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Abstract – The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of textual lexical 

cohesion on improving Iranian EFL learners’ word learning. Participants in this study 

consisted of 50 students studying English as a foreign language in Sepehr Institute at 

intermediate level in Arak. Pretest and posttest design was utilized for the present study. To 

assure the criterion of homogeneity, fifty students were selected out of 100 students based 

on the obtained result from Nelson English Language proficiency test which was 

conducted at the beginning of the study. Based on the scores from the proficiency test, two 

groups were randomly selected as a control group and an experimental group. A test of 

vocabulary, which was prepared by the researchers, was administered as a pretest of this 

study. This test consisted of 20 vocabulary items which measured the knowledge of 

vocabulary taught during the study. After that, the experimental group received a special 

treatment to help them make a difference between seemingly synonymous terms while the 

control group received traditional way of teaching words, that is, the students were given 

some matching exercises (matching the words with their definition). The treatment lasted 

10 sessions or about two months. Then a post-test was administered and the result of the 

pretest and posttest in data analysis thorough statistical procedure such as Independent T-

test confirmed the superiority of the experimental group over the control group. Thus 

lexical cohesion instruction proved to help improve learning vocabulary for EFL. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Vocabulary learning is central to language acquisition, whether the language is first, 

second or foreign. Vocabulary has not been emphasized as a priority in language teaching; 

however, the interest in its role in second language has grown dramatically in recent years 

and specialists now emphasize a systematic and principled approach to vocabulary teaching 

and learning by both learners and teachers (Decarrico, 2002). The increased interest in this 

area is evidenced by a rapidly expanding bulk of studies and pedagogical materials, most of 

which address key issues of interest for language teachers (Nassaji, 2006). For instance, what 

does it mean to know a word? Which words do learners need to know? How will the learners 

learn them? These are some aspects of current trend over the needs of learners in acquiring 

lexical ability. 
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There exists an agreement that lexical competence is at the heart of communicative 

competence, a controversial issue by itself, of course the ability to have an appropriate and 

successful communication (Coaky and Huckins, 1997). The point is that background for the 

study of vocabulary as an important indicator of second or foreign language proficiency 

attracted little investigation in second language acquisition research for a while compared to 

grammar and phonology (Meara, 1992). One of the reasons could be that vocabulary is not as 

clearly defined by rules as grammar and phonology and as a result not operationalized for 

research purposes. Even when vocabulary attracted a new attention during the 1980s, the 

objective for most of the research on vocabulary was to determine what words to be taught 

rather than to find out how they are actually learned (Meara, 1992). By the late 1970s and 

early 1980s more and more people began to challenge such view (Meara 1992; McCarthy 

1988; Laufer 1988); however, there were still signs of neglect of vocabulary in previous 

years. The low position of vocabulary and vocabulary teaching was to large extent because of 

language teaching approaches based on American linguistic theories that had dominated 

throughout the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s. Many believe that grammar should be the starting 

point of language learning. The Audio Lingual Method incorporated these ideas by paying 

systematic attention to intensive drills of basic sentence pattern and their pronunciation. The 

assumption was that once the student learned the structural pattern, lexical items to fill the 

grammatical slot in the frames could be learned later, as needed. Somehow we can say that 

the role of vocabulary was secondary to grammar. With the emergence of theories, while not 

rejecting old theories such as Generative Transformational Linguistic, the previous stand 

points were extended and gave greater emphasis to the sociolinguistic and pragmatic factors 

governing the effective use of language. Hyme’s (1972) especial concern was about the 

concept of communicative competence, which emphasizes meaningful communication in 

using language. That is using language in specific social context communicative language 

teaching evolved out of such notion and it promoted fluency over accuracy and consequently 

changed the focus from sentence level forms to discourse level functions. The echo for new 

status has started in the late 1970s and early 1980s, and by the late 1980s and early 1990s, 

vocabulary studies have developed and vocabulary teaching has found its own statues. 

Moreover; psycholinguistic studies were providing new insights concerning mental processes 

involved in vocabulary learning. Correlation between vocabulary knowledge and reading 

comprehension has also been focused, in one theory called aptitude hypothesis. Nagy (2001) 

puts this relation this way, those who have larger vocabularies can understand what they read 

better because there is a third factor which affects both vocabulary and comprehension. 

