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ABSTRACT

Collocational knowledge indicates the maturity of learners’ language
proficiency and plays an important role in promoting both language comprehension
and production abilities of ESL/EFL learners. This study specifically focused on
productive and receptive Verb+ Noun and Adjective+ Noun collocational knowledge
of two different groups of learners with different degrees of exposure to the English
language. It explored factors contributing to their collocational knowledge. One
hundred ninety six, 4 year university students enrolled in two different programs:
International Program and English Major Program participated in the study. Data
were collected using three instruments: 1) COLLMATCH 3 receptive collocation test,
2) productive collocation test and 3) language learning activities questionnaire.
Results indicated that, overall, the two groups of learners scored significantly higher
on receptive than productive knowledge and that the international program students
outperformed the English major students. Besides, the results also revealed that the
participants successfully produced Adjective+Noun collocations better than
Verb+Noun collocations. The results from the questionnaire further confirmed that
the frequency of exposure was influential in enhancing language learners’
collocational knowledge. Language learning activities, both formal and informal, such
as spending a short time in English speaking countries were found to correlate with
their collocational knowledge. Finally, it is recommended that a substantial amount of
time should be devoted to learning activities such as essay writing and conversation to
elevate language learners’ productive collocational knowledge in these two
categories. For further research, focus should be given to measuring EFL learners’
grammatical knowledge of collocations or measuring collocational knowledge of

learners of different educational levels.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Firstly introduced by J.R. Firth (1957), collocation is defined as a
combination of words associated with each other. To most linguists, collocations are
groups or chunks of words which have a syntagmatic relation and are commonly
found together (Lewis, 1993; Nattinger, 1992; Nesselhauf, 2000; Sinclair, 1991).
They are prefabricated in the mind of native speakers and help facilitate the
production of language, both in speech and in writing. Instead of recalling individual
words and thinking how to group them together to make them lexically correct, it
would be more effective to retrieve collocations to make our language sound natural.
It is acceptable for one to say “make a mistake” but not “do a mistake”, “quick
glance” but not “fast glance”, and “raise a doubt” but not “make a doubt”, for
example.

Collocations consist of two parts: a node and collocate (s). A node is
the lexical items being investigated and collocate (s) is those items that are found on
either side of the node (Sinclair, 1966). For example, in “quick glance”, quick is node,
glance will be its collocate. There are two types of collocations: grammatical and
lexical collocations (Benson, Benson, & Ilson, 1986; Lewis 2000). Grammatical
collocation includes a principal content word that is an adjective, a verb or a noun and
a functional word which is usually a preposition, whereas lexical collocations consist
only of lexical words or content words that co-occur frequently. There are 8 subtypes
of grammatical collocations as follows: nount+preposition, noun+to infinitive,
noun-tthat clause, preposition+noun, adjectivet+preposition, adjective+to infinitive,
adjective+that clause, and verb patterns (e.g. verb + to-infinitive, verb + bare
Infinitive and other) ; and 7 subtypes of lexical collocations as follows: verb+noun,
adjectivetnoun, noun+noun, nountverb, nountoftnoun, adverb+adjective, and
verb+adverb.

Collocational knowledge is indicative of the maturity of learners’
language proficiency and is crucial in helping ESL/EFL learners in terms of language
learning, comprehension and production (Hsu, 2010). This is due to 2 major reasons.
Firstly, learners with collocational mastery will be able to communicate effectively

both in writing and speaking because knowledge of collocation will enable them to



naturally and accurately express ideas. Knowing collocation will enable them to
reduce the risk of producing grammatical mistakes, thus leading to their speech
sounds more natural and more easily understood by English speakers. According to
Nesselhauf (2003), collocation is considered a prerequisite for enhancing fluency in
foreign language learning. Secondly, learners with collocational mastery will also able
to read at a faster rate and easily comprehend what is heard. With an extensive
knowledge of how words are combined in the language, they will immediately
retrieve and link the words appropriately in language production because they do not
have to process them word by word but produce those words as multiword units.

Gyllstad (2007) and Schmitt and Redwood (2011) maintain that
exposure to the target language and frequency of collocational occurrences in
language use are two contributing factors to enhance learners’ collocational
knowledge. This exposure is the frequent contact that the learners have with the target
language which can come from both formal and informal linguistic environment
(Ajileye, S.S., 2007). Formal linguistic environment is an exposure acquiring from
explicit classroom instruction and language learning activities such as listening to
class presentations, sharing ideas with classmates and giving oral presentations.
Informal linguistic environment is incidental language learning which comes from
outside classroom such as reading newspapers, magazines, novels and literature,
watching television programs, listening to the radio and using social network
platforms.

On the other hand, it is very likely that collocation with high frequency
of occurrence indicated in sources such as British National Corpus (BNC) would have
high a tendency to be encountered by learners (Pokorna, 2009). Schmitt and Redwood
(2011) maintain that higher frequency leads to greater chance for learners to master
collocations at more advanced level. In other words, in order to better acquire
knowledge of collocation, repeated exposure to high frequency collocations is
necessary.

The conceptualization of lexical knowledge consists of two areas:
receptive and productive knowledge. Receptive vocabulary knowledge refers to the
ability to recognize words during reading or listening activities whereas productive

knowledge refers to the ability to produce words in writing or speaking. Measuring



collocational knowledge falls into two categories as well i.e measuring of receptive
and productive collocational knowledge. Many previous studies have been conducted
to assess both receptive and productive vocabulary skills of EFL/ESL learners such as
studies by Bahns & Eldaw (1993), Biskup (1992), Schmitt (1998), Bonk (2000), Ellis
(2001), Gyllstad (2005), and Szudarski (2012).

A large number of studies on collocations have been carried out to
measure learners’ receptive collocation knowledge such as study by Bonk (2001) and
Gyllstad (2005). They employed multiple-choice tests and judgment tasks to assess
learners’ collocational knowledge. Other researchers, for example, Bahns and Eldaw
(1993), Biskup (1992) and Schmitt (1998) focused on productive collocation
knowledge. In their studies, they used translation tasks which required test-takers to
supply the target collocations in learners’ mother tongues. In addition, Bahns and
Eldaw combined the translation tasks with a completion test format requiring test-
takers to fill in the sentence gaps. Schmitt employed a test consisting of sentence
prompts to elicit learners’ collocation knowledge. Schmitt, (2010) maintained that in
order to establish learners’ knowledge of collocation, it is important to assess both
receptive and productive mastery. Consequently, attention has been focused on the
measuring both receptive and productive knowledge of collocations to get the
complete picture of learners’ collocational knowledge such as the studies by Ellis
(2001) and Szudarski (2012).

Designed by Gyllstad (2005), series of test called COLLEX and
COLLMATCH were used to measure receptive collocational knowledge and proved
highly reliable. Bergstrom (2008) adopted “COLLMATCH 3”to examine the
receptive collocation knowledge of Swedish students and found that it is valid and
reliable because it possesses the characteristic of multiple choices test format,
COLLMATCH 3 is quick and easy to score. Szudarski (2012) used 3 types of gap
filling test (2 for productive test and 1 receptive test) to assess learners’ productive
and receptive collocational knowledge. For productive test type 1, learners were
required to produce the whole collocation based on L1 meaning. For type 2, learners
had to fill in the gap with the node (i.e. L2 collocate was provided). To test learners’
receptive knowledge, learners were required to fill in the gap by selecting the correct

L2 node out of 4 choices.



When compared to general vocabulary acquisition, L2 collocational
acquisition is more challenging because collocation is more complex (Nesselhauf,
2003 & Mahmoud, 2005) and requires high frequency of exposure to the target
language. Typically, language learners learn individual words without paying much
attention to word relationships; they assume that there is always a one-to-one
correspondence of collocations between their mother tongue and the target language.
As a result, they are often unaware of the differences in collocational restrictions
(Zarei, 2000). Coupled with the influence of their surrounding environment and
everyday interaction in their mother tongue, language learners tend to opt for direct
translation at, which does not sound natural to English speakers. As a result of limited
language experience, EFL learners tend to adopt certain strategies such as relying on
their L1 equivalents and synonyms as well as using their own creativity (Shih, 2000;
Nesselhauf, 2003 & Yumanee, 2013) in producing collocations, thus resulting in
collocational errors.

