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ABSTRACT 
Pragmatic competence may show to be related to some other constructs and competencies in language learning. 
Discovering such relationships may prove beneficial in discovering ways through which language learners’ 
pragmatic competence improves. Thus, this research is intended to investigate the relationship between contrastive 
lexical competence and pragmatic competence of Iranian intermediate EFL learners. In order to do this study, an 
Oxford Quick Placement Test was conducted on 100 male and female students, between the ages of 15 to 18, from 
different high schools in Ahvaz, Iran. Sixty-four of high school learners at intermediate proficiency level were 
selected. Contrastive lexical competence test and Roever's pragmatic tests were issued and the results of data 
analysis revealed a positive significant relationship between the two variables of the research. The implications of 
the study is that as a way to increase contrastive lexical competence, contrastive lexical approach can be applied as 
a facilitating approach in teaching pragmatics in Iranian educational system.                                             
KEYWORDS: Contrastive lexical competence, Pragmatic competence, Constructs  
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Language knowledge is comprised of two types of knowledge that a second language learner must obtain, namely, 
organizational knowledge and pragmatic knowledge (Bachman, 1990). Bachman describes that organizational 
knowledge includes grammatical and textual knowledge by which the person can control the formal structure of a 
second language in order to produce and organize sentences in the texts. He defines pragmatic knowledge as the ability 
to distinguish the specific meanings of words and utterances in different contexts and their functions based on what 
the interlocutors intend. Pragmatic knowledge is a vital factor that enhances the learners' ability to interpret the 
meanings meant by the target language speakers. It studies the way of using language in special contexts and for 
special purposes by interlocutors (Nunon, 1993; Yule, 1996). Yule (1996) asserts that pragmatic competence is one 
crucial factor in enabling listeners to interpret the meaning desired by the speakers, including their beliefs, aims, 
ambitions and activities done while interacting with others. It concerns making them acquainted with the utterances 
which communicate meanings more than what people narrate (Yule, 1996).  
               Teaching pragmatics is not successful by just exposing learners to second language, and their learning is not 
guaranteed in such a way (Schmidt, 1993). Schmidt upholds drawing on specific strategies by the educators, and 
providing learners with explicit instructions to make them familiar with pragmatic information. The latter is suggested 
by Cohen (2008) as well. Cohen advocates the use of explicit strategies in teaching pragmatics to reduce the probability 
of failure occurrence in this area. According to Thomas (1983), to enhance learners' consciousness, explicit ways of 
teaching are more helpful, while teaching pragmatics and just learners' exposure to target language by immersing them 
in the target language is not the best alternative to language learning (Craig, 2001; Cummins, 1988).  
Contrastive lexical approach (CLA) is a newly introduced approach coined by Maftoon and Ziafar in 2013. It 
emphasizes that making comparisons between chunks of two languages can be used as a promoting tool for L2 learning 
(Maftoon & Ziafar, 2013). In this approach, the role of 'formulaic language' in learning the target language is 
accentuated and making comparisons between L1 and L2 chunks and finding appropriate equivalents in the two 
languages are introduced as an influential way in L2 learning and improving learners' cognition. Learners attempt to 
find near-native equivalents and are encouraged to gather L1-L2 formulaic contrasts and produce written or oral 
products to make these segments fixed in their memory and raise their contrastive lexical competence (Maftoon & 
Ziafar, 2013). CLA concept profits from different hypotheses proposed by prominent scholars like Cummins' 
developmental interdependence hypothesis (1978 - 1979), bilingual interactive activation model (Sunderman & Kroll, 
2006) and the revised hierarchical model presented by Sunderman and Kroll (2006).  
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Since explicit way of instruction for teaching pragmatics due to the high frequency of pragmatic defeats of learners in 
the target language is suggested (Cohen, 2008), and it is asserted that teaching pragmatics cannot be performed through 
unconscious processes, CLA can be used as a fruitful approach to increase pragmatic competence of language learners 
by making comparisons between the chunks of the target language and mother tongue, and it may enhance the learners' 
awareness about the differences and similarities between the two languages and help to become more conscious about 
their own learning as well. 
 Regarding the importance of chunks in language learning and the influential role of pragmatics in communicative 
competence of the learners, which is the goal of most language learners, this research aims at finding any probable 
relationship between learners' pragmatic competence and CLC to meet the learners' needs in this area and contribute 
the instructors and learners in finding  more effective methods in teaching this segment of linguistics and eradicate 
the problems that learners face while encountered with the context of the second language. 
 