According to Naggy (2001), high verbal IQs can create better readers and better word 

learners. That is, people who have high verbal IQs can understand text better and learn large 

body of vocabularies. Many learners may have learned a lot of their words by means of oral 

language, and not reading, but still knowing these words is effective in their reading and 

comprehension. The reason is that the students verbal abilities is a factor for better words 

learning., and also it helps to better listening comprehension and face to face communication. 

Many teachers should encourage the students to recognize clues to the meaning of words in 

context which also emphasize the fact that exposure to words in various context is extremely 

important to deeper understanding of word’s meaning. 



A. Hasanpoor et al. 

184 

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

In this section, some issues related to vocabulary learning and lexical inferencing will 

be discussed. The concepts of concern to this study will be presented as follows. First a brief 

background of vocabulary knowledge and its types will be discussed. Therefore, some 

theoretical aspects of vocabulary acquisition and words in English language are presented 

followed by theoretical and practical areas of vocabulary instruction and learning types and 

strategies. Then studies about lexical inferencing and its result plus the role of reading and 

different effect of reading in relation with vocabulary learning are presented.  

 

A. What is Vocabulary Knowledge?  

“Having ability to make sense of words and activating the words automatically for 

productive purpose is called vocabulary knowledge” (Hermam, 1997, p. 187) is one of the 

definitions for word knowledge. Nation (1990) also presents another framework. He believes 

that the central components of what is called vocabulary knowledge are word meaning 

register, frequency and syntactic properties. On the other hand, primary aspects of vocabulary 

depth for reading comprehension are pronunciation, spelling and morphological properties. 

The following can be considered of what Nation and Newton (1997) elaborate as the word 

knowledge.  

 

B. Breadth and Depth of Vocabulary  

Before talking about the result of other research, it seems important to write about the 

definition of two useful terms. Breath of vocabulary is defined as the size of vocabulary, or 

the number of words for which a learner has at least some minimum of meaning. Depth of 

vocabulary is defined learner’s level of knowledge about various aspects of a given word, and 

how well the learner knows his word (Quin, 1990).There are some efforts to comprehend 

aspects of vocabulary knowledge. The importance of depth of vocabulary knowledge and its 

role in reading comprehension is focused by some of researchers. Although there is of course 

lack of empirical evidence and research in this topic, there has been a general agreement 

among the researchers about the importance of depth of words knowledge (Anderson.1981; 

Beck, Perfettti and Mackeon, 1982; Mezynski, 1983). 

The situation regarding L2 research is a little worse. There has not been any complete 

investigations and studies (Quin, 1999).  Measuring depth of vocabulary is much more 

difficult and it could be one possible explanation for the lack of empirical research. Although 

some L2 researchers (Wesche, 1993; Wesche and Paribakht.1996, 2000) have developed 

some instruments for measuring depth of vocabulary.  Botel (1997), in one of his studies 

focused on the relationship between depth of vocabulary knowledge and reading 

comprehension. This study was based on interviews and did not focus on the depth of 

vocabulary knowledge, but on the other hand, some factors which were considered to reflect 

aspects of vocabulary knowledge such as morphology, word association and harmony were 

identified. There still many unanswered questions about the contribution of vocabulary 

knowledge and reading comprehension. Lauer (1989, 1992 and 1996) has probed the 
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relationship between academic reading comprehension and vocabulary size. She found there 

is a good relationship between vocabulary size tests and reading comprehension tests. In 

another study consisting of 80 university students of similar background in Israel (Laufer and 

Nation, 1995) found a correlation of 0.71 between students’ score on reading comprehension 

and a test which was about the vocabulary level.  Koda (1989) had a study on 24 college 

students learning Japanese as a foreign language, and he could find a correlation between 

self-made vocabulary tests and two reading tests. Quin (1999) argues that there likely exists a 

strong association between learner’s breath of vocabulary knowledge and their reading 

comprehension levels and therefore  the scores on the vocabulary size  are capable of 

predicting performance on reading task. 

Now, one point which is interesting is types of vocabularies. There are different 

classifications and some of them are going to be presented here.  