Several empirical studies (Bahns, 1993; Biskup, 1992; Chen, 2002;
Nesselhauf, 2003; Li, 2005 & Koya, 2005) showed that certain collocation such as
Verb + Noun and Adjective + Noun are difficult for non- native. Biskup (1992)
pointed out that EFL learners had difficulty with lexical collocation in general and
Verb+Noun in particular. Moreover, learners usually relied more on L1 and made
more negative error. Bahns (1993) further supported that learners used their L1 lexical
knowledge in transferring to L2. A study by Chen (2002) showed that Verb + Noun
and Adjective + Noun were the most frequent types of lexical collocational errors for
EFL learners.

By and large, English teaching methods adopted in Thailand mainly
emphasize grammar and single-word vocabulary (Mongkolchai, 2000). Therefore, it
is possible that the majority of Thai EFL learners may not know the concept of
collocation and not perceive its important in their English learning. Given that
collocation can be mastered with high frequency of exposure to language, two groups
of Thai university students, who have relatively higher exposure to English than other
types of students might possess better collocation knowledge. These two groups are
students in an International program and students majoring in English. In practice,

English was a medium of instruction for INS group and the majority of lecturers were



native- English speakers. In comparison, for EMS, they were taught mostly by Thai
lecturers and 2 native English speakers. It is, therefore, interesting to investigate
whether students in Hospitality and Tourism Management Program and Business
Administration Program (INS) and English major students (EMS) would have
advanced level of collocational knowledge. The other purpose of this study was to
explore correlation between learners’ collocational knowledge and their language

learning activities.

2. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. Is there a significant difference in the collocational competence of

international program students (INS) when compared to English major

students (EMS)?

2. Is there a significant difference between the two groups of learners’ receptive

and productive collocational knowledge?

3. Is there a significant correlation between the learners’ collocational knowledge

and their language learning activities?
3. METHODOLOGY

3.1 Participants

The participants of this study were 4™ year students of Prince of
Songkla University, Thailand, in the academic year 2013. The INS group referred to
the students enrolling in the Business Administration International program (n = 66
students) and the Hospitality and Tourism Management International Program (n = 50
students). The EMS group were the students who enrolled in the English Major
Program (n = 80 students). Before taking the collocational test, all of them completed
the World English Placement Test Package, adapted from Chase (2011). The test was
used as a prerequisite for the two collocation tests to establish the proficiency
benchmark. The test results showed a significant difference in their level of
proficiency, i.e. students in the EMS group were placed in the lower intermediate

level and the INS group in the intermediate level.



3.2 Target collocations

Drawn from the existing literature conducted in this area, as shown in
Table 1, Gyllstad (2007) and Shehata (2008) examined 547 collocations from
different categories (two major groups and four sub-groups; two sub-groups under
lexical collocation (V + N and Adj + N) and two sub-groups under grammatical
collocation (N + Preposition and V + Preposition)). To arrive at the target
collocations, firstly, only V + N and Adj + N the most problematic categories of
collocations for EFL learners were extracted. This resulted in 352 remaining
collocations (247 V + N collocations and 105 Adj + N collocations). Secondly, all the
352 collocations were consulted against BNC 2007 to identify their frequency and to
make sure that they appeared at least 100 occurrences in BNC (Davies, 2004). The
reason for choosing BNC was that it is one of the largest corpora publicly available
and its complete corpus can be downloaded. This resulted in 146 collocations.
Thirdly, the researchers further consulted the Online Oxford Collocation dictionary
for Students of English (2002) and Collocation checker to make sure that the target
collocations were listed as collocations in those two sources. All 146 collocations
were verified. Finally, the researchers consulted three EFL experts to check for the
reliability of the tests. To allow for a reasonable administration time, the experts
suggested reducing the number of the target words to be tested. Therefore, the target
collocations which had the least frequency in BNC were excluded. The final number
of the target collocations was 90. Forty-five V + N collocations e.g. take place, make
an effort, seize opportunity, and Forty-five Adj + N collocations e.g. common sense,

classical music, soft drink. (See Appendix E)



Table 1: Number of target collocations

Number of target collocation

Types of Collocation Gyllstad, (2007) BNC & Collocation EFL
& Shehata, (2008) checker Experts
Lexical Verb+Noun 247 90 45
Adjective+Noun 105 56 45
Grammatical =~ Noun-+Preposition 110
Verb+Preposition 85 Excluded
Total 547 146 90

3.3 Test construction

3.3.1 Receptive test

To be consistent with the goal of testing both productive and receptive
collocation knowledge, the same target collocations were used in both tests. The
receptive collocation test adopted the test format called “COLLMATCH 37,
developed by Gyllstad (2007). The test included 90 possible English collocations, and
the participants were required to tick the box that said “yes” if they thought the
collocation was a word combination used in English; otherwise, they ticked the box
that said “no”. Below are three examples of “COLLMATCH 3” test used in the
current study. (See Appendix C)

1. Take place 2. Next week 3. Do crime
Yes Yes Yes
No No No

After the test was constructed, it was then submitted to 3 EFL experts to
ensure content validity. Some modifications regarding distractors were made, for
example, custom life as a distractor for daily life was changed to every daily life, and
better wishes as a distractor for best wishes was changed to happy wishes. The test
then was piloted with a group of learners who had a parallel English ability to the
participants in this study. The result from piloting showed that the test had a high

internal consistency (o =.8437).



3.3.2 Productive test

The productive test employed a gap filling format adapted from
Szudarski (2000). The test required learners to produce a node themselves by
referring to the given collocates and its L1 equivalence in parentheses. Below are

examples of the productive test. (See Appendix B)

1. place (ifnt)
2. week (davidall)
3. crime (neewgIngsu)

The productive test was modified because the Thai equivalent was

either wrong or ambiguous such as shl#iumih for “make progress” was replaced by &
admih, 19 for “make use” was replaced by 1#szTowi and nwnlfiusann for “strong
coffee” was replaced by nwwun. Also, such collocations as “make statement”, “fine

arts” and “capital punishment” were omitted because they appeared to be unfamiliar
to Thai students at this level. The result from piloting showed that the test had a high
internal consistency (a =.9293).

3.3.3 Language learning experience questionnaire

The questionnaire was made up of two parts. The first part consisted of
seven items concerning the respondents’ background information such as sex, age,
duration of learning, language proficiency and past experiences. The second part
consisted of 21 items. They probed into the respondents’ language exposure through
formal and informal language learning activities such as external reading, media and
entertainment and social network platforms. (See Appendix D)

The draft of the questionnaire was submitted to two EFL experts to
ensure the content validity. Taken into consideration the experts’ feedback, two more
questions regarding learners past experience were added to the first part, and four
questions concerning respondents’ language exposure through tuition class, English
camp and fieldtrips were deleted.

Finally, the questionnaire consisted of nine items in the first part and
17 items in the second part, totaling 26 items. The items were divided based on the
four language skills: listening, reading, writing and speaking. There were only five

formal language learning activities and 12 informal language learning activities. The



participants were required to respond to all the questions by selecting one of the 4-
point rating scale (0= Never, 1= Sometimes (1 hr/ day), 2= Often (2-3 hrs/day) and 3=
Always or almost always (> 3 hrs/day).

3.3.4 Data collection

The instruments were then administered to participants in a single
session in their plenary class after a 15 minutes break between the tests. To avoid a
serial effect, the productive test was given first, followed by the receptive test after a
15 minute break. Finally, the participants responded to the language learning
experience questionnaire. The participants spent two hours completing the two tests,

and 30 minutes responding to the questionnaire.

