not mpawords have a totally
equivalent item in the L2 (Lewis & Hill, 1985). lhe case of antonyms,
sometimes it is necessary to provide the contexr&the opposite works as
a synonym. For examplsweetmay be the opposite @our in “sugar is
sweet and lemons are sour”, however, the same tppesationship does
not apply in “sweet wine” versus “sour wine” (Gar& Redman, 1986, p.
74). With regard to L1 translation equivalents,esesh has shown that it
may help increase vocabulary retention in the L2mwbompared to the use
of other presentation techniques such as pictungs (botto & de Groot,
1998). Nevertheless, the employment of L1 trarmhatquivalents as a
presentation technique may have some drawbacks soroetimes a one-to-
one translation equivalent may be non-existentthHeamore, it may prevent
the student from developing an independent lexioathe L2 as it does not
allow him to be in contact with the L2 (ThornbuB@g02). Conversely, other
presentation techniques such as written explara@oal definitions expose
students to the L2 apart from being more demanfiimg a cognitive point
of view. Finally, visual techniques (drawings andbfographs) are useful
when teaching concrete vocabulary and semantidsfi@bairns & Redman,
1986).

On the other hand, introducing words through tehas lead to
mixed results. Hulstijn (1993) showed that L2 snideetrieved the target
words whose meanings had been inferred from corlieter than those
words whose meanings had been provided in an é@xpliay. On the
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contrary, other authors (Schatz & Baldwin, 1986)ehalaimed that context
clues are very limited and not reliable predicwirgvord meaning.

3. Practice of Lexical Items

Turning attention to the different exercise/activitypologies in L2
vocabulary teaching (Oxford & Scarcella, 1994; Génwolina, 2004), it
has to be stated that their effectiveness in thentien of L2 vocabulary in
long-term memory still needs to be addressed irx@ntal studies. Some
factors that influence L2 vocabulary retention @edepth of processing, (b)
number of attempts needed for retrieval of thediawgprd, and (c) attention.
Laufer and Hulstijn (1998) found that first, wrigira letter using a number of
words already given requires a deeper level of ggsing than either
receiving input that contains the target words omgleting a fill-in-the-
blank exercise with the target words (depth of psstng); second, writing a
letter with a number of words already provided dsdlae student’s attention
to the use of each of the words within the cont#xeach letter and not
within isolated sentences, and it also makes thdest interact with the
same word more than once (multiple encounters tith same word or
number of attempts); third, the fact that the stideas to write a letter
employing certain words makes the student focustlem (attention).
Nevertheless, in a later investigation carried oyt Folse (1999) he
concluded that those activities in which the stisidmad to produce the
target words did not cause a greater retentioheof 2 vocabulary compared
to a more controlled exercise, that is, a filldmetblank exercise.

Finally, it has to be pointed out that the authafrshese typologies
do not specify if their proposals are valid for teaching/learning obne
word lexical items andhulti-word lexical items (e.g., lexical collocations) or
only for oneword lexical items, taking into account that theowledge of
multi-word lexical items (e.g., collocational knowledgk)es not evolve in
parallel to the rest of the lexicon in an L2 (Gkisd.996).

ELIA 92009, pp. 59-81



The treatment of vocabulary in EFL ... 65

4. Vocabulary Recycling

Since L2 vocabulary acquisition is a gradual precesviewing lexical items
becomes a key factor. Nation (2001) argues thattitep carries not only
guantitative but also qualitative benefits to vadaby learning: “repetition
is essential for vocabulary learning because tlees® much to know about
each word that one meeting with it is not suffitiemgain this information,
and because vocabulary items must not only be kntvely must be known
well so that they can be fluently accessed.” (p. However, Brown (1983)
did not find any relationship between the learnedtds and the number of
times that they appeared in a text. In additionthiwivocabulary recycling it
is important to distinguish among intervals, typasg number of exposures.
Intervals between the different repetitions shouhdrease over time
(Pimsleur, 1967). In terms of types of repetitietgborate expositions with
the same word such as providing the adjectivesamtun occurs with may
be more beneficial than bringing up the noun alasién the first encounter
(Stahl & Fairbanks, 1986). With respect to the namlbf encounters
necessary to learn an L2 lexical item, there idixed one. Kachroo (1962)
estimated that 7 or more repetitions were necedsalgarn the new word.
Later, in their study Saragi, Nation, and Meist&®7q8) concluded that
participants needed 16 or more repetitions to learnew lexical item.
O’Dell (1997) advises that TBs recycle the vocabulaeing taught more
exhaustively since the probability of learning avriexical item after only
one encounter is between 5% and 10%. Authors ssidfomlinson (2008)
and Dat (2008) among others denounce the factdésgpite the amount of
exercises included in the vocabulary sections witfiBs, vocabulary
recycling is usually overlooked.

