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The article reveals the results of developing a terminological thesaurus in the EFL teaching methodology, which may 
be a reliable tool to overcome lexical interference for non-native English researchers. The lack of a standardized system 
of English-Ukrainian terminological equivalents in the field of EFL teaching methodology further complicates English-lan-
guage scientific communication among members of the academic community, as terminological distinctions between 
Ukrainian and English create barriers in achieving semantic accuracy and terminology consistency in scientific discourse. 
Thus, the aim of the research is to elaborate the content and structure of the terminological thesaurus for EFL method-
ology, which will assist Ukrainian researchers, educators, and postgraduate students in using precise English-language 
terminology. Analysis of the selected corpus of the English-language scientific articles with AntConc software resulted 
in the formation of the content base for the thesaurus. The thesaurus was structured using hierarchical and logic-based 
approaches, which ensure systematic classification and facilitate efficient retrieval of semantic information. The resulting 
thesaurus comprises twelve thematic categories (“Learning and educational processes”, “EFL learners’ skills and abilities”; 
“English language proficiency levels”, “EFL teaching methods” etc.), arranged in a sequence that guides researchers from 
general educational concepts to specific aspects of EFL teaching methodology. The thematic categories are divided into 
subcategories, each containing key terms, narrow terms, their synonyms, examples of contextual usage, and Ukrainian 
equivalents. The devised thesaurus promotes standardized terminology, minimizes lexical interference, and enhances 
international scientific communication. The proposed thesaurus model requires further expansion to provide a more com-
prehensive coverage of terms related to EFL teaching methodology, which indicates a clear prospect for future research.

Key words: terminological thesaurus, English-language scientific discourse, lexical interference, EFL teaching meth-
odology, terminology consistency, scientific communication.

У статті презентовано результати розробки термінологічного тезаурусу з методики викладання англійської мови 
як іноземної, який слугуватиме надійним інструментом у подоланні лексичної інтерференції дослідниками, для яких 
англійська мова не є рідною.  Відсутність уніфікованої системи термінологічних англо-українських відповідників 
у сфері методики викладання англійської мови дещо ускладнює англомовну наукову комунікацію між представни-
ками  академічної спільноти, так як термінологічні розбіжності між українською та англійською мовами створюють 
перешкоди для досягнення семантичної точності та термінологічної єдності в науковому дискурсі. Отже, метою 
дослідження є розробка змісту та структури термінологічного тезаурусу з методики викладання англійської мови 
як іноземної, який допоможе українським науковцям, викладачам та аспірантам у використанні точної англомов-
ної термінології. В результаті аналізу відібраного корпусу англомовних наукових статей за допомогою програм-
ного забезпечення AntConc було сформовано змістову базу тезаурусу та окреслено його структуру із залученням 
ієрархічного та логіко-орієнтованого підходів, які  забезпечують системність класифікації та сприяють ефективності 
семантичного пошуку інформації. Запропоновано дванадцять тематичних рубрик («Навчальні та освітні процеси», 
«Навички та здібності здобувачів», «Рівні володіння англійською мовою та англомовні компетентності», «Методи 
навчання англійської мові» і т. д.), розташованих у такої послідовності, яка скеровує дослідників від загальних 
освітніх концептів до конкретних аспектів методики викладання англійської мови. Тематичні рубрики поділяються 
на підрубрики, кожна з яких містить ключові галузеві терміни, вузькі галузеві терміни, їхні синоніми, приклади кон-
текстного використання та українські відповідники. Розроблений термінологічний тезаурус є дієвим інструмен-
том стандартизації термінології у сфері методики викладання англійської мови як іноземної, мінімізації лексичної 
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інтерференції та покращення інтернаціональної наукової комунікації. Запропонована модель тезаурусу потребує 
подальшого розширення для більш повного охоплення термінів з методики викладання англійської мови, що є чіт-
кою перспективою подальших досліджень.