4. RESULTS

4.1 Overall collocational knowledge of the INS and the EMS

Figure 1 reveals a statistically significant difference between the two
groups of participants in both their receptive knowledge of collocations (¢ = 2,97df =
194, p < .05, sig. 2-tailed = .003) and their productive knowledge of collocation (¢ =
6.18, df = 148.29, p < .05, sig. 2-tailed = .000). Overall, INS outperformed their
counterparts in all respects. That is, the INS mean scores on the receptive and
productive tests (69.86 & 46.10 respectively) were significantly higher than those of
the EMS (64.94 & 32.75). This indicates that INS had more advanced collocation

competence when compared to that of the EMS

Figure 1: Receptive and productive test scores of INS and EMS
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4.2 Receptive and productive collocational knowledge
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As Table 2 indicates, the t-test results revealed a significant difference

between the mean scores of the receptive and productive tests of the two groups INS
(t=6.18, df = 194, p < .05, sig. 2-tailed = .000) and EMS (¢ =2.97, df = 194, p < .05,
sig. 2-tailed = .003). The receptive test’s mean scores for both INS and EMS in the

two types of collocation (Verb+Noun and Adj+Noun) were larger (70.10, 69.61;
67.58, 62.30) than those of the productive test (43.90, 48.30; 30.24 & 35.28), which

demonstrated that both groups of participants did better on receptive knowledge of

collocations than productive knowledge. However, in the productive test, the

participants’ verb-noun score (43.90 & 30.24) were found to be lower than their

adjective-noun score (48.30 & 35.28), which shows participants’ difficulty in

producing acceptable verb-noun collocations despite their familiarity with the target

words included in the test.

Table 2: Participants’ receptive and productive Scores (Independent Sample T-

Tests)
INS EMS
Test (n=116) (n=80) t df Slg.
Mean S.D Mean S.D (2-tailed)
Receptive Test
Verb+ Noun 70.10 12.02 67.58 14.34 1.331 194 185
Adj.+ Noun 69.61 12.03 62.30 13.26  4.011 194 .000
Total 69.86 11.38 64.94 11.42 2.969 194 .003
Productive Test
Verb+ Noun 43.90 15.37 30.24 17.24 5.815 194 .000
Adj.+ Noun 48.30 12.13 35.28 16.20 6.105 138 .000
Total 46.10 13.17 32.75 15.94 6.175 148.29 000
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4.3 Language learning activities questionnaire

This part demonstrates the data from the questionnaire which related to
learners’ frequency of exposure to English through language learning activities and its

relationship with collocational knowledge. The results are presented as follows:
4.3.1 Learners’ exposure to English via language learning activities

Background information of respondents shows that the respondents’
sex, age, duration of learning and language proficiency did not influence their
collocational knowledge, except for their past experience of language learning (r
=.297) and living abroad (r = -.221), which moderately influenced their collocational
knowledge.

Regarding the frequency of exposure to English, the majority of
respondents had high exposure to English in their daily environment through different
language learning activities. From the table, on a daily basis, the respondents’ highest
exposure to English were by means of listening to English music (X = 2.49), followed
by watching English news or movies (X = 2.47), listening to English presentations (X
= 2.46) and writing English through interactive online applications such as MSN
Messenger, Facebook, and Skype (X = 2.40), respectively. Conversely, 29.1% and
35.7% of the respondents did not have any exposure to English by practicing English
writing in a notebook (X = 1.86) and listening to English radio (X = 1.92) respectively.
The result, thus, indicated that their language exposure helps learners to acquire
collocational knowledge. However, it is interesting to note that not all language
learning activities were beneficial; practicing English writing in a notebook and
listening to English radio did not have a significant effect on learners’ collocational

knowledge.

Table 3: The frequency of exposure to English categorized by activity

Frequency per day
Types of  Never 1 hr/day 2-3 hrs/day  >3hrs/day  Mean (X) SD
activity (low) (moderate) (high)
Al 30 137 22 7
(15.3) (69.9) (11.2) (3.6) 2.03 .640

A2 35 125 29 4
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(17.9) (63.8) (14.8) (3.6) 2.04 686
A3 33 110 37 16

(16.8) (56.1) (18.9) (8.2) 2.18 808
Ad 23 118 39 16

(11.7) (60.2) (19.9) (8.2) 2.24 765
A5 38 103 44 11

(19.4) (52.6) (22.4) (5.6) 2.14 791
A6 57 112 24 3

(29.1) (57.1) (12.2) (1.5) 1.86 677
A7 21 103 45 27

(10.7) (52.6) (23.0) (13.8) 2.40 856
A8 20 92 56 28

(10.2) (46.9) (28.6) (14.3) 2.47 862
A9 70 82 33 11

(35.7) (41.8) (16.8) (5.6) 1.92 865
A10 29 82 45 40

(14.8) (41.8) (23.0) (20.4) 2.49 979
All 20 96 49 31

(10.2) (49.0) (25.0) (15.6) 2.46 879
Al2 29 117 33 17

(14.8) (59.7) (16.8) (8.7) 2.19 793
Al3 41 111 30 14

(20.9) (56.6) (15.3) (7.1) 2.09 802
Al4 49 103 39 5

(25.0) (52.6) (19.9) (2.6) 2.00 744
Al5 38 98 44 16

(19.4) (50.0) (22.4) (8.2) 2.19 843
A16 28 96 44 28

(14.3) (49.0) (22.4) (14.3) 2.37 899
Al7 28 96 44 28

(14.3) (49.0) (22.4) (14.3) 2.23 886

Key
Al: Reading news or entertainment sites AO9: Listen to English radio.
or publications in English. A10: Listen to English music.

A2: Learn new words from labels such as ~ A1l: Listen to English presentations.

advertising posters. A12: Do English Conversational online or on
A3: Reading academic texts in English. the phone with friends.

A4: Use a dictionary to help increase A13: Practice speaking English with a native
knowledge of vocabulary. speaker by imitation, e.g. Imitate film

AS5: Memorizing vocabulary, expressions  characters.

from movies or music. A14: Practice speaking English with a
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A6: Practice English writing in a teacher, relatives or family members.
notebook. A15: Practice speaking English with foreign
A7: Writing English through interactive teacher.

online applications such as MSN A16: Giving English oral presentation in

Messenger, Facebook, and Skype. class.

AS8: Watching English news or movies. A17: Commenting class presentations in
English

4.3.2 The relationship between learners’ collocational knowledge

and their language learning activities

Table 4 shows the relationship between the participants’ collocational
knowledge with different language learning activities. The result of Pearson
correlation proved a significant and moderate correlation between learners’
collocational knowledge and the majority of their language learning activities. This
means that both formal and informal activities helped learners to acquire collocations.
The correlation was highest between the receptive collocational knowledge and such
activities as writing English through interactive online applications such as MSN
messenger, Facebook and Skype, listen to English presentations and learning new
words from labels such as advertising posters (r = .240, .220 & .218 respectively). On
the other hands, the correlation of productive collocational knowledge was highest
with listening to English music, writing English through interactive online
applications such as MSN messenger, Facebook and Skype, and giving English oral
presentation in class (r =.366, .270 & .262 respectively).
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Table 4: Correlation between language learning activities and participants’

collocational knowledge

Test Language learning activities
Al A2 A3 A4 AS A6 A7 A8 A9
Receptive Test .149*  218** 203** -030 .168* .00l  .240** .158*  .088
Productive 053 208**  253** 117  .148* -.024  270%*% 227*% 048
Test
Total 105 238**  260**  -.090 .175% -.015 .288%* 222%* (073
Test Language learning activities
Al0 All Al2 Al3 Al4 AlS5 Al6 Al7
Receptive Test .213** 220** . 146* .168* .150* .141* 134 201%*
Productive 366*F  213%*  217*%¢ 129 161* 243%*%  262%*  2]11**
Test
Total J337%% 0 242%% 0 210%*%  163**  175%  224%*  233%x D3k*

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

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

5.1 Receptive and productive knowledge of collocations

The main focus of this study was to compare the collocational

knowledge of two groups of learners from different learning environments. The

results showed that both INS and EMS’s receptive knowledge of collocations was

higher than their productive knowledge. This finding is not surprising because it has

been shown that the receptive knowledge typically precedes productive mastery (Hill,
2000; Lewis, 2000). This was also consistent with the studies of Koya (2005) and

Shehata (2008), which found that the subjects were able to judge the correctness of

the target collocations in the receptive test but they encountered difficulties in
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producing the correct collocations in the productive test. Also, it was found in
Brashi’s study (2005) that the participants in their studies had low collocation
competence regarding production knowledge, but performed better in recognizing a
wide range of collocations derived from listening and reading.