 

C. Types of Vocabulary 

One classification is made by McCarthy and Carter (1988) talks about written and 

spoken vocabularies. According to their belief, this kind of classification has never received 

its deserved credit during the history of teaching language. They also say this 

“Because much of the existing literature on vocabulary has grown out of the study of 

written text, we shall be focusing on more recent descriptive insight into the spoken language, 

for it is in the study of spoken texts important differences have emerged which prompt a 

reassessment of some aspects of vocabulary pedagogy. (p. 20)                              

Attention toward the spoken vocabulary has not been a lot; one reason is proposed by 

McCarthy and Carter (1990), because of not having acceptable corpora and many soft wares 

were no able to deal with spoken transcription in the best way, while access, analysis, and 

collecting written language and words seemed something more available and costly. In recent 

years, spoken language has found its place its pedagogy, and while at the center of many 

educational materials the written language will always be found. It is to some extent clear that 

spoken input is emerging as a necessary part of educational needs. 

 

D. Vocabulary Acquisition 

The development of multiple linguistic systems, phonology, morphology, vocabulary 

and grammar will lead to acquits of the second language efficiently; however, in the history 

of L2 instruction, grammar has always been in the focus of attention for both teachers and 

researchers (Zimmerman.1997). Without  ignoring the importance of grammar, it should be 

said that the role of vocabulary in second language acquisition has developed a lot in recent 

years (Decarrico, 2002) and specialists now focus on needs of having a systematic and 

principled approach for vocabulary teaching and learning. 

According to (Barcroft, 2004), there are three significant reasons that emphasize the 

importance of vocabulary in SLA: (1) there is a direct relation between knowing vocabulary 

and having the ability of communication; many students know the importance of vocabulary; 
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and vocabulary knowledge plays an important role in developing the grammar knowledge. 

For example, according to the relationship between vocabulary and communication, dearth of 

grammatical knowledge to some extent hinders successful transmission of meaning, however, 

lack of vocabulary often obstacles the transfer of meaning thoroughly (Wilkins, 1972). So 

much of the reference to grammar knowledge has a place at the lexical level (Barcroft, 2004). 

There is a rapidly expanding body of experimental studies, with respect to vocabulary 

most of studies address key questions for language teachers, as an example, what does it 

mean to know a word? Which words do learners need to know? How will the learners will 

learn them? That is, effective vocabulary instruction should focus on explicit or implicit 

learning and that is a central debate coming from all these studies, and finally what is the best 

way for teaching vocabularies? According to the last question, as an example, Pigada and 

Smith (2006), focus on this subject that extensive reading has a positive role on vocabulary 

acquisition. 

 

E. How many Words a Learner Should Know? 

Knowing vocabulary is only one part on language skills such as reading and speaking. 

It should not be surmised that knowing vocabulary is prior to language skills. 

Vocabulary knowledge provides language learners with language use and language 

knowledge leads to the increase of vocabulary knowledge, knowledge of the world is the 

possibility of increasing world knowledge and language use. (Nation, 1990). However, in 

order to reply our basic assumption, it seems that before taking any further steps, there are 

many basic questions that need explanation. Nation and Waring (1997), set three interesting 

questions: how many vocabularies are there in any target language? The second intriguing 

question is about the number of words native speakers of target language know? and the last 

but not least is about how many words are needed to do things that a language user needs to 

do? (Nation and Waring, 1997). Before going through any discussion over such topics it 

seems that it’s a good idea to answer another question and that is the number of words in 

English language. 

 

F. The Number of Words in English Language 

Looking at the number of words in different dictionaries is the best way to answer this 

kind of question Dictionary compiler usually try to consider the vocabulary of language as a 

continually changing entity with new word and new uses of old words being attached and on 

the other side some old words are omitted. They also see problems about making decision 

between the same word such as drop as a noun or verb. It’s a kind of real problem that 

researchers may be exposed to, but according to Nation (1990) researchers are able to cope 

with this kind of problem in a systematic way. 

Different studies aimed at this riddle among which could be cited Dupy (1974), non-

historical English dictionary, Webster’s third edition was analyzed. First, the proper names, 

compound words, dialect forms were put aside, and then, according to the base word, words 
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were classified to word families. The final result was 45000 word families. This according to 

Nation (1990), but the point is that the number of words that native speakers know is 

restricted 

 

G. How Many Words Do Native Speakers Know? 

Vocabulary knowledge among the language learners, teachers and even native 

speakers is a significant criterion. Measuring vocabulary size is an arduous effort facing lots 

of doubt among which what should be counted as a word? And how do we measure the 

familiarity of word for language learners? 