5. Vocabulary L earning Strategies

Over the last 25 years the influence of communieatapproaches is
reflected in the emergence of L2 vocabulary leayrstrategies. Among the
different reasons it should be pointed out that gagcess/failure when
learning an L2 largely depends on the studentsbmrstrather than on their
aptitudes, (b) vocabulary strategies could be d€fim a precise way due to
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the nature of vocabulary as an L2 area, and (cesiis regard the study of
vocabulary as important (Schmitt, 1997).

Research has identified different vocabulary leagratrategies such
as the keyword method, inference of meaning fromteed, and dictionary
use, among others, and it has examined how thegeges are used, which
students use them and whether training studentssiimy them results in
more vocabulary learning. Sanaoui (1995) conduetesfudy with French
learners in British Columbia. She concluded thagrehis no one best
vocabulary learning strategy and that the learmacficiency level and type
of instruction did not influence their vocabulargatning but rather the
individual learners’ approach to vocabulary leagniRegarding the type of
students, Ahmed (1989), after surveying Sudanedel&drners, found that
the good students used more and more varied vagdelarning strategies.
As for the effect of instruction on vocabulary leiag, the results have been
rather mixed. There is a belief that language legrrstrategies have a
teachability component so L2 students can benefihflearning strategies
instruction (Oxford, 1990). However, a negativeuiesvas found when
O'Malley (1987) investigated whether language instion in a natural
classroom setting would lead to improvement in kjmgg listening, and
vocabulary tasks. The students were divided in Gugs, that is, the
metacognitive strategies group, the cognitive afjigs group, and the
control group. The control group scored slightlghar than the treatment
groups on the vocabulary tasks. These unexpectedin§is could be
explained on the basis of the students’ persistémaesing strategies they
were familiar with. They were unwilling to adoptettstrategies they had
been trained in only a few minutes earlier.

6. Glossarieswith L1 Translation Equivalents

In spite of the emergence of L2 vocabulary teacloivey the last 3 decades,
the presence of the students’ L1 in vocabularg lisis remained relegated
due to the influence exerted by communicative apghmes. Nevertheless,
empirical studies (Laufer & Shmueli, 1997; Grac@98; Lawley, in press)
have shown the superiority of bilingual dictionarighen learning an L2.
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Grace (1998) examined two groups of students irinbpatg-level
first-and second- semester French classes. Thasewdre assigned to a
CALL program in French with the option of Engliglanslation had a much
higher retention rate than those in the CALL pragraithout an English
translation. The author concluded that translatias a helpful resource for
L2 learners at the beginning level.

Laufer and Shmueli (1997) compared 4 ways of ptespnhe new
vocabulary, that is, words presented in isolatimerds in a meaningful
sentence, words in a text context and words inlaboeated text context.
Each of these ways contains half of the target wardhe students’ L1 and
the other half was explained in English. The resiniticate that the words
with the L1 translation were retained better thdwose with the L2
explanation.

Lawley (in press) points out that bilingual wordt$ help students
save time when learning new words as they do netl ne understand the
mechanics of new exercise types and they also taidests in learning
independently of the teacher and other students.

7. The Study

The present study analyzed 12 textbooks (TBs) éaching English to
speakers of other languages along with responsekl@oquestionnaires
completed by experienced EFL teachers in Spain. Ithd@Bs included 4
books from 3 different proficiency levels, that iseginning/elementary,
intermediate, and advanced.