The results of the study is in line with that of Shehata (2008) who
claimed that productive collocational knowledge will expand when receptive
collocational knowledge has developed (Shehata, 2008). The present study showed
the growth in participant’s receptive skill but poor achievement in their productive
skill. Due to the influence of L1 interference and limited knowledge of collocational
restriction, the participants are not able to perform productive test correctly. As a
result, they tend to adopt strategies such as guessing, for example, they chose
‘summary a conclusion’ for ‘draw a conclusion’ and used ‘elder age’ for ‘old age’.
Another strategy they employed was L1 dependence as in choosing ‘show away’ for
‘give away’ and ‘Tmportant day’ for ‘big day’. The last strategy they adopted was
using their own creativity such as jot a diary’ for ‘keep a diary’ and ‘re-thought’ for
‘second thought’.

A closer look at the participants’ performance on the productive test
demonstrated that they were able to produce Adjective+Noun collocations more
accurately than Verb+Noun collocations. It can be argued that there are
Adjective+Noun collocational equivalents in Thai, allowing for direct translation.
This results in positive transfer. For example, in ‘middle class’, the meaning for the

node in Thai is naw and the collocate is susu, or in ‘old age’, the meaning for the node
in Thai is fs%u /un and the collocate is s, also in ‘daily life’, the meaning for the node
in Thai is dszd$r7u and the collocate is 3a. Park (2003) maintains that even advanced

EFL learners rely on L1 in L2 communication because they assume a one-to-one
correspondence between L1 and L2. Another plausible explanation as to why the
participants in this study achieved well in Adjective+Noun collocations could be
because they were collocations (old age, middle class, and daily life) with high
frequencies as shown in BNC (1265, 919 & 253, respectively). Such high frequencies
might offer the participants higher exposure to the collocations (Miyakoshi, 2009).
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5.2 Factors influencing learners’ collocational knowledge

The study also sought to investigate the factors which influenced
learners’ collocational knowledge by examining the relationship between learners’
collocational knowledge and their English language exposure through language
learning activities. The results showed a significant difference in collocational
competence of these two groups of learners and that learners with high degree of
English exposure possessed better collocational knowledge than those of lower degree
of English exposure. This is in line with the study by Hsu & Chiu (2008), which
demonstrated a significant association between knowledge of lexical collocations and
Taiwanese university EFL learners’ spoken English. Furthermore, the result of this
study was also consistent with many studies (Curtis Franklin et. Al, 1974; Gyllstad,
2007; Miyakoshi, 2000; Siyannowa & Schmitt, 2008), which found that a continuous

exposure of L2 led to a wider collocational repertoire.

Moreover, it can be argued that the INS had more frequent exposure to
English via informal language learning activities; the activities are listening to English
music, watching English news or movies and writing English through interactive
online applications such as MSN Messenger, Facebook, and Skype. Hence, it can be
implied that INS acquired their collocational knowledge from their everyday
language. The result corresponds to the study by Schmitt and Redwood (2011), which
proved a positive effect of out-of-class exposure on learners’ phrasal verbs. Moreover,
the results revealed that INS receptive collocational knowledge were acquired through
listening to English music and watching English news or movies and INS productive
collocational knowledge developed from repeated writing English through interactive

online applications such as MSN Messenger, Facebook, and Skype.

Besides, INS’ past experiences of language learning through English
program in their primary and secondary schools, and learning with foreign teachers as
well as their experiences in joining activities requiring them to use English such as
speech contests, debates, spent times in an English-speaking country, etc. had helped
them to frequently acquired English. It can be inferred that learning activities both

inside and outside classrooms helped increase their receptive and productive
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collocational knowledge; hence outperforming the EMS group. Also, EMS are more

likely to be influenced by L1 interference.

PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

Based on the finding of the present student, some recommendations can be offered:

1.

Particular attention should be paid to teaching productive aspect of
collocations. This can be done by engaging students in productive exercises

such as writing essays and making conversation.

Since L1 interference influenced the acquisition of V+N and Adj+N
collocation, attention should be paid on the teaching of these two types of

collocation.

Raising awareness on collocation in language teaching and learning.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

Based on the findings of the present study, several recommendations can be made for

further research:

1.

This study focused on students’ lexical collocation competence. Further
studies might wish to measure students’ grammatical collocations to obtain

better knowledge of EFL students’ collocational competence.

It is watchful to investigation on the relationship between EFL students’

collocation competence and their academic achievement.

Future study should also compare collocational knowledge of learners at
different grade levels such as primary 6 and high-school students as they have

different degree of English exposure.

In order to obtain more in-depth information concerning frequency of
exposure, further research should include interview as another data collection

instrument.
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Appendix A
Placement Test

Directions: Circle the correct letter.

. These are your books, they?
.isn’t

.aren’t

. weren’t

O OO =

. We talked about new words.
. learn

. learned

. learning

O T W

5. T asked a woman when I could catch the
Broadway bus. She said, “The Broadway
bus arrives at six o’clock.”

The Broadway bus .

a. will arrive in the future

b. has already arrived

c. won't be arriving

7. This is the dress my grandmother
made.

a. whom

b. where

c. which

9. Sara to Los Angeles in 2005.
a. moved

b. moving

c. has moved

11. Right now, it .
a. rain

b. rains

c. is raining

2. I told the teacher I had seen.
a. what

b. which

c. where

4. A lot of rice is grown in Asia.
The sentence is mostly about

a. why people grow rice

b. how people grow rice

c. where people grow rice

6. I would travel to Hawaii if [ alot
of money in the lottery.

a. get

b. won

c. will

8. “Carl would rather not go to the party.”
The speaker means

a. Carl really wants to go.

b. Carl doesn’t want to go.

c. Carl wishes he could go.

10. If I have enough time, 1 help you
with your homework.

a.am

b. will

c. would

12. This pen is same as that one.
a. as

b. not

c. the



13. “Do you think it will rain?”
The speaker wants to know about
a. the weather now

b. the weather in the past

c. the weather in the future

15. “Stephanie will regret her decision
sooner or later.”

The speaker means Stephanie

a. might make a decision soon.

b. could be happier later.

c. is definitely going to be sorry.

17. “We ran out of milk.” The speaker
means we have

a. no milk

b. some milk

c. a lot of milk

19. Don and Nancy the house
yesterday.

a. cleaned

b. cleaning

c. cleaner

21. We to have a test next Friday.
a. are going

b. may going

c. will going

23. Dave and Chris very early
tomorrow morning.

a. will leaving

b. are leaving

c. have left

25. When Larry arrived, the family sat
down to eat.

Which event happened first?

a. The family sat down.

b. Everyone ate.

c. Larry arrived.

24

14. She doesn’t want coffee.
a. any

b. some

C. many

16. All of the food on the table.
a.is

b. am

c. are

18. Robert his keys in the living
room.

a. find

b. found

c. founded

20. Leah said, “I’m bored with this book.
Let’s watch TV.” Why did Leah want to
watch TV?

a. The TV wasn’t interesting.

b. Leah wasn’t interesting.

c. The book wasn’t interesting.

22. “You lost the tennis match, didn’t
you?”