ключові слова: термінологічний словник, науковий дискурс, лексична інтерференція, термінологічна єдність, 
методика викладання англійської мови, англомовна наукова комунікація.

Introduction. modern scientists tend to promote 
their research results in order to win a wider reader-
ship in the international scientific community, there-
fore they choose the english language as a means 
of global communication. In such conditions of the 
internationalization of science, the issue of language 
interference in the scientific discourse seems to have 
become a topical one. Researchers who are non-native 
english speakers face the problem of their native lan-
guage interference in the english scientific discourse. 

Literature review. Scientific discourse is com-
monly defined as a specific type of interaction that 
aims at realizing the addresser’s communicative 
intention through definite tactics and strategies [1]. 
unlike subjective representation of reality in the 
belles-lettres or political discourses, scientific dis-
course constructs “an objective stance through the 
particular stratification of its language and its generic 
conventions” [2, p. 644–645]. as h. holubova notes, 
the main features of scientific discourse are “creativ-
ity, objectivity, the logic of transmitted information 
and professional value” [3, p. 91]. 

If to consider scientific discourse as communica-
tion between an author and professional readers, the 
author is supposed to communicate through a specific 
scientific language that is an effective “exploratory, 
problem-solving tool that utilizes unique patterns of 
argumentation”, in other words, “a proper research 
instrument” [4; 5]. Scientific language has its typical 
characteristics: “a high frequency of discipline-spe-
cific terms, complex sentences containing subordina-
tion, and an impersonal style created by frequent use 
of passive constructions” [6, p. 551]. These linguistic 
characteristics are specified by its standard organiza-
tional structure and definite requirements. however, 
scientists as language personalities possess their 
individual traits. It follows that scientific discourse 
is, on the one hand, “the product of the scientist’s 
adaptation to the requirements”, and their own way 
“of structuring the professional scientific activities”, 
on the other hand [7, p. 84]. To facilitate english 
scientific discourse organization a researcher, being 
a non-native english speaker, ought to conform the 
norms of their native scientific texts to the specific 
structural, semantic, and morphological features of 
the english scientific discourse. 

undoubtedly english plays an increasingly dom-
inating role in sharing modern research findings 
with the international scientific community. This 

idea is sustained by many scientists. K. englander 
argues that english has taken on increasing impor-
tance in the process of spreading scientific knowl-
edge due to the “confluence of socio-historic and 
economic factors” [8] l. usyk et al. lay emphasis 
on a pivotal role of english as a source of terms for 
the majority branches of knowledge [9]. This fact 
increases researchers’ interest to studying not only 
“scientific” english-language textual norms but also 
“their relevance for non-native speakers of english 
as they nativize or hybridize these norms” [10, p. 3]. 
Therefore, the problem of native language interfer-
ence, including linguistic units of phonetic, gram-
matical and lexical levels, seems to be crucial in the 
process of international scientific communication.  

any scientific discourse is characterized by a 
semantically dense specialized language [11], as sci-
entists use specific lexis and terminology to present 
arguments, explanations, interpretation of the empir-
ical data, findings, etc., attempting to express their 
ideas clearly and unambiguously. It is obvious that 
scientists long for transferring their knowledge and 
findings to wider international readership. at this 
point researchers face a problem of lexical interfer-
ence, as on the one hand, they tend to preserve ter-
minology national identity, on the other hand – to 
precisely conform national and english terminology 
systems in order to avoid misunderstandings and 
ambiguity [12; 13]. 

from the methodological viewpoint language 
interference is defined as a negative result of auto-
matic transferring of former linguistic experience on a 
foreign language [14; 15; 16]. In the process of scien-
tific writing in a foreign language, english in particu-
lar, an issue of lexical interference comes to the fore. 
especially when a research article deals with methods 
of teaching efl, as there is no unified ukrainian and 
english terminology of teaching fl methodology.  

one of the ways to conform the above-mentioned 
terminology in the context of scientific internation-
alization is to construct a thesaurus of the most fre-
quently used teaching fl methodology terms as the-
saurus is an effective tool which assist researchers 
to use the same terms to describe the same notions, 
concepts or subjects allowing easier search of infor-
mation for a particular domain [17]. 

