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ABSTRACT

TURKISH UNIVERSITY LEVEL EFL LEARNERS’ COLLOCATIONAL
KNOWLEDGE AT RECEPTIVE AND PRODUCTIVE LEVELS

Bagci, Nazife Duygu
M.A., Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Deniz Zeyrek Bozgahin

September 2014, 126 pages

Collocations are an important part of vocabulary knowledge, and it is a subject that
has recently attracted attention, while still in need of more research. The aim of this
study is to answer three research questions related to the collocational knowledge of
Turkish university level EFL learners at different proficiency levels of English. The
first research question aims to compare the pre-intermediate (PIN) and the advanced
(ADV) level learners’ collocational knowledge at receptive and productive levels.
The second one is to analyze the performance of the PIN and the ADV students in
two main collocation categories; lexical and grammatical. Lastly, the performance of
both groups are focused on to find the collocation type (among verb-noun, adjective-
noun, adjective-preposition, noun-preposition collocation types) they show the best
performance in. Two offline tests were used to answer these questions. The results
show that there is a significant difference between the PIN and the ADV groups at

both receptive and productive levels. It can be concluded that proficiency is an
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important criterion in collocational knowledge, and learners do not necessarily know
the collocates of the vocabulary items that they know. Although there is no
significant difference between the PIN group’s performance in lexical and
grammatical collocations, the ADV group showed a better performance in lexical
collocations. Lastly, the PIN group at receptive and the ADV group at both receptive
and productive levels showed the best performance in verb-noun collocations, which

is in line with the previous research focusing on different collocation types.

Keywords: collocations, receptive knowledge, productive knowledge, testing,

language proficiency
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INGILIiZCE’Yi 2. DIL OLARAK OGRENEN TURK UNiVERSITE DUZEYI
OGRENCILERININ ALGILAMA VE URETME SEVIiYESINDEKI ESDiZiM
BILGIiSI

Bagci, Nazife Duygu
Yiiksek Lisans, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Béliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Deniz Zeyrek Bozsahin

Eyliil 2014, 126 sayfa

Esdizimler kelime bilgisinin 6nemli bir par¢asidir ve halen aragirmaya agik olan son
zamanlarda ¢okga ilgi ¢cekmis bir konudur. Bu ¢alismanin amaci, farkli seviyelerde
Ingilizce 6grenen Tiirk {iniversite dgrencilerinin esdizimlilik bilgileri ile ilgili ii¢
soruya cevap bulmaktir. Ilk soru orta alt1 seviye ve ileri seviye dgrencilerin anlama
ve iiretme seviyelerinde esdizimlilik bilgilerini karsilastirmaktir. ikinci arastirma
sorusu orta alt1 seviye ve ileri seviye dgrencilerin kendi gruplar i¢indeki dilbilgisel
ve anlamsal esdizimlilik bilgilerini incelemektir. Son olarak her iki grubunda hangi
esdizim tiiriinde (fiil-isim, sifat-isim, sifat-edat, isim-edat esdizim tiirleri arasindan)
en 1yl performansit gosterdiklerine odaklanilmistir. Bu sorular arastirmacinin
olusturdugu iki testin uygulanmasiyla arastirilmigtir. Sonuglar iki grup arasinda hem
anlama hem de {iretme seviyesinde anlamli bir fark oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Orta
alt1 grupta olmamasina karsin, ileri seviye grupta anlama ve iiretme seviyesindeki

esdizim bilgileri arasinda bir korelasyon bulunmustur. Yeterlilik seviyesinin esdizim
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bilgisinde 6nemli bir kriter oldugu ortaya c¢ikmistir ve Ogrencilerin bildikleri her
kelimenin esdiziminlerini bilmedikleri goriilmiistiir. Orta alt1 seviyenin dilbilgisel ve
anlamsal esdizim bilgileri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark olmasa da,
ileri seviyedeki grubun anlamsal esdizimlerde daha iyi performans gosterdigi
goriilmiistiir. Son olarak ise orta alt1 grupta anlama seviyesinde ve ileri grupta hem
anlama hem de iiretme seviyelerinde fiil-isim esdizim tiiriinde en iyi performansa

sahip olundugu goriilmiistiir ki bu da gecmis ¢alismalarin bulgulari ile drtiismektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: esdizimler, dilbilgisel esdizimler, anlamsal esdizimler, 6lgme,

dil yeterliligi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

None of the parties involved in the process of learning a language (students,
teachers, materials writers, and researchers) can deny the fact that learning
vocabulary is an important component of mastering a second language (Schmitt,

2010).

Large vocabularies, and speed and depth of vocabulary knowledge seem crucial to
the development of good performance in all language skills (Milton, 2013). It is
generally assumed that the vocabulary size of a person is related to his language
ability (Alderson, 2005). The table below (Table 1) is compiled by Schmitt (2010)
including the results of the DIALANG test prepared and given by Alderson and his
research team (2005). It shows the correlations between vocabulary and other
language proficiencies. It can be seen that there is a strong relationship between
vocabulary knowledge and reading, listening, writing skills and grammar. The 12
values (i.e. correlation values squared) show that vocabulary knowledge itself is the
reason for 37- 62 % of the variance in the different language proficiency scores.
Even the lowest correlation (the correlation between the vocabulary checklist test
and understanding specific details in listening (.44)) still accounts for a 19 % of
variance, which is still estimable (Schmitt, 2010). Schmitt (2010) states that when
we consider the numerous factors that can affect these proficiency scores such as

learner motivation and background knowledge, it is noteworthy that one single



factor, vocabulary knowledge, explains this large percentage of variation that can be

seen from the table clearly.

Table 1 The relationship between vocabulary and other language skills and
grammar (Schmitt, 2010, p. 5).

Vocabulary
Checklist Vocabulary test battery
Test Meaning | Collocation [ Gap-fill Wor(.:i Total
formation

Reading 0.64
?Identlfymg main 05
idea
-Understanding
specific detail 0.47
-Lexical inferencing 0.58
Listening 0.61 0.44 0.43 0.56 0.5 0.65
?Identlfymg main 06
idea
-Understanding
specific detail 0.4
-Lexical inferencing 0.56
Writing 0.7 0.62 0.63 0.66 0.71 0.79
-Accuracy 0.7
-Register 0.57
~Textual 0.51
organization
Grammar 0.64

Schmitt (2010) argues that vocabulary teaching generally refers to the teaching of
individual words; however, it has become apparent that formulaic language is an
essential part of language learning and use as it has been emphasized by many
researchers (e.g. Fellbaum, 2007; Nattinger and DeCarrico, 1992; Wray 2002). In
addition to idioms, proverbs, and many other elements that constitute formulaic

language, collocations are also considered as a part of it.



Since languages include many strong collocational pairs, the topic of collocation is
worth studying in vocabulary studies (McCarthy, 1990). Since 1957, when Firth
stated “You shall know a word by the company it keeps” (p. 179) words have not
been classified according to their meanings only. They have also been categorized
according to their co-occurrence with other words (Nattinger and DeCarrico, 1992).
However, there is still no exact definition of what a collocation is (Fontenelle, 1994).
Different researchers define it in different ways, which will be explained in detail in
the following chapter. In a broad sense, collocations are the “sequences of lexical
items, which habitually co-occur, but which are nonetheless fully transparent in the
sense that each lexical constituent is also a semantic constituent” (Cruse, 1986, p.
40). There are two main collocation categories: lexical collocations and grammatical
collocations. Lexical collocations are collocations which have only content words as
their components. Grammatical collocations, on the other hand, are collocations

which have a function word as a component along with a content word (Benson et

al., 2010).

Knowing which words collocate is part of native speakers’ communicative
competence (Partington, 1998) and as it is now agreed by many researchers (e.g. Li
and Schmitt, 2009; Sinclair, 1991; Wray, 2002), the native-like use of collocations is
an important element of proficient language use. Although it is true that the
knowledge of collocational appropriacy is part of a native speaker’s competence, it
can be problematic for learners when collocability is language-specific and is not
only determined by universal semantic constraints. For example, green blood would
sound strange in any culture; however, cultural knowledge is not always enough to
predict which words collocate with which words. In such cases, even very advanced
learners also often produce inappropriate or unacceptable collocations (McCarthy,
1990). Therefore, recently researchers have started to focus on the use of
collocations by L2 learners and their collocational knowledge (Alsakran, 2011;
Gitsaki, 1996; Lewis, 1993; Li& Schmitt, 2009;Shehata, 2008 among others).



According to Hirsh (2012), apart from the measurement of second language
vocabulary knowledge, another important element in second language vocabulary
research is: “the nature of word knowledge, with lines of enquiry investigating the
dimension of receptive to productive knowledge (see Laufer, 1998; Lee/ Muncie,

2006) and the dimension of partial to precise knowledge” (p. 14).

Nation (2001) introduced ‘receptive’ and ‘productive’ knowledge when he described
in detail what it means to know a word. He presented a full picture including all
aspects of word knowledge after his more general classification of word knowledge
in 1990. According to Nation (2001), there are three main categories of word
knowledge which are form, meaning and use, and knowing collocations falls under
the ‘use’ category. As it can be seen, receptive and productive word knowledge is an
important element in second language vocabulary research, and the number of

studies on this issue has been increasing (e.g. Fan, 2000; Laufer, 1998; Webb, 2005).

1.2. Background of the study

As an EFL teacher myself, I realized the importance of vocabulary teaching when I
observed that one of the main reasons why students fail in exercises related to
different skills; i.e. writing, reading, listening and speaking, is their lack of
vocabulary. Especially in speaking and writing, which are productive skills, students
at different proficiency levels make collocational mistakes quite often. I also saw
that not only EFL learners but also EFL teachers sometimes make collocational

mistakes. Observations as such led me to focus on the topic of collocations.

Owing to the fact that the importance of collocations has been realized by a number
of researchers recently, many studies have been conducted on L2 learners’

knowledge of collocations (Alsakran, 2011; Gitsaki, 1996; Shehata, 2008; Sonbul



and Schmitt, 2013; Yamashita and Jiang, 2010). As Benson et al. (2010) also state,
so as to be native-like in a language, a language learner should learn how words
collocate with one another. However, to the best of my knowledge, no studies have

been conducted so far on the collocational knowledge of Turkish learners of English.

In addition, the studies on the collocational knowledge in the field have been done
with advanced level learners only (e.g. Alsakran, 2011; Li and Schmitt, 2009;
Shehata, 2008; Sonbul and Schmitt, 2013; Yamashita and Jiang, 2010). Few studies
on this issue have used a variety of levels other than advanced levels (Bonk, 2000;

Gitsaki, 1996).

To date, the studies that aimed at measuring the receptive and productive knowledge
of L2 learners have generally used and adapted the test prepared by Bonk (2000) or
Shehata (2008). In addition, Gyllstad (2007) designed tests that can be used to assess
receptive collocational knowledge of advanced L2 learners of English. However, not
many new tests which are valid and reliable have been prepared to see the
performance of L2 learners at different levels in collocations at receptive and
productive level. The present study will contribute to the field with two tests testing
collocational knowledge of EFL learners; one acceptability judgment test for

receptive level and one gap filling test for productive level.

1.3. Purpose of the study

This study aims at revealing a representative picture of the collocational knowledge
of Turkish learners of English at Pre-Intermediate (PIN) and Advanced (ADV) levels
at university. By comparing these two levels, it will be studied whether there are
significant differences between them in terms of their knowledge of collocations of

frequent words.



Apart from this comparison, the performance of both groups will be studied
separately in order to see the performance of each group in lexical and grammatical
collocations at receptive and productive levels. In addition, it will be determined
which collocation type each group knows the best among the 4 collocation types

(verb-noun, adjective-noun, adjective-preposition, noun-preposition) to be tested.

1.4. Significance of the study

The significance of the present study lies in a number of areas. First of all, to the best
of my knowledge, as it has already been stated, no study has been conducted so far in
order to check the collocational knowledge of the Turkish learners of English.
Therefore, the present study will be the first one related to this issue. The results of
the study can present implications for the EFL teachers. It can raise awareness
among teachers to focus on collocations more while teaching new vocabulary items.
In addition, the study will reveal the performances of the participants in lexical and
grammatical collocations, so according to the results, teachers may use different

approaches while teaching them.

Furthermore, the tests adapted and prepared by the researcher can be administered to

learners at different levels so as to evaluate their collocational knowledge.

The ultimate goal of this study is to raise awareness about the importance of
collocations in vocabulary teaching and to offer a comprehensive analysis of the

collocational knowledge of Turkish learners of English at university level.



1.5. Research questions

In order to address the goals that have been mentioned so far, the following research

questions are asked in this study:

1) Is there a significant difference between the PIN and the ADV students in

terms of their:

a) receptive knowledge of collocations?
b) productive knowledge of collocations?
c) the correlation between their receptive and productive

collocational knowledge?

d) performance in lexical and grammatical collocation types in
the acceptability judgment and the gap filling tests?

e) performance in each of the four tested collocation types (verb-

noun, adjective-noun, adjective-preposition, noun-preposition)?

2) At receptive and productive levels, do the PIN and ADV students know

lexical or grammatical collocations better?

3) Out of the four tested collocation types, which one do the PIN and the
ADV students know the best?

1.6. Definitions of terms

The definitions of commonly used terms throughout the thesis are provided below so

as to clarify in what respect they are used in this study.



EFL: It is teaching and learning of English as a foreign language in a region where
English is not spoken as a native language. In EFL, the main source of exposure for
the English language is the classroom and personal effort is required for any other

exposure to the language (Nayer, 1997).

Collocation: “Connections between items in the mental lexicon based on lexical and

semantic characteristics” (Bonk, 2000, p. 7)

Formulaic language: “A sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other
meaning elements, which is, or appears to be prefabricated: that is, stored and
retrieved whole from memory at the time of use, rather than being subject to

generation or analysis by the language grammar” (Wray and Perkins, 2000, p. 1)

Receptive Knowledge: “Being able to understand a word in its spoken or written

form” (Pignot-Shahov, 2012, p. 43)

Productive Knowledge: “To be able to use a word correctly in a written work or a

speech” (Pignot-Shahov, 2012, p. 43)

1.7. Outline of the study

The present study includes six main chapters. Chapter 2 will present the review of
literature that is relevant to the present study with a snapshot of studies that are
related to it. Chapter 3 is the methodology chapter where information on the method
of the study will be given. Chapter 4 will provide the statistical results of the present
study will be shared. In Chapter 5, the results will be discussed in detail. The last

chapter, Chapter 6 will draw some conclusions.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1. Overview of the chapter

This chapter focuses on three main points in the related literature. Firstly, what it
means to know a word will be explained. Then, different approaches to the definition
of collocation will be presented. Finally, the importance of collocations in the ELT

context and the concept of testing collocations will be explicated.