The speaker thinks you .

a. didn’t lose the match

b. probably lost the match

c. will most likely lose the match

24, a new language is never easy.
a. Learn

b. Learned

c. Learning

26. The laundry was by my sister.
a. do

b. done

c. doing



27. 1 won’t play basketball with Peter
because he never the rules.

a. attends

b. follows

c. targets

29. Greg is taller than Samuel.

Which sentence could be true?

a. Greg is 181 cm tall, and Samuel is 176
cm tall.

b. Greg is 176 cm tall, and Samuel is 181
cm tall.

c. Greg is 181 cm tall, and Samuel is 181
cm tall.

31. Before you travel by train, you need to
buy a .

a. travel agent

b. reservation

c. ticket

33. “The airplane is crowded.”
The speaker means the airplane is
a. quite new

b. too full

c. very late

35. Melanie said to Grace, “The blue
dictionary is mine.”
Melanie means the dictionary belongs to

a. Melanie
b. Grace
c. Melanie and Grace

37. he goes is not my problem.
a. Who

b. What

c. Where

25

28. The teacher is writing the answers on
the board.

The sentence is about

a. the past

b. the present

c. the future

30. Hana got 89% on the test. John got 96%
on the test. Rita got 78% on the test.

John got score on the test.

a. the higher

b. the highest

c. the most high

32.A

a. strawberry
b. wheat

c. carrot

is a kind of vegetable.

34. People usually touch something with
their .

a. eyes

b. noses

c. fingers

36. There two lamps in the bedroom.
a.is

b. are

c. was

38. Bill’s class, which meets at 11:00, has
28 students in it.

Bill has .

a. one class

b. at least two classes

c. three or more classes



39. Patty and Lou went to India.
The sentence means

a. Only Patty went.

b. They both went.

c. Lou went alone

41. The children in the classroom.

a.is
b. am
c. are

43. My father enjoys golf.
a. plays

b. playing

c. to play

45. If you cope with something, you

with it.
a. play
b. deal
c. tend

47. Adele exercises healthy.
a. to be

b. was

c. are

49. “Can you give me a hand?”
The speaker wants

a. help

b. praise

c. to look

26

40. What time the class begin?
a. does

b. was

c.is

42. “The situation has really gotten out of
hand.”
The speaker means the situation is
a. not easy to understand
b. not under control
c. not beneficial

44. The class hasn’t ended .
a. yet

b. now

c. already

46. Remember to send an email.
a. her

b. she

c. hers

48. Could you please tell me ?
a. where is the Grand Hotel
b. is where the Grand Hotel
c. where the Grand Hotel is

50. Neither Mark nor Alex knows the
answer.

The sentence means

a. Mark doesn’t know the answer, and Alex
doesn’t know the answer.

b. Mark knows the answer, but Alex
doesn’t know it.

c. Mark and Alex both know the answer
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Appendix B
Productive Test

Instructions:

Aea:

A.

0.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

Complete the phrase with ONE VERB ONLY, so that they express the
meaning provided in the brackets.

a o a = o ] 1 9 [ <
UANMNIBUNES 1 Aadlugseenelvasanuanumuieluieay
a d%‘
place (tNAUVU)
a I
agap (IAULAY)
advantage (LE]WL‘LEEJ’U)
a contract (2311 ludyn)
an effort (WeNNVLIVTIL190819)
use of (1%;)
turns (@AUNY)
9
amessage (AnUoA1Y)
money (WIRU, 5EANTU)
. =3
(one’s) attention (AagaAnNeUTY)
away (1ane)
contact (aﬂﬁ'i’))
time (1917a1)
crime (NOOIFYINTTV)
. 9
a conclusion (Uii@]"lli’]’d?ﬂ)
. Y o o
advice (1Amuz1i)
.,
weight (AAUINUN)
o Y a =
damage (M ldAanNUTIY)

a goal (v3sauihwune)



20. sight (FanaTiv)
o
21. aprayer (3ANURN)
. Y
22. opportunity (A1 10Nd)
23. trouble (Wilayn)
24, the bed (YNuon)
25. a diary (9917Ufin)
. Y o
26. apromise (1Vidnyay)
217. information (clﬁ}"’lin’dﬁ )
28. birth (AABAYN)
29. fire (90 1¥lwn)
=} kY Y
30. progress (WAIUNIINUT)
31. a mistake (MIRANAIA)
L4
32. a doctor (WULWNY)
. Y=
33, feeling (LAAIANUIAN)
34, a chance (Wa1alond)
35. a living (‘HHEEN%W)
36. time (\d&1307)
[} A o A =
37. (one’s) temper (YUIADI / DITUULTEY / RUINYD)
38. an attempt (Wy181)
39. action (ﬁnﬂumﬁ)
40. fun (A@YNAUIM)
41. a break (Wn / MigANn)
42. a chance (L%ﬂdlﬁ@ﬁl..)
43, a difference (ﬁmmmﬂdn)
44, a medicine (%”uﬂizmum)

45, a bus (VU30ITA)
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B. Complete the phrase with ONE ADJECTIVE ONLY, so that they express
the meaning provided in the brackets.

a o v d o 1 ' Y 1<
Q. ﬁ]ﬂlﬁﬂﬂ]ﬂmﬂﬂ“ﬂ!ﬁﬂ\‘] 1 ﬂ1ﬁ\ﬂu°])'ﬂ\1’31\ﬂﬁ}ﬁ§Qﬂ’]Jﬂ’JHJﬁiﬂstlu’NmU

1. week (§)aniaal)
2. age (aawde,un)
3. sense (ﬁiﬁmﬁWﬁﬂ)

4.  class (wf?uﬂm@)
5. time (Havifiunan)

6. _ standard (AUNINGI)

7. __ room (ﬁmzﬁm)

8. time (1Na1219)

9. _ health (guamwlia)
10 life (@ndszdariv)

11.  friends (Lﬁﬁ]u’dﬁﬂ)

12.  rain (Huanuiin)

13.  thought (Fasnn3y)
14, quality (ﬂmmwé’w)
15, wishes (#28A0U3150117)
16.  chance (I’meTcTt:fﬂﬁlw)

17.  food (9111591UAIU)

18.  music (Wasnaaan)

19.  cut (N9a9)

20, drink (héaau/ niedusiaseu)
21.  glance (MWIIUATIN)

22, effects (WANTENUBIINFUITI)

23. areas (UIIAUNDYDIAY)



24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

Y] <3
report (3181URYULAL)
country (A19U5ZINe)
problems (ayn13101154)
. P2
hair (NUUQDURA)
coffee (MuliLn)
The results (WAgAN10)
mind (1 19n319)
journey (5282N19% 1na)
feeling (AU TNOE1MTINGT)
o o I o
exercise (N1300NN1AINMEW5297)
time (ANIZMNAILIN/ ANDV)
offer (ToMaTiiAy)
v Aa S o W
day (FuNTmigmasidamy)
time (50 lTomamuzay)
life (FInTIUA)
. @ w
affairs (1Ml 1)
life (M3FAY)

.. Jd a
spirit (@1TNULUNUIN)

]
S

smoker (ﬂu‘ﬁaﬂuﬁ )
traffic (33195 HUMLUU)
idea (ANUAANALAR)

problems (ﬂﬁJHTﬁWﬁ/iy‘)
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Appendix C
Receptive Test

{ ) o o J 9 @ a ' o @ ' I
"l?l}ﬂﬁﬂ‘]_l"]gﬂﬁﬂﬁgﬂﬂﬂﬁ}'«]ﬂﬁTl!’J‘HﬂWﬁ‘W‘Vl 90 11U THﬂ‘LlﬂGEJ‘Hﬂﬂ?WﬁWN’Juﬂ\iﬂﬁYJLﬂu

) Aq [ Y o A Y o 1 o 9’ 1 Y= a )
mmuw“lm“lumymmqﬂwmmsawma/wmmm yes” UANINUNTIUAANTIUIU

[ ' 1 v Y o A Y o 1 . 29
ﬂ\?ﬂﬁ']')vlll’]_lﬁ'lﬂ;]sl,uﬂTH']'ﬁ]\iﬂi]‘BGlﬁﬂuﬂﬁ@ﬂﬁh’lﬂ / U1 “no