BACKGROUND 
The use of lexical chunks in university classroom teaching and textbooks was examined by Cortes (2004). He argued 
that lexical chunks can be stored in the mental lexicon in the form of unanalyzed units and used as the building blocks 
for constructing discourse. The results of other studies have indicated the quicker processing of formulaic expressions 
in comparison with non-formulaic ones (Conklin & Schmitt, 2008; Jiang & Nekrasova, 2007). Also, Ziafar (2015) 
emphasizes utilizing formulaic expressions and asserts that learners' fluency, accuracy and pragmatic competence can 
be accelerated by using these expressions.   
             Although the use of L1, that CLA accentuates, is criticized by some scholars such as Bouangeune (2009), 
Philipson (1992), or Seligson (1997), other scholars including Atkinson (1987), Harbord (1992), and Scrivener (2005) 
declare that appropriate use of L1 has positive effects on English language teaching and learning process. The students' 
L1 is a fruitful device and squandering of this worthy resource will be the result if it is ignored (Deller & Rinvolucri, 
2002). Moreover, Using L1 in the English learning process is considered harmless and profitable by Palmer (1969). 
It is acknowledged by Levine (2003, p. 355) that denying the role of L1 in the classroom is a "futile endeavor". 
Several reasons for using L1 in the classroom are given by Harbord (1992). He asserts that, it saves time, avoids chaos, 
speeds up the relationship between the teacher and the student and upgrades communication and learning of L2. 
       A balanced approach that maximizes the use of L2 and also considers the role of L1is suggested by Nation (2003). 
In addition, Seligson (1997, p. 10) labels L1 a "valuable resource" and suggests minimal and careful use of it. Although 
he advocates the use of English as much as it is possible for the learners, he suggests the allowance of using L1 where 
facilitates "running a lesson".  
          In a research done by Hanakova and Metruk (2017), a total of 30 English classes were observed with the focus 
on the time and instances in which L1 was used. Moreover, the teachers' reactions to the students' use of L1 were 
examined. The results of the study showed that the average time spent on using L1 during English language classes is 
8.4 min per one lesson, which accounts for 19% of the lesson. It was also observed that L1 is always present in the 
classes and teachers are not very systematic in establishing the rules for the use of L1. Setting clear rules about using 
L1 is suggested by the researchers.     
            The study done by Storch and Aldosari (2010) indicated that L1 is used for doing tasks and making discussion 
about vocabulary in classrooms. The results showed the contribution of L1 in the cognitive, social and language 
learning and teaching, and that in fact we will cast off a useful device if ignore L1's role in language teaching.  
          Results of another study developed by Schweers (1999) demonstrated teachers' and students' stance on using 
L1 in the L2 classroom. Most of the learners and instructors showed their tendency toward using L1 during the 
instructions. 
           Kallvist (2004) found that by playing a movie in L1 with subtitles in L2, retention of language lexicons can be 
promoted despite the common idea that suggests original movies with subtitles in L1helps the retention of words. 
Kallvist's studies (2013) proved the active influence of translation on learners' commencement and involvement. 
           Another research done by Ȿevik (2007) reported no opposition to using L1 and admitted the usefulness of using 
mother tongue for different language learning goals and at diverse levels. 
The findings of a research developed by Solhi and Buyukyazi (2011) revealed that using learners' L1 in L2 teaching 
is claimed to be profitable by majority of the teachers. The level of the learners and specific goals of some of the 
instructions were the cause of some different ideas. Based on this study, English instructors used L1 to facilitate 
elementary learners' learning and they gradually reduced using mother tongue after students' development in L2. The 
results also manifested the role of L1 as a facilitator in language learning and teaching in Turkish schools. They further 
suggested that making comparisons between two languages can heighten students' consciousness and makes language 
learning easier.  
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    Crawford's (2004) research was done in Australia to investigate the teachers' attitude toward using L1. Most 
participants believed in the positive effect of using L2 on enhancing Language learners' knowledge in L2. And, she 
asserted that using L2 by the teachers shows their confidence about their students' abilities to learn and L2 is more 
effective while teaching grammar. She claimed that utilization of L1 is not the result of incompetence teachers, and 
L1 is almost used at all levels of language teaching even by highly proficient native speakers. 
      The research done by Ma (2009) indicated that all the adult Chinese learners and ESL teachers in an Adult Migrant 
English Program classroom believed in the usefulness of L1 use as a precious pedagogical and cognitive mine. 
   A questionnaire-based study was carried out by Mohebbi and Alavi (2014). It was conducted in some private 
institutes in different cities of Iran. Seventy-two teachers completed and returned the questionnaires. A biodata 
questionnaire and a questionnaire developed by the researchers were used to obtain the data. 
According to their findings most of the seventy-two teachers (%81.94) always use learners' L1 while teaching new 
vocabulary, providing feedback and explaining their errors, and 77.77 percent of the teachers asserted that they use 
L1 for grammar explanation. To build rapport with learners 69.44 percent of the teachers who participated in the study 
admied that they always use L1. They concluded that L1 can be used to accelerate L2 learning and teachers should be 
stimulated to use it. They also concluded that learners' L1 is a precious gift that can be used to accelerate L2 learning 
and teachers should be stimulated to use it more effectively.  
        An experiment done by Vaezi and Mirzae (2007) developed on 72 intermediate language learners revealed that 
translation can be used as an effective way for enhancing learners' accuracy. 
 