2.2.To Know a word

When many people are asked what the most apparent characteristic of a language is,
they will say ‘words’ (Halliday and Yallop, 2007). Words can be defined as the
freestanding elements which have meaning (McCarthy, 1990). Jackson and Ze
Amvela (2007) gives the definition of the word in English with four characteristics:
(1) The word as a unit is not interruptible. (2) It may be composed of one or more
morphemes. (3) It is generally seen in the structure of phrases. (4) It must belong to a

specific word class or part of speech.

Since words cannot be considered isolated units of language, but fit into a number of
interlocking systems and levels, about every word, there are many things to know.

Furthermore, there is not only one degree of knowing a word (Nation, 2001).



Cronbach (1942, as cited in Read & John, 1986) classified the concept of knowing a

word into five categories. These categories are:

a) generalization the ability to define the word

b) application choosing the proper use of the word

c) breadth of meaning remembering different meanings of the
word

d) precision of meaning using the word correctly in all different
situations

e) availability the ability to use the word

Richards (1976) added many aspects to knowing a word such as the likelihood of
other words that may be associated with the word, its relative frequency (with the
exception of concrete words), the derivations of the word etc. Recently, Nation
(2001) referred to the elements that are involved in knowing a word as its form,
meaning and use. While explaining these three elements, he included the
subcategories under them, some of which are at receptive and some of which are at

productive level (See Table 2).
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Table 2 What is involved in knowing a word (Nation, 2001, p. 27)

R | What does the word sound like?
spoken :
P | How is the word pronounced?
) R | What does the word look like?
written
Form P | How is the word written and spelled?
R | What parts are recognizable in this word ?
word parts What word parts are needed to express the
P | meaning?
R | What meaning does this word form signal?
form and meaning What word form can be used to express this
P | meaning?
) concept and R | What is included in the concept?
Meaning
referents P | What items can the concept refer to?
R | What other words does this make us think of ?
associations What other words could we use instead of this
P | one?
grammatical R | In what patterns does the word occur?
functions P | In what patterns must we use this word?
What words or types of words occur with this
) R | one?
collocations :
U What words or types of words must we use with
se
P | this one?
) Where, when, and how often would we expect to
constraints on use .
) R | meet this word?
(register,frequency i
) Where, when, and how often can we use this
P | word?
Note: In column 3, R = receptive knowledge, P = productive knowledge

Receptive (sometimes referred to as passive) vocabulary use includes apprehending a
word while listening and reading and retrieving the meaning of it. Productive
(sometimes referred to as active) vocabulary use, on the other hand, involves

wanting to express a meaning by speaking or writing and retrieving and producing
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the appropriate spoken or written word form (Nation, 2001). Teichroew (1982) states
that the distinction between these two types of knowledge cannot be clear-cut;
therefore, they should be regarded on a continuum. Melka (1997) also suggests to
put ‘receptive’ and ‘productive’ vocabulary knowledge on a continuum. If a learner
learns about a word, there will be a more gradual shift on the continuum. Nation
(2001) argues that if these knowledge types are seen as scales, there should be one
scale for oral use of language (listening and speaking) and one for written use

(reading and writing).

After analysing the results of three different studies done on receptive and productive
vocabulary size of non-native speakers (Laufer, 1998; Laufer and Paribakht, 1998;
Waring, 1997), Nation (2001, p.371) reaches the following conclusions related to

receptive and productive vocabulary:

* The receptive vocabulary of learners is larger than their productive
vocabulary size.

* The receptive vocabulary-productive vocabulary ratio is not fixed.

* A bigger gap is formed between receptive and productive vocabulary at the
lower-frequency levels as learners learn new vocabulary items.

* Learners know a large proportion of high-frequency vocabulary at both

receptive and productive levels.

Many other research findings also show that the size of receptive vocabulary of L2
learners is larger than the size of their productive vocabulary (Laufer and Goldstein,

2004; Miller, 1999; Webb, 2008).
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2.3. Approaches to collocation

Since Firth (1957), known as the father of the collocations, introduced the term
collocation, different researchers have defined it in a variety of ways. A very general
definition of collocation is the tendency of a lexical item to co-occur with one or
more words (Cruse, 1986; Crystal, 1985; Halliday, 1966). However, as Lewis (1997)
states, another important point to keep in mind is the fact that although collocations

co-occur, not all words that co-occur can be considered collocations.

Three main approaches to the study of the phenomenon collocation are worth
mentioning while defining it (Gitsaki, 1996). These approaches can be called the
lexical composition approach, the semantic approach and the structural approach. In

what follows, these approaches will be discussed in more detail.

2.3.1 The lexical composition approach

The first approach, the lexical composition approach, is developed by Firth (1957).
According to this approach, the meanings of the words are formed with the words
they co-occur and collocations are considered as “a mode of meaning” (Firth, 1957,
p. 192). Firth (1957) notes that the lexical meaning of a word should be explained at
different levels which are orthographic level, phonological level, grammatical level
and collocational level. He explains these levels with the word ‘peer’. At
orthographic level, the meaning of it is different from the word ‘pier’. At
phonological level, its pronunciation is included. It can either be used as a verb or a
noun at grammatical level. At collocational level, different meanings of ‘peer’ can be

obtained as in the example of school peers.
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Barnbrook et al. (2013) emphasize the importance of the lexical composition
approach because thanks to this approach it is possible to consider collocations as
significant elements of the causes of language patterns, not just as observable effects

of language use.

The novel step by Firth in this area is the fact that he looks at the relations between
lexical items at a syntagmatic level rather than at a paradigmatic level (Gitsaki,
1996). These two concepts can be explained with the help of an example. In a
sentence such as John drove the bus, bus is in a paradigmatic relationship with other
lexical items such as car, truck and in a syntagmatic relationship with the other
lexical items in the example sentence, which are John and drove. Firth (1957) draws
attention to the lexical items that are in a syntagmatic relationship with each other

while explaining collocations.

Firth’s description of collocation was later developed by Halliday (1966) and
Mclntosh (1961, 1967), known as Neo-Firthians, but most markedly by Sinclair
(1966, 1998). Sinclair (1966) separates grammar from lexis. He contributes to the
discussion of the definition of collocations with three new terms which are node,
span and collocates. Node is the lexical item that is under analysis. Span refers to the
other lexical units that come before or after the node. Lastly, collocates are the items

that are within the span.

Mclntosh (1961) notes that collocations are independent of grammatical issues and
they are as important as grammatical patterns. Similarly, Halliday (1966) proposes
that the collocational relationships between words can be defined without any
reference to grammatical restrictions. He introduces the concept ‘set’, which means
“the grouping members with like privilege of occurrence in collocation” (p. 153).
For example, he says bright, hot, shine, light, come out all belong to the same lexical
set due to the fact that they collocate with the same word: sun (p. 158). All in all,

although linguists that favor this approach still emphasize the importance of
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grammar to describe collocations, they look at the lexical items at a syntagmatic

level to best define them.

2.3.2 The semantic approach

Similar to the lexical composition approach, the semantic approach studies
collocations on a semantic basis, which is separate from grammar (Gitsaki, 1996).
The insufficiency that some researchers like Lyons (1966) found in the lexical
composition approach was that it cannot answer the question why lexical items

collocate with certain lexical items but not with the others.

Although he did not specifically study collocations, Chomsky (1965) can be
regarded as one of the first researchers to introduce semantics in the study of
collocations. He differentiated two essential subcategorization rules from the present
context-sensitive subcategorization rules which make a specific lexical item sensitive
to the subcategorization characteristics of the lexical item. The first one is ‘strict
subcategorization rules’, which subcategorize a lexical category according to the
frame of category symbols that it appears in. The second one is ‘selectional rules’
which subcategorize a lexical category according to syntactic features in specified
positions of the sentence. For example, the verb ‘frighten’ requires an animate
object. This is explained by the selectional rule [— Det [+Animate]], or
[[+Animate]- Object]. The same verb ‘frighten’ is transitive, so it must be followed
by an NP (noun phrase). This is expressed by strict subcategorization rule (Graffi,

2001).

Katz and Fodor (1963), for example, come up with a semantic theory which would
organize, systematize and generalize facts related to meaning. This theory suggests
that each lexical item in a dictionary should include a selection restriction. Taking

the lexical item sleep as an example, it should be explained that it requires a subject
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with the ‘animate’ feature. Another semanticist, Cruse (1986) explains the
collocational restrictions as arbitrary. To illustrate, blond refers to hair; however, it
can only be used with human hair. It is not possible to use it to describe a hairy
animal. Since there are many examples as this one which are only explained as
arbitrarily restricted, it can be considered as a weakness of this approach (Gitsaki,
1996). As Gitsaki (1996) concludes, semanticists did not say anything new regarding
collocations apart from criticizing the lexical composition approach and arguing that

syntagmatic lexical relations should be studied within the field of semantics.

2.3.3 The structural approach

Different from the previous two theories, the structural approach gives importance to
grammar while explaining collocations. Mitchell (1971), as one of the important
researchers following this approach, states: “Collocations are to be studied within
grammatical matrices [which] in turn depend for their recognition on the observation

of collocational similarities.” (p. 65)

Mitchell (1971) suggests the concept ‘root’ to collocation studies. He says that
collocations are comprised of roots rather than words and they need to be studied
within the grammatical matrix. In the collocation heavy drinker, for instance, heavy
and drink are regarded as roots rather than words by Mitchell and these two roots can
be combined to come up with different collocations such as drink heavily (Gitsaki,
1996). On the other hand, this view of collocations cannot be adapted to all
collocations, so it was criticized by some other researchers (Gitsaki, 1996;

Greenbaum, 1974).

Greenbaum (1974) is another researcher that gives importance to grammar while
studying collocations. He points out the fact that collocations require a certain

syntactic relationship to occur. For example, the sentence His sincerity frightens us is
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acceptable, whereas We frighten his sincerity is not, which shows the limit that
syntax imposes (Greenbaum, 1974). Sincerity collocates with frighten but only in

certain syntactically acceptable situations.

Overall, the studies following the syntactic trend show that not only lexical but also
grammatical words should be included while explaining collocational restrictions

(Gitsaki, 1996). Therefore, Gitsaki (1996) proposes:

(...) there is no need for the debate among linguists over whether collocations
should be described using lexical analysis, or semantic rules and/ or grammar rules.
It is possible that by defining structurally and isolating a particular collocational
pattern and examining its frequency, variability and systematicity in a language
corpus, the notion of collocation could be enriched. (p. 158)

In 1986, Benson, Benson and Ilson compiled the BBI Combinatory Dictionary of
English, in which they divided the collocations into two main categories. The first
category is lexical collocations, which include content words. Content words, also
called lexical words, (nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs) have the meaning which
can be looked up in a dictionary (Field, 2003). There are seven types of lexical
collocations in the BBI. The other main category is grammatical collocations, which
include a preposition or a grammatical structure, e.g. an infinitive, with a content
word as the dominant element. There are eight main types of grammatical
collocations; however, the last grammatical collocation type includes nineteen

English verb patterns. Therefore, overall the BBI has 33 collocational patterns.

2.3.4 Recent views on the approaches to collocation
According to the available recent literature, there are three main categories defining

collocations. The first one is frequency-based approach. It looks at collocations as

constituents co-occurring so frequently that their meanings cannot be predicted
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(Halliday, 1966). The second approach is the phraseological approach, the most
famous advocates of which are Cowie (1998) and Howarth (1998). This approach
supports the view that the lexical items that a collocation is comprised of must be
syntactically related and transparent in meaning (Nizonkiza et al., 2013). Unlike the
frequency-based approach which gives more importance to the frequency of co-
occurrence, the phraseological approach gives more importance to the degree of
substitutability and transparency of meaning (Barfield and Gyllstad, 2009;
Nesselhauf, 2005). The third approach to the concept of collocations is the
combination of the first two approaches. This approach is referred to as the ‘best of
the two worlds’ by Gyllstad (2007). It tries to eliminate the restrictive sides of the
first two approaches. It includes researchers from the other two approaches, but these
researchers differ from the others in some respects (Nesselhauf, 2003, 2005; Stubbs,
1995). For example, Nesselhauf (2003, 2005) works in the phraseological tradition;
however, she uses frequency as a complementary method while analyzing learner
corpora. Therefore, it is not quite possible to fit her into either the frequency-based

or the phraseological approach.

2.3.5 Collocations, idioms and free word combinations

Because the boundary between idioms, collocations, and free combinations is not
clear-cut (Taeko, 2005), it is worth mentioning how linguists differentiate these three
concepts from one another. To distinguish between idioms, collocations and free
combinations, Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992) mention three criteria which are
flexibility, compositionality, and productivity. They consider the definition of
collocations by Wood (1981) as the best model to define word combinations. Wood
(1981) regards word combinations as a continuum. Apart from a semantic criterion
looking at whether the meaning of a collocation can be predictable from the
meanings of each word in it (compositionality), she also takes into account a

syntactic criterion. This criterion looks at whether the form of a composition is fully
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productive or not. Then, there are also collocations that are somewhere in between

these two poles.

Regarding these criteria, an idiom is described as a fully non-compositional, non-
productive collocation. For instance, by and large is an idiom because it does not
make any compositional sense and it does not have a syntactic pattern generating
other similar structures. Collocations, on the other hand, offer a compositionality
interpretation to a certain degree, but the elements that it includes confuse it. Take
umbrage 1s an example to this group. The verb take baffles the meaning of umbrage
there. Substitution is possible in most of the collocations and they produce ‘idiom
families’ (pay heed/ attention) where it is possible. When substitution is limited by
syntactic categories and semantic features, there appears another class called
‘colligation’, which was first used by Firth (1957). Colligations can be referred to as
generalizable collocation classes. Hoey (2005) explains the idea behind colligations

as:

The basic idea of colligation is that just as a lexical item may be primed to
co-occur with another lexical item, so also it may be primed to occur in or
with a particular grammatical function. Alternatively, it may be primed to
avoid appearance in or co-occurrence with a particular grammatical function.

(p. 43)

Stubbs (2002) also highlights the importance of the concept ‘colligation’ as he states
that the essential relations between lexis and syntax need to be explained, and
colligation is the right explanation for that. After idioms, collocations and
colligations, at the other end of the continuum, there is the last item called ‘free
combinations’, which have fully compositional and productive phrases such as see
the river. This phrase is a combined meaning of individual elements, and the form of
it is a base for an unlimited number of other phrases. The figure below shows how
this continuum that differentiates idioms, collocations, colligations and free

combinations would look like:
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idioms-

collocations- colligations- free combinations

—_— I ———

Figure 1 The continuum of word combinations by Nattinger and DeCarrico
(1992, p.178)

All in all, Nation (2001) has gathered 10 main criteria to classify items as

collocations in the light of studies conducted by different researchers. These ten

criteria have been ordered from most lexicalized to least lexicalized by Nation (2001,

p- 328) and he points out to the fact that most collocations have only some of these

criteria.

a)

b)

d)

Frequency of co-occurrence: The scale in this criterion ranges from
‘frequently occurring together’ to ‘infrequently occurring together’. This
criterion is especially very important to the designers of teaching
materials.

Adjacency: Some collocations are next to each other as in close friend,
but some of them are separated by some other words as in little did X
realize. In a scale, ‘next to each other’ would be at the one end and
‘separated by several items’ at the other.

Grammatically connected: Collocations generally appear in the same
sentence. However, there are some examples of collocations that are not
in the same sentence, but in the same text. They are not grammatically
connected to each other, but as collocates they are in a lexical cohesion
relationship. In a scale, ‘grammatically connected’ would be at the one
end and ‘grammatically unconnected’ at the other.

Grammatically structured: Kjellmer (1982:25, cited in Nation, 2001)
states that ‘frequently co-occurring’ is not enough as a criterion since

many other words such as ‘although he’ or ‘of the’ also occurs quite a lot
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g

h)

but they are not considered as collocations. Therefore, Kjellmer
constructed ‘grammatically structured’ criterion with a list of allowed
structures. In a scale, ‘well structured’” would be at the one end and
‘loosely related’ at the other.

Grammatical uniqueness: While some collocations are grammatically
unique (e.g. hell-bent for leather), some others follow regular patterns
(e.g. washy coffee). There are also collocations which are exceptions to
rules as in go to bed (since there is no article before bed). In a scale,
‘grammatically unique’ would be at the one end and ‘grammatically
regular’ at the other.

Grammatical fossilization: If a collocation is grammatically fossilized,
it does not allow any change to its form (e.g. by the way). Some
collocations do not allow any change in its word order but allow small
changes: kick the bucket cannot be The bucket was kicked, but He kicked
the bucket is acceptable. Some others allow changes in the word order.
For instance, to piece things together can be used as things were pieced
together or they were piecing things together. In a scale, ‘no grammatical
variation’ would be at the one end and ‘changes in part of speech’ at the
other. ‘Inflectional change’ would be the mid-point.

Collocational specialization: Some words only occur in collocations.
The words in them are not used in any other places (e.g. hocus pocus).
There are some other collocations, in which only one word is special to
them (e.g. kith in kith and kin). Some collocations include words that can
be seen in other collocations, too (e.g. good answer). In a scale, ‘always
mutually co-occurring’ would be at the one end and ‘all occurring in a
range of collocations’ at the other. ‘One bound item’ would be in the
middle in this scale.

Lexical fossilization: Some collocations do not allow the replacement of
words in them (e.g. by and large). In some collocations, substitution is

allowed with the words of related meaning (e.g. entertain a belief,
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entertain a desire). In a scale, ‘unchangeable’ would be at the one end
and ‘allowing substitution in all parts’ at the other. ‘Allowing substitution
in one part’ would be in the middle of this scale.

i) Semantic opaqueness: Mostly in idiomatic collocations, the meaning of
the collocation cannot be inferred from the meaning of the words that
constitute it (e.g. for good). In a scale, ‘semantically opaque’ would be at
the one end and ‘semantically transparent’ at the other.

j) Uniqueness of meaning: Some collocations only have one meaning (e.g.
keep a secret, full moon) while some collocations may have two
meanings. For example, kick the bucket has two meanings. It means both

to die and to kick a bucket with your foot.

With these ten scales, Nation (2001) describes the features of collocations in a
comprehensive way. However, the distinction between idiomatic expressions and

collocations are not explicitly covered.

According to the study carried out by Howarth (1996), restricted collocations are far
more common than idioms in native speaker academic writing. Bonk (2000) gives an
example to explicate Howarth’s definition of restricted collocations. The phrase fo
catch a cold can be considered as a restricted collocation because of three main
reasons. First, it can be recognized as a conventional phrase. It makes use of one
element in a specialized way (the verb catch is different from its prototypical
meaning here). This phrase has a limited number of collocates (for this phrase,
illnesses can be mentioned). Lastly, this phrase is semantically transparent. 7o catch
a butterfly and I didn’t catch that are not restricted collocations here since the former

is a free combination and the latter is an idiomatic usage.
Furthermore, Howarth (1998) conducted a corpus study comparing the use of verb-

noun collocations by native speakers of English and non-native English speakers

who are MA students. He found that compared to the native group, the non-native
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group used about 50 % fewer restricted collocations. Based on the results of
Howarth’s analysis (1998), Li and Schmitt (2009) conclude that among the three
collocational groups (i.e. idioms, restricted collocations and free combinations), the
restricted collocations group seems to be the most problematic for advanced level

learners.

Taking into account the different approaches to the collocation, the present study

adapts the operational definition of collocations by including the following points:

1) “Collocations are those combinations of words which occur naturally with
greater than random frequency. Collocations co-occur, but not all words
which co-occur are collocations.” (Lewis, 1997, p. 44)

2) Collocations are a combination of two or more words that fall in the middle
between idioms and free word combinations allowing a limited degree of
substitution of their lexical components (Bentivogli & Pianta, 2003).

3) Collocations are less lexically fixed and allow substitution in at least one of
their constituent components (Gitsaki, 1996).

4) Collocations are semantically transparent. Therefore, unlike idioms (e.g. tie
the knot), their meanings can be understood based on the literal meanings of

the words that they include (e.g. make a mistake) (Gitsaki, 1996).

This study adopts the classification of collocations done by Benson et al. (2010) (See
Appendix N for the full list of collocation types), who divide collocations into two
main categories; lexical and grammatical. Lexical collocations have 7 sub categories
and grammatical collocations have 8 sub categories. The last grammatical
collocation category has 19 sub categories as well. Overall, there are 33 collocation
types in Benson et al. (2010). There are some criticisms against this classification as
not being “an entirely valid one” (Bonk, 2000, p. 7). Despite criticisms, this

classification is still among the most used and adapted classification by many
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researchers (Chen, 2008; Gitsaki, 1996) since there is still not one accepted

definition of collocation (Fontenelle, 1994) or a classification of it.

2.4. Collocational knowledge of L2 learners

Pawley and Syder (1983) argue that the idiomatic control and fluency in a language
depend on a body of ‘sentence stems’ that are ‘lexicalized or ‘institutionalized’.
These stems are a unit of clause which has a wholly or largely fixed grammatical
form and lexical content. Despite the fact that that they are lexically fixed, most of
these units are not true idioms but regular form-meaning pairings. Therefore, in order
to be native-like in a language, language learners need to have these ‘sentence
stems’. For example, the sentence ‘let me off the car’ and ‘halt the car’ both have the
same meaning; however, although the latter is a grammatical sentence, it is not
preferred by the native speakers. Because the focus is generally on grammar in EFL
classes, language learners may perform unnatural sentences like the latter (Shin and
Nation, 2008). Brown (1974) also emphasizes the importance of chunks for L2
learners by stating that as learners learn collocations, they observe how native
speakers use them in spoken and written contexts and the learners also use
collocations themselves. Many studies have reached the same conclusion that using
collocations appropriately is now a prerequisite to be a proficient language user (e.g.,

Cowie, 1998; Sinclair, 1991; Wray, 2002).

Despite the importance of collocations to L2 learners, even advanced level learners
are not able to use them well while producing the target language (Granger, 1998;
Howarth, 1998; Nesselhauf, 2003). Researchers have found that L2 learners use
their creativity to produce expressions in the target language that native speakers
would not use (Pawley and Syder, 1983; Wray, 2002). Bonk (2000) points out the

fact that few generalizations can be made about the collocational restrictions in the
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language (there are no general rules that learners can follow). Therefore, it is not an
easy task to learn or teach them in a systematic and time-saving way. On the other
hand, according to a small scale study by Zimmerman (1993), language teachers
themselves are often unaware of collocation as a concept. As a result, they may not
draw the students’ attention to collocations during the lessons although collocations
may be present in the teaching materials. Other researchers also point out the same
fact that some language teachers do not include collocations in their lessons since

they are not aware of collocation (Brown, 1974; Howarth, 1996).

2.4.1 Testing vocabulary: collocations

Different studies present different percentages related to the receptive and productive
vocabulary knowledge of the learners. While Laufer (2005 a) found that learners
know 16 % of receptive vocabulary productively at the 5,000 frequency level, some
other studies reached the conclusion that at productive level learners only know
about one-half to three quarters of receptive vocabulary (Fan, 2000; Laufer &
Paribakht, 1998). The fact that there are different figures as to the receptive and
productive vocabulary knowledge shows how difficult it is to come up with these
figures (Schmitt, 2010). Schmitt (2010) gives two reasons why this difficulty exists.
The first reason is that there is no accepted concept as regards receptive and
productive issue. The second reason is related to measurement. Test types used to
measure receptive and productive knowledge affect the results (Laufer & Goldstein,

2004).

There have been several attempts to test collocations which have been classified into
two groups by Gyllstad (2007). These two groups are corpus-driven studies and
experimental studies. Corpus-driven studies generally analyze learners’ essays in
corpora and try to make inventories of the errors produced by these learners (e.g.

Cowie, 1998; Howarth, 1998; Laufer and Waldman 2011; Nesselhauf, 2005)
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(Nizonkiza et al., 2013). The second way to test collocations, experimental studies,
consists of both receptive and productive tests measuring the learners performance
(Bonk, 2000; Gitsaki, 1996). To date, most of the empirical studies related to
collocations have been conducted with unsystematic collocation tests without any
detailed item analysis or test reliability and validity concerns (Alsakran, 2011).
There are very few reliable and valid tests that have been prepared by researchers
and can be used to test collocational knowledge of L2 English learners. Besides,
Daller et al. (2007) state that due to the lack of consensus among the researchers
about how to characterize collocational knowledge, the issue of testing collocations

is still not standardized.

Bonk (2000) attempted to prepare a test to check the collocational knowledge of ESL
learners at different proficiency levels. After piloting the test and checking its
reliability and validity, two of the three subtests were found to work well. Bonk
(2000) states that both cloze and selected response type items can be regarded as
reliable ways of measuring collocations. After his attempts, some other researchers

benefitted from his test in their studies (e.g. Alsakran, 2011).

Shehata (2008) devised two gap filling tests to test L2 learners’ productive
collocation knowledge in verb-noun and adjective-noun collocation types. She also
designed an acceptability judgment test to test their collocation knowledge at
receptive level. Cronbach’s Alpha was used to check the reliability of the
instruments and they were reliable (There will be more on this study later.). Yet, the
collocations included in these tests were chosen as the ones with (congruent) and
without Arabic equivalents (non-congruent). Therefore, these tests cannot be applied

in all learning environments.
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2.5. A review of studies on collocational knowledge of L2 learners

This section presents relevant studies to the present study in a chronological order.

Firstly, Gitsaki (1996) examined the development of collocational knowledge of
ESL learners. It is a very comprehensive study in that it aims to describe how
collocational knowledge develops across proficiency levels by including 37
collocation types with the participation of 275 Greek ESL learners. In the study,
essay writing, translation test, and blank-filling tasks were used. According to the
results of the statistical analysis, there are patterns of development of collocational
knowledge across and within the different proficiency groups. In addition,
collocational knowledge increases steadily as the level of proficiency increases, and
grammatical collocations are easier to acquire than lexical collocations. The
syntactic complexity of the collocation types, exposure and maturation influence the

development of collocational knowledge.

Gitsaki (1996) proposed three stages for the development of collocational
knowledge:
* The first stage: Collocations are acquired as unanalyzed lexical items.
Therefore, learners are better at lexical collocations.
* The second stage: Grammatical knowledge of learners develops, so learners
get better at grammatical collocations.
* The third stage: Learners can use both types of collocations more accurately

than the first two stages.
Bonk (2000) criticizes Gitsaki in terms of the instruments that she used in her study

since she did not include the reliability estimates and item analysis results for the

collocations or proficiency tests.
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The study done by Taeko (2005) had two main purposes: to identify the basic
collocations for Japanese learners and to investigate the development of their
collocational knowledge. To achieve the first purpose, high frequency verb-noun
collocations which are used by native speakers of English were studied (BNC, TIME
and English I textbook corpora were used as sources), and compared with high
frequency collocations in English textbooks for Japanese secondary school students.
After this corpus-based research, 61 collocations were finally selected as basic

collocations.

To answer the second research question, three kinds of tests, a vocabulary size test, a
productive collocation test, and a receptive collocation test with the 61 collocations

identified were given to 130 university students.

The results show that there is a high positive correlation both between learners’
general vocabulary knowledge and their collocational knowledge and between their
receptive knowledge of collocations and their productive one. Moreover, the
influential factors in receptive and productive knowledge were discovered. The
vocabulary knowledge, L1 equivalence, delexicalized verbs and core meanings of

verbs affect receptive knowledge.

In addition to these same factors that affect the receptive vocabulary, semantic
opacity, core meanings of nouns and syntactic collocational structure affect students’
productive knowledge of collocations. Lastly, the results emphasized the fact that

learners cannot succeed in communication without collocations.

Durrant (2008) addressed three research questions in his study. First, he looked at to
what extent high frequency of occurrence in a corpus indicated that collocations are
independently represented in the minds of native speakers. A word association study,
and a series of lexical decision studies show a limited relationship between

frequency and representation.
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The second research question focused on the idea that adult second language learners
generally fail to retain the collocations that they are exposed to. A lab-based training
study and a learner-corpus study were conducted. It was found that repeated

exposure to collocations can improve learning dramatically.

The last research question aimed at compiling a list of frequent academic
collocations if possible. It was found that it was possible, but important points need
to be considered about the nature of the included collocations while preparing that

list.

Shehata (2008) conducted a study to test the collocational knowledge of Arabic
learners of English. The main aim of Shehata’s study was to examine the role of L1
(Arabic in this study) on the use of English collocations of advanced Arabic learners
of English at both receptive and productive level, the influence of the learning
environment (EFL vs. ESL) and the influence of the amount of exposure to the target

language (English).

Thirty-five Arabic-speaking learners of English in the United States and 62
undergraduate students from an English department in a university in Egypt
participated in the study and took one vocabulary recognition test, one test that
checks collocational knowledge at receptive level and two productive tests to check
their collocational knowledge at productive level. The researcher prepared these tests
herself after carefully selecting the collocations to be included. Adjective-noun and
verb-noun collocation types were tested in these two tests. Cronbach’s alpha was

used for the reliability of these instruments.
The results of the tests show that both L1 and the learning environment have an

influence on the acquisition of L2 collocations. The amount of exposure to the

language also has a strong influence on the knowledge of collocations.
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Alsakran (2011) conducted a study to examine the receptive and productive
knowledge of advanced Arabic learners and the influence of the learning
environment on the acquisition of collocations. Verb-noun, adjective-noun and verb-
preposition collocation types were tested. At receptive and productive levels, verb-
noun and adjective-noun collocations were tested with the instruments that Shehata
(2008) prepared with some modifications. For verb-preposition productive test,
Alsakran (2011) adopted Bonk’s (2000) instrument. These three instruments were

reliable. Their validity was checked via a pilot study.

The results show that the learning environment affects the acquisition of L2
collocations dramatically. The receptive performance of the participants was better
than their productive performance. In addition, they performed better in verb-noun

collocations.

2.6. Summary of the chapter

In summary, this chapter first covered what it means to know a word at receptive and
productive level, and then, provided different approaches to the definition of
collocations. The studies mentioned indicate the growing interest in collocations in
learning a second language. The design of the present study will employ a design
similar to the last two aforementioned studies (Alsakran, 2011; Shehata, 2008) in
that it also aims to test L2 learners’ collocational knowledge at both receptive and

productive level via an acceptability judgment tests and a gap filling test.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Overview of the chapter

This chapter focuses on the methodology of the study. After the design of the study
is explained, data collection and data analysis methods are presented. The
instruments that are used in the study and their construction process as well as the
procedures followed during the data collection process are explained in detail in

order to present a clear picture of the overall process of the present study.

3.2.Research design and research methodology

In this section, the design of the study and the methodology of the research will be
described.

3.2.1 Research design

This research study was designed to answer the following issues (Also see Page 6-7

in Chapter 1):

* The first research question aimed to find out whether there was a

significant difference between PIN and ADV level learners in terms
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of their collocational knowledge at receptive and productive level. To
gather data on this issue, an acceptability test was prepared to test
receptive knowledge of both PIN and ADV groups and a gap filling

test was designed to test their productive knowledge.

* The second research question dwelled on the lexical and grammatical
collocational knowledge of PIN and ADV learners separately and at
both receptive and productive levels. The data from the acceptability
judgment and the gap filling tests were analyzed to study whether

each group was better at lexical or grammatical collocation types.

* The third research question was which collocation types the PIN and
the ADV learners know the best. In order to answer this question, the
data collected with the acceptability judgment and the gap filling

tests were analyzed.

An acceptability judgment test and a gap filling test were designed as the main
instruments to answer the research questions stated above. The tests were
administered by the instructors in classes in two consecutive weeks. Participants
were informed about the confidentiality of the collected data. The acceptability
judgment test took approximately 15 minutes while the gap filling test took about 20
minutes. With the acceptability judgment and the gap filling tests administered, this
research study grounded its methodology on quantitative research approach (See

Table 3 below).
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Table 3 Research questions, methods and instruments of the study

Research Question

Method

Instrument

1. Is there a significant
difference between the PIN
and the ADV students in
terms of their:

a) receptive knowledge of
collocations?

b) productive knowledge of
collocations?

c) the correlation between
their receptive and
productive collocational
knowledge?

d) performance in lexical and
grammatical collocation
types?

e) performance in each of the

four tested collocation types

separately?

Quantitative

The acceptability
judgment test and

the gap filling test

2. At receptive and
productive levels, do the PIN
and ADV students know
lexical or grammatical

collocations better?

Quantitative

The acceptability
judgment test and

the gap filling test

3. Out of the four tested
collocation types, which one
do the PIN students and
ADYV students know the

best?

Quantitative

The acceptability
judgment test and

the gap filling test
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3.2.2 Research methodology

Two offline tests were used to collect data in this study; therefore, quantitative
approach was chosen as the methodology of this research. Quantitative methods
include objective measurements. Quantitative research focuses on numerical data
and generalizes it across groups of people. Numerical analysis is done with the data

that is collected via polls, questionnaires or surveys (Babbie, 2010).

3.3. Setting and participants of the study

In this section of the study, the setting used and the participants included in the study

are presented.

3.3.1 Setting of the study

The study was conducted at the preparatory school of a state university in Ankara.
The spring semester during which the study was done consisted of 17 weeks. There
are two spans in one educational term and at the beginning of each span teachers are
provided with active vocabulary list that the students will be responsible for in the
exam at the end of the span. In this active vocabulary list, words are included with
their collocations. However, how much teachers dwell on these collocations is not
certain since different teachers may allocate different amounts of time for them.
Therefore, participants were selected from a variety of classes so that they came

from different teachers.

The acceptability judgment test was given in the 13th week and the gap filling test

was given in the 14th week of the educational term to both groups.
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3.3.2 Participants of the study

The participants of the study were English preparatory class students at the state
university where the study was carried out. Similar to many other universities in
Turkey whose medium of instruction is English, this university also requires a
certain level of proficiency in English from the students as a prerequisite to start
studying in their departments. Therefore, for one year, the students are given English
lessons at different levels at the preparatory school. The students are chosen for each
level according to the placement exam that they sit before the educational term starts.
According to their scores, they are placed at different levels. There are two
educational terms and each term students at each level are given two midterms
(which are achievement tests that test students’ knowledge related to the taught

subjects in the curriculum).

In this study, the participants were from PIN (which was beginner level in the first
term) and ADV levels (which was upper-intermediate level in the first term). All
participants from PIN level started to learn English at the fourth grade in a state
school whereas in ADV level, some students started learning English like PIN level
participants, but some of them started to learn it at the first grade in a private school.
Among the students at PIN level, the ones to be included in the study were selected
according to their first midterm results in the second term from 11 different classes
among the 54 PIN classes present at that term. The average of the first midterm was
56 at PIN level, so 34 students whose midterm grades were between 56 and 76 were

selected as participants.

The case was not the same for ADV level students since there were fewer ADV
classes, 7 in total. In addition, among ADV group students, the midterm results of
the students were very close to overall ADV group midterm average. Thus, in the
main study ADV students come from 4 of these 7 classes regardless of their midterm

results.
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All participants were between the ages of 18-20 and their mother tongue was
Turkish. With regard to gender, there were 17 males and 17 females in the PIN
group and 18 males and 16 females in the ADV group.

3.4. Data collection instruments and the procedure of the study

In this section, first the design of the instruments used to collect data is explained in

detail, and then, the procedure followed to collect and score the data is reported.

3.4.1 Selection of collocations

Both the acceptability judgment and the gap filling tests include four different
collocation types to be tested which are verb-noun, adjective-noun, adjective-
preposition and noun-preposition. The first two are lexical and the last two are

grammatical collocation types.

Out of the 33 collocation types categorized by Benson et. al (2010), 4 of them are
chosen to be included in the tests after a mini survey conducted among 35 EFL
teachers who have been teaching English at university level for 1-5 years. In this
survey there were 4 multiple choice questions. In the first two questions the teachers
are asked to choose the collocation type that they think ADV learners learn more
easily. As alternatives, the first question has grammatical collocation types and the
second question has lexical collocation types. Not all 33 collocation types from BBI
dictionary (2010) are included in the alternatives. The collocation types that can be
tested more easily than the others are chosen by the researcher keeping in mind that
the collocation types included in previous studies should be included in the

alternatives. The other two questions are for PIN learners and their alternatives are
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the same as in the first two questions (See Appendix A for this mini survey).
According to the results of the survey, verb-noun, adjective-noun, adjective-

preposition and noun-preposition collocation types are included in the study.

3.4.1.1 Selecting collocations for the acceptability judgment test

The acceptability judgment test, which includes 28 correct and 28 incorrect
collocations, was adapted and developed from Shehata’s test (2008). Shehata (2008)
focused on verb-noun and adjective-noun collocation types in her study. She selected
16 verb-noun and 16 adjective-noun collocations. Half of these collocations were
congruent (they had literal Arabic equivalents) and half of them are non-congruent
(they did not have literal Arabic equivalents). She also included 18 distracters, so she

prepared an acceptability judgment test with 50 items.

It has not been possible to use her test as it is since the research focus is different in
that study (she focused on L1 effect on the acquisition of L2 collocations) and not all
collocation types the present study includes are included in Shehata’s test. However,
some correct and incorrect items that include non-congruent collocations from that
test were chosen as the starting point for the preparation of the acceptability
judgment test of this study. The test has the same style with her test with the

following differences:

* The present study’s test would include 56 items (14 verb-noun, 14 adjective-
noun, 14 adjective-preposition, and 14 noun-preposition).

* The tested collocations would not be divided into congruent/non-congruent
categories.

* There would not be any distracters in order not to create fatigue since there

will be 56 items. Moreover, as there were no categories within the collocation
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types (as congruent and non-congruent), distracters were not found to be

ncecessary.

See Table 4 below for the collocations taken from the test prepared by Shehata
(2008).

Table 4 The collocations taken from the acceptability judgment test by Shehata
(2008)

Correct Collocations Incorrect
Collocations
verb-noun | play a role *put the risk
make a mistake *get success
eat soup
catch fire

take advantage

adjective- | second thought
noun short cut

last chance
soft drinks

heavy traffic

To the best of my knowledge, there were no frequent collocations list that could be
made use of for the present study’s tests. Therefore, the collocations to be included
in this test other than the ones that were taken from Shehata’s test (2008) were
chosen by following the steps explained below briefly. These steps were followed to
find verb-noun, adjective-preposition and noun-preposition collocations. For
adjective-noun collocations, a slightly different way was used which is explained

later in detail.
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3.4.1.1.1 Selecting correct collocations

Apart from the 10 correct collocations that were taken from Shehata’s test (2008),
other 18 collocations were selected by following these steps: To begin with, frequent
verbs, adjectives and nouns are selected from the frequency verb, adjective and noun
lists from the companion website for the book Word Frequencies in Written and

Spoken English: based on the British National Corpus (Longman: 2001).

Then, in order to find the nouns that collocate with these common verbs, the
prepositions that collocate with these common adjectives and nouns, Google Ngram

program was used (https://books.google.com/ngrams/). In this program, there are 22

corpora from 8 different languages. This program charts the yearly count of selected
n-grams (letter combinations) or words and phrases, from over 5.2 million books that
had been digitized by Google up to 2008. Recently, they have added books from
2009. It provides its users with the words that appear the most frequently when the
relevant formula is written. For instance, for the formula: drink =>* NOUN, the

following graph (See Figure 2) is retrieved by the program:
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Google books Ngram Viewer

Graph these comma-separated drink=>*_NOUN case-insensitive
phrases:

between 1998 and 2008 from the corpus | English + | with smoothingof [ 1 ¢ ). BTN LRI

0.0001000%-

0.0000900%-

00000800%-/4//”

0.0000700%4

drink=>water_NOUN

0.0000600%+ drink=>wine_NOUN
NOUN

0.0000500%-/_//’/ ‘ ¢
0.0000400%- _d e NOUN

__dii |
— drink=>beer_NOUN

0.0000300% e —

0.0000200%

0.0000100%+

0.0000000

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

(cick on line/label for focus, right cick to expand/contract widcards)

Figure 2 A sample graph that shows the frequent nouns used with the verb
'drink'

When you type ‘drink tea, drink coffee, drink milk, drink water’, this program
provides you with a graph that shows the frequency of the collocations in your

formula. See Figure 3 below:

Google books Ngram Viewer

Graph these comma-separated drink water,drink tea,drink coffee, drink milk case-insensitive
phrases:
between 1998 and 2008 from the corpus| English + |with smoothingof (3 ¢ Search lots of books
0.0000350%4
drink water
0.0000300% _/,/’\
0.0000250%
drink tea
0.0000200%+ drink coffee
0.0000150%
0.0000100%+ drink milk
0.0000050%
0.0000000% T T T T T T T T T J
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Figure 3 A sample graph that shows the frequencies of the collocations in the
formula
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Firstly, the first formula was typed with one the most frequent words in the above
mentioned lists. If the most frequent collocation that Ngram yielded in its graph
existed in BBI dictionary, this collocation was included in the test. If the frequent
collocations that Ngram provided did not exist in BBI dictionary (2010), the second
formula was written with the existing collocations in BBI dictionary (2010). Then,

among these collocations the most frequent one was selected for the test.

For the adjective-noun collocations, though, the process was different since it was
not easy to find enough number of collocations having similar criteria as the other
three collocation types to be tested. Therefore, apart from the ones that had been
found by following the three steps above, the adjective-noun collocation list
consisting of 88 adjective-noun collocations prepared by Shehata (2008) was used
and the most frequent adjective-noun collocations were chosen from that list.
Shehata (2008) came up with this list after scanning the previous studies that had

been done in the field in order to gather all the adjective-noun collocations used.

3.4.1.1.2 Selecting incorrect collocations

Apart from the 2 incorrect collocations that were taken from Shehata’s test (2008),
the other 26 incorrect collocations (7 samples of each collocation type) were
collected from the 35 EFL teachers who participated in the mini survey at the
beginning of the study. They provided the researcher with actual collocational errors
made by Turkish learners of English learning English at university at different levels.
Due to the fact that there were not enough number of incorrect collocations for
certain types, the researcher made some of them up by making sure first that they did
not exist in the BBI dictionary (2010), and then, in the British National Corpus (See
Table 5 for the incorrect collocations included in the acceptability judgment test).

Both the correct and incorrect collocations gathered in this way were checked by two
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different native speakers. These native speakers were both EFL teachers for more

than 10 years and used American English.

Table 5 The correct and incorrect collocations included in the acceptability

judgment test

Correct Collocations

Incorrect Collocations

verb-noun

* have difficulty
* putanend

* make advice
e do a difference

* do panic
* gain money
* sayalie

adjective-noun

e fresh fruit
* beneficial effect

* helpful time

* useful people

* clean information
* last technology

* strict cold

* original tongue

* stressful person

adjective-

preposition

e successful in
* serious about
* important for

* late for
* sorry about
* opento

* free from

* careful towards
* bad with

* (ifferent at

* necessary with

* poor on
* richon
e tired on

noun-preposition

*  member of
* loss of

* reason for
* respect for
* solution to
* research on
*  home to

* need about

* problem through
* experience about
* decrease at

* influence towards
* interest about

* attitude through

42




3.4.1.2 Selecting collocations for the gap filling test

Owing to the fact that same participants were to take both tests, the collocations
included in the gap filling test were different from the ones in the acceptability
judgment test. The same four collocation types (verb-noun, adjective-noun,
adjective-preposition, noun-preposition) that were chosen after the mini survey were
included in the gap filling test as well. The same three steps which were followed
while choosing the correct collocations for the acceptability judgment test were also
followed to select all the collocations to be included in the gap filling test (see Table

6 for the collocations used in gap filling test).

Table 6 The collocations used in the gap filling test

verb-noun adjective-noun adjective- noun-
preposition preposition
1 | do business close friend bad for comment on
2 | have a look strong competition important to admiration for
3 | make an effort long journey high in demand for
4 | keep a diary poor visibility good at side to
5 | give birth fresh coffee full of history of
6 | hold hands severe pain similar to use for
7 | speak a language | daily life essential for answer to
8 |livealife significant difference | responsible for | degree in
9 | run a business heavy rain sure of pressure on
10 | take time great importance effective in benefit from
11 | tell a story detailed analysis happy for relationship
with

12 | pay attention general rule aware of change in
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3.4.2 Preparation of the tests

After selecting the collocations to be included, the sentences for each item in both
tests were chosen and adapted from the British National Corpus. The sentences in the
acceptability judgment test included a total number of 8 to 15 words. However, the
sentences in the gap filling test were longer (15-30 words) than those in the
acceptability judgment test since the participants were expected to produce words in

the gap filling test and therefore needed more contextual cues.

3.4.2.1 Test validity

After the sentences were ready, the tests were given to four different experts to
comment on their validity. All the experts were from EFL field. One of the experts is
a teacher who holds a Master’s degree in Assessment and Evaluation and has been
teaching English at university level for four years. The second expert has taught
English for 10 years and has been working as the ADV level’s tester for one year in
the university where the present study was conducted. She also has a Master’s degree
in ELT. The third expert has been an EFL tester in the same institution for 10 years.
The last expert is also an EFL teacher who has been working as a tester for one year

and has taught English for 14 years. She also has a Master’s degree in ELT.

All four experts were given a table to comment on each item separately and were
asked to give additional feedback on the tests if necessary. After their comments,
some collocations and their sentences underwent some changes. Some words that the
experts thought would be difficult to understand by the participants were replaced by

more frequent words again selected from the same frequency lists.
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3.4.2.2 Test reliability

So as to check the reliability of the tests, they were piloted. The acceptability
judgment test was given to 20 PIN and 15 ADV students not participating in the
main study. According to the results of the pilot study, it was found that the
responses for the first questionnaire were highly reliable with a Cronbach's Alpha of

0,883.

There were different approaches to gap filling tests in the previous studies. Some
researchers provided the test takers with the first letter of the expected word when it
was a content word (e.g. verb, noun) (e.g. Laufer & Nation, 1999; Alsakran, 2011)
while some others did not do so (Shehata, 2008). Therefore, while piloting the
present study, the researcher gave the gap filling test to 20 ADV level learners
without providing them with the first letter of the expected content word. However,
the results of this pilot test showed that participants came up with too many
alternatives that were not easy to judge. As a result of this, the researcher decided to
put the first letter of each content word in the gap filling test and did another pilot
study. The second pilot version of the gap filling test was given to 25 PIN and 25
ADV students not participating in the main study and the results of this pilot study
showed that its Cronbach's Alpha was 0,866. According to Kline (2000), alpha
scores “should ideally be high, around .9” (p. 13) and they should not drop below .7,
so it can be said that the test is highly reliable.

After the pilot study, the time given for each test was shortened since it was observed
that participants finished the tests earlier than expected. Then, to make sure that there
is no difficult grammatical structure nor a difficult word especially for the PIN level
learners that may hinder their understanding the whole sentence, each test was given
to 5 more PIN students and after they finished the tests, they were asked to comment
on the items in both tests. The aim here was to make sure that there was no word or

grammar structure that affected their understanding of the context negatively. It was
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also made sure by asking these 5 students that there were no unknown words in
collocations. It was not a problem if they did not know that these words collocated
with each other but the important point was that they were all supposed to know all
the words that formed all 104 collocations included in the tests (See Appendix B for
the last version of the acceptability judgment test, see Appendix C for the last
version of the gap filling test).

3.4.3 Administration of the tests

The acceptability judgment test was given to 11 PIN classes and 4 ADV classes in
the 13™ week of the spring semester in DBE, METU. First, the participants were
given a consent form (See Appendix D for the consent form). Then, they completed
a short demographic questionnaire. After that, all participants were given 15 minutes
to complete the test. They were all given the test during the class hour and their

classroom teacher was there to monitor them.

The gap filling test was given in the 14th week of the educational term to both
groups and the participants were given 20 minutes to do it. Before they started the
test, they were asked to fill in the same demographic questionnaire again so as to

match the same participants that took both tests.

3.4.4 Data scoring
After the researcher prepared the answer key of the acceptability judgment test

according to BBI dictionary, she had it checked by the same two native speakers so

as to make sure that there were no other possible answers for each blank.
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The data collected from the acceptability judgment test was scored as correct or
incorrect because there were only two possibilities to choose from. The items that

were left blank were also counted as incorrect.

In the gap filling test, the data was scored as correct or incorrect as well because
there were fixed answers for each blank and the unanswered questions were counted
as incorrect. Because the lexical choice of the participants was the main point, if they
made a morphological error such as the use of verb tenses as in kept instead of keep,
it was ignored. However, such instances were not very common since the items were
prepared such that the verbs were required to be written in their base form for each
sentence. In the section where the participants were required to write an adjective,
only in item 24, some participants wrote the noun form of the expected adjective
(detail rather than detailed) and it was also counted as correct since they

remembered the correct word despite its wrong form.

3.4.5 Reliability of the latest version of the tests

Apart form the SPSS reliability analysis conducted on the pilot version of the tests,
another reliability analysis was conducted in order to check the reliability of the
latest version of the two tests. According to this analysis, both tests are highly
reliable: We obtained coefficients of 0,808 for the acceptability judgment test and
0,926 for the gap filling test. Item-Total Statistics provide the contribution of a
particular item to the total test. In the column of “Cronbach's Alpha if Item
Deleted.”, contribution of the item to the entire test can be seen (See Appendix E for
the reliability scores of the acceptability judgment test, see Appendix F for the
reliability scores of the gap filling test).
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3.5. Data analysis methods

The data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
22.0 for Windows software package. The analysis was carried out based on the
research questions. Descriptive statistics, independent samples t test, correlation, one

way ANOVA, Tukey and multiple correspondence tests were used where relevant.

48



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1. Overview of the chapter

This chapter presents the statistical analysis results of the study. The study consists
of quantitative data collection methods. The quantitative findings of the data are
analyzed using SPSS 22.0 (Statistical Package of Social Sciences) and interpreted
using descriptive and inferential statistics. The statistical significance level is used as
a < .05 for all the independent sample findings. Descriptive statistics of meta, sub
and sub-sub factors are given to interpret test outputs more deeply. The meta factor
is the English level of the participants; PIN and ADV. There are two sub factors.
These are lexical and grammatical collocation categories. The sub-sub categories are
the four tested collocation types, which are adjective-noun, verb-noun, adjective-
preposition and noun-preposition collocations. From this section on, the results of
the acceptability judgment test will be referred to as the receptive knowledge of the
participants whereas the results of the gap filling test will be called the productive
knowledge of the participants.

49



4.2. Comparison of the performances of the PIN and the ADV groups

The first research question of this research study is whether there is a significant

difference between the PIN and the ADV students in terms of their

a) receptive knowledge of collocations.
b) productive knowledge of collocations.
c) the correlation between their receptive and productive

collocational knowledge.

d) performance in lexical and grammatical collocation types in
the acceptability judgment and the gap filling test.

e) performance in each of the four tested collocation types in the

acceptability judgment and the gap filling test.

When the means of the overall performance of the PIN and the ADV students in the
acceptability judgment test are compared, it can be seen that the ADV students have
higher scores (M: 76.89) than the PIN students (M: 54.31) at receptive level. The
case is the same with the gap filling test. The mean of the ADV students (M: 72.74)
is higher than the PIN students (M: 38.86) at productive level. (See Appendix G for
the tables which display information about mean scores and standard deviations of

the meta, sub, sub-sub factors).

A part of the question was whether there was a significant correlation between
receptive and productive collocational knowledge of PIN and ADV group. Pearson’s
correlation coefficient is a measure of linear association. It estimates the correlation
coefficient between two variables ignoring the effect of all other variables. The
correlations can vary from -1,0 (a perfect negative relationship) to +1,0 (a perfect
positive correlation). For the PIN group, the sig (2-tailed) value is greater than .05,

i.e., the correlation between receptive and productive knowledge is not statistically
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significant. For the ADV group, however, the sig (2-tailed) value is smaller than .05,

i.e., the correlation is statistically significant (See Appendix J for correlation tables).

The comparison of the means of both groups in lexical and grammatical collocations
at receptive and productive level shows that the ADV group has higher means in all

four categories (See Figure 4 below).

Descriptive Statistics of Sub Groups

79.83 80.43

73.95 67.31
52.94 55.67
40.61 37.22
yd ' ' e

PIN ADV PIN ‘ ADV PIN ADV PIN ADV

Lexical Grammatical Lexical Grammatical
Collocations at Collocations at Collocations at Collocations at
Receptive Level | Receptive Level | Productive Level | Productive Level

Figure 4 Descriptive statistics of sub groups

When both groups are compared in terms of their performances in 4 different tested

collocation types, the ADV students outperform the PIN students in all collocation

types:
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a) at receptive level

Descriptive Statistics of sub-sub Groups
at Receptive Level

85,71
73,95 71,85 76,05
I l [ I [ |
ADV PIN ADV . PIN ADV PIN ADV
Adjective-Noun Verb-Noun Noun-Preposition Adjective-

Preposition

Figure 5 Descriptive statistics of sub-sub groups at receptive level

b) at productive level

Descriptive Statistics of sub-sub Groups
at Productive Level

91,63
69,23 73,3

61,31
46,38
PIN ADV PIN ADV PIN

Dv. | PIN ADV

Adjective-Noun Verb-Noun Noun-Preposition Adjective-
Preposition

Figure 6 Descriptive statistics of sub-sub groups at productive level
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After descriptive statistics, independent samples t-test is conducted to evaluate
whether the differences in the means are significant. This analysis is done to find out
if there is any significant difference between the two groups. Interpretation of the
independent t-test table is a two-stage process. When the Sig (2-tailed) values are
smaller than our specified alpha value of .05, it can be concluded that there is a
significant difference between two groups. According to the results of the
independent samples t-test, it can be claimed that there are significant differences
between the PIN and the ADV students in all meta, sub and sub-sub factors (See

Appendix H for the detailed results of independent samples t-test).

4.3. Comparison of participants’ performances in lexical and grammatical
p p p p g

collocations within the PIN and the ADV groups

The second research question seeks to determine whether within their own groups,
the PIN and the ADV group learners perform better in lexical or grammatical
collocations. In order to accomplish this aim, apart form descriptive statistics, the
results of both the acceptability judgment and the gap filling tests are analyzed via

paired samples t-test.

4.3.1 Comparison of the performances in lexical and grammatical collocations

within the PIN group

Descriptive statistics present the performance of the PIN group at both receptive and

productive level as shown in the following graph:
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Comparison of the performances in lexical and grammatical

collocations within the PIN group

55,67
52,94

1
Lexical Collocations at Grammatical Collocations Lexical Collocations at Grammatical Collocations
Receptive Level at Receptive Level Productive Level atProductive Level

Figure 7 Comparison of the performances in lexical and grammatical
collocations within the PIN group

Two different independent samples t-test were conducted in order to see whether
there is a significant difference between the PIN group’s performance in lexical and

productive collocations at both receptive and productive levels.

At receptive level there is not a significant difference in the scores of the PIN group
for lexical (M:52.94, SD:8.176) and grammatical collocations (M: 55.67, SD:8.62)
(t (66)=-1.34, p=.185).

At productive level there is not a significant difference in the scores of the PIN group
for lexical (M: 40.61, SD: 13.56) and grammatical collocations (M: 37.22, SD:
12.11) (t (66)=1.088, p=.281).
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4.3.2 Comparison of the performances in lexical and grammatical collocations

within the ADV group

The descriptive statistics in figure 8 present the performance of the ADV group at

both receptive and productive level as shown in the graph below:

Comparison of the performances in lexical and grammatical
collocations within the ADV group

79,83 80,43

Lexical Collocations at Grammatical Lexical Collocations at Grammatical

Receptive Level Collocations at Receptive Productive Level Collocations at
Level Productive Level

Figure 8 Comparison of the performances in lexical and grammatical
collocations within the ADV group

Two different independent samples t-test were conducted in order to see whether
there is a significant difference between the ADV group’s performance in lexical and

productive collocations at both receptive and productive level.

At receptive level there is a significant difference in the scores of the ADV group for
lexical (M:79.83, SD:8.474) and grammatical collocations (M:73.95, SD:10.607) (t
(66)=2.527, p=.014).
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At productive level there is a significant difference in the scores of the ADV group
for lexical (M:80.43, SD: 12.646) and grammatical collocations (M:67.31, SD:
12.570) (t (66)=4.291, p=.000).

4.4. Performances of both groups in the tested collocation types

The third research question is related to both groups’ performances in the four tested
collocation types in both tests. The results of the PIN and the ADV group were
analyzed separately. The aim here is to reveal whether out of the four tested
collocation types, participants perform better in one collocation type than in the
others. Descriptive statistics and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were
conducted to evaluate the relationship between sub-sub groups. One way ANOVA
evaluates the difference in general. Since the research question is about which
categories differ from each other, Tukey test, which is one of the most used multiple

pairwise comparison tests, was also used after one way ANOVA.

4.4.1 The PIN group’s performance in each collocation type

In this section, the results of one way ANOVA test which analyzed the performance
of PIN group participants in sub-sub groups are reviewed. The sub-sub groups here
are the tested collocation types, which are verb-noun, adjective-noun, adjective-
preposition, and noun-preposition collocations. The aim is to find the collocation
type in which the PIN group performed the best. The collocation type in which they
showed the best performance was analyzed at receptive and productive level

separately.
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a) At receptive level

At receptive level, the results of one way ANOVA is 0,292, so we reject our null
hypothesis that there is no significant difference between sub-sub groups for the PIN
level participants (See Appendix K for the ANOVA results of the PIN group).

b) At productive level

At productive level, the ANOVA result is .000; i.e., there is a significant difference
in general between sub-sub categories in PIN group (See Appendix K for the
ANOVA results of the PIN group at productive level). Then, Tukey test was
performed to discover the sub-sub group that the PIN group was better at (See
Appendix K for the results of Tukey test for the PIN group at productive level). The
results show there is a significant difference between the sub-sub group pairs. In
order to find out the sub-sub group in which the PIN level participants performed the
best, the two sub groups which have the highest mean scores were selected, which
are verb-noun (M: 55.20) and adjective-preposition (M: 46.38). Then, the result of
this pair out of Tukey test was analyzed and it shows that there is a significant

difference between the two.

In addition to the descriptive statistics, a correspondence analysis was carried out to
see whether a certain collocation type signifies each group (See Appendix K for the
correspondence analysis results). Correspondence analysis is a technique that
represents graphically the row and column categories and allows for a comparison of
their correspondences, or associations, at a category level (Beh, 2004). In order to
have a correspondence analysis of the present data, the scores of all 68 participants
are ordered for the acceptability and the gap filling tests separately, and then, these
scores from the lowest to the highest are divided into three categories. These

categories are called ‘low, middle, high’. Only one category signified the PIN group
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which was the low noun-preposition category at productive level. The low
performance of the PIN group in noun-preposition collocations at productive level

shows that it is an indicative feature of this group.

4.4.2 The ADV group’s performance in each collocation type

In this section, the results of one way ANOVA test which analyzed the performance
of ADV group participants in each collocation type are reported. The aim is to find
the collocation type in which they performed the best. The collocation type in which
they showed the best performance is provided separately at receptive and productive

level.

a) At receptive level

One way ANOVA test results yielded .000; i.e., there is a significant difference in
general between the sub-sub groups of ADV at receptive level (See Appendix L for
the results of ANOVA for the ADV group at receptive level). Then, Tukey test was
conducted to select the best performed collocation type by the ADV students at
receptive level (See Appendix L for the results of Tukey test for the ADV group at
receptive level). Since there are significant differences between more than one pair,
the pair whose mean is the highest was chosen (verb-noun (M: 85.71) & adjective-
preposition (M: 76.05)). There is a significant difference between these means;
therefore, verb-noun collocation type is the collocation type in which ADV level

learners performed the best by the ADV group participants at receptive level.
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b) At productive level

One way ANOVA tests yielded .000; therefore, there is a significant difference in
general between the sub-sub groups of ADV at productive level (See Appendix M
for the results of Tukey test for the ADV group at productive level). After this
significant difference is found in general, Tukey test was carried out. According to
the results of the Tukey test, the ADV group participants showed the best
performance in verb-noun collocations at productive level (See Appendix M for the

results of Tukey test for the ADV group at productive level).

Besides the descriptive statistics, a correspondence analysis was made as it has
already been explained in the previous section (See section 4.5.1). According to the
results of this test, only one category, high adjective-noun, signifies the ADV group

at receptive level (See Appendix I for the correspondence analysis result).

See Table 7 below, which is a summary of the results of the statistical analysis

according to the research questions.
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Table 7 Summary of the results

Research Questions Instruments | Results

1. Is there a significant difference between the PIN

and the ADV students in terms of their: * significant (in a, b, d,
a) receptive knowledge of collocations? e sub categories)

b) productive knowledge of collocations? The

c) the correlation between their receptive and | acceptability * o correlation in PIN

productive collocational knowledge?

d) performance in lexical and grammatical

judgment and

the gap filling

group.

collocation types? tests * significant

e) performance in each of the four tested correlation in ADV

collocation types separately? group

2. At receptive and productive levels, do the PIN PIN group- receptive level:

and ADV students know lexical or grammatical no significant difference

collocations better? The PIN group productive level:
acceptability | no significant difference

judgment and
the gap filling

tests

ADYV group receptive level:
significant difference in

lexical collocations

ADYV group productive level:
significant difference in

lexical collocations

3. Out of the four tested collocation types, which
one do the PIN and the ADV students know the

best?

The
acceptability
judgment and
the gap filling

tests

PIN group receptive level: no

significant difference

PIN group productive level:
significant difference in verb-

noun collocations

ADV group receptive level:
significant difference in verb-

noun collocations

ADYV group productive level:
significant difference in verb-

noun collocations
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

5.1. Overview of the chapter

This chapter focuses on the discussion of the results obtained from statistical analysis
results. First, the two groups’ performances are compared and analyzed in the light
of the results. Then, the performance of the PIN and the ADV group are discussed

respectively according to the order of the research questions.

5.2. Comparison of PIN and ADV groups

The first research question was related to the comparison of the performances of the

PIN and the ADV groups in terms of five different points. These points were:

a) receptive knowledge of collocations

b) productive knowledge of collocations

c) the correlation between their receptive and productive collocational knowledge

d) performance in lexical and grammatical collocation types

e) performance in each of the four tested collocation types (verb-noun, adjective-

noun, adjective-preposition, noun-preposition)
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This research question with its sub questions will be discussed below under two

headings: receptive level and productive level.

a) Receptive level

In order to compare the two groups’ collocational knowledge at receptive level, they
were given an acceptability judgment test. When the overall means of the PIN group
(M:54.31) and the ADV group (M:76.89) in the acceptability judgment test are
compared, it can be seen that the ADV group performed better than the PIN group.

When the same test’s scores are analyzed via descriptive statistics and independent
samples t-test, it was found that the ADV group again outperformed the PIN group
in terms of both their lexical and grammatical collocational knowledge. The ADV

group was also more successful than the PIN group in all the four tested collocation

types.

b) Productive level

To compare the collocational knowledge of both groups at productive level, both
groups sat a gap filling test. When the scores of this test were analyzed, the result
was similar to that of the acceptability judgment test. The ADV group (M: 72.74)
showed a better performance in this test than the PIN group (M: 38.86) did. Thus,
there is a significant difference between PIN and ADV groups in terms of their

performances at productive level.

In terms of their performance in lexical and grammatical collocations separately,
there was again a significant difference. The ADV group again had higher scores
than the PIN group. When the scores of both groups were analyzed with regards to
their performance on each tested collocation type, the ADV group was more

successful.
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Unlike the poorly performing PIN group participants, there is no participant at ADV
level who showed poor performance in collocations in all tested parts in both tests
included in the study. Owing to this fact, as Bahns (1993) and Bonk (2000) state, it
can be concluded that a good level of collocational knowledge may be regarded as

one of the last stages of second language acquisition.

While assessing the validity of both tests, apart from native speakers and experts,
some PIN level students were also asked to comment on the tests. They were asked
whether they knew the words that comprised of the collocations and they stated that
they knew these words separately. Therefore, it can be concluded that while learning
a new vocabulary item, the learners especially at lower levels do not learn which
words collocate with that item. This point can be explained by the argument that
Foster (2001) proposed. Foster (2001) argues that as opposed to native speakers,
non-native speakers develop most of their language not with lexicalized routines, but
by rules. Therefore, because they learn words without paying attention to the words
that can be used with them, when they try to produce a collocation, they might come
up with wrong collocations. The results of the PIN group also confirm this because
although the words in both the acceptability judgment and the gap filling tests were
supposed to be known by them, their poor performance in both tests indicate that

they do not know the words that collocate with these words.

The fact that the PIN group did not do well as much as the ADV group did does not
mean that the PIN group does not have a certain knowledge level of collocations. As
Bonk (2000) also puts forward, lower level learners also have, though limited,
knowledge of collocations. Hence, it is worth analyzing the performance they

showed in both tests in this study as well.
Lastly, in the PIN and the ADV group respectively, it was analyzed whether there

was a correlation between their receptive and productive knowledge. According to

the Pearson correlation coefficient, there is no correlation between receptive and
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productive knowledge of collocations at PIN level. In other words, no relationship

exists between receptive and productive collocational knowledge at PIN level.

The statistical analysis shows that there is a statistically significant correlation
between receptive and productive knowledge of collocations at ADV level. That is,
the better performance the ADV group show at receptive level, the better their

performance is at productive level.

The fact that in the ADV group there is a correlation between the collocational
knowledge at receptive and productive levels may indicate that a certain level of
collocational knowledge exists in ADV level. In the PIN group, there is no
correlation between the collocational knowledge at receptive and productive levels.
This may be interpreted as there is not a certain level of collocational knowledge in
PIN level in that if there was a certain level of collocational knowledge, their
performance at receptive level would be expected to be higher than that at productive

level.

5.3. Performance in lexical and grammatical collocations

The second research question aimed at finding out whether the PIN and the ADV
group would show a better performance in lexical or grammatical collocations. Each

group’s performance on this issue will be analyzed below separately.
a) The PIN group
At neither receptive nor productive levels, there was a significant difference between

the knowledge of lexical and grammatical collocations. This result may be attributed

to the overall poor performance of PIN group at both receptive and productive levels.
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b) The ADV group

Unlike grammatical collocations which include a preposition as one of its main
elements, lexical collocations do not include prepositions and are comprised of
content words only and the ADV group showed a significantly better performance in
lexical collocations at both receptive and productive levels. This may be explained
by the fact that the native language of the participants in the present study is Turkish
and Turkish does not have prepositions. The status of ‘prepositions” in different
languages generally cause problems (Saint-Dizier, 2006). Some languages such as
English and German are preposition languages, but some others like Turkish and
Japanese are postposition languages. For example, whereas in English there are
specific prepositions that come in front of the word that is modified, in Turkish there
are no prepositions. Instead, there are suffixes, also called postpositions, that are
added at the end of the words to be modified. Therefore, it can be concluded that this
difference between English and Turkish led to the result that their lexical

collocational knowledge is better than grammatical one.

5.4. Performance in each collocation type separately

In this section, both groups’ performances in each tested collocation type are dwelled
on so as to see in which collocation type they performed the best. Now, this issue

will be explicated for the PIN and the ADV group respectively.
a) The PIN group
At receptive level, PIN group did not show a significantly better performance in any

collocation type. The highest mean was in adjective-preposition collocations (M:

57.35); however this mean was very close to the means of other collocation types.
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Thus, no collocation type can be regarded as the collocation type in which the PIN

group participants performed the best.

At productive level, on the other hand, PIN group’s performance on verb-noun
collocations was far better than their performance in the other three collocation
types, and the difference was significant. This result is consistent with some other
studies that also found that participants performed best in verb-noun collocations
(Alsakran, 2011; Shehata, 2008). Additionally, according to the correspondence
analysis, poor performance in noun-preposition collocations is a feature of PIN
group learners at productive level. That is, PIN group students are not good at noun-
preposition collocations in general. However, there is no collocation type that

signifies the PIN group at receptive level.

b) The ADV group

The ADV group performed the best on verb-noun collocations at both receptive and
productive levels, and this was confirmed by statistically significant results. As
stated above in PIN group’s section, better performance on verb-noun collocations is
in line with the previous studies (Shehata, 2008; Alsakran, 2011). Moreover,
according to the results of the correspondence analysis, high performance in
adjective-noun collocations signifies ADV group learners at receptive level. In other
words, high performance in adjective-noun collocations at receptive level is a feature
that represents ADV level. The results revealed no collocation types specifically for

ADV group at productive level.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

6.1. Overview of the chapter

This study has six main chapters. The first chapter, Introduction, includes the
purpose and the significance of the study and introduces the research questions. The
second chapter, Review of Related Literature, first talks about what it means to know
a word, and continues with the definition of the term “collocation” from different
perspectives. Then, the importance of collocations is dwelled on and the chapter
finishes with a snapshot of the studies that are relevant to the present study. The third
chapter is Methodology, in which the research design of the study is explained and
information about its participants, setting and instruments is given. The fourth
chapter, Results, provides the statistical results of the tests. The fifth chapter is
Discussion, where the statistical results are analyzed in detail. Lastly, this chapter
summarizes the results of the study. The summary is followed by the limitations of

the study, implications for further research and pedagogical implications.
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6.2. A brief summary of the hypotheses and results of the study

This section recapitulates the results of the present study by focusing on the research

questions one by one.

6.2.1 Comparison of the PIN and the ADV groups

The first research question was:

* Is there a significant difference between the PIN and the ADV students in
terms of their:
a) receptive knowledge of collocations?
b) productive knowledge of collocations?
c) the correlation between their receptive and productive collocational
knowledge?
d) performance in lexical and grammatical collocation types?
e) performance in each of the four tested collocation types (verb-noun,

adjective-noun, adjective-preposition, noun-preposition)?

Gitsaki (1996) and Bonk (2000) suggest that collocational knowledge increases
along with the proficiency level of a learner. Supporting these results, the findings of
the present study showed that the ADV group was better than the PIN group in the

sub categories ‘a, b, d, e’ of the research question.
The findings also revealed that there is no correlation between receptive and

productive knowledge in the PIN group. On the other hand, there is a correlation
between receptive and productive knowledge of the ADV group.
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Although it is not asked as a separate research question, the results suggest that the
receptive knowledge of collocations of the learners is broader than their productive
knowledge, which is similar to the findings of the previous studies (e.g. Gitsaki,

1996, Alsakran, 2011).

6.2.2 Performance in lexical and grammatical collocation types

The second research question was:

* At receptive and productive levels, do the PIN and ADV students know

lexical or grammatical collocations better?
At neither receptive nor productive levels, the PIN group showed a significant
difference in the performance of lexical or grammatical collocations. On the other

hand, the ADV group performed significantly better in lexical collocations at both

receptive and productive levels.

6.2.3 Performance in specific collocation types

The third research question was:

* Out of the four tested collocation types, which one do the PIN and the ADV
students know the best?

The results showed that the PIN group at productive level and the ADV group at

both receptive and productive levels performed the best in verb-noun collocations,

which is in line with the previous empirical studies (Shehata, 2008; Alsakran, 2011).
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6.3. Limitations of the present study and implications for further research

As it has been mentioned in the previous chapters, the main goal of the present study
is to describe the collocational knowledge of university level Turkish EFL learners.
Although we got quite promising results, the study is not without limitations. To
begin with, all of the participants study at the same university. To get more

generalizable results, the study can include participants from different universities.

In the study, to select the participants, the categorization of the language levels in the
English Preparatory School and the results of different levels’ midterm exams
(achievement tests) were used. Using the same proficiency test for all the
participants can increase the reliability of the study. Moreover, The number of the
participants can be higher in order to get better results. The present study has 34 PIN
and 34 ADV participants. As a matter of fact, the numbers could have been higher
since more students took the first test. However, in the following week, when the
second test was given, there were fewer students in the institution due to a national
disaster which occurred during that week in Turkey. In order to get valid results,
only the participants who took both tests were included; therefore, the total number

of the participants decreased.

The present study only used one instrument to test receptive collocational knowledge
and one instrument to test productive collocational knowledge. Both of these
instruments were offline tests. More tests on measuring collocational knowledge at
receptive and productive levels can be given to the same participants so as to have a
better idea about their collocational knowledge at both levels. For example, in order
to test the receptive knowledge of the learners, an online study (e.g. a reaction time
study) can be designed for better results. Furthermore, the present study includes
only 4 collocation types out of the 33 collocation types described by Benson et al

(2010). Studies including other types of collocations can be carried out to have a
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more comprehensive picture of the collocational knowledge of Turkish learners in

other collocation types.

Only two proficiency levels are included in this study. In order to shed light on the
developmental pattern of collocation acquisition of Turkish EFL learners, future
studies can include different proficiency levels. Although we assume that the
participants know the words that constitute the collocations tested in the study, since
these words were taken from frequency lists and were asked to 5 PIN level learners
for wvalidity concerns, the overall previous collocational knowledge of the
participants is not known. Lastly, the current study does not focus on the errors of
the participants. At productive level, it can be worth studying the collocational
mistakes of the Turkish EFL learners in order to have an idea about the reasons

behind their mistakes.

6.4. Pedagogical implications

In the present study, the ADV group performed well in both the acceptability
judgment and the gap filling tests. However, this was not the case for the PIN group.
Although they supposedly knew all the words in both tests, they failed to come up
with their collocations. The institution where the participants study prepares an
active vocabulary list twice in an educational term and includes the collocations of
the words in it and provides it to the teachers and the students. The students are
responsible for all these words with their collocations in the tests. However, while
teaching these words in the active vocabulary list during the lessons, how much
importance is given to their collocations by the teachers is not certain. This may be
one of the reasons why PIN group had a poor performance in general in both tests.
Therefore, it is important to include collocations more in classes and teach them
explicitly (Keshavarz & Salimi, 2007) while teaching vocabulary in class. Teachers

need to look at collocations as an inseparable part of the words. When teaching a
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vocabulary item, teachers need to provide students with its collocations all the time.
Otherwise, it is difficult for the students to acquire the collocations of the words that
they have already learnt. In addition, when they do not know the collocations of the

words, learners are not able to use these words at productive level correctly.

Besides, collocational knowledge of both groups at receptive level is better than their
collocational knowledge at productive level. Keeping this in mind, it is essential to
give the learners the opportunity to use collocations more and in a correct way at
productive level by including more speaking and writing activities during the
lessons. By giving immediate or delayed feedback to their performances in these

activities, teachers need to encourage students to use collocations correctly.

Another point to keep in mind is the fact that learners learn new vocabulary items
not only in the classroom but also outside the classroom. Thus, it is essential to raise
awareness among learners to learn the words that collocate while learning a new
vocabulary item in order to be able to use these words at productive level. The first
step to do this is to teach students what it really means to know a word and how they

should learn a new vocabulary item.

The fact that at both receptive and productive levels the ADV group had higher
scores on lexical collocations than on grammatical collocations (which include a
preposition) may be attributed to the fact that the mother tongue of the participants,
Turkish, does not have prepositions. Thus, EFL instructors need to keep this in mind
and focus on grammatical collocations more while teaching new words. Teachers
can draw students’ attention more to prepositions in them. Students’ native tongues
may also affect their choice of words in the target language and they may also
produce wrong collocations because of this. Therefore, when teachers present a new
collocation, either lexical or grammatical, they need to make sure that students are

exposed to this collocation as many times as possible.
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That both groups performed best in verb-noun collocations shows us that other
collocation types should also be given adequate attention during the lessons.
Learners need to be encouraged to learn and use the newly acquired vocabulary
items with the other vocabulary items with which they collocate. They should also be
motivated to use monolingual dictionaries where the collocations of the words are

provided.

Lastly, based on the feedback from the teachers of the participants who have seen the
tests of the study, it can be suggested that more tests related to collocations can be
devised by testers. More than one collocation type can be included in these tests.
Especially designing tests consisting of frequent collocations can be beneficial
because when students take these tests, they realize that although they know the
words in the sentences, they cannot come up with their collocations. This helps them
understand the importance of collocations and motivates the students to learn
collocations more. However, testing is not the only way to achieve these purposes.
Teachers can make use of technology or other interactive activities to encourage

students to use collocations correctly.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

MINI SURVEY TO CHOOSE COLLOCATION TYPES TO BE INCLUDED

IN THE STUDY

1. Please choose the grammatical collocation types that higher level

Turkish learners of English learn more easily.

Lower level learners

Higher level learners

1) Noun+ preposition (example:

blockade against, interest in)

2) Preposition+ noun (example: by

accident, in advance)

3) Adjective+preposition (example:

angry at, good for)

4) Verb+ preposition (example: look

at, wait for) (not phrasal verbs)

2. Please choose the lexical collocation types that higher level Turkish learners

of English learn more easily.

Lower level learners

Higher level learners

1) verb+noun (example: compose

music, take responsibility)

2) adjective+noun (example:

warmest regards, crucial role)

3) verb+adverb (example: affect

deeply, criticize severely)

4) noun+verb (example: blood

circulates, dog barks)

5) noun+noun (example: an act of

violence, a bar of soap)

6) adverb+adjective (example:

strictly accurate, fully aware)
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APPENDIX B
THE ACCEPTABILITY JUDGMENT TEST

Decide whether the underlined words can be used together or not. Write “C” for the

correct usage and “I” for the incorrect one.

Examples:  This year is a good time to invest in the property market. _ C

There is no point on doing this. 1
1 forgot to do my homework. ~ C

Don’t open your phone here. 1

1) Nobody thinks that this party will get success during the local elections.

2) Ican make advice and if an emergency occurs, I will also help.

3) Iam the youngest member of the new youth team at Dehon House.
4) Ok, I think I will put the risk and call him.

5) My sister and I usually have a helpful time together.

6) We always want our teachers to be useful people.

7) Last July, Mike made the mistake of going to work on the day of the strike.

8) This book describes ten ways to take advantage of the benefits of the web.

9) The book also provides clean information about the people who live in the

region.
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10) By using the last technology, they developed a method to produce it all at

once.

11) The weather was terrible, so many people got strict colds.

12) You must be feeling lonely after the loss of your husband.

13) German is the original tongue of over 100 million people who live in

different countries.

14) I'm very careful towards washing my hands before eating.

15) If you have difficulty with the exercise, you can ask your teacher for some

help.
16) Everybody knows that Jack is bad with swimming.
17) How women see things is generally different at how men see things.
18) The heavy traffic in the city center made me late for my meeting.

19) It becomes necessary with professionals to know about finance, management

and marketing.
20) He was very successful in attracting attention to his project.
21) As they are poor on quality, nobody wants to use them.

22)1 can see that he is really serious about it.

23) Red meat is known to be rich on protein.

24) There is a need about better healthcare here but unfortunately nobody seems
tocare.

25) Dr. Benton claims that having a good breakfast is especially important for
the elderly.

26) There is no problem through parking. There is a large car park outside the

mall.

27) She understood that her experience about advertising and selling was an

advantage.

28) Is she having second thoughts about coming to Brighton with us?

29) The decrease at the number of sponsors affected the organization negatively.
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30) He did not believe that this announcement would have great influence
towards Parliament.

31) Do you think it will do a difference if they do not come tonight?

32) Eating soup at the start of a meal fills the stomach.

33) During the earthquake, I told the boys not to do panic.

34) That is enough! We must put an end to their threats.

35) The reason for the attack was very simple.

36) Surprisingly, her students had an interest about this issue.

37) Scientists can also play a role in improving energy efficiency in their
laboratories.

38) His father has always been a stressful person.

39) Firefighters sprayed water onto the roof of the house so that it wouldn't catch
fire.

40) This is the last chance to submit your final project.

41) Eating fresh fruit is an important part of a balanced diet.

42) We won't gain money if we don't start selling something soon.

43) Coca Cola mainly produces soft drinks including fruit juice.

44) If you take a short cut, we can be there on time.

45) We are not sure if this has a beneficial effect on our economic

performance.

46) “Respect for others” should be the first principle of our training courses.

47)Hurry up! You mustn’t be late for school.

48) You'll probably get tired on waiting for them after a while.

49) When they arrived, they were awfully sorry about the delay.
50) There were no meetings that were open to the public.

51) Think carefully about your attitude through her and her parents.

52) Anne's mother was free from pain but almost too weak to move.
53) This information system provides an effective solution to our company’s

problems.
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54) This research on family relationships is based on clinical samples of families
with problems.
55) He couldn't say a lie to save his life.

56) The city center is home to several excellent restaurants.
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APPENDIX C
THE GAP FILLING TEST

PART 1

Please fill in the blanks with a verb that best completes each sentence. Use the first

letter as a clue.

Example: Weneedto f ix a time for the meeting. It is still not certain.

1) One of the firm's managers complained: ‘We shouldn’t d
business with a new company. We do not need a new partnership.’

2) I think we need to spend more time in the city centre to h a look
around and try the local food which is really famous.

3) We are all taught from a very early age that if we are going to get anywhere
in this life, we have to m an effort.

4) Last year, Paul began to remember his dreams. Then he bought a nice
notebook and started to k a diary of those dreams.

5) Helen, who was pregnant with her second child, drove herself to the hospital
tog birth to her daughter.

6) Before the school started, the mother trained her children to h
hands, walk straight to school and not to talk to strangers on their way.

7) Some people can s a language, but this does not mean that they
know how to write its alphabet.

8) When her son was old enough to leave home, Jennifer finally started to
1 a life of her own without taking care of any other people.

9) The expert thought he could r the business better than the
businessman because he had worked for this company for more than 30

years.
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10) Once a student leaves his/her family to study abroad, it will t
time for him/her to get used to the new life in that new country.

11) While we were sitting in the café of the music hall, Arthur started to
t a story about the time when he performed in the biggest
music hall in Europe.

12) When you read the whole plan, please p attention to the details
about prices. We still have doubts about them.

PART 2

Please fill in the blanks with an adjective that best completes each sentence. Use the

first letter as a clue.

Example: Looking at its powerful engine, everybody can see that this Ferrari is a

very f__ast car.

13) Don’t you have a ¢ friend who could spend some time just
talking with you, or who can look after your kids for the weekend to give
you a break?

14) Because more and more people are consuming fast food nowadays, there is
S competition among different fast food companies.

15) For their | journey to the North Pole, they needed a lot of food.
However, it was not possible for them to carry it all for all those days.

16) The ice on the road and p visibility caused a lot of traffic
accidents all over the country during this winter.

17) Don’t drink that coffee because it has probably lost its aroma, but if you
want, I can make some f coffee for you.

18) Some snakes in Africa can shoot their venom, poisonous liquid, at an enemy

from a distance of 6 feet, and cause eye damage and s pain.
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19) Internet has become an important part of our d life. It seems we
cannot survive without it for more than 24 hours because we use it all the
time everywhere.

20) In this study, researchers studied the role of “experience” in dancing with
two groups, but found no s difference between the experienced
and inexperienced groups.

21) There was such h rain that nobody could go out. Everybody in
the party waited indoors for the rain to stop.

22) Teachers should give g importance to the different learning
styles of the students. If not, students cannot realize their own potential.

23) It is true that there are some similarities between the two plans, but if you do

amore d analysis, you can see there are many differences as
well.
24)Asag rule, vegetable oils are better for our health than animal

fats, so we should include vegetable oils more in our diet.

PART 3

Please fill in the blanks with a preposition that best completes each sentence.

Example: She was accused ___ of spreading lies about her boss.

25) ’m satisfied with the performance of the tyres of my car. However, if you
think they willbebad ~~ my Land Rover after some time, I can change
them.

26) This short feedback form is supposed to make it easy for you to comment

our products, service and staff.

27) Aside from that, my admiration  him as a person is perhaps as great

as my fear of him.
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28)Itis important  all 2,500 football clubs in this country to have junior
development courses to be able to attract more young people.

29) Many popular carbonated drinks are not only high ~~ caffeine, but most
of them also contain coloring and artificial preservatives.

30) Nowadays, there is a growing demand organic dairy, meat and egg
products. Therefore, many companies have started to go into this business.

31) The only way to be good  this job is to put everything you've got into
it; otherwise, you cannot be successful.

32) Their brother was a bad man who had lived an evil life that was full
hate and jealousy.

33) As you can see from these two pictures, last season's menu looks very
similar _ the new one that we have recently prepared.

34) The committee says the large area behind the buildings does not have any
use the site; therefore, it will now be open to private development.

35) The documentation for these programs provides an impressive history

the subject that many people do not know about.

36) Vitamin D is essential strong bones and teeth. Therefore,
mothers should include more vitamin D in their children’s diet.

37) If we knew the answer this question, we would be able to
understand the theory better and work on it for further development.

38) If you want to apply for this position, you should have at least 5 years of
experience and a degree economics.

39) Police officers think that the same two men are responsible two
similar attacks in Buckinghamshire on Bonfire night.

40) At the start of a project, there is often a lot of pressure
managers to find qualified people to work for the project.

41) When they come to our store, customers can benefit expert
advice that our staff give. Moreover, we offer a super selection of plants and

high-quality furniture.
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42) The band could build a strong relationship the audiences in the
concerts both in their own country and abroad.

43)Ifyouarenotsure  the pronunciation because you have not heard the
word or phrase used, check the pronunciation with friends.

44) 1t is easy for anyone to see the change his style. He has a
completely new look now.

45) With this national computer system that has been improved lately, the police
force will be more effective catching criminals.

46) You can believe it or not, but there is a positive and negative side
everything in this life.

47) When I shared the good news with him, he said he was happy
me and I could definitely see it from his eyes.

48) She was aware the health risks of smoking, but this did not stop

her and she continued to smoke.
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APPENDIX D
CONSENT FORM

Gonilli Katilim formu

Bu arastirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Temel Ingilizce Boliimii 6gretim
eleman1 Nazife Duygu Bagc1 tarafindan yapilmaktadir. Arastirma, ingilizce grenen
Tiirk 6grencilerin esdizim bilgisini dlgmek ve farkli seviyeler arasinda esdizim
bilgileri bakimindan fark olup olmadigina bakmaktir. Aragtirmanin tiim evrelerinde
toplanan bilgiler sadece bu arastirma i¢in kullanilacak ve kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Katilim tamamen goniilliidiir. Testte katilimcilar1 rahatsiz edecek hicbir soru
bulunmamaktadir. Ortalama 15 dakika siirecektir. Arastirmanin herhangi bir
evresinde katilimc1 olmaktan vazgegmek isterseniz, arastirmacty1 bilgilendirmeniz
yeterlidir. Arastirmanin ikinci evresinde ortalama 20 dakika siirecek esdizimlilikle
ilgili ikinci bir test uygulanacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili olugabilecek sorularla ilgili iletisim bilgileri:

Nazife Duygu Bagci (dbagci@metu.edu.tr)

ODTU, Temel Ingilizce BSliimii
0312210 39 63

Caligmaya goniillii olarak katilmay1 kabul ediyorum.

Katilimcimin Adi-Soyadi:

Imza:

Tarih:
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APPENDIX E

RELIABILITY SCORES OF THE ACCEPTABILITY JUDGMENT TEST

Scale Correct

Scale Cronba Mean | Scale ed Cronba

Scale | Varianc | Corrected ch's if | Varianc | Item- ch's

Mean if | eif |Item-Total | Alpha Item eif Total | Alpha

Item Item | Correlatio | if [tem Delet | Item | Correla | if Item
Deleted | Deleted n Deleted ed |Deleted | tion |Deleted
rl 36,24 | 51,675 317 ,803 (129 | 36,15| 53,888 ,013 ,812
r2 3591 53,246 ,149 ,808 | r30 | 36,38 | 51,643 ,340 ,803
r3 35,74 | 54,227 0,000 ,809 | r31 | 3590 52,452 ,305 ,804
r4 35,90 52,810 ,237 ,806 | r32 | 36,12 | 53,419 ,079 ,810
rs5 35,96 | 52,282 ,293 ,804 | r33 | 36,12 50,762 ,462 ,799
ré 36,18 | 54,804 - 112 ,816|r34 | 36,16 50,197 ,536 , 797
r7 35,82 | 53,312 ,200 ,807 | r35 | 3591 | 52,888 213 ,806
r8 36,09 | 51,007 ,435 ,800 (r36 | 36,06 51,996 ,296 ,804
r9 36,12 | 52,643 ,189 ,807 | r37 | 35,94 | 53,638 ,071 ,810
r10 36,12 | 50,105 ,560 ,796 [ r38 | 36,56| 52,519 ,280 ,805
ril 36,15| 51,500 ,349 ,802(r39 | 36,10 52,333 ,236 ,806
ri2 36,01 | 50,522 ,545 , 797 |rd0 | 35,84 | 52,944 ,267 ,805
ri3 36,04 | 51,028 ,449 ,800 | r41 | 35,81 | 54,306 -,038 ,810
ri4 36,21 | 51,927 ,283 ,804 |rd42 | 36,15| 51,411 ,362 ,802
r15 36,00 50,716 ,523 ,798 [r43 | 35,93 | 52,995 ,187 ,807
rl6 35,88 | 52,523 ,305 ,804 | r44 | 36,29 | 51,255 ,380 ,802
rl7 35,93 | 51,860 ,387 ,802 | rd5 | 3597 54,924 -,139 ,815
ri8 36,32 | 53,655 ,045 ,811|rd6 | 36,06 56,414 -,340 ,821
r19 36,04 | 51,655 ,352 ,803 | rd47 | 36,03 | 51,223 ,425 ,801
r20 36,19 | 58,038 -,531 ,827 | rd48 | 36,12 50,732 ,467 ,799
r21 36,29 | 52,211 ,244 ,805|rd49 | 3597 | 54,686 -,101 ,814
r22 35,84 | 52,466 ,376 ,803|r50 | 36,12 | 50,881 ,445 ,800
r23 36,21 | 53,808 ,023 812 r51 | 36,25 51,414 ,355 ,802
r24 36,10 51,168 ,406 ,801 | r52 | 36,34 | 53,123 ,120 ,809
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r25 35,79 | 53,330 ,243 ,806 [ rS3 | 36,07 | 54,159 -,023 ,813
r26 36,15| 50,993 422 ,800 | r54 | 35,88 54,673 -,108 ,813
r27 36,34| 52,914 ,149 ,808 (S5 | 36,09 | 50,500 511 ,798
r28 36,19| 51,381 ,361 ,802 (rS6 | 36,38 | 50,270 ,546 , 197
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APPENDIX F
RELIABILITY SCORES FOR THE GAP FILLING TEST

Correct | Cronbac Scale Corrected

Scale Scale | ed Item- h's Mean Scale Item- Cronbach'

Mean if | Variance | Total | Alphaif if Item | Variance Total s Alpha if

Item ifItem | Correlat | Item Delete | ifltem | Correlatio Item

Deleted | Deleted ion Deleted d Deleted n Deleted
prl 28,74 111,272 ,196 ,926 | pr27 29,03 108,417 ,440 924
pr2 28,82 | 106,864 ,627 922 | pr28 28,97| 108,835 ,398 925
pr3 28,69 | 109,411 ,433 ,924 | pr29 29,25 110,519 ,286 925
pr4 28,79 | 108,285 ,492 ,924 | pr30 28,75| 110,668 257 ,926
prs 28,82 | 106,983 ,614 ,923 | pr31 29,18 | 113,700 -,065 928
proé 28,96 | 106,103 ,607 ,922 | pr32 29,31 110,575 315 925
pr7 28,50 112,821 ,168 ,926 | pr33 28,79 | 109,241 ,392 925
pr8 28,79 107,181 ,609 923 | pr34 28,75| 108,101 ,538 923
pr9 28,69 | 109,978 ,366 925 | pr35s 28,72 | 110,891 ,244 ,926
pr10 28,99 | 106,970 ,580 923 | pr36 29,32 112,909 ,028 927
prll 28,75| 109,146 ,423 924 | pr37 28,82 | 110,655 ,238 ,926
pri2 28,69 | 109,023 ,480 ,924 | pr38 28,76 | 109,018 ,429 924
pr13 28,53 | 111,865 311 ,925 | pr39 28,91 108,828 ,403 924
prl4 28,96 | 105,804 ,697 ,922 | pr40 28,78 | 112,264 ,082 927
prl5 29,21 | 108,644 ,469 ,924 | prdl 28,79 | 108,464 ,473 924
pr1é 28,71| 109,076 ,460 ,924 | prd2 29,29 112,151 ,114 ,926
pr17 29,01| 108,791 ,403 924 | pr43 28,79 | 108,405 ,479 924
pr18 29,07| 107,233 ,564 923 | pr44 28,96 | 105,744 ,703 922
pr19 29,26 | 109,392 ,424 ,924 | pr4s 28,82 | 108,028 ,506 924
pr20 28,66| 110,018 ,385 ,925 | pr46 28,90 | 109,586 ,331 925
pr21 29,35 109,844 ,462 924 | pr47 28,94 105,817 ,697 922
pr22 28,85| 107,829 ,516 ,923 | pr48 29,09 107,156 ,575 923
pr23 29,01| 106,910 ,587 ,923
pr24 29,03 | 105,104 ,769 921
pr25 29,25| 110,310 ,309 ,925
pr26 28,74 109,272 417 ,924
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APPENDIX G
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS TABLES

Table Descriptive Statistics of Groups

Std.
Std. Error
Group N Mean |Deviation| Mean
Productive | PIN 34| 38,86 9,734 1,669
ADV 34| 72,74 10,801 1,852
Receptive |PIN 34| 54,31 5,475 ,939
ADV 34| 76,89 7,639 1,310
Descriptive Statistics of Sub Groups
Std.
Std. Error
Group N Mean |Deviation| Mean
Lexical PIN 34| 52,94 8,176 | 1,402
Collocations |ADV 34 79,83 8,474 1,453
at Receptive
Level
Preposition PIN 34 55,67 8,620 1,478
Rec ADV 34| 73,95 10,607 | 1,819
Noun Pr PIN 34| 40,61 13,563 | 2,326
ADV 34| 80,43 12,646 | 2,169
Preposition PIN 34 37,22 12,115 2,078
Pr ADV 34| 6731 12,570 2,156
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Descriptive Statistics of Sub-sub Groups

Std.

Std. Error

Group N Mean |Deviation| Mean
Adjective-Noun Rec | PIN 34 52,10 11,995 2,057
ADV 34] 73,95 11,105 1,904
Verb-Noun Rec PIN 34 53,78 10,873 1,865
ADV 34] 85,71 12,183 2,089
Noun-Preposition |PIN 34| 53,99 11,690 2,005
Rec ADV 34] 71,85 14,494 | 2,486
Adjective- PIN 34 5735 11,189 1,919
Preposition Rec ADV 34 76,05 9,772 1,676
Adjective-Noun Pr |PIN 34| 55,20 18,696| 3,206
ADV 34] 91,63 12,032 2,063
Verb-Noun Pr PIN 34| 26,02 13,526 2,320
ADV 34] 69,23 17,965| 3,081
Noun-Preposition PIN 34 28,05 14,029 2,406
Pr ADV 34 61,31 16,234 2,784
Adjective- PIN 34] 46,38 16,562 2,840
Preposition Pr ADV 34] 73,30 12,012 2,060

(rec: receptive level, pr: productive level)

98




Independent Samples Test- Comparison of PIN and ADV overall performance at both

APPENDIX H

RESULTS OF THE INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST

levels
Levene's
Test for
Equality
of
Variance
s t-test for Equality of Means
Std. 95%
Frr Confidence
Sig. or Inte'rval of the
(2_ Mean Diff Difference
taile | Differe | eren | Lowe | Uppe
F | Sig. t df d) nce ce r r
producti  Equal 0| .77 - 66 | .000 | -33.880 | 2.49 - -
ve level variances | 81 7| 13.58 4 | 38.85 | 28.90
assumed 7 9 1
Equal - | 65.30 | .000 | -33.880 | 2.49 - -
variances 13.58 0 4 | 38.86 | 28.90
not 7 0 0
assumed
receptive  Equal A1 .73 - 66 | .000 | -22.584 | 1.61 - -
level variances | 13 8| 14.01 2| 25.80 | 19.36
assumed 2 2 6
Equal - | 59.82 | .000 | -22.584 | 1.61 - -
variances 14.01 6 2| 25.80 | 19.36
not 2 8 0
assumed
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Independent Samples Test- Comparison of both groups in sub-sub factors

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. Std.
(2- | Mean Error
taile | Differe | Differe
F Sig. t df d) nce nce
adj noun r100 Equal variances | .094 | .760 | -7.794 66 | .000 | -21.849 2.803
assumed
Equal variances not -7.794 | 65.6 | .000 | -21.849 2.803
assumed 12
verb_noun r100 Equal variances | .174 | .678 | -11.403 66 | .000 | -31.933 2.800
assumed
Equal variances not -11.403 | 65.1 | .000 | -31.933 2.800
assumed 64
noun prep r100 Equal variances | .923 | .340 | -5.592 66 | .000 | -17.857 3.193
assumed
Equal variances not -5.592 | 63.1 | .000 | -17.857 3.193
assumed 66
adj_prep r100 Equal variances | .234 | .630 | -7.339 66 | .000 | -18.697 2.548
assumed
Equal variances not -7.339 | 64.8 | .000 | -18.697 2.548
assumed 26
verb_noun prl0 Equal variances | 10.9 | .002 | -9.553 66 | .000 | -36.425 3.813
0 assumed 20
Equal variances not -9.553 | 56.3 | .000 | -36.425 3.813
assumed 32
adj_noun_pr100 Equal variances | 2.40 | .126 | -11.205 66 | .000 | -43.213 3.857
assumed 1
Equal variances not -11.205 | 61.3 | .000 | -43.213 3.857
assumed 14
noun prep prl0 Equal variances | .105 | .747 | -9.038 66 | .000 | -33.258 3.680
0 assumed
Equal variances not -9.038 | 64.6 | .000 | -33.258 3.680
assumed 42
adj_prep pr100  Equal variances | 3.12 | .082 | -7.673 66 | .000 | -26.923 3.509
assumed 2
Equal variances not -7.673 | 60.1 | .000 | -26.923 3.509

assumed
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Dimension 2

APPENDIX I
CORRESPONDENCE ANALYSIS RESULTS

Joint Plot of Category Points
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Variable Principal Normalization.
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APPENDIX J
CORRELATION TABLES

Correlations®
prod100 | receptivel00

prod100 Pearson 1 -.113

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 525

N 34 34
receptivel00 Pearson -.113 1

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 525

N 34 34
a. grup = pin

Correlations®
prod100 | receptivel00

prod100 Pearson 1 571

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 34 34
receptivel00 Pearson 5717 1

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 34 34

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

a. grup = adv
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APPENDIX K

ANOVA RESULTS FOR PIN GROUP SUB-SUB FACTOR - RECEPTIVE

LEVEL
ANOVA*
anova
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Between Groups 493.697 3 164.566 | 1.256 | .292
Within Groups 17289.916 132 130.984
Total 17783.613 135
a. grup = pin

ANOVA RESULTS FOR PIN GROUP SUB-SUB FACTOR - PRODUCTIVE

LEVEL

ANOVA®
anova
Mean
Sum of Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6860.42 | 27.3
20581.274 3 .000

5 43
Within Groups 33118.691 132 | 250.899
Total 53699.965 135
a. grup = pin
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TUKEY TEST RESULTS FOR PIN GROUP SUB-SUB FACTOR-

PRODUCTIVE LEVEL

Multiple Comparisons”

Dependent
Variable: e
Tukey HSD
95% Confidence
Mean Interval
Difference Std. Lower Upper
(I) group (I-J) Error Sig. | Bound | Bound
adj_noun verb_noun -29.186 3.842 000 | -39.18 -19.19
noun_prep -2.036 3.842 952 -12.03 7.96
adj_prep -20.362° 3.842 | .000 | -30.36 -10.37
verb_noun adj_noun 29.186 3.842 .000 19.19 39.18
noun_prep 27.149" 3.842 | .000 17.15 37.15
adj prep 8.824 3.842 | .104 -1.17 18.82
noun_prep adj_noun 2.036 3.842 952 -7.96 12.03
verb_noun -27.149° 3.842| .000| -37.15 -17.15
adj prep -18.326° 3.842| .000 | -28.32 -8.33
adj_prep adj noun 20.362" 3.842 | .000 10.37 30.36
verb_noun -8.824 3.842 | 104 | -18.82 1.17
noun_prep 18.326" 3.842 | .000 8.33 28.32

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

a. grup = pin
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