The aims of this study were, first, to analyze gb&ection, presentation,
and practice of one-word lexical items as well Heplexical aspects such
as vocabulary recycling, vocabulary learning sgigt® and the inclusion of
vocabulary lists with L1 translation equivalentsaih1l2 TBs, and second, to
compare the treatment given to those aspects isdleeted TBs with the
EFL teachers’ perceptions of that treatment in \eant TBs that they had
recently used or were using at their schools.
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7.1. Thelnstruments Used

The 12 TBs were aimed at young adults and adults \mere
published between 1997 and 2007 by European peldistAll TBs were
designed for general L2 (i.e., not for intensivagaage study or specific
purposes). The TBs were also required to have @kplbcabulary sections
not shared with any language skills (e.g., readingriting) or components
(e.g., grammar, pronunciation, etc.). An additioreuirement was for the
TBs to cover at least 3 skills besides the grantahtiand lexical
components.

The different vocabulary exercises/activities weanalyzed
following a typology based on the relative degreeamtrol over the answer.
The typology consisted of 5 activity types: (a) meaical exerciseexplicit
comprehension of lexical items is not necessamgrethis only one correct
answer (e.g., completing a word with the missingeis and/or consonants);
(b) closed exercisea greater degree of comprehension of the target
vocabulary is needed, and there is still only oakdvanswer (e.qg., fill-in-
the-blank exercises); (¢) open activitistudents are required to understand
the target vocabulary, there are two or more vafiswers and there may or
may not be explicit information gaps (e.g., questimd-answer activities
based on the target vocabulary, giving definitiohsarget vocabulary); (d)
communicative activitythere is an open answer and/or a lexical chdiae t
IS necessary to complete the activity, along witplieit information gaps;
the instructions ask students to interact with eather to achieve a
predetermined final outcome which may not be reddhdividually (e.g.,
writing advertisements in pairs using the vocahulprovided); and (e)
ambiguous exercise/activitit is a single exercise or activity which conin
features of more than one of the previously meetiorategories.

The questionnaires were distributed among EFL &acim Spanish
high schools, universities, and official languagghaols in Seville and
western Andalusia. The teachers based their answethe TB they were
most familiar with. These TBs were also aimed aingpadults and adults,
designed for non-intensive/non-specific study, ahduld include at least 3
language skills apart from the grammatical andclaxicomponents. The
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answers to the different statements of the quewtioe were measured
following a frequency scale. The scale included¢h® optionsN/A=Don’t
know/ does not apply, 1=No/never, 2=occasionally=fré&quently,
4=Yes/always

7.2. Results

Results from the analysis of the textbooks

As a starting point, with respect to the selectibthe vocabulary to
be taught, the results show that in only 1 of tAd'Bs (8.33%) analyzed the
source of the vocabulary dealt with is identifigd this caserhe Cambridge
International CorpusindThe Cambridge Learner Corpus

Regarding the explicit presentation of one-wordidalitems, the
average number of teaching units that explicitiyaduce one-word lexical
items is 11.04%. The percentage of explicit pres@nt of these units is
smaller in the beginning TBs (3.75%) compared ® dther levels, that is,
intermediate (16.67%) and advanced (12.71%) TBgh&tmore, those TBs
that explicitly introduce the new vocabulary orgamiit mostly through
semantic sets (see graph 1).
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Graph 1

Organization of explicit presentation of one-word lexical items
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In terms of presentation techniques, there is k ¢diosariety in the
techniques employed for the introduction of onedvtexical items. The
most widely-used presentation techniques are taxtstexts accompanied
by drawings or pictures to clarify the content lo¢ texts themselves. There
is no use of translation into the students’ L1,agyms or antonyms (see
graph 2).
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Graph 2

ntation techniques for one-word lexical items

) Visual / Def./
Visual +Text Text | List |Trans. Dosey Synon |Anton.
WEnglish | 4.17 | 17.36|27.08| 2.08 | 0.00 | 1.39

