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Abstrak 

Penelitian ini dilakukan untuk mengetahui pengaruh penggunaan Strategi Pemetaan Semantik terhadap 

pemahaman membaca siswa kelas delapan di SMP Negeri 12 Pematangsiantar. Penelitian ini 

menggunakan desain kuasi eksperimen dengan pendekatan kuantitatif. Populasi penelitian ini adalah 

siswa kelas delapan SMP Negeri 12 Pematangsiantar tahun ajaran 2024/2025. Peneliti mengambil dua 

kelas sebagai sampel. Sampelnya adalah VIII-1 sebagai kelompok eksperimen yang terdiri dari 31 siswa 

dan VIII-2 sebagai kelompok kontrol yang terdiri dari 31 siswa. Kelompok eksperimen diajarkan dengan 

menggunakan strategi pemetaan semantik sedangkan kelompok kontrol diajarkan dengan strategi 

konvensional. Data diperoleh dengan menggunakan tes awal dan tes akhir yang diberikan kepada kedua 

kelompok. Nilai rata-rata kelompok eksperimen adalah 27,2 pada tes awal dan 64,84 pada tes akhir. 

Sementara itu, nilai rata-rata kelompok kontrol adalah 32,42 pada tes awal dan 55,32 pada tes akhir. 

Untuk memperoleh data, peneliti menggunakan tes pilihan ganda sebagai instrumen. Data dianalisis 

menggunakan IBM SPSS versi 30.0. Hasil uji t diperoleh sig. two tailed 0,04 yang lebih kecil dari sig. 0,05 

yang menunjukkan bahwa hipotesis alternatif (Ha) diterima, sedangkan hipotesis nol (Ho) ditolak. Oleh 

karena itu terdapat pengaruh yang signifikan dengan menggunakan Strategi Pemetaan Semantik 

terhadap pemahaman membaca siswa kelas delapan di SMP Negeri 12 Pematangsiantar. 

Kata Kunci: Pengaruh, Pemahaman Membaca, Teks Deskriptif, Strategi, Pemetaan Semantik 
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Abstract 

This research was carried out to find out the effect of using Semantic Mapping Strategy on reading 

comprehension of grade eight students at SMP Negeri 12 Pematangsiantar.  This research employed a 

quasi-experimental design with a quantitative approach. The population of this research was eight grade 

students of SMP Negeri 12 Pematangsiantar in academic year 2024/2025. The researcher took two 

classes as the sample. The sample were VIII-1 as the experimental group consisted of 31 students and 

VIII-2 as the control group consisted of 31 students. The experimental group was taught by using 

semantic mapping strategy meanwhile control group was taught by conventional strategy. The data 

were obtained by using pre-test and post-test given to both groups. The experimental group mean 

score was 27,2 on the pretest and on the post test was 64,84. Meanwhile, the mean score of the control 

group was 32,42 on the pretest and 55,32 on the posttest. To acquire the data, the researcher used 

multiple choice test as an instrument. The data analyzed using IBM SPSS version 30.0. The result of t-

test was sig. two tailed 0.04 which lower than sig. 0.05 it indicates that alternate hypothesis (Ha) was 

accepted, while the null hypothesis (Ho) was rejected. Therefore there was significant effect by using 

Semantic Mapping Strategy on students reading comprehension of grade eight students at SMP Negeri 

12 Pematangsiantar. 

Keywords: Effect, Reading Comprehension, Descriptive Text, Strategy, Semantic Mapping 

 

INTRODUCTION 

As a communication system, language is used by individuals to convey thoughts, 

feelings, and information through words, both verbally and in written form. English has 

become crucial in the realm of education in Indonesia as it is considered an international 

language that opens access to science, technology, and global career opportunities. English 

is rapidly becoming the world's dominant language of communication (Alrajali, 2021). The 

Indonesian government and many educational institutions have included English in the 

curriculum to improve students' competence in facing the globalization era. 