NINBUNNTIEMINNATOUA LAY

Part A
1. Take place
[ 1Yes
[ INo

4. Write a contract
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

7. Take turns
[ 1Yes
[ INo

10. Get (one’s) attention
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

13. Spend time
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

16. Set advice
[ 1Yes
[ INo

19. Achieve goals
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

22. Hold opportunity
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

2.Fix gap
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

5.Make an effort
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

8.Set message
[ ]Yes
[ INo

11.Give away
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

14.Do crime
[ 1Yes
[ INo

17.Lose weight
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

20.See sight
[ ]Yes
[ INo

23.Have trouble
[ ]Yes
[ INo

3.Take advantage
[ 1Yes
[ I1No

6. Have use of
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

9.Raise money
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

12.Do contact
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

15.Draw conclusion
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

18.Make damage
[ 1Yes
[ INo

21.Say prayer
[ ]Yes
[ INo

24.Do bed
[ ]Yes
[ 1No



25. Keep a diary
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

28. Have birth
[ 1Yes
[ INo

31. Make a mistake
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

34. Finish a chance
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

37. Lose (one’s) temper
[ 1Yes
[ INo

40. Get fun
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

43. Make a difference
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

Part B
46. Next week
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

49. Mid class
[ 1Yes
[ INo

52. Single room
[ 1Yes
[ INo

55. Every daily life
[ 1Yes
[ INo

58. Second thoughts
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

26.Set a promise
[ ]Yes
[ INo

29.Set fire
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

32. Go a doctor
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

35.Find a living
[ 1Yes
[ INo

38. Do an attempt
[ 1Yes
[ INo

41.Take a break
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

44. Have a medicine
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

47 .Elder age
[ ]Yes
[ I1No

50.Full time
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

53.Vacant time
[ ]Yes
[ I1No

56. Close friends
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

59.Least quality
[ 1Yes
[ 1No
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27.Give information
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

30.Do progress
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

33.Express feeling
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

36. Waste time
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

39. Take action
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

42.Pay a chance
[ ]Yes
[ INo

45, Catch a bus
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

48.Common sense
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

51.Great standard
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

541l health
[ ]Yes
[ TNo

57.Strong rain
[ 1Yes
[ INo

60.Happy wishes
[ 1Yes
[ I1No



61. End chance
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

64. Short cut
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

67. Fast glance
[ 1Yes
[ INo

70. Alien country
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

73. Heavy coffee
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

76. Long journey

[ 1Yes
[ 1No

79. Hard time
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

82. Right Time
[ 1Yes
[ INo

85. Society life
[ 1Yes
[ INo

88. Heavy Traffic
[ 1Yes
[ INo

62.Fast food
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

65.Fast drink
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

68.Live area
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

71.Serious problems
[ 1Yes
[ INo

74 .Final results
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

77. Clear feeling

[ 1Yes
[ I1No

80. Special offer
[ 1Yes
[ INo

83. Special life
[ ]Yes
[ I1No

86. Big spirit
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

89. Bright idea
[ ]Yes
[ INo
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63.Classical music
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

66.Profound effect
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

69.Big report
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

72.Blonde hair
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

75.Broad mind
[ 1Yes
[ 1No

78.Everyday
exercise

[ 1Yes

[ 1No

81. Strong day
[ 1Yes
[ ]No

84. Present affairs
[ ]Yes
[ INo

87. Strong smoker
[ ]Yes
[ 1No

90.Major problems
[ ]Yes
[ ]No
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Appendix E
Target collocation
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Lexical Collocation

Verb+Noun Frequency Adjective + Noun Frequency
(BNC) (BNC)
1. Take place 3259 1. Next week 2838
2. Make an attempt 1331 2. Old age 1265
3. Make an effort 1238 3. Common sense 968
4. Take advantage 1121 4. Middle class 919
5. Make a mistake 1080 5. Social life 775
6. Make use of 699 6. Full time 589
7. Take action 429 7. Right time 415
8. Raise Money 427 8. High standard 411
9. Draw attention 395 9. Single room 364
10. Give away 363 10. Spare time 363
11. Draw conclusion 358 11. 111 health 321
12. Fill a gap 299 12. Private life 274
13. Take a chance 296 13. Daily life 253
14. Take turn 279 14. Close friends 238
15. Sign a contract 275 15. Blonde hair 233
16. Commit a crime 269 16. Major problems 228
17. Achieve goal 246 17. Heavy rain 225
18. Make contact 243 18. Serious problems 217
19. Earn a living 235 19. Current affairs 208
20. Spend time 228 20. Poor quality 194
21. Set fire 208 21. Hard time 194
22. Have fun 195 22. Best wishes 190
23. Give advice 194 23. Residential areas 178
24. See doctor 190 24. Last chance 175
25. Lose weight 188 25. Long journey 175
26. Catch sight of 187 26. Quick glance 166
27. Make a difference 178 27. Special offer 159
28. Lose (one’s) temper 163 28. Fast food 154
29. Take a break 160 29. Big day 150
30. Waste time 154 30. Heavy smoker 147
31. Express feeling 145 31. Classical music 144
32. Seize an opportunity 136 32. The final results 143
33. Keep a diary 133 33. Short cut 142
34. Make the bed 129 34. Foreign country 137
35. Have trouble 123 35. Profound effects 124
36. Do damage 123 36. Full report 124
37. Give birth 126 37. High spirit 120
38. Make progress 121 38. Strong feeling 112
39. Say a prayer 119 39. Bright idea 108



40. Keep a promise
41. Give information
42. Catch a bus

43. Take a medicine
44. Miss a chance
45. Leave a message

105
103
102
101
100
100

40. Second thoughts
41. Soft drink

42. Broad mind

43. Heavy traffic
44. Strong coffee
45. Regular exercise

105
105
102
101
100
100
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ABSTRACT

Collocational knowledge is indicative of the maturity of learners’ language proficiency and plays an important
role for ESL/EFL learners in promoting both their language comprehension and production abilities. This study
specifically focused on productive and receptive Verb+ Noun and Adjective+ Noun collocational knowledge of
two different groups of learners with different degrees of exposure to the English language. One hundred ninety six,
4™ year university students enrolling in two different programs (International Program and English Major Program)
participated in the study. Data were collected using two instruments: 1) COLLMATCH 3 receptive collocation test, and 2)
productive collocation test. Results indicated that, overall, the two groups of learners had a significantly higher test score of
receptive knowledge than productive knowledge, and that the international program students outperformed the English
major students on both tests. Besides, the results also revealed that the participants successfully produced
Adjective + Noun collocation better than Verb + Noun collocation. Finally, it is recommended that a substantial amount of
time should be devoted to learning activities such as essay writing and conversation to elevate language learners’
productive collocational knowledge in these two categories. For further research, focus should be given to measuring EFL
learners’ grammatical collocational knowledge or measuring collocational knowledge of learners with different educational

levels.
KEYWORDS: Collocations, Exposure, Productive Knowledge, Receptive Knowledge, COLLMATCH 3
INTRODUCTION

Firstly introduced by J.R. Firth (1957), the father of collocation, collocation is defined as a combination of words
associated with each other. To most linguists, collocation is a group or chunk of words which have a syntagmatic relation
and are commonly found together (Sinclair, 1991: Nattinger, 1992; Nesselhauf, 2000:; Lewis, 1993). A combination of
these words are ‘prefabricated chunks' that have already been memorized in the mind of native speakers and facilitate the
production of language, both in speech and in writing. Instead of recalling individual words and thinking how to group
them together to make them lexically correct, it would be more effective to retrieve collocations that make our language

sound natural. It is acceptable for one to say “make a mistake” but not “do a mistake”, “quick glance” but not “fast glance”,

and “raise a doubt” but not “make a doubt”, for example.