CLA AND LANGUAGE TEACHING 
A research was done by Ziafar and Maftoon (2014) to discover the effect of CLA on Iranian EFL learners' pragmatic 
performance compared with two main pragmatic teaching techniques. The research was developed on 47 Iranian EFL 
university students from Islamic Azad University majoring in TEFL / TESL at master's degree (MA) level assigned 
to three groups. The first group, consisted of 18 participants, received implicit instruction and the second group which 
consisted of 14 participants received explicit instruction. For the third group contrastive lexical approach was 
performed as instruction tool and consisted of 15 participants.  The focus of the study was on three major parts of 
language learners' pragmatic competence and their ability to use them in different contexts. Results showed no 
significant difference between groups regarding their use of pragmatic forms. Researchers suggested that inadequate 
number of the participants and short duration of the instructions seems to be the cause of this resemblance in results. 
That can be discovered by further research in future. Positive feedbacks were received by the researchers and the 
participants defined contrastive practices as an easier way of using native-like pragmatic utterances. Language learners 
try to avoid using inappropriate sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic utterances that can be facilitated by using 
contrastive practices performed in the classrooms.  

In yet another relevant study, Ziafar (2020) performed an experiment in order to discover the effect of CLA 
on Iranian EFL learners’ pragmatic competence. In his study, sixty-three participants were randomly placed in three 
experimental groups and received treatment during ten 30-minute sessions. After doing statistical analyses he came 
with the conclusion that all three methods have been useful in enhancing language learners’ pragmatic competence 
and no method proved to excel the other two in doing so.  
 

RESEARCH QUESTION AND NULL HYPOTHESIS 
This study intends to investigate and answer the following research question: 
1. Is there any significant relationship between Iranian EFL learners' contrastive lexical competence and their 
pragmatic competence? 
The present study also aims at probing the following null research hypothesis: 
H01: There is no significant relationship between Iranian EFL learners' contrastive lexical competence and their 
pragmatic competence. 

METHODOLOGY 
PARTICIPANTS 

The study was conducted on100 male and female language students from different high schools in Ahvaz whose ages 
were between 15 and 18 and were at intermediate level of language proficiency. Oxford quick placement test was 
given to assure the homogeneity of the participants with 60 minute time allocated and 64 of the participants who got 
the required score were selected and others were excluded from the study. 

INSTRUMENTS 
In order to collect data for this research the following instruments were used:  
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OXFORD QUICK PLACEMENT TEST 
To ascertain the participants' general English proficiency and homogenize the participants, an Oxford Quick 
Placement Test was utilized. The test is partitioned into two sections: grammar test and listening test, each comprising 
of 100 items. To develop this study only the grammar test was conducted which is a written multiple-choice test of 
grammatical and lexical items. To complete the grammar test, 60 minutes is required but advanced users can complete 
it in almost half an hour. Each correct item receives 1 point with the maximum possible score of 100.    

PRAGMATIC TEST 
Roever's (2006) pragmatic test was used in order to weigh the participants' pragmatic competence. This test is 
representative of the major components of one's pragmatic competence incorporating routines (language use in 
specific situations), implicatures (when people speak indirectly) and speech acts. The Roever's pragmatic test includes 
twelve multiple- choice items measuring implicatures knowledge: four items on formulaic implicatures and eight 
items on idiosyncratic implicatures knowledge. The second section measures learners' formulaic competence and is 
comprised of twelve multiple- choice items. In the third section, Roever has used the twelve MDC questions with 
rejoinders which tests language learners' ability to properly manage three speech acts of request, apology, and refusal. 
According to Roever, this pragmatic test represents a valid and reliable scale for determining pragmatic competence. 
He further claims that this test is reliable since it reveals a Cronbach Alpha of 0.82, 0.73, 0.89 and 0.91 for implicatures, 
routines, speech acts and the total pragmatic test, respectively. 