In jthe jprocess jof jEnglish jlearning, jHarmer j(2007) jcited jin jPaarmawati j& jInayah j(2019), 

jdescribed jEnglish jas jhaving jfour jbasic jskills, jwhich jinclude jreading, jlistening, jwriting, jand 

jspeaking. jWhile jthese jfour jskills jmay jstand jon jtheir jown, jthey jare jclosely jrelated. jBrown 

j(2000) jcited jin jSuhardiana j& jLestari j(2020), jstated jthat ja jcourse jthat jdeals jwith jreading 

jskills jwill jalso jdeal jwith jrelated jlistening, jspeaking, jand jwriting jskills. jTherefore, jreading 

jcomprehension jis jone jof jthe jmost jfundamental jskills jbecause jit jis jthe jbasis jfor jmastering 

jinformation jand jknowledge jfrom jvarious jEnglish jskills. jIt jenables jstudents jto jdecode jand 

junderstand jtexts, jconstruct jmeanings, jand jintegrate jnew jknowledge jwith jexisting 

jinformation j(Nussy j& jPekpekay, j2024). jWithout jgood jreading jskills, jstudents jwill jfind jit 
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jdifficult jto junderstand jsubject jmatter, jfollow jinstructions, jand jdevelop jother jaspects jof 

jlanguage jskills. 

In jthe jcontext jof jEnglish jas ja jForeign jLanguage j(EFL), jeffective jreading 

jcomprehension jstrategies jare jcrucial jfor jstudents jto jnavigate jand jmake jsense jof jtexts 

jwritten jin ja jnon-native jlanguage j(Rinantanti, jet jal, j2024). jThis jmeans jreading jskills jhave 

jbecome jvery jimportant jin jthe jeducation jfield. jThis jcan jbe jseen jfrom jthe jlessons jin jclass 

jand jthe jitems jin jnational jexaminations, jwhich jare jmostly jin jthe jform jof jreading jpassages. 

jTherefore, jstudents jneed jto jbe jexercised jand jtrained jto jdevelop jgood jreading jskills. 

Reading jis jone jof jthe jcrucial jacademic jskills jin jlearning jEnglish j(Laličić j& jDubravac, 

j2021). jThrough jreading, jstudents jcan jacquire jmore jinformation jthan jwhat jis jtypically 

jprovided jin ja jlimited jclassroom jlesson jtime. jIt jis jessential joth jto jdevelop jtheir jreading 

jskills, jas jthose jwho jread jwell jcan jindependently jimprove jtheir jknowledge jand jgather 

jinformation. jWhen jreading, jit jis jimportant jfor jreaders jto jcomprehend jthe jcontent jof jthe 

jtext. jIf jreaders jstruggle jto junderstand jthe jcontent, jthey jmay jsimply jread jthe jwords 

jwithout jgrasping jtheir jsigni
 jficance. jEffective jcomprehension jrequires jfamiliarity jwith jthe 

jvocabulary jused jin jthe jtext. jThere jare jvarious jreasons jwhy jstudents jmay jstruggle jto 

junderstand jwhat jthey jread. 

Additionally, jreading jcomprehension jcan jdetermine jthe jquality jand jsuccess jof 

jstudents jin jpursuing jtheir jstudies jand jcan jhelp jbroaden jtheir jexperience jin jthe jworld. 

jChard j(2008) jcited jin jMuhammad, jet jal j(2021), jadds jthat jreading jcomprehension jrequires 

jactive jand jpurposeful jeffort; jit jdoesn't jhappen jautomatically. jIf jstudents jhave jpoor jreading 

jskills, jthey jmay jfind jit jdifficult jto jsucceed jin jtheir jacademic jjourney. jThey jwill jstruggle jto 

janswer jquestions jif jthey jdo jnot junderstand jthe jtext, jand jthey jmay jalso jfind jit jchallenging 

jto jgather jinformation jif jthey jdo jnot jknow jhow jto jread jeffectively. jThis jhighlights jthe 

jimportance jof jreading jcomprehension jfor jEFL jstudents. 