Second language English teachers may be interested in measuring the size of native 

speaker’s vocabulary since these can provide some indication of the size of learning tasks 

facing second language learners, especially those who are in need of studying and working 

with native speakers in English schools. According to Nation (1990), native speakers add 

about 1000 word families each year to their vocabulary size meaning that a five year old boy 

could have a vocabulary size of 4000 to 5000 words according to this assumption. Students 

graduated from universities are expected to know about 20000 word families (Goulden, 

Nation and Read, 1990). Of course, variation among these studies could be found and these 

numbers are not definite. Excluding foreign words, proper names and compound words is a 

main feature of these studies.  According to (Bauer and Nation, 1993), a word family includes 

a base word, its inflected forms, and a small number of derived forms.  

Primary school is being centered of some other research. Some other results 

emphasized that non-native speakers’ vocabulary and native speakers developed at the same 

rate in such situations (Jamieson, 1976). One point is that the adult EFL adult’s learners had a 

large gap in their vocabularies. After having studied English for many years, they have not 

reached more than 5000 vocabulary. Of course many language learners could achieve their 

vocabulary size even larger than the native speakers but it was not the norm.  

 

H. How Much Vocabulary Should Language Learners Learn?  

According to Nation (1990), it is feasible to answer this kind of question: how much 

vocabulary does a second language learner need? He believes that second language learner 

needs to know 3000 words of language. Nation (1990), proposes that when language learners 

learn the word with high frequency, it is time to teach low frequency words and develop 

different kinds of strategies for language learners to learn these words. Since the low 

frequency words have poor coverage; it is not valuable to spend class time on teaching this 

kinds of words. It is better to spend class time on working these strategies (a) guessing 

meaning from the context, (b) using word parts to remember words, (c) remember foreign 

language by means of using vocabulary cards. Detailed description of the strategies can be 

found in Nation (1990). The teachers’ focuses are on helping language learners to gain the 

control of these important strategies, but helping language learners continuing to learn these 

words is a basic function of these strategies. Indirect incidental learning is a way to handle 

learning of huge amounts of vocabulary. An example of this learning new word (or 
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deepening the knowledge of already known words) in context through extensive listening and 

reading. According to Sternberg (1987), learning from the context is so important that some 

studies suggest that first language learners learn most of their vocabulary in this way. 

Extensive reading has a positive role in enhancing word knowledge and getting a lot of 

exposure to the most frequent and useful words. At the intermediate and earlier level of 

language learning, simplified reading books can have a great benefit. According to (Joe, 

Nation and Newton 1996) other basic sources of language learning consist of problem 

solving and group work activities and formal classroom activities are excluded. The problem 

for beginner language learners and readers is getting to the threshold where they start learning 

from the context. If one does not know enough of the words on a page which is being read, 

one cannot easily learn from the context. Liu Na and Nation (1985) have shown that language 

learners need to know 3000 words if they wanted to be provided with of at least 95% of a text 

before language learners can learn in the best way from the context with complicated texts. 

This is a large amount of startup vocabulary a learner needs to comprehend general texts.  

How can we get learners to learn large amount of vocabulary in a short space of time? 

Researchers believe that learning vocabulary directly from cards and out of context are an 

outdated method of language learning and are not in agreement with communicative 

approaches toward language learning  

 

I. Word Lists, Learner’s needed Vocabulary 

It seems that second language learners need to focus on words with high frequency. 

There are some useful vocabulary lists classified according to the word’s frequency which 

researchers tried to mention. 

The General Service List (West, 1953) holds over 2000 headwords and was collected 

in 1940s.  The frequency figures for most of the items are based on 5.000,000 written corpus 

words.  Different meanings and parts of speech of head words have percentage figures. 

The Teachers Word Book consists of 30,000 words (Thorndike and Lorge, 1944).  

This list of 30,000 words based on a count of an 18,000,000 word written corpus. It is 

valuable because of its size. It is based on a large corpus and compromise a large number of 

words  

The American Heritage Word Frequency Book (Carroll, Davies and Richman, 

1971).this comprehensive list is arranged based on a corpus of 5,000,000 running words 

taken from written texts used in United States over a range of grades. Focusing on school 

texts and its listing of range figures is the main feature of this list. 