CONTRASTIVE LEXICAL COMPETENCE TEST 
A CLC test which has been developed by Ziafar (2017) was issued to measure the English language learning CLC 
competency. This test includes 14 items of C- test and 14 items of multiple- choice questions and was employed for 
the purpose of the study. All questions are composed of English and Persian chunks. Each multiple- choice test consists 
of one English chunk in the test stem and four Persian chunk options with one best answer and three other distractors. 
All the test items are taken from authentic materials and popular movies and TV series. 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 
The study was undertaken in different high schools and Azad University in Iran, Ahvaz.  The general proficiency test 
was conducted under controlled conditions during normal class time. Although the students were categorized based 
on their proficiency in institute classes, to obtain more precise results Oxford Placement Test was done before 
developing the pragmatic test which lasted 60 minutes. According to their proficiency scores, 90 of the students were 
selected to obtain a homogenized group of participants being at intermediate proficiency level. The second test taken 
was pragmatic test done in 60 minutes to measure participants' pragmatic competence. 64 participants were selected 
out of 90 based on the acceptable scores obtained out of the pragmatic test. Then the CLC test was given in 30 minutes 
in order to discover the relationship between participants' Pragmatic Competence and Contrastive Lexical 
Competence. At least four separate classes and three 60 minute sessions were needed to conduct this research.  All 
classes received the three tests, under the supervision of the test takers who were given the same instruction and time 
frames for the completion of the tests. Using mobile devices was not allowed during the test sessions. 18 MA students 
studying English Language Teaching in Ahvaz university also took part in the experiment. 

 
RESULTS 

CHECKING THE NORMALITY OF CLC SCORES 
According to the table 5.1 the difference between 5% trimmed mean value and the mean value are not high so extreme 
scores have not exerted any strong influence on the mean. Although the skewness value is rather low (.29) the kurtosis 
value (.83) shows that the distribution is quite peaked. As presented in table 5.2, the normality of the distribution is 
further violated by the significant result of Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic (Sig = .016). The histogram (figure 5.1) and 
the detrended normal Q-Q plot (Figure 5.2) also suggest that the distribution of CLC scores is not normal. 
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                                                                                             Statistic                Std. Error    

CLC     Mean                                                                           12.16                       .527 
            95%Confidence Interval for Lower Bound                 11.11 
           Mean                              Upper Bound                           13.21 
          5% Trimmed Mean                                                          12.27 
           Median                                                                           12.50 
           Variance                                                                         22.752 
           Std. Deviation                                                                 4.770 
          Minimum                                                                          2 
           Maximum                                                                        20 
           Range                                                                              18 
           Interquartile Range                                                           8 
           Skewness                                                                        -.298                          .266 
           Kurtosis                                                                           -.836                         .526 
            

 

                                           Tests of Normality (5.2) 

      Kolmogorov-Smirnova                                            Shapiro-Wilk 

            Statistic       df         sig.                       Statistic      df          sig. 

 

CLC      .101         82        .036                          .962      82           .016 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction    
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                                                                  Figure 5.1 Histogram 

 
                                                       Figure5.2 Q Q plot for CLC scores 
 

CHECKING THE NORMALITY OF PRAGMATIC SCORES 
Based on the scores in table 4.3, although the difference between the 5% trimmed mean (24.07) and the real mean 
(23.84) is not considerable, the skewness (-.77) and kurtosis (-.08) values suggest the violation of normality of the 
distribution of pragmatic scores. Considering the significant value of Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic (Sig = .000), as 
shown in table 4.4, and the histogram (figure 4.3) and the Q-Q plot (figure 4.4), it can be concluded that the distribution 
of pragmatic scores is not normal either.    
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 Descriptives (table 5.3) 

                                                                                                                              Statistic                           Std. Error 

total          Mean                                                                        23.84                        .725 
                95% Confidence Interval for Lower Bound               22.40 
Mean                                              Upper Bound                       25.28 
5% Trimmed Mean                                                                     24.07 
Median                                                                                       25.50 
Variance                                                                                     43.147 
Std. Deviation                                                                              6.569 
Minimum                                                                                       9 
Maximum                                                                                       35 
Range                                                                                             26 
Interquartile Range                                                                           7 
Skewness                                                                                       -.772                         .266 
 Kurtosis                                                                                        -.084                         .526 
 
                               
 
                                         Tests of Normality (table 5.4) 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5.3  histogram for pragmatic scores 

      Kolmogorov-Smirnova                                            Shapiro-Wilk 

            Statistic       df         sig.                       Statistic      df          sig. 