According jto jSaputri j(2011) jcited jin jGuna j(2023), jreading jcomprehension jis jaffected 

jby jfactors jthat jcome jfrom jthe jstudents, jthe jinstructors, jand jthe jtext. jOne jof jthe jstudents’ 

jfactors jis jtheir jbackground jknowledge. jStudents jwith jpoor jexperiences jwill jfind jit jdifficult 

jto junderstand jthe jtext jbecause jthe jstory jthey jread jis jnot jconnected jto jtheir jprior 

jknowledge. jVocabulary jknowledge jis jrelated jto jthe jexperiences jthey jhave jencountered 

jpreviously. jStudents joften jcome jto jschool jwith ja jpassive jmindset; jthey jsit jon jthe jchair, 

jlisten jto jthe jteacher’s jexplanation, jand jwait jfor jinstructions. jThis jis jvery jdangerous jfor 

jstudents jwho jhave jlow jcapability jin jlearning jEnglish. jThey jwill jbe jpassive jin jclass jand jlack 
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jconfidence. jIt jmakes jstudents jless jcreative, jand jalthough jthey jmay jhave jgood jbackground 

jknowledge, jthey jneed jto jrecall jor jactivate jit jboth jdirectly jand jindirectly. 

Moreover, jbased jon jthe jresearcher's jobservations jduring jthe jprevious jField 

jExperience jPractice j(PPL), jwhich jtook jplace jin jthe jsame jlocation jwhere jthis jresearch jwill jbe 

jconducted, jit jwas jobserved jthat jmany jstudents jthere jhave jdifficulties jrelated jto jreading 

jskills, jsuch jas jfinding jmain jideas, jdetails, jand jconclusions jin jreading jsources. jTherefore, jthe 

jresearcher jconcluded jthat jthere jis jan jurgent jneed jto jimprove jreading jcomprehension 

jskills jamong jeighth-grade jstudents jat jSMP jNegeri j12 jPematangsiantar. 

In jthe jprocess jof jteaching jand jlearning, jthere jneeds jto jbe ja jvariety jof jstrategies 

jconducted jin jthe jclassroom. jThis jaims jto jmaintain jstudent jengagement jto jachieve 

jsuccessful jlearning. jAccording jto jGerlach jand jEly j(1980) jcited jin jDewi j(2023), jlearning 

jstrategies jare jmethods jchosen jto jconvey jteaching jtechniques jin ja jparticular jlearning 

jenvironment. jA jteacher's jrole jin jteaching jand jlearning jis jcrucial jin jaddressing jstudents' 

jreading jcomprehension jchallenges, jparticularly jin jselecting jappropriate jteaching 

jstrategies jand jmaterials j(Sibanda, jet jal, j2024). jTeachers jmust jbe jable jto jchoose jsuitable 

jstrategies jfor jteaching jin jthe jclassroom. jThere jare jmany japproaches jand jstrategies jthat 

jcan jbe jused jto jimprove jstudents' jreading jcomprehension jskills, jincluding jsemantic 

jmapping, jsummarizing, jskimming, jscanning, jand jmany jmore j(Fisher, j2016). jOne jpromising 

japproach jto jaddress jthis jissue jis jthe juse jof jsemantic jmapping jstrategies. 

Semantic jmapping jis ja jvisual jstrategy jthat jinvolves jcreating jgraphic jorganizers jto 

jrepresent jrelationships jamong jwords jand jconcepts jwithin ja jtext j(Sundari j& jDaulay, j2024). 

jThis jtechnique jaids jstudents jin jorganizing jinformation, jmaking jconnections jbetween 

jideas, jand jenhancing jtheir junderstanding jand jretention jof jthe jmaterial. jBy jvisually 

jstructuring jinformation, jsemantic jmapping jhelps jstudents jprocess jand jrecall jcontent jmore 

jeffectively. 