With respect to vocabulary practice, there is alempercentage of
teaching units that practice one-word lexical iteimsthe advanced TBs
(52.5%) as compared with beginning/elementary (10@% intermediate
TBs (93.75%). The practice intended for one-wordckd items is mostly
comprised of closed exercises (47.97%) and opeiviteed (33.36%),
whereas communicative activities are almost nostert (0.09%) (see

graph 3).
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Graph 3
Typology of vocabulary practice
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Concerning other lexical aspects, the percentageadhing units
that recycle the vocabulary already taught in thes Ts 66.81%. In the
advanced TBs there are fewer teaching units (48#t) recycle vocabulary
than in the beginning/elementary and intermedidds 168% and 83.33%,
respectively). On the other hand, the teachingsuhiat contain vocabulary
learning strategies are scarce (11.6%). Finallcabalary lists with L1
translation equivalents are non-existent in theirbegg/elementary and
advanced TBs and only 25% of the intermediate T@gasn them.

Results from the questionnaires
As for the vocabulary selection, the EFL teachdns wompleted the

guestionnaires estimate that explicit vocabulatgcdi®n criteria appear in
22.9% of the TBs.
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With regard to vocabulary presentation, the teachmlieve that
explicit presentation of lexical items is frequémtTBs (3.17:1=No/never,
2=occasionally, 3=frequently, 4=Yes/alwgydhey also estimate that it is
less frequent in advanced TBs (3) compared to bagjfelementary (3.34)
and intermediate ones (3.15). Furthermore, the tfalchers consider that
only occasionally(2.61) there is ‘enough variety’ of presentatienhniques
in TBs.

With respect to vocabulary practice, the EFL teexhestimate that
‘enough variety’ is presemccasionally or close tdrequently(2.85) in the
type of vocabulary practice found in the TBs theg enost familiar with
(1=No/never, 2=occasionally, 3=frequently, 4=Yes/ai\g.

Turning attention to other lexical aspects, the EFachers
interviewed consider that TBsequentlyrecycle the new vocabulary (3.16:
1=No/never, 2=occasionally, 3=frequently, 4=Yes/alg. In addition, they
think that ‘enough recycling’ only takes plagecasionally being advanced
TBs the ones which are thought to contain less ughorecycling’
(beginning/elementary TBs=2.86; intermediate TBg%2. advanced
TBs=2.38). In terms of vocabulary learning strategithe EFL teachers
believe that they appearccasionally(2.02: 1=No/never, 2=occasionally,
3=frequently, 4=Yes/alwaysFinally, the EFL teachers are of the opinion
that vocabulary lists with L1 translations are prasn 30% of intermediate
TBs and they are hardly used in beginning/elemgnid@s (3%) and are
non-existent in advanced ones (0%).

8. Discussion

Starting with the selection of one-word lexicalnitg the results of the
analysis show that in only 1 TB the vocabulary c&de criteria used are
specified. The EFL teachers that answered the ignestres corroborate the
scarcity of explicit vocabulary selection criterfis possible that in the rest
of the TBs in which the selection criteria are specified the TB writers

randomly chose the new vocabulary.
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As regards the presentation of the new vocabuldrg, small
percentage of teaching units (11.04%) that expligittroduce one-word
lexical items added to the fact that texts withadthout visual aids are the
most-widely used presentation techniques for oneviexical items could
be the result of the influence exerted by communieaapproaches. They
encouraged the use of the naturalness of contexteach the new
vocabulary. However, as some experimental studies hevealed (Nagy &
Herman, 1987), inferring meanings from contexteiss| effective than more
intensive or explicit forms of instruction. In atldn, the absence of
translations into the students’ L1 as a presemtatéxhnique in the TBs
analyzed could also be a direct consequence of itifieence of
communicative approaches which advocated for tke #xclusion of the
students’ L1. Thus, they could be exposed to thetd2 greater extent.
Besides, the absence of the students’ L1 could Hepen motivated by
economic reasons since it is considerably moreitpldé to publish a TB
that can be sold in many countries than to adaptsdme book to a local
context (Lawley, 2000). Conversely, the EFL teashepinions do not
reflect the lack of explicit presentation of theaneocabulary, indeed they
believe that the explicit introduction of new itemsrequent. Nevertheless,
they estimate that onlyccasionallythere is ‘enough variety’ of presentation
techniques. This mismatch between the results ef ahalysis and the
teachers’ views on the explicit presentation of tieev vocabulary may be
due to the fact that the EFL teachers have expie$ssr opinions on the
explicit presentation of lexical items in generather than on the explicit
presentation of a specific type of lexical itemmedy, one-word lexical
items. Finally, the overuse of semantic sets toawome the explicit
presentation of one-word lexical items seems téofola popular belief
based on the idea that semantic sets help learewesmber the words and
their meanings (Folse, 2004). In addition, Folsg0@) states that it is easy
to write materials from semantic sets. Neverthelessearch has shown that
semantic sets actually hinder and impede learniiigkfiam, 1993, 1997;
Waring, 1999).