 

CLC      .144         82        .000                         .924         82        .000 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction    
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              Figure 5.4 Q-Q  plot  for pragmatic scores 

THE CORRELATION BETWEEN CLC and PRAGMATIC SCORES 
The scatterplot (figure 5.5) suggests the existence of a moderate relationship between the CLC and pragmatic scores. 
The number of outliers does not seem to be considerable. Based on the shape of the scatterplot, it seems that the 
assumptions of curvilinearity and homoscedasticity have not been violated and a straight line could be drawn through 
the main cluster of the points, suggesting the existence of a rather strong positive relationship.  

 
                                Figure5.5 Scatterplot for CLC against Pragmatic Scores 
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                                                        Correlations (table 5.6) 

                                                                             CLC                    total 

CLC              Pearson Correlation                          1                     .674** 
                     Sig. (2-tailed)                                                             .000 
                     N                                                      82                         82 

total             Pearson correlation                         .674                        1 
                     sig. (2-tailed)                         .000   
                     N                                                        82                     82  

                                      **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
                                Non Parametric Correlations (table 5.7) 

                                                                                                             CLC                    total 

Spearman's rho              CLC                Correlation Coefficient             1.000              .677** 
                         Sig. (2-tailed)                              .                   .000 
                         N                                               82                    82 
Total               Correlation Coefficient              .677**              1.000 
                        Sig. (2-tailed)                             .000                        . 
                          N                                                82                     82 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 

The relationship between CLC and pragmatic scores was investigated using Spearman’s rho correlation 
coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the assumptions of linearity, and 
homoscedasticity. Although the normality assumption had been violated and made the researcher report Spearmean’s 
rho instead of Pearson product moment correlation coefficient. According to the information in tables 5.5, 5.6 and 5.7, 
there was a strong, significant correlation between the two variables (r = .67, n = 82, p < .001), with high levels of 
CLC associated with high levels of pragmatic competence. The coefficient of determination as a measure of shared 
variance between the two scores is (.45), which means that pragmatic scores predict 45% of the variance in CLC 
scores.  

PRAGMATIC PARTS AND CLC SCORES 
As presented in table 5.9, the three independent variables (routines, implicatures, and speech acts) correlate 
substantially with CLC (.60, .54, .51). In addition, the correlation between each of independent variables is not too 
high (lower than .7). Based on these results and Tolerance value for the three independent variables (.72, .59, .70) and 
also the VIF values (1.38, 1.67, 1.42), the assumption of multicollinearity has not been violated. Figure 5.6 shows that 
the points lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right. This suggests no serious violation of 
normality. Figure 5.7 suggests that the residuals are roughly rectangularly distributed with few cases of outliers. 
                                      Descriptive Statistics (table 5.8) 

                                                              Mean                 Std. Deviation                 N 

CLC                                                          12.16                       4.770                      82 
Routines                                                   8.01                          2.333                      82 
Implicatures                                              7.94                          3.048                      82                                                   
Speech acts                                               8.01                           2.933                     82 

Descriptive Statistics (table 5.5) 

                Mean        Std. Deviation             N 

CLC       12.16            4.770                        82 
total         23.84           6.569                        82 
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                                                                       Correlations (table 5.9) 

                                                                       CLC           routines         implicatures       speech acts 

Pearson Correlation     CLC                          1.000            .608                .540                   .513 
                                     routines                    .608              1.000               .517                   .368 
                                     implicatures               .540            .517                   1.000                  .534 
                                     speech acts                 .513            .368                 .534                   1.000 
Sig (1-tailed)                 CLC                          .                  .000                 .000                     .000 
                                    routines                      .000                 .                    .000                   .000 
                                   implicatures                .000              .000                        .                   .000 
                                   speech acts                  .000               .000                 .000                      . 
    N                                CLC                           82                 82                     82                     82 
                                      routines                       82                  82                     82                    82 
                                      implicatures                 82                 82                     82                    82 
                                      speech acts                   82                 82                    82                     82 

 
After ensuring that all the assumptions for running multiple regressions have been met, the researcher needs 

to evaluate the regression model. Based on the results presented in table 4.10, 48.7% of variance of CLC in scores is 
explained by the pragmatic model (routines, implicatures and speech acts). The model also reaches statistical 
significance (p < .0005). This rejects the null hypothesis that multiple R in the population equals (0). Table 4.12 reveals 
that among the three independent variables, in comparison with implicatures (Beta = .185, Sig = .08) and speech acts 
(Beta = .262, Sig = .008), routines with the highest Beta value (Beta = .416, p< .005) makes the strongest statistically 
significant and unique contribution to explaining CLC scores, when the variance explained by all other variables in 
the model is controlled for. Based on the same table, routines, implicatures and speech acts uniquely explain 12%, 1% 
and 4% of the total variance in the dependent variable (CLC scores). This means that routines section makes the 
highest unique contribution to the explanation of variance in CLC.  