Based jon jthe jdescription jabove, jthe jresearcher jis jinterested jin junderstanding jthe 

jeffect jof jusing jsemantic jmapping jcompared jto jnot jusing jit jon jstudents' jreading 

jcomprehension. jThis jstrategy jwill jbe japplied jto jeighth-grade jstudents jat jSMP jNegeri j12 

jPematangsiantar. jThis jstudy jaims jto jinvestigate jthe jeffect jof jthe jsemantic jmapping 

jstrategy jin jimproving jstudents' jreading jcomprehension. jThe jstudy jwill jdetermine jwhether 

jthe juse jof jsemantic jmapping jstrategies jcan jsignificantly jimprove jstudents' jreading 

jcomprehension jabilities, jespecially jin jEnglish jreading jtexts. jBy jimplementing jand jassessing 

jthe jeffectiveness jof jthis jstrategy, jthe jstudy jseeks jto jcontribute jto jthe jdevelopment jof 

jinnovative jinstructional jpractices jthat jcan jsupport jEnglish jlanguage jlearners jin jachieving 
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jbetter jacademic joutcomes. jTherefore, jthe jresearcher jhas jchosen jthe jtitle, j"The jEffect jof 

jUsing jSemantic jMapping jStrategy jon jReading jComprehension jof jGrade jEight jStudents jat 

jSMP jNegeri j12 jPematangsiantar.". 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

This jresearch jemploys ja jquasi-experimental jdesign jwith ja jquantitative japproach. 

jAccording jto jAry j(2010), ja jquasi-experiment jis ja jdesign jwhere jthe jresearcher jis jable jto 

jcontrol jthe jtreatment jbut jis jnot jable jto jrandomly jassign jthe jsubjects jof jtreatment. jThe 

jquasi-experimental jdesign jis jchosen jbecause jit jallows jfor jthe jcomparison jof jgroups jwhile 

jcontrolling jfor jvariables jthat jcould jinfluence jthe joutcome. jThis jdesign jis jsuitable jfor 

jeducational jsettings jwhere jrandom jassignment jto jgroups jis jnot jfeasible. jA jquasi-

experiment jis jan jexperimental jdesign jthat jis jconducted jwithout jrandomization jbut 

jinvolves jassigning jparticipants jto jgroups. 

In jthis jresearch, jthe jresearcher jselected jclass jVIII-1, jconsisting jof j31 jstudents, jas jthe 

jexperimental jgroup jthat jwas jtaught jusing jthe jSemantic jMapping jStrategy. jClass jVIII-2, 

jalso jconsisting jof j31 jstudents, jwas jselected jas jthe jcontrol jgroup jand jwas jtaught jusing ja 

jconventional jteaching jstrategy. jThe jresearcher jgives ja jreading jtest jconsisting jof j20 

jmultiple-choice jitems jbased jon jEnglish jdescriptive jtext, jand jstudents jare jgiven j45 jminutes 

jto janswer jall jthe jquestions jon jthe jprovided jquestion jsheet. jThe jdata janalysis jtechniques 

jwere japplied jto janswer jthe jresearch jquestions jand jtest jthe jproposed jhypotheses. jData 

jfrom jthe jpre-test jand jpost-test jresults jwere jprocessed jto jdraw jconclusions jabout jthe 

jeffect jof jthe jSemantic jMapping jStrategy jon jstudents' jreading jcomprehension jskills. 

 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

Data Description 

The data was collected from eighth-grade students at SMP Negeri 12 Pematangsiantar. 

Class VIII-1 consist of 31 students served as the experimental group, while Class VIII-2 consist 

of 31 students was the control group. The data was obtained through a multiple-choice 

consist of 20 items. The experimental group was taught using the Semantic Mapping 

Strategy, whereas the control group followed a conventional teaching strategy.  

