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Objectives: In order to find effective vocabulary intervention methods for children with
delayed language, this study focused on a vocabulary list that teaches them. In this study,
we examined whether arbitrating a vocabulary list that shared the same semantic network
with children with delayed language would help children’s receptive and expressive vo-
cabulary learning. Methods: For this study, A total of 13 children with specific impairment
language aged 4-5 years participated in this study. We conducted a Mann-Whitney U test
with the data. Results: There was no statistically significant difference in receptive vocabu-
lary learning rates between groups arbitrated under a Semantic Network and those that
were not. In the case of expressive vocabulary learning rates, it was significantly higher in
groups taught under the Semantic Network. Results showed that generalizations to ex-
pressive vocabulary exhibited no statistically significant differences between the two groups,
but generalizations to receptive vocabulary showed significantly higher rates in groups
that applied the Semantic Network. Conclusion: We found that when teaching vocabulary
to children with Specific language disabilities, arbitrating a list of vocabulary sharing se-
mantic networks is more effective when learning expressive vocabulary and generalizing
receptive vocabulary. In addition, the correlation coefficient between children’s episodic
buffers and receptiveness, and expressive vocabulary learning rates was low in groups
learning under the Semantic Network, while in groups learning independent vocabulary.

Keywords: Semantic network, Episodic buffer, Specific language impairment, Expressive
vocabulary, Receptive vocabulary
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Table 1. Participants’ characteristics

Grou Ade Nonverbal Receptive Expressive
P g (05 vocabulary”  vocabulary®
Related (N=7) ~ 59.29(10.75) 94.28(11.08) 37.14(12.41) 52.29(10.30)

Unrelated (N=6) 62.00(8.14)  98.50(7.66) ~ 40.00(10.41) ~45.00(14.98)

Values are presented as mean (SD).
2Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test 2nd Edition (K-BIT-2; Moon, 2019).
®Receptive & expressive vocabulary test (REVT; Kim et al., 2009).
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Table 2. The results of Mann-Whitney (+test for participants’ characteristics
by group

Related (N=7) Unrelated (N=6)  Z p
Age 59.29(10.75)  62.00(8.14) =117 473
Nonverbal 10 94.28(11.08)  9850(7.66)  -1.156 28
Receptive vocabulary’ 37.14(12.41)  40.00(1041)  -215 830
Expressive vocabulary® 52.29(10.30)  45.00(14.98)  -858 391

Values are presented as mean (SD).

*Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test 2nd Edition (K-BIT-2; Moon, 2019).
®Receptive & expressive vocabulary test (REVT: Kim et al., 2009).
*p<.05.
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Figure 1. Boxplot of percentage of receptive and expressive vocabulary acqui-
sition
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Figure 2. Boxplot of percentage of receptive and expressive vocabulary gener-
alization.
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Figure 3. Scatterplot of correlation of episodic buffer and percentage of receptive/expressive vocabulary acquisition in the related group.
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Figure 4. Scatterplot of correlation of episodic buffer and percentage of receptive/expressive vocabulary acquisition in the unrelated group.
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