                                              Model Summaryb (Table 5.10) 

      Model             R                R Square           Adjust R                          Standard Error of the 
                                                                           Square                                    Estimate 

          1              . 698a            . 487                     .467                                     3.482 

a. Predictors: (Constant), speech acts, routines, implicatures 
b. Dependent Variable: CLC 

 
                                                                       
                                                                       ANOVAb (Table 5.11) 

Model                            Sum of Squares          df                 Mean Square      F         Sig. 

1 Regression            897.111                    3                  299.037         24.661     .000 
Residual                945.828                  78                 12.126 
Total                     1842.939                 81 

a. Predictors: (Constant), speech acts, implicatures 
b. Dependent Variable: CLC 

 
                                      Coefficientsa (Table 5.12) 

 
 
 
Model 

Unstandardized      Standardized 
Coefficients            Coefficeints 

                
 
 
t     Sig. 

95% Coefficience                                           Collinearity 
  interval for B            Correlations                    Statistics 

        
     B     Std. Error         Beta          

Lower    Upper         Zero- 
Bound    Bound         order   Partial  Part      Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant)  -.357    1.517                              -.235  .815      -3.377      2.663                    
routines          .850    .195               .416             4.351  .000      .461       1.239       .608       .442   .353       .721   1.388 
implicatures   .289     .164              .185             1.759   .082      -.038      .617        .540       .195    .143       .595  1.679 
speech acts    .425      .157              .262             2.704   .008      .112       .739        .513        .293    .219      .703   1.422 

a. Dependent 
Variable: CLC 
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                                                         Figure5.6 Normal Probability Plot (P-P) 
                  
 
 
 
                                                                                          

As mentioned previously, the analysis of the scores obtained from the CLC and pragmatic tests indicate that 
the distribution of scores is not normal neither in CLC nor pragmatic test. It can be concluded that the linguistic 
competence of the participants of this research does not correspond with their pragmatic competence. The results 
indicate some examples which display a low pragmatic competence that reveals the negligence paid to this part of 
language learning. 

 Since the normality assumption has been violated the researcher is made to report Spearman's rho instead of 
Pearson product moment correlation coefficient. 
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Data analysis showed a strong, significant correlation between the two variables (r=.67, n=82, p< .001), with 
high levels of CLC with high levels of pragmatic competence. 

Evaluation of the regression model indicated that 48.7% of variance of CLC in scores is explained by the 
pragmatic model. The model also reaches statistical significance (p< .0005), so the null hypothesis of the research is 
rejected, and the answer to the null hypothesis is no. 

The coefficient of determination as a measure of shared variance between the two scores is .45, which means 
that pragmatic scores predict 45% of the variance in CLC scores.  Among routines, implicatures and speech acts, 
routines section makes the highest unique contribution to the explanation of variance in CLC. 

The scatterplot suggests the existence of a rather strong positive relationship between the CLC and pragmatic 
scores as well. 
 

DISCUSSION 
The results of the study clearly indicate the existence of positive relationship between contrastive lexical competence 
and pragmatic competence of Iranian intermediate language learners; therefore the hypothesis of the study is 
confirmed. 

   It can be derived from the results that there is a significant relationship between the pragmatic competence 
and CLC competence of the Iranian language learners and that developing educators' CLC competence may help 
improve their pragmatic knowledge. 

Despite the oppositions still existing among some instructors about using L1 as a scaffolding tool in second 
language teaching, CLA has emerged to be introduced as a method which can help improve language learning by 
making contrast between chunks of L1 and the target language. The importance of using L1 as a supporting tool to 
improve learning the second language is supported by many linguists. Dependence and interrelatedness of bilinguals' 
ability in L1 and L2 is asserted by Cummins (1996).  Levine (2014) also argues that a lot of instructional, logical and 
social activities can be served by using L1, the same as what can be attained by using L2. Moreover, L1 proficiency 
is known as a tool that L2 learning process can be performed by it, and it does not impede language learning (Careless, 
2008). 

The findings of the present study are in line with the findings of Swain and Lapkin (2000) who investigated 
the use of L1 (English) in French classes and found that L1 could create a common understanding to accelerate doing 
tasks, learners' focus will be on vocabulary and grammar and their interactions with others will be increased. As we 
can see, this research supports using mother tongue to facilitate promotion of learners' ability in doing tasks. As doing 
tasks requires learners' different abilities, and Swain and Lapkin reported positive influence of using L1 on learners' 
task doing, we can interpret that it may have positive effects on other capacities of the learners.  