The aim of the study is to devise a core content and 
basic structure of the efl methodology terminologi-
cal thesaurus to sustain consistency in using specific 



89

Закарпатські філологічні студії

terms in the english scientific discourse by non-na-
tive (ukrainian) researchers of a particular field.

The research is carried out on the basis of 
«cognitive and communication studies» laboratory at 
the department of germanic philology and methods 
of teaching foreign languages, the State institution 
«South ukrainian national Pedagogical university 
named after K. D. ushynsky».

Methods. The design used in the research ini-
tially involved a corpus-based approach for data 
collection and data analysis. The corpus consists of 
40 scientific articles in efl teaching, retrieved from 
blind peer-reviewed scientific journals, and includes 
177346 tokens in total. antconc text analysis was 
employed in order to single out teaching efl meth-
odology terms and their concordances. frequency 
indices were taken into account as they mark the 
most used terms in the international scientific com-
munity. The data analysis results allow to devise 
content and structure of the thesaurus. Thesaurus 
modeling is based on hierarchical and logic-based 
approaches. The hierarchical approach ensures the 
thesaurus structure conformity “for capturing rela-
tionships between categories” [18, p. 387], mean-
while the logic-based approach facilitates the seman-
tic information retrieval and therefore the acquisition 
of semantic data [19].   

Results and discussion. The findings of a cor-
pus-based analysis suggest the following set of 
thesaurus thematic categories: (1) Learning and 
educational processes; (2) EFL learners’ skills and 
abilities; (3) English language proficiency levels 
and competencies; (4) EFL teaching and teach-
ing methods; (5) Technology in (foreign) language 
teaching; (6) English language learning strategies: 
(a) Reading and text comprehension strategies, 
(b) Writing and writing strategies, (c) Listening 
and listening strategies, (d) Speaking and speak-
ing strategies; (7) Interaction and communication; 
(8) Discourse and communicative practices; (9) EFL  
classroom management; (10) Feedback and assess-
ment; (11) Data and data collection methods; 
(12) Research and analysis.

The suggested order of thematic categories is 
structured to guide researchers from general educa-
tional concepts to specific methodological aspects of 
efl teaching, ensuring a logical and coherent the-
saurus organization. each category builds upon the 
previous one, creating a systematic framework for 
understanding and applying efl teaching terminol-
ogy in scientific discourse. 

each category includes subcategories where 
domain-specific terms are given in the alphabetic 
order for easy location of entries. The term entries con-

sist of a key term, narrower terms (labeled nT), their 
definitions, synonyms (labeled uf – “used for”), and 
examples of contextual use (labeled cu). ukrainian 
equivalents of key and narrower terms are given to 
ensure terminology unification and minimize lexical 
interference. This contributes to the coherence of ter-
minology usage both within the ukrainian academic 
community and in the international scientific sphere.

 “Learning and educational processes” is a cat-
egory of general character that covers the core con-
cepts of knowledge acquisition and diverse aspects 
of education. It contains the terms related to learn-
ing theories, practical aspects of learning, formal 
and informal education systems and approaches, 
educational policies, and institutional frameworks. 
It serves as a theoretical foundation upon which all 
other categories are built, providing essential insights 
into how knowledge is structured and transmitted in 
educational settings.

 The second category, “EFL learners’ skills and 
abilities”, covers the fundamental linguistic and cog-
nitive skills that learners develop in the process of 
acquiring english as a foreign language. It includes 
terms related to receptive and productive skills, cog-
nitive and metacognitive abilities, assessment-related 
skills. The subcategories reflect how learners pro-
cess, internalize, and apply linguistic knowledge in 
varied contexts; analyze and evaluate language input, 
overcome difficulties, identifying and self-correcting 
mistakes; monitor, manage and assess their own lan-
guage progress. 