As far as the practice of one-word lexical itemsamcerned, the
smaller percentage of vocabulary practice in adedntEBs may have its
origin in an emphasis on pragmatics and culturgkets in detriment to
lexical ones. With respect to the typology of exss/activities, there is an
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imbalance in the number of mechanical exercisassed exercises, open
activities, and communicative activities, being thesed exercises the most
frequent ones. This situation is described by Rig@B00, p. 67) when she
states that “many textbooks include activities thatolve manipulating
language in a rather mechanical way [...]. Many votatly activities
involve little more than slot-filling within an olbwus grammar context, or
identifying and matching a word to a picture cueotirer obvious context.”
In this way, Tomlinson (2008) points out that EShtarials do not reflect
the process of acquiring an L2 since most of tlaetpre does not go beyond
memorization, repetition, substitution, and transfation. On the other
hand, the teachers surveyed believe thetasionallythere is ‘enough
variety’ in the vocabulary practice. This answewuldobe explained in a
twofold way: (a) the presence of open activitiesyrhave been thought to
have provided some variety and (b) the teacherkldmave considered that,
for example, two closed exercises (such as arfithe-blank exercise and a
matching exercise) which are different from thenpaoif view of their design
but not from the perspective of their nature itsbting some variety to the
vocabulary practice.

In terms of other lexical aspects, in the caseazfabulary recycling
it is difficult to estimate how much review it igeessary, although it could
be stated that the more frequently students aresexpto L2 lexical items,
the more likely it is for a specific L2 word to ram in long-term memory.
In this respect, the EFL teachers interviewed kelieghat TBs only
occasionally contain ‘enough recycling’. Regarding recyclingdamBs’
proficiency levels, a possible reason for the fetgaching units that recycle
the new vocabulary in the advanced TBs analyzeddcbe found in the
belief that TB writers may have deemed that advadideeel students need
less encounters with the words already taught. Wewehis belief lacks
scientific rigor. Moreover, the teachers’ viewsoat®nfirm that in advanced
TBs ‘enough recycling’ takes place less frequerltlythe case of sections
with vocabulary learning strategies, they are ifisigint in the TBs. In
addition, the teachers also believe that they aplyearoccasionally Thus,
learner autonomy is hardly promoted due to the téichipresence of
vocabulary learning strategies. Finally, the stgrof vocabulary lists with
L1 translation equivalents found in the TBs anadyizealso reflected in the
results of the questionnaires. This scarcity maydbe to economic and
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methodological reasons. As it was claimed abovés ihore profitable to
publish a TB that can be sold in different coustriather than to adapt that
TB to a local context, for example, including theidents’ L1 (Lawley,
2000). On the other hand, communicative approacttb®cated for the
exclusive use of the L2 in the classroom. Nonetiselempirical studies have
shown that the use of bilingual dictionaries isdacive to L2 learning.