There exist other experiments that reported positivity of utilizing L1 for teaching L2 such as Vaezi and 
Mirzae's (2007) research. The results of their study revealed the positive effect of translation on enhancing learners' 
accuracy. Contrary to the idea that first language structure may impede learning the L2 structure, learners can use L2 
more accurately through comparing the two languages.   

Other experiments have been done about using L1 by different researchers including Storch and 
Wigglesworth (2003) that studied learners' use of L1 while performing complex tasks. Their data indicated that even 
in L2 setting, some use of L1 can be useful, and L2 teachers' opinions about using L1 in L2 – speaking groups and 
pair work should be evaluated again. Their research results and the data from the previous studies approve the 
effectiveness of using L1 and its influential role in development of educators' different abilities. 

 One of the main components of CLC is using chunks of L1 to be compared to L2', and the results of the 
mentioned studies that show positive effect of L1 on various abilities of the students can prove that comparing the L1 
and L2 equivalents not only does not hinder language learning but it also can be used as a very reliable support for the 
process of language learning. So, the results of these studies can be used as supportive data to confirm the hypothesis 
of the present study. 

The importance of using formulaic expressions which CLA puts emphasis on, is affirmed by the results of 
the experiment undertaken by Channell (1981) who declared that despite the excellent knowledge the students had 
about the words, they failed to match acceptable collocations and also made many unacceptable collocations.  Based 
on the findings of the research, she interprets that while teaching a new word, the person should teach the words 
accompanying it, and the specific situation where the word is used should be taught either. Channell's study strongly 
supports the idea of teaching units of the language and rejects teaching of isolated words without mentioning the 
context where they can be used. The importance and positive role of chunks in the process of language learning can 
be deduced from her study which seems to validate the findings of the current study in the part of CLC which is 
established based on the L1 – L2 chunk comparison.   
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Moreover, profitability of chunk learning is supported by Yumoto (1992) who spent two years observing the 
usage of chunks by her two Japanese – speaking kids and concluded that using formulaic expressions can be an 
effective factor for reducing the pressure of learning and improving communicative ability of the language learners. 
She asserts that the language rules can be internalized by the process of learning the formulas. Her study is an assertion 
of the significant position that formulaic units have in developing communication competence and learning the rules 
of the language by the learners – what the CLA approach insists on.     

Another study which is in line with my study was done by Rong (2015) and revealed that lexical chunks have 
a significant position in listening comprehension, and that learners' listening comprehension can be developed by 
memorization of phrases. He upholds chunking of words into phrases and claims that it is positively correlated with 
listening comprehension of the learners. He holds that by giving adequate attention and priority to lexical chunks, high 
proficiency in listening comprehension can be achieved.   

Furthermore, the experiment done by Ilyas and Salih (2011) on acquiring composition writing skill through 
utilizing lexical approach, revealed that lexical approach had positive effects on the second-year-university students' 
improvement in writing. 

The results of an investigation developed by Debadi and Guerroudj (2018) indicate a moderate positive 
correlation between training students to chunk language successfully and the increase of collocational strength with 
high mutual information scores in writing.  

In another research that was developed by Khatib and Ziafar (2012), and its results can be used to confirm 
the integrity of my research, they investigated the relationship between CLA and teaching literature and the results of 
his study manifested the promotion and positive influence of CLA on teaching literature. They asserted that positive 
effects of teaching literature are promoted by CLA and added that the criticisms existing against teaching literature 
will be eliminated since CLA is a good method which provides possibility for learners to profit from both L1 and L2 
literary units of language. 

In addition, Ziafar and Seyyedrezae (2014) gained results which support the effectiveness of CLA in 
promoting learners' general willingness to communicate. 

The findings of the current study are in line with the study developed by Ziafar (2015) who found that the 
use of L1 provides learners with metacognitive, metalinguistic and metapragmatic knowledge, and enhancement of 
the learners' self – confidence is the result of acquiring these abilities. He holds that memorizing and saving L2 in the 
memory will be accelerated by using L1, and precious lexical, pragmatic and cultural sources of L1 can be compared 
with L2's and a mental framework can be shaped to be used by the learners. He concludes that L1 – L2 chunk 
comparison helps learners boost their fluency, accuracy and pragmatic knowledge in their second language and a good 
language learner will be the result of this process.  His research results show the positive effect of L1 on learning L2, 
and he clearly asserts that making comparison between the chunks of the two languages have positive effects on 
different competencies of the learners.       