The thematic category “English language pro-
ficiency levels and competencies” organizes termi-
nology related to language proficiency frameworks, 
including internationally recognized scales (e.g., 
cefR, acTfl). It covers key competencies such as 
grammatical, lexical, sociolinguistic, etc., providing 
a structured approach to assessing and describing 
learners’ language abilities. This category follows 
“efl learners’ skills and abilities” because profi-
ciency levels represent the measurable outcomes of 
skill development.

“EFL teaching and teaching methods” logi-
cally comes after, as it addresses the pedagogical 
approaches and instructional techniques and strate-
gies that facilitate the development of learners’ com-
petencies. It incorporates key pedagogical frame-
works such as communicative language teaching 
(clT), task-based learning (TBl), content-based 
instruction (cBI), unplugged teaching, content and 
language integrated learning (clIl), etc.; as well 
as teaching techniques and strategies (scaffolding, 
code-switching, multimodal teaching, differentiated 
instruction, etc.). The terminology within this cate-
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gory reflects the process from understanding how 
learners acquire language to how educators organize 
and optimize this process.

as modern education increasingly integrates 
digital resources, the next category, “Technology 
in (foreign) language teaching” describes the role 
of technological advancements in language educa-
tion. This section provides terms regarding digital 
tools, online platforms, artificial intelligence appli-
cations, and multimedia resources used to enhance 
efl instruction. It encompasses blended learning 
models, gamification, and virtual learning environ-
ments. overall, this thematic thesaurus category 
aims at assisting to stay updated with modern trends 
in foreign language teaching.

“English language learning strategies” builds 
upon the foundational understanding of learning and 
educational processes by specifying the approaches 
and techniques employed by learners to acquire 
english as a foreign language. This category includes 
cognitive, metacognitive, socio-affective, memory 
and compensation strategies that aid learners in pro-
cessing, organizing, and internalizing linguistic mate-
rial effectively. Terms within this category specify 
strategic behaviors such as self-regulated learning, 
active learning, reflective learning, memory-enhanc-
ing techniques – all of which contribute to optimizing 
language acquisition.

The four subcategories: (a) Reading and text 
comprehension strategies, (b) Writing and writing 
strategies, (c) Listening and listening strategies, 
(d) Speaking and speaking strategies overlay ter-
minology of specific skill-related strategies. These 
subcategories logically follow general learning 
strategies. They provide a detailed explanation of 
skill-specific learning mechanisms highlighting such 
strategies as skimming and scanning for reading, 
brainstorming and drafting for writing, active lis-
tening and note-taking for listening, and fluency-en-
hancing techniques for speaking. Thus, subcategories 
provide a structured overview of how learners refine 
their language abilities in a targeted manner.

“Interaction and communication” extends beyond 
individual skills to focus on the dynamics of language 
use in social and academic contexts. This thematic the-
saurus category comprises terminology in discourse 
management, turn-taking mechanisms, conversational 
strategies, interpersonal dynamics, pragmatic aware-
ness and speech acts in efl context, efl classroom 
interactions, and intercultural communication. 

“Discourse and communicative practices” further 
refines this focus by analyzing a foreign language use 
within specific discourse genres and communicative 

settings. This category is instrumental in understand-
ing how language is adapted to different communica-
tive purposes and sociocultural contexts. The core 
of this thematic category is terminology commonly 
utilized to describe communicative efl teaching 
practices, efl classroom discourse, efl teachers’ 
discourse (structure, strategies, markers, etc.) and 
their analysis. This follows “Interaction and com-
munication” as discourse structures shape effective 
communication in different contexts.

Thematic category “EFL classroom manage-
ment” aims at highlighting key aspects of organiz-
ing and regulating classroom interactions, including 
lesson planning, student engagement techniques, 
and discipline strategies. It also encompasses terms 
related to differentiated instruction and inclusive 
education. Placed here, it connects communicative 
aspects with the practical organization of the efl 
learning environment.