9. Conclusions and Pedagogical Implications

To conclude, the treatment given to the selectiomsentation,
practice, vocabulary learning strategies, and gloss with L1 translation
equivalents in current EFL TBs is rather traditiosimce the results from
recent empirical studies are hardly taken into ictamation. In terms of
vocabulary selection, most of the TBs lack systentatas the selection
criteria are not specified in the description of ifBs. Besides, most of the
TBs organize the explicit presentation of new lakitems through semantic
sets. However, research indicates that thematgeptations aid retention of
new vocabulary. As for the presentation technicemployed, the absence
of the students’ L1 is an indicative of the prefex® given to economic
benefits in detriment to pedagogical ones, although translation
equivalents are an effective way of learning thevb2abulary. Concerning
vocabulary practice, communicative activities arenast non-existent
whereas closed exercises from traditional teachiathods comprise nearly
half of the vocabulary practice. Lastly, with respt® other lexical aspects,
learner autonomy is not encouraged since vocablgaming strategies and
vocabulary lists with L1 translation equivalents acarce in the TBs under
scrutiny.

In spite of the fact that L2 vocabulary teaching heceived a great
amount of attention in the last 30 years, improvame the treatment of
lexical aspects in EFL TBs is necessary. Firstabotary selection criteria
should be made explicit to discourage selectionedbasn TB writers’
intuitions. Second, more explicit presentation dsisable especially in the
case of beginning TBs together with more varietprsentation techniques
including the use of the students’ L1. Third, ithighly recommended that
thematic sets adopt a more relevant role in th@diction of new words,
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whereas semantic organizations make sense forwigngeitems. Fourth,
although controlled exercises are necessary invtiabulary practice,
communicative activities merit more than an anemdptesence in current
EFL TBs. Last but not least, more sections with almdary learning
strategies are suggested.

References

Ahmed, M. O. (1989). Vocabulary learning strategiks P. Meara (Ed.)
Beyond wordgpp. 3-14). London: Centre for International Laage
Teaching and Research.

Brown, C. (1983). Some principles of mental orgatian of the second
language lexicon. In C. Campbell, V. Flashner, Tidsbn, & J. Lubin
(Eds.), Proceedings of the Los Angeles Second LaggResearch
Forum. Vol. Il. Los Angeles: ESL Section, Englishefartment,
University of California, Los Angeles.

Dat, B. (2008). ELT materials used in SoutheastaAs&m B. Tomlinson
(Ed.), English language learning materialpp. 263-280). London:
Continuum International Publishing Group.

Folse, K. (1999)The effect of type of written practice activity second
language vocabulary retentionUnpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of South Florida, Tampa.

Folse, K. (2004)Vocabulary mythsAnn Arbor: The University of Michigan
Press.

Gairns, R., & Redman, S. (1986Working with words Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Gitsaki, C. (1996).The development of ESL collocational knowledge

Doctoral dissertation, Centre for Language Teaclind Research,
The University of Queensland, Brisbane, Australia.

ELIA9, 2009 pp. 59-81



78 Maria Dolores Lépez Jiménez

Gomez Molina, J. R. (2004). Los contenidos Iéxien¥énticos. In J.
Sanchez Lobato & |. Santos Gargallo (Ed¥ademécum para la
formacion de profesores. Ensefiar espafiol como skguengua
(L2)/lengua extranjera (LEjpp. 789-810). Madrid: SGEL.

Harmer, J. (2001)The practice of English language teachirigondon:
Longman.

Hulstijn, J. (1993). When do foreign-language readeok up the meaning
of unfamiliar words? The influence of task and tearvariablesThe
Modern Language Journal, 7739-147.

Kachroo, J. N. (1962). Report on an investigatiato ithe teaching of
vocabulary in the first year of EnglisBulletin of the Central Institute
of English, 267-72.

Laufer, B., & Shmueli, K. (1997). Memorizing new ig: Does teaching
have anything to do with itRELC Journal, 2889-108.

Laufer, B., & Hulstijn, J. (1998, March)/hat leads to better incidental
vocabulary learning: Comprehensible input or contesible
output? Paper presented at the Pacific Second LanguageaRbs
Forum (PacSLRF), Tokyo.

Lawley, J. (2000, June). Muchos libros de inglés d#&s problemas que
solucionesEl Pais,p. 6.

Lawley, J. (in press). Conspicuous by their absenbe infrequency of very
frequent words in English as a foreign languaged jERaterials. In R.
Chacdén-Beltran, C. Abello-Contesse, M. M. Torrebhopez, & M.
D. Lopez-Jiménez (Edsurther insights into non-native vocabulary
teaching and learning.ondon: Multilingual Matters.