Regarding the results of the present study, the linguists' assertions reflecting the effectiveness of using L1 in 
teaching L2, the results of the studies mentioned by the researcher which show the positive role of L1 and the 
importance of teaching and emphasizing chunks, it can be concluded that making comparisons between the chunks of 
the mother tongue and the target language can be an influential element in teaching pragmatics.  

 Therefore, CLA can be used as an effective tool to help promote Iranian learners' pragmatic competence by 
making comparisons between the chunks of the two languages. By raising the awareness of the learners about 
similarities and differences existing between their mother tongue – which they are expert in – and the target language, 
instructors can help improve learners' pragmatic competence. 

This conclusive evidence, confirms the hypothesis of the research that contributing the educators to enhance 
their CLC competence may be helpful for improving their pragmatic competence. 

PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 
The main implications drawn from this study lie in the fact that learners' acquaintance with the target context which 
is an essential factor in developing their pragmatic competence can be acquired through utilizing contrastive lexical 
approach. CLA can be used as a shortcut methodology to speed up the process of language learning by relying on the 
learners' first language ability. Besides, constant seeking of the similarities and differences between the two languages 
makes learners more familiar with the chunks used in a particular situation and they can communicate more fluently, 
accurately and effectively in those specific situations.      
           Despite the resistance of CLT opponents to using L1 for teaching second language, the researchers believe that 
this research may shed further light on the positive role of L1 and contribute teachers to overcome this taboo. They 
should try to include pragmatics in their instructions regarding the importance of this segment of linguistics. As no 
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time or materials are allocated to teaching pragmatics, educators can be asked to do some extra activities and outside-
of-school assignments.  
               Regarding the importance of pragmatics in language communication and the explicit ways recommended for 
teaching it by scholars, there is an urgent need to design a syllabus and provide rich sources of learning materials 
which can contribute to the mastery of pragmatic knowledge.  Material developers should pay more attention to this 
component of language competence and not be afraid of providing intercultural situations. Iranian culture is comprised 
of various subcultures, CLA can provide an excellent opportunity for the syllabus designers and material developers 
to add variety of tasks and texts that make comparisons between the expressions used in English and other subcultures.  
Having opportunity to make comparisons between their own culture and the customs of the target language community 
makes the learners more familiar with their own culture values and enhances their self-confidence.  
 Textbooks should be provided that include strong samples of different aspects of pragmatics and real native 
conversations and texts representing parts of the culture and traditions of the target community as well. Listening part 
of the textbooks can be selected from authentic resources of language including movies, news reports or interviews 
narrated by native speakers .  

LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
Obviously, the main limitation of the study is the small number of the participants who agreed to take part in the 
research. Because of the little attention paid to teaching pragmatics in Iranian curriculum, some Iranian learners are 
not familiar with the target context and the irrelevance of learners' language proficiency level and their pragmatic 
score is the result of such negligence. The results of the study can be generalizable only to Persian situations and the 
results can vary for other languages. The researcher hopes that this study has been successful in answering the question 
of the study and the other potential questions may yield the following areas for further research:  
1. The research can be conducted on a wider population of language learners to yield richer results 
2. Similar studies can be done on other proficiency levels 
3. The same study can be repeated on other populations with a different L1   

CONCLUSION 
Pragmatics is a very noteworthy segment of socio-cultural competence which is absolutely neglected in Iranian 
educational system. This research provides contribution to rectify the deficiencies that exist, through investigating if 
any relationship exists between heightening contrastive lexical competence of the learners and their pragmatic 
competence. The results of the study revealed that contrastive lexical approach is influential in the sense that using 
this method and enhancing educators' contrastive lexical competence may be helpful in increasing language learning 
by developing learners' sensitivity towards the similarities and differences that exist between the target language and 
their mother tongue – which they are adroit at and more comfortable with. 
 L1 is introduced as a supporting instrument rather than being an obstacle by contrastive lexical approach. 
CLA makes the second language learners more confident, decreases their anxiety and makes them more willing to 
communicate in a more relaxed situation. Although the dominant language of instruction should be English and we 
should not exaggerate the role of L1, It is suggested that mother tongue can be a facilitator for learning L2 by 
heightening learners' sensitivity towards the differences and similarities between the two languages (Solhi & 
Buyukyazi, 2011). 
 The results of the present study confirm the hypothesis of the study suggesting that there may exist an 
association between raising learners' contrastive lexical competence (by using CLA) to develop their pragmatic 
competence. CLA may contribute learners better understand various situations of the target community by comparing 
its context with their own culture, and help them enhance their pragmatic competence to better communicate in the 
target situation.  
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