In the Brown (Francis and Kucera, 1982), LOB   and related corpora. There are 

several 1,000,000 word written corpora each showing different English dialects. Some of 

these have ranked words lists according to frequency. 

Michael West (1953), has the classical list of high frequency words, the 2000words of 

General Service List contains the words within the word family each with its own frequency 

and because of this, and it is useful for teachers and curriculum designers. For example, 

excited, exciting, excitement and excites come under the word excite. The GSL was written 
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to be used as a basic source for compiling simplified written texts into different steps. West 

and his colleagues, by using this vocabulary, produced a vast number of simplified readers. 

This is actually a very old list based on frequency studies done in the early decades of 

century. It has to some extent poor coverage provided by the words not in the first 1000 

words list and because of this; there have been doubts on its frequency.  If   95% of a special 

text is covered by a restricted vocabulary, for covering the remaining 5%, according to 

Engels, (1986), a much larger vocabulary is still needed. However, Engels overestimates this 

size of vocabulary. He also believes that West selection is a limited one not the best one. He 

did study 10 different texts each one containing 1000 words. He jumped to this conclusion 

that West’s list covered only 81.8 % of the running words (1968). Engels, (1968), definition 

of what should be included in a word family did not agree with West because West’s GSL 

contained only 3,372 words. Because Engels considered words such as flat and flatten, and 

police and policeman to the different word families. On the other side, for such items West 

gives separate figures, but by means of using GSL shows that they are in the same family. 

According to Engels, GSL does not provide 95% coverage of the text. Hwang and Nation 

(1995) did a similar study that their results could only support part of Eagels ideas. They 

noted that it is possible to replace 452 words in the West’s list with 250 words of high 

frequency across a range of genre, but small changes in text coverage could be observed. 

Despite of restrictions, dearthes and requirement for adjusting GSL is still one of the most 

reliable lists available. Different other studies were poor of this. GSL could show coverage of 

78% to 92% of various kinds of written text and it was shown in different studies. (Hwang, 

1989, Sutarsyah, Nation and Kennedy, 1994). Engels (1968) criticized the low coverage of 

words not in the first 1000 word in the list. Engels could only find that these 1000 words 

covered only 73.1% of the running words in the ten thousand words text he looked at, the 

words in the GSL outside the first 1000 words covered only 7.7 % of the running words and 

the other researchers found a similar contrast. If the language learners want to continue their 

academic studies in university, then there is a special need for academic words.  Such a need 

could be found in 836 word list known as University Word List (UWL) (Xue and Nation, 

1984). The words of this list are not available in first 2000 words of GSL list, but are at the 

same time frequent and wide range of application in academic texts.  Wide range means 

words that appear in all majors not just special majors such as economy and physics, (Nation, 

1990). Based on UWL, one word which is very frequent and is claimed to be present in many 

texts is frustrate. The UWL is compilation of four studies, Lynn (1973), Ghadessy (1979), 

Campion and Elley (1971), and Praninskas (1972). By looking at the coverage of academic 

text provided by UWL, its value could be seen .It seems as if knowing UWL makes the 

difference between roughly 80% coverage of the text (one unknown word is every five 

words) and 90% coverage  (one unknown word is every ten ) (Nation, 1990). New papers and 

magazines are suitable places for using more formal words of UWL. The UWL is thus a word 

list for learners with special needs and goals named academic reading. The goal behind the 

UWL is to make list of words with high frequency for academic purposes, so that these kinds 

of words and GSL words can be taught and be studied in the same way. 
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III. METHOD 

Accordingly, the purpose of this research is to determine the effect of textual lexical 

cohesion on differentiating synonymous terms in Iranian EFL settings. To achieve the goal, 

the following research question was posed: 

1. Does lexical cohesion affect the learner’s ability to find differences between seemingly 

synonymous terms? 

In order to answer the research question, the following hypotheses was formulated: 

H. Lexical cohesion does not affect learner’s ability to find differences between seemingly 

synonymous terms.  

 

A. Introduction 

This section will be devoted to the description of the methodology employed to test 

the hypothesis outlined above. First, a summary of the whole methodology will be given. 

Then a thorough description of the teaching/testing materials used in the course of study will 

be presented, followed by a full explanation of the design method and procedures employed 

to achieve the intended aim.  