Lewis, M. (1993).The Lexical Approach. The state of ELT and the way
forward. London: Language Teaching Publications.

ELIA 92009, pp. 59-81



The treatment of vocabulary in EFL ... 79

Lewis, M., & Hill, J. (1985).Practical techniques for language teaching
London: Language Teaching Publications.

Lotto, L., & de Groot, A. (1998). Effects of leang method and word type
on acquiring vocabulary in an unfamiliar languadeanguage
Learning, 4831-69.

Nation, I. S. P. (1993). Measuring readiness fmpdified material: A test of
the first 1,000 words of English. In M. Tickoo (EdSimplification:
Theory and applicatiofpp. 193-202). Singapore: RELC.

Nation, I. S. P. (2001).Learning vocabulary in another language
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

O'Dell, F. (1997). Incorporating vocabulary intceteyllabus. In N. Schmitt
& M. McCarthy (Eds.),Vocabulary: Description, acquisition, and
pedagogy (pp. 258-278). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

O'Malley, J. M. (1987). The effects of training ime use of learning
strategies on acquiring English as a second larguagd. Wenden &
J. Rubin (Eds.)Learning strategies in language learnirfgp. 133-
144). London: Cambridge University Press.

Oxford, R. (1990). Language learning strategiesatvetvery teacher should
know. Boston: Heinle & Heinle.

Oxford, R. L., & Scarcella, R. C. (1994). Seconagaage vocabulary
learning among adults: State of the art in vocalyulastruction.
System, 22231-243.

Papathanasiou, E. (2009). An investigation of twaysv of presenting
vocabularyELT Journal,doi:10.1093/elt/ccp014.

Pimsleur, P. (1967). A memory scheduldodern Language Journal, 51,
73-75.

ELIA9, 2009 pp. 59-81



80 Maria Dolores Lépez Jiménez

Richards, J. C. (1976). The role of vocabulary héag: TESOL Quarterly,
10, 77-89.

Richards, J. C., & Schmidt, R. (2002 ongman dictionary of language
teaching and applied linguistickondon: Pearson Education Limited.

Sanaoui, R. (1995). Adult learners’ approachesetoning vocabulary in
second language¥he Modern Language Journal, 715-28.

Saragi, T., Nation, I. S. P., & Meister, G. F. (82Aocabulary learning and
reading.System, 672-78.

Schatz, E. K., & Baldwin, R. S. (1986). Context eduare unreliable
predictions of word meaningReading Research Quarterly, 2429-
453.

Schmitt, N. (1997). Vocabulary learning strategigs.N. Schmitt & M.
McCarthy (Eds.)Vocabulary: Description, acquisition, and pedagogy
(pp. 199-227). Cambridge: Cambridge University Bres

Sheldon, L. E. (1987). Introduction. In L. E. StedEds.) ELT textbooks
and materials: Problems in evaluating and developinfpp. 1-10).
London: Modern English Publications and the Brit&buncil.

Sheldon, L. E. (1988). Evaluating ELT textbooks amcterials. ELT
Journal, 42,237-246.

Swan, M. (1992). The textbook: Bridge or wallihguistics and Language
Teaching, 232-35.

Thornbury, S. (2002How to teach vocabularfssex, England: Longman.

Tinkham, T. (1993). The effect of semantic clustgron the learning of
second language vocabula8ystem, 21371-380.

Tomlinson, B. (1991). Survey: Vocabulary practioomks.ELT Journal, 45,
169-173.

ELIA 92009, pp. 59-81



The treatment of vocabulary in EFL ... 81

Tomlinson, B. (2008).English language learning materiald.ondon:
Continuum International Publishing Group.

Waring, R. (1997). The negative effects of learnnmgyds in semantic sets:
A replication.System, 25261-274.

First version received: August 2009.
Final version accepted: November 2009.
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versus thematic groupings, was analyzed in caseT®eintroduced the new
vocabulary in an explicit way. In this study onlyTBs (Milestones, Face2Face,
Panorama, and Initiativeexplicitly presented the new items.
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