Collocations consist of two parts: a node and collocate(s). A node is the key word in the collocation and

collocate(s) is the word or words that comes along with the node (Nation, 2008). For example, in “quick glance”,

www.tjpre.org editor @tjpre.org
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quick is node while glance is its collocate. There are two types of collocations: grammatical and lexical collocations
(Benson, Benson, and Ilson, 1986; Lewis 2000). Grammatical collocation includes a principal word that is an adjective, a
verb or a noun and a grammatical word which is usually a preposition whereas lexical collocations consist only of lexical
words or content words that co-occur frequently. There are 8 subtypes of grammatical collocations as follows:
noun+ preposition, noun + to infinitive, noun + that clause, preposition + noun, adjective +preposition, adjective + to
infinitive, adjective + that clause, and verb patterns (e.g. verb + to-infinitive, verb + bare Infinitive and other); and
7 subtypes of lexical collocations as follows: verb + noun, adjective + noun, noun + noun, noun + verb, noun + of + noun,

adverb + adjective, and verb + adverb.

It is believed that learners’ success in language acquisition can be attributed to their collocational knowledge
(Hsu, 2010; Muller, 2011). Firstly, learners with collocational mastery will be able to communicate effectively both in
writing and speaking because their knowledge of collocations will enable them to naturally and accurately express their
ideas, which in turn, makes them sound more native-like and more easily understood by native speakers. According to
Nesselhauf, (2003) collocation is considered a prerequisite for enhancing fluency in foreign language learning.
Secondly, learners with collocational mastery will also able to read at a faster rate and comprehend what is heard more
easily With an extensive knowledge of how words are combined in the language, they will immediately retrieve and link
the words appropriately in language production because they do not have to process individually but produce those words

as multiword units.

Gyllstad (2007) maintains that collocational knowledge can be successfully acquired through a high frequency of
exposure. Such exposure can be through either formal or informal language learning activities (Ajileye, S.S., 2007;
Schmitt & Redwood, 2011). Formal linguistic environment typically refersto classroom settings such as listening to class
presentations, sharing ideas with classmates and giving oral presentations. Informal linguistic environment is incidental
language learning which learners can acquire outside the classroom such as reading printed materials, watching television

programs, listening to the radio and communicating with others through interactive social networking sites.

The conceptualization of lexical knowledge consists of two areas: receptive and productive. Receptive vocabulary
knowledge refers to the ability to recognize a word during reading or listening activities whereas productive knowledge
refers to the ability to produce a word in the form of writing or speaking. Measuring collocational knowledge falls into two
categories as well i.e measuring levels of receptive and productive collocational knowledge. Previous studies have been
conducted to assess both receptive and productive lexical skills of EFL / ESL learners such as studies by Bahns & Eldaw
(1993); Biskup (1992); Schmitt (1998); Bonk (2000); Ellis (2001); Gyllstad (2005) and Szudarski (2012).

Designed by Gyllstad (2005), a series of tests called COLLEX and COLLMATCH were used to measure
receptive collocational knowledge and proved highly reliable. Bergstrom (2008) adopted “COLLMATCH 3” to examine
the receptive collocation knowledge of Swedish students and found that the test is valid, reliable, and easy to score.
Szudarski (2012) used 3 types of gap filling tests (2 for productive and 1 receptive skills) to assess learners’ productive and
receptive collocational knowledge. For productive test type 1, learners were required to produce the whole collocation
based on L1 meaning. For type 2, learners had to fill in the gap with the node (i.e. L2 collocate was provided).
To test learners’ receptive knowledge, learners were required to complete a series of multiple- choice gap- fill questions by

selecting from a choice of four L2 node.

Impact Factor (JCC): 4.0867 Index Copernicus Value (ICV): 3.0
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When compared to general vocabulary acquisition, L2 collocational acquisition might be more problematic for
language learners because collocation is a complex concept of knowledge (Nesselhauf, 2003 & Mahmoud, 2005) because a
high frequency of exposure is required to acquire collocational knowledge. Typically, language learners learn individual
words without paying much attention to word relationships as a result, they are often not aware of the differences in
collocational restrictions between the L1 and L2 (Zarei, 2002). Coupled with the influence of their surrounding
environment and everyday interaction in their mother tongue, language learners tend to opt for direct translation at their
disposal, which does not sound natural to native speakers. As a result of limited language experience, EFL learners tend to
adopt certain strategies such as relying on their L1 equivalents and synonyms as well as using their own creativity
(Shih, 2000; Nesselhauf, 2003 & Yumanee, 2013) in producing collocations, thus resulting in collocational errors.
According to Nesselhauf (2003); Li (2005) & Koya, (2005), Verb + Noun and Adjective + Noun collocation have been

found to be the most problematic categories of collocations for EFL learners.

Given that target language exposure is fundamental to the success of language learning, it is worthwhile to
investigate this aspect with two groups of learners in Thailand who have relatively higher exposure to English than other
types of learners. These two groups are international students (INS) and English major students (EMS). The INS group
differs from the EMS group in that they are studying in Hospitality and Tourism Management and Business Administration
Programs in which English is used as the medium of instruction, while both Thai and English are used as mediums of
instruction for the EMS group. This study was conducted to investigate whether students with different degrees of

exposure would possess different levels of collocational knowledge.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

e Is there a significant difference in the collocational competence of international program students when compared

to English major students?

e Is there a significant difference between two groups of learners’ receptive and productive collocational
knowledge?

METHODOLOGY
Participants

The participants of this study were 4™ year students of Prince of Songkla University, Thailand, in the academic
year 2013. The INS group referred to the students enrolling in the Business Administration International Program
(66 students) and the Hospitality and Tourism Management International Program (50 students). The EMS group were
students who enrolled in the English Major Program (80 students). Before taking the collocational test, all of them
completed the World English Placement Test Package, adopted from Chase (2011). The test was used as a benchmark to
establish their English language proficiency before taking the two collocation tests. The test results showed a significant
difference in their level of proficiency, i.e. students in the EMS group were placed in the lower intermediate level and the

INS group in the intermediate level.
Target Collocations

Drawing upon the existing literature conducted in this area (Gyllstad, 2007; Shehata, 2008), there were

547 collocations, as shown in Table 1. They were classified into 2 major groups and 4 sub-groups; 2 sub-groups under
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lexical collocation (V + N and Adj + N) and 2 sub-groups under grammatical collocation (N + Preposition and
V + Preposition). To arrive at the target collocations, firstly, only the most problematic categories of collocations for EFL
learners were extracted. This resulted in 352 collocations remaining (247 V + N collocations and
105 Adj + N collocations). Secondly, all 352 collocations were consulted against the British National Corpus (BNC 2007)
to identify the high frequency collocations and to make sure that they had at least 100 occurrences in BNC (Davies, 2004).
The reason for choosing BNC was that it is one of the largest corpora publicly available and its complete corpus can be
downloaded. This resulted in 146 collocations. Thirdly, the researchers referred further to the Online Oxford Collocation
dictionary for Students of English (2002) and Collocation checker to make sure that the target collocations were listed as
collocations in those two sources. The result showed that all 146 examples were listed as collocations. Finally, the
researchers consulted 3 EFL experts to check for the reliability of the tests. To allow for a reasonable administration time,
the experts suggested reducing the number of the target words to be tested. Therefore, the target collocations which had the
least BNC occurrences were excluded. The final number of the target collocations was 90. (45 V + N collocations e.g. take

place, make an effort, seize opportunity, and 45 Adj + N collocations e.g. common sense, classical music, soft drink).

Table 1: Number of Target Collocations

Number of Target Collocation
Collocation Gyllstad, Q007 & | (uC | EFL
Shehata, (2008) Checker Experts

Verb+Noun 247 90 45
Adjective+Noun 105 56 45
Noun+Preposition 110
Verb+Preposition 85 Excloded

Total 547 146 [ 90

Test Construction

Receptive Test

To be consistent with the goal of testing both productive and receptive collocation knowledge, the same target
collocations were used in both tests. The receptive collocation test adopted the test format called “COLLMATCH 37,
developed by Gyllstad (2007). The test included 90 possible English collocations, and the participants were required to tick
the box that said “yes” if they thought the collocation was a word combination is used in English, otherwise they ticked the

box that said “no”. Below are three examples of “COLLMATCH 3 test used in the current study.