The students pre-test and post-test score of experiment class could be shown on the 

table 1. as follow : 

 

 



Copyright @ Danny Boy Damanik, Melda Veby Ristella Munthe, Rudiarman Purba 

Table 1. The data result of the Pre-Test and Post-Test in Experimental Class 

No Student's Initial Name Pre Test Post Test 

1.  ANI 35 60 

2.  AT 35 55 

3.  ATS 35 70 

4.  AS 20 50 

5.  AN 25 55 

6.  BKB 50 80 

7.  DJM 25 50 

8.  DW 30 75 

9.  ES 15 50 

10.  EZ 15 25 

11.  FM 40 80 

12.  FCP 35 75 

13.  GS 30 75 

14.  GA 25 70 

15.  HA 20 60 

16.  IAS 10 30 

17.  IW 35 75 

18.  JS 10 40 

19.  KT 15 55 

20.  LAD 25 60 

21.  MR 35 75 

22.  MS 30 80 

23.  MOP 25 60 

24.  MRS 10 50 

25.  NN 40 90 

26.  NAS 25 75 

27.  NF 30 65 

28.  NSN 40 85 

29.  NS 30 80 

30.  SNB 25 75 

31.  TAN 30 85 

∑ 850 2010 

AVERAGE 27,42 64,84 
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Based jon jthe jtable jabove, jit jdescribes jthe jpre-test jand jpost-test jresults jof 

jexperimental jclass jstudents j(VIII-1). jThe jdata jshows jthat jthe jlowest jscore jof jthe jpretest jwas 

j10 jand jthe jhighest jscore jwas j50 jwith jan javerage jpre-test jscore jof j27.42. jMeanwhile, jthe 

jlowest jscore jof jthe jpost-test jwas j25 jand jthe jhighest jscore jwas j90 jwith jan javerage jpost-

test jscore jof j64.84. jThe jpre-test jand jpost-test jresults jof jcontrol jclass jstudents j(VIII-2). jThe 

jdata jshows jthat jthe jlowest jscore jof jthe jpretest jwas j10 jand jthe jhighest jscore jwas j55 jwith 

jan javerage jpre-test jscore jof j32,42. jMeanwhile, jthe jlowest jscore jof jthe jpost-test jwas j15 

jand jthe jhighest jscore jwas j85 jwith jan javerage jpost-test jscore jof j55,32. 

 

Figure 1. Improvement in Experimental and Control Class 

After jcalculating jthe javerage jscores jfor jthe jpre-test jand jpost-test jin jboth jthe 

jexperimental jand jcontrol jclasses, jthe jresearcher jcreated ja jgraph jto jdisplay jthe jresults, 

jillustrating jhow jstudents jimproved jtheir jreading jcomprehension jskills. jThe jexperimental 

jclass, jwhich jwas jtaught jusing jthe jSemantic jMapping jStrategy, jhad ja jmean jscore jof j27.42 

jon jthe jpre-test jand jan jimpressive j64.84 jon jthe jpost-test, jresulting jin ja jsignificant 

jimprovement jof j37.42 jpoints. jIn jcontrast, jthe jcontrol jclass, jwhich jfollowed jconventional 

jteaching jmethods, jhad ja jpre-test jmean jscore jof j32.42 jand ja jpost-test jmean jscore jof 

j55.32, jreflecting ja jmore jmodest jincrease jof j22.90 jpoints. jThis jdata jindicates jthat jthe 

jexperimental jclass jdemonstrated ja jgreater jimprovement jin jtheir jreading jcomprehension 

jcompared jto jthe jcontrol jclass, jhighlighting jthe jeffectiveness jof jthe jSemantic jMapping 

jStrategy jin jenhancing jstudents’ junderstanding jof jdescriptive jtexts. 

Research Findings 

This research involved collecting pre-test and post-test results from both the 

experimental and control classes, requiring comprehensive data analysis. The analysis was 

Experimental Control
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Post-Test 64,84 55,32
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conducted using IBM SPSS version 30.0, a widely used statistical software for research data 

management and analysis. 

1. Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

PreTest_Experimental 31 10 50 27.42 9.821 

PostTest_Experimental 31 25 90 64.84 16.150 

PreTest_Control 31 10 55 32.42 11.893 

PostTest_Control 31 15 85 55.32 19.491 

Valid N (listwise) 31     

Based on the table above, it can be seen that each class consists of 31 students, 

represented by the letter N. In the experimental class, the pre-test value has a minimum 

value of 10 and a maximum of 50, with an average value (mean) of 27.42 and a standard 

deviation of 9.821, then the post-test value has a minimum value of 25 and a maximum of 

90, with an average value (mean) of 64.84 and a standard deviation of 16,150. While in the 

control class it is shown that the pre-test value has a minimum value of 10 and a maximum 

of 55, with an average value (mean) of 32.42 and a standard deviation of 11.893 then the 

post-test value has a minimum value of 15 and a maximum of 85, with an average value 

(mean) of 55.32 and a standard deviation of 19.491. 

2. Normality Test 

Table 3. Normality Test 

Tests of Normality 

 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

PreTest_Experimental .145 31 .097 .956 31 .223 

PostTest_Experimental .187 31 .007 .936 31 .064 

PreTest_Control .125 31 .200* .969 31 .488 

PostTest_Control .161 31 .039 .937 31 .070 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 



Copyright @ Danny Boy Damanik, Melda Veby Ristella Munthe, Rudiarman Purba 

The table above shows the statistics, df and sig, for the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-

Smirnov normality tests. As explained earlier, data is considered normal if the significance 

value is more than 0.05. The sample in this study is less than 50, so the focus of the 

significance value (Sig.) is on Shapiro-Wilk. According to experts Sugiyono (2014:114), the 

Shapiro-Wilk normality test is conducted to determine the distribution of random data in a 

small sample, using data simulations of no more than 50 samples. All significance values 

that appear on Saphiro-Wilk are above 0.05, so this states that the data is normally 

distributed. 

3. Homogeneity Test 

Table 4. Homogeinety Test 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Students 

leaning 

outcomes 

Based on Mean 2.742 1 60 .103 

Based on Median 1.996 1 60 .163 

Based on Median and with adjusted df 1.996 1 59.997 .163 

Based on trimmed mean 2.728 1 60 .104 

From the table above the significance value (Sig.) based on the mean score is 0.10 

which is greater than 0.05, it can be concluded from the homogeneity test output in the 

table that the variance of the data is homogeneous. This shows that the variance of the 

experimental class post-test data and the control class post-test data is the same or 

homogeneous. 

4. Testing Hypothesis 

Table 5. Group Statistics 

Group Statistics 

Outcomes 

Class N Mean Std.Dev Std.Err.M 

Post exp 31 64.84 16.150 2.901 

Post cont 31 55.32 19.491 3.501 

Based on the table of group statistics above, it shows that there is a significant 

difference between the experimental class and the control class. This can be seen from the 

group statistic which presents the average gain score of the experimental class of 64.84 
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while the average gain score of the control class is 55.32. This means that descriptive 

statistics can conclude that there is an average difference in student learning outcomes 

between the experimental and control classes.  

5. Independent Samples Test 

Table 6. Independent Samples Test 

 

Based on the Independent T-test output, shows the significance of two-tailed is 0.04 

which lower (<) than 0,05. As the criteria of hypothesis decision H0 is accepted if the 

significance of two-tailed > 0.05, otherwise Ha is accepted if the significance of two-tailed 

< 0.05. Therefore, Ha is accepted which the use of the semantic mapping strategy is 

significantly effective in improving the reading comprehension of the eighth-grade students 

at SMP Negeri 12 Pematangsiantar. 

Discussion 

After jconducting jthe jdata janalysis jprocess, jseveral jfindings jwere jobtained jthat jcould 

janswer jthe jresearch jproblems: 

1. Experimental jClass: jThe jpre-test jscores jhad ja jminimum jvalue jof j10 jand ja jmaximum 

jvalue jof j50. jThe jmean jscore jwas j27.42, jwith ja jstandard jdeviation jof j9.821, jand jthe 

jpost-test jscores jranged jfrom ja jminimum jvalue jof j25 jto ja jmaximum jvalue jof j90, jwith 

jan javerage j(mean) jscore jof j64.84 jand ja jstandard jdeviation jof j16.150. jThis jindicates 

jthat jthere jis jan jimprovement jin jstudents' jreading jcomprehension jskills jwith jthe 

jimplementation jof jthe jSemantic jMapping jstrategy jin jthe jexperimental jclass. 