The researchers employed two groups of students. One control group and one 

experimental group which received treatment and were chosen randomly. Both groups were 

taught the same vocabulary: The subjects in each group were required to guess the meaning 

of the vocabulary and in case they failed to do so, the instructor gave them the Persian 

equivalents of synonymous words. But the control group was given only some matching 

exercises while the participants in the experimental group had to guess the meaning of 

synonymous vocabularies. The participants were supposed to work on the meaning of words 

in the next session. It should be noted that the teacher’s most important comments focused on 

the correct use of the words in the context. 

 

B. Participants 

The participants of the study were 50 EFL male learners from a larger population of 

100 students at Sepehr language Institute in Arak. They were all teenagers and their first 

language was Persian. The participants were chosen randomly from four classes. Although the 

participants selected for this study were studying English at the same level determined by the 

institute, additional Nelson proficiency test was administered to see whether there were any 

significant differences among them or not. Afterwards, 50 students from those who got one 

SD above and below the mean were assigned randomly to two groups, namely control and 

experimental groups. The remaining students were discarded. All the participants were living 

in Arak. It is worth noting that they had passed Interchange level one successfully and 

enrolled in Interchange level two. 
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C. Instrumentation  

The instruments in this study included the assessment materials and the tasks and 

activities for each group. 

The proficiency test was the test of Nelson (adapted from Nelson English Language 

Tests, by Fowler & Coe (1976), (Series 100D). This standardized and validated test was 

administered in order to check the homogeneity of the experimental control groups.  The test 

included fifty multiple-choice items of Grammar and Vocabulary. 

These tests were prepared by the researcher to be used as the pre-test and the post-test. 

The tests consisted of 20 vocabulary items which measured the knowledge of the vocabulary 

taught during the study. It should be pointed out that the same  vocabularies were tested in 

both the pre-test and the post-test. In order to validate the test, its face validity and content 

validity were confirmed by two PhD experts. Then the researcher carried out a pilot study for 

the test on a group of 30 students. The Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the pilot group was 

0.70 which is a desired value and leads to a reliable test. 

In addition to the assessment materials, certain activities and tasks were practiced 

during the course of instruction. The experimental group was asked to guess the meaning of 

seemingly synonymous word. On the other hand, in the control group exercises such as 

finding the meaning of words by using dictionary were used as activities. These exercises 

were prepared and photocopied by the researcher and distributed to the students each session 

to practice the new words. 

 

D. Procedure 

First, the Nelson Test was administered to the two groups. Each correct answer 

received one point and there was no penalty for incorrect responses. After correcting the 

answer sheets, each participant received a mark.  

Then, the two groups namely control and experimental groups, enjoyed a series of 

instructions through which 40 words were practiced t in the course of 10 sessions, 4 words in 

each session, with a 4-day interval between them. 

In the experimental group, 4 words were taught to the participants in each session. 

The participants were exposed to a definition of each words   with exposure to contexts in 

which the words were embedded. The instructor explained the meaning of the words and 

tried to assist the learners as to how and in which situation or context the words were used. 

The participants were asked to work on the differences between the newly-learned 

synonymous words. Participants were supposed to work on the meaning of words for the next 

session. . It should be noted that the instructor’s most important comments focused on the 

correct use of the words in the context. It should be mentioned that the researcher assumed 

that the participants knew how to guess the meaning of synonymous words prior to the 

treatment based on what they had studied in Interchange series.  

In the control group, the same four words were taught to the participants each session. 

Afterwards, some matching exercises (matching the words with their definitions) were done 
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each session. Meanwhile, the instructor supervised to see whether all the participants were 

doing the exercises and in cases where there was a problem, the instructor would explain the 

exercise for them and corrected their errors. In the end, all the exercises with their correct 

responses were presented to class to make sure that all students had noted the correct use and 

format. In effect, this group received some placebo treatment. 

This process went on for 10 successive sessions with a 4-day interval between each in 

both groups. It should be mentioned that Persian equivalent of the words were given as the 

last resort and were given to the subjects in case they weren't able to understand them in 

English. 

At last, participants sat for the post-test. On the basis of this test, the efficacy of 

lexical cohesion on finding differences between seemingly synonymous terms was checked. 

 

IV. RESULTS  

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of lexical cohesion on 

finding subtle differences among words that are seemingly synonymous to improve Iranian 

male students ‘level of vocabulary. Therefore, at first the current study stated the differences 

between learning new words with/without  lexical clues and finally investigated whether 

there was any relationship between  lexical cohesion and learning seemingly synonymous 

words or not. 

 

Table 1:  The Result of Pretest Descriptive Statistics for Learning Seemingly Synonymous 

Terms by Means of Definition in Control Group 

 N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Control group 25 11.50 7.00 18.50 12.6300 2.74536 7.536 

 

As table 1 shows that, the mean of the scores for the control group in the pretest is 13, 

the median is 12.5, the mode is 10, and the standard deviation is around 2.74. Also the 

minimum score is 7 and the maximum score is 18.5 

 

Table 2: Posttest Descriptive Statistics for the Control Group 

 N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Control group 25 11.75 7.00 19 12.9600 2.74211 7.519 

 

As the table 3 shows, the mean of the scores for the control group in the posttest is 13, 

the median is 12.5, the mode is 11, and the standard deviation is around .74. Also the 

minimum score is 7, and the maximum one is 19 
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Table 3: Pretest Descriptive Analysis in Learning Seemingly Synonymous Terms in Text for 

Experimental Group 

Variance Std. Deviation Mean Maximum Minimum Range N  

4.228 2.05609 11.7100 16.00 7.50 8.50 25 Experimental Group 

 

 As table 3 shows, the mean of the scores for experimental group in posttest part is 12, 

the median is 11, the mode is 11, and the standard deviation is around 1.58. Also the 

minimum score is 7.5 and the maximum one is 16. 

 

Table 4: Post Test Descriptive Statistics for Experimental Group  

Variance Std. Deviation Mean Maximum Minimum Range N  

2.562 1.58935 15.000 18.75 12.00 6.75 25 Experimental Group 

 

As table 4 shows, the mean of the scores for the Experimental group in posttest is 15, 

the median is 15, and the mode is 15, and the standard deviation is 1.58. Also the minimum 

score is 12, and the maximum one is 18.75 

 

 

A. Data Analysis and Results for the First Hypothesis 

 

Table 5: Independent sample t-test for learner’s proficiency level in Control Group 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

Difference 

Mean 
df T Sig. 

pre 25 12.63 2.745 .549 
.33 24 -.635 .531 

post 25 12.69 2.742 .548 

 

The above table shows that there was not any significant difference between the 

scores obtained from the two tests given to the control group. Thus it can be inferred that the 

learners in the control group had not benefitted from the lexical cohesion while learning new 

words. 
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B. Data Analysis and Results for the Second Hypothesis  

Table 6: Independent sample t-test for the learner’s proficiency level in experimental group 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

Difference 

Mean 
df T Sig. 

pre 25 11.71 2.056 .411 
3.29 24 13.573 .000 

post 25 15 1.589 .317 

 

According to table 6, it can be concluded that there was a significant difference 

between the scores obtained from the pretest and posttest in the experimental group. The 

alpha was .000 indicates that the treatment has had a significant effect. On the other hand it 

can be implied that lexical cohesion has greatly affected the learner’s ability to find 

differences between seemingly synonymous terms 

 

V. CONCLUSION 

This study was conducted to investigate the effect of lexical cohesion on vocabulary 

learning that are to some extent synonymous by Iranian EFL learners. To this aim, 50 

participants were chosen from an English institute from four classes. Before beginning 

teaching sessions a pre-test was conducted to place students in right level and estimate their 

vocabulary knowledge. The participants were instructed 40 selected words, and then a post-

test was conducted to measure their vocabulary knowledge. The participants of the present 

study were all at intermediate level. Therefore, the researchers sampled two groups of 

learners; one control group and one experimental group who received treatment who were 

sampled randomly. Both groups were taught the same words in this way: the participants in 

each group were required to guess the meaning of the words they were given and in case they 

failed to do so, the instructor gave them the Persian equivalents of synonymous words. But 

the control group was given only some matching exercises. The participants were supposed to 

work on the meaning of words in the next session.  

To find the effect of the mentioned treatment, the researcher used independent sample 

t-test. The results and their interpretations showed that learning synonymous terms through 

lexical cohesion were more effective than only learners’ using dictionary without text while 

finding differences between seemingly synonymous words in developing vocabulary 

knowledge. 
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