1. Take Place 2. Next Week 3. Do Crime

() ves 0 ves 0 ves
D No D No O No

After the test was constructed, it was then submitted to 3 EFL Experts to ensure content validity.
Some modifications regarding distractors were made, for example, custom life as a distractor for daily life was changed to
every daily life, and better wishes as a distractor for best wishes was changed to happy wishes. The test then waspiloted
with a group of learners who had a parallel English ability to the participants in this study. The result from piloting showed

that the test had a high internal consistency (o = .8437).
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Productive Test

The productive test employed a gap filling format adapted from Szudarski (2000). The test required learners to
produce a node themselves by referring to the given collocates and its L1 equivalence in parentheses. Below are examples

of the productive test.

e ___ place( u‘m%u)
e  week (@Unvtaly)
e __ crime (eommynisn)

Modification of the productive test was carried out because the Thai equivalent was wrong or ambiguous such as

Wbfundh in “make progress” was replaced by fimwfmih, % in “make use” was replaced by Ws:Tenf, and nuwiiusain in
“strong coffee” was replaced by nwwluri. Also, such collocations as “make statement”, “fine arts” and “capital punishment”

were omitted because they appeared to be unfamiliar by Thai students at this level. The result from piloting showed that the

test had a high internal consistency (o= .9293).
Data Collection

The instruments were then administered to participants in a single session in their plenary class after a 15 minutes
break between the tests. To avoid a serial effect, productive test was given first, followed by the receptive test after a 15

minutes break. The participants spent 2 hours completing the two tests.

RESULTS
Collocational Knowledge of the INS and the EMS

Figure 1 reveals a statistically significant difference between the two groups of participants in both their receptive
knowledge of collocations (1 = 2,97df= 194, p < .05, sig. 2-tailed = .003) and their productive knowledge of collocation
(1= 6.18, df=148.29, p < .05, sig. 2-tailed = .000). Overall, INS outperformed their counterparts in all respects. That is, the
INS mean scores on the receptive and productive tests (69.86 & 46.10 respectively) were significantly higher than those of
the EMS (64.94 & 32.75). This indicates that INS had more advanced collocation competence when compared to that of
the EMS.

Receptive Collacational Test Frodactive Collecational Test

w0 »
0 [ I | 0
f M h
1 ‘h{ ; A HL n
€0 1 “" V R U| ! 0 11
' V[ i N

2 ¥ | 0% 44
3 | & /
X w0 - X 40

0 10 %

o b1

0 ‘ 1)

o o LU
‘]0“" 0.0 1] 6000 800 10000 12000 Hom ‘UM‘.‘ 200 400 @ 00 100.00 12000 8000

Figure 1: Receptive and Productive Test Scores of INS and EMS
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Receptive and Productive Collocational Knowledge

As Table 2 indicates, the t-test results revealed a significant difference between the mean scores of the receptive
and productive tests of the two groups INS (7 = 6.18, df= 194, p < .05, sig. 2-tailed = .000) and EMS (1 = 2.97, df= 194,
p < .05, sig. 2-tailed = .003). The receptive test’s mean scores for both INS and EMS in the two types of collocation
(Verb +Noun and Adj + Noun)were larger (70.10, 69. 61; 67.58, 62.30) than those of the productive test
(43.90, 48.30; 30.24 & 35.28), which demonstrated that both groups of participants did better on receptive knowledge of
collocations than productive knowledge of collocations. However, in the productive test, the participants’ verb-noun score
(43.90 & 30.24) were found to be lower than their adjective-noun score (48.30 & 35.28), which shows participants’

difficulty in producing acceptable verb-noun collocations despite their familiarity with the target words included in the test.

Table 2: Participants’ Receptive and Productive Scores (Independent Sample T-Tests)

INS EMS Sig.
Test (n=116) (n = 80) t df (2-Tailed)
Mean | SD | Mean | S.D
Receptive Test
Verb+ Noun 70.10 | 12.02 | 67.58 14.34 | 1.331 194 185
Adj.+ Noun 69.61 12.03 62.30 13.26 | 4.011 194 .000
Total 69.86 | 11.38 | 64.94 [ 11.42 | 2.969 194 003
Productive Test
Verb+ Noun 43.90 15.37 30.24 17.24 5.815 194 .000
Adj.+ Noun 48.30 12.13 35.28 16.20 6.105 138 .000
Total 46.10 | 13.17 | 3275 | 15.94 | 6.175 | 148.29 .000

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

Receptive and Productive Knowledge of Collocations

The main focus of this study was to compare the collocational knowledge of two groups of learners from different
learning environments. The result found that both INS and EMS’s receptive knowledge of collocations was higher than
their productive knowledge. This finding is not surprising because it has been shown that the receptive knowledge typically
precedes productive mastery (Hill, 2000; Lewis, 2000). This was also consistent with the studies of Koya (2005) and
Shehata (2008), which found that the subjects were able to judge the correctness of the target collocations in the receptive
test but they encountered difficulties in producing the correct collocations in the productive test. Also, it was found in
Brashi’s study (2005) that the participants in their studies had low collocation competence regarding production

knowledge, but performed better in recognizing a wide range of collocations derived from listening and reading.

Basically, productive collocational knowledge will expand when receptive collocational knowledge develops
(Shehata, 2008). However, the result of this study showed the growth in participant’s receptive skill but poor achievement
in their productive skill. As a result, the participants in this study adopted strategies such as guessing, for example, they
chose ‘summary a conclusion’ for ‘draw a conclusion’ and used ‘elder age’ for ‘old age. Another strategy they employed
was L1 dependence as in choosing ‘show away’ for ‘give away’ and ‘important day’ for ‘big day. The last strategy they
adopted was using their own creativity such as ‘jot a diary’ for ‘keep a diary” and ‘re-thought’ for ‘second thought’. This is
consistent with the studies of Nessel hauf (2003); Li (2005); and Koya (2005) who revealed that Verb + Noun and

Adjective + Noun were found to be problematic categories of collocations for EFL learners.
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A closer look at the participants’ performance on the productive test demonstrated that they were able to produce
Adjective + Noun collocations more accurately than Verb + Noun collocations. It can be argued that this phenomenon was
caused by positive interlingual transfer in that L1 equivalent provided in the productive test influenced their decision
which, in turn, enabled them to directly translate the Adjective + Noun collocations verbatim. For example, in ‘middle
class’, the meaning for the node in Thai is nas and the collocate is awsh, or in ‘old age’, the meaning for the node in Thai is
fady Aurand the collocate is 3, also in ‘daily life’ the meaning for the node in Thai is Ws=a1iu and the collocate is n.
For this, Park (2003) maintains that even advanced EFL learners rely on L1 in L2 communication because they assume a
one-to-one correspondence between L1 and L2. Another plausible explanation as to why the participants in this study fared
well in Adjective + Noun collocations could be because they are collocations (old age, middle class, and daily life) which
have high frequencies as shown in BNC (1265, 919 & 253. respectively). Such high frequencies might offer the

participants higher exposure to the collocations (Miyakoshi, 2009).
RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings of the current study, it is recommended that teachers should pay particular attention to the
teaching productive skills associated with collocations by engaging students in essay writing and conversation exercises.
In addition, teachers should also pay attention to the teaching of Verb + Noun and Adjective + Noun collocations as they

appear to be the most problematic categoriesfor students.

For further study, it is recommended that future researchers might wish to measure students’ grammatical
collocations to obtain a better knowledge of EFL students’ collocational competence or to compare collocational
knowledge of learners at different grade levels such as primary 6 and high-school students as they have different degrees
ofexposure to English, also if further study wish to obtain more in-depth information concerning frequency of exposure,

interviews should be included as another data collection instrument.
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