2. Control jClass: jThe jpre-test jscores jhad ja jminimum jvalue jof j10 jand ja jmaximum jvalue 

jof j55. jThe jmean jscore jwas j32.42, jwith ja jstandard jdeviation jof j11.893, jand jthe jpost-

test jscores jranged jfrom ja jminimum jvalue jof j15 jto ja jmaximum jvalue jof j85, jwith jan 

javerage j(mean) jscore jof j55.32 jand ja jstandard jdeviation jof j19.491. jThis jindicates jthat 

jwith jthe jimplementation jof jconventional jstrategies, jsome jstudents jstill jface jsimilar 

jchallenges, jsuch jas jdifficulties jin jcomprehending jEnglish jtexts. 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Significance 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference 

One-Sided 

p 

Two-Sided 

p Lower Upper 

Outcomes Equal variances 

assumed 

2.742 .103 2.093 60 .020 .041 9.516 4.546 .422 18.610 

Equal variances not 

assumed 
  

2.093 57.996 .020 .041 9.516 4.546 .416 18.616 
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The janalysis jindicated jthat jthe juse jof jSemantic jMapping jstrategy jsignificantly jaffects 

jstudents’ jreading jcomprehension jamong jeight-grade jstudents jat jSMPN j12 

jPematangsiantar. jThe jvalue jof jSig. j(2-tailed) jon jthe jindependent jt-test jwas j0.04, jwhich jis 

jless jthan j0.05, jtherefore jmeeting jthe jcondition jfor jaccepting jHa. jThis jresult jsuggests ja 

jsignificant jeffect jof jthe jintervention. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Based jon jthe jfindings, jthe jresearcher jconcluded jthat jSemantic jMapping jStrategy 

jhas ja jsignificant jeffect jon jstudents’ jreading jcomprehension jskill. jThe jfindings jsuggest 

jthat jthe jimplementation jof jthe jSemantic jMapping jstrategy jsignificantly jenhances 

jstudents' jreading jcomprehension jskills jcompared jto jconventional jstrategies. jThe 

jexperimental jclass jshowed jnotable jimprovement jin jpost-test jscores, jindicating jthe 

jeffectiveness jof jthe jintervention. jMeanwhile, jstudents jin jthe jcontrol jclass, jwho jfollowed 

jconventional jmethods, jstill jfaced jchallenges jin jtext jcomprehension. jThe jstatistical 

janalysis jfurther jsupports jthis jconclusion, jas jthe jindependent jt-test jresult jshowing 

jSig.0.04, jwhich jmeans jlower jthan j0,05 jconfirms ja jsignificant jeffect, jleading jto jthe 

jacceptance jof jHa. jTherefore, jthe jSemantic jMapping jstrategy jproves jto jbe jan jeffective 

japproach jin jimproving jstudents' jreading jcomprehension. 

Several jissues jwere jdiscovered jby jthe jresearcher jduring jthis jresearch, jincluding jthe 

jfollowing jfacts: j1). jSome jstudents jdo jnot junderstand jthe jtopic jbeing jdiscussed jat jall. j2). 

jThe jclassroom jatmosphere jwas jnot jconducive jwhen jthe jteacher jleft jthe jclassroom jor 

jdid jnot jparticipate jin jthe jresearch jprocess. j3). jSome jstudents jchose jto jbe jpassive 

jbecause jthey jdid jnot jfeel jconfident jin jtheir jown jabilities, jfor jexample jwhen jthey jwere 

jordered jto jcome jforward jto jthe jwhiteboard jto jmodel jthe japplication jof jthe jcontent jof 

jthe jreading jtext jinto jvisual jsemantic jmapping. 
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