“Feedback and assessment” is a category that 
supports both teaching and learning by outlining 
methods for evaluating student performance and 
providing constructive feedback. It comprises ter-
minology denominating various procedures and 
assessment techniques for measuring students’ pro-
ficiency, i.e. conceptual, factual, and procedural 
knowledge at different levels of cognitive processes 
along with feedback practices conducted by the efl 
teachers, all of which contribute to learners’ con-
tinuous improvement and motivation. This follows 
“efl classroom management” category, as assess-
ment is an integral part of instructional effectiveness 
and learner progress monitoring.

The final two categories, “Data and data col-
lection methods” and “Research and analysis,” are 
essential for the empirical foundation of language 
education. These categories contain terms frequently 
used in scientific works to organize “research meth-
odology”, “results and discussion”, and “conclusion” 
sections. They provide a methodological framework 
for conducting research in efl teaching and contrib-
ute to evidence-based educational practices.

Picture 1 illustrates the thesaurus structure and the 
content of one term entry.

each thesaurus entry reflects the relationships 
between terms, assisting researchers in overcom-
ing the difficulties of using efl teaching terms. 
narrower terms (nT) and synonyms (uf) facilitate 
semantic clarity, reducing the risk of terminological 
misinterpretation. contextual usage examples (cu) 
illustrate how each term is employed in english 
academic writing providing practical guidance for 
non-native english speakers.
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Pic. 1. Thesaurus structure

ukrainian equivalents of the english 
terms assist in eliminating lexical interfer-
ence. The terms “reflective”/“reflexive” 
can illustrate this statement as non-native 
researchers may experience difficulties in 
differentiating their meanings and there-
fore in their appropriate use. In terms of 
education “reflective” is defined as “able 
to apply logical thinking to analyze a situa-
tion and/or ourselves in order to achieve an 
end result” [20, p. 66], meanwhile “reflex-
ive” is interpreted as “involving interactive 
introspection of one’s life and social expe-
rience; moving from certainty to doubt, to 
new possibilities” [20, p. 66]. as data anal-
ysis demonstrates, “reflective” consistently 
collocates with “assessment”, “learning”, 
“teaching”, and “capacity”:

 “Reflective assessment is a formative 
process through which students can expe-
rience assessment as a part of learning, 
rather than as a separate evaluative process” 
[21, p. 174]. 

 “Reflexive” is regularly combined with 
“practice”, “approach”, and “methodology”:

 “analyzing trends of reflexive practice 
in teacher education we were able to see 
how this practice has developed over time” 
[22, p. 619].

Thus, the definitions along with colloca-
tions allow to select an appropriate english term  
for the ukrainian word combinations, for exam-
ple, “рефлексивна методологія” – “reflexive 
methodology”, “рефлексивне навчання” – 
“reflective learning”, etc.

overall, hierarchical, structured order 
ensures that the thesaurus progresses from 
broad educational concepts to specific 
research methodologies, reflecting a logical, 
systematic approach to terminology classi-
fication in the field of efl teaching meth-
odology. Therefore, it aids in the systematic 
unified application of particular terms.

Conclusion. The research outlines a 
terminological thesaurus of efl teaching 
methodology, designed to assist non-native 
(ukrainian) scientific and professional com-
munities: researchers, post-graduate students, efl 
pre-service and in-service teachers in providing clar-
ity, coherence, and precision in the english scientific 
discourse. The suggested hierarchical, logic-based 
framework contributes to terminology standardiza-
tion, minimizing lexical interference and promoting 
effective international scientific communication. 

however, the research presents a preliminary 
core content and structure design of the thesaurus 
that requires further devising and wider coverage of 
teaching efl methodology terms to provide engaged 
searchers with full and comprehensive guidance on 
selecting the most appropriate terminological units 
and semantic information retrieval for the specific 
contexts which is a clear study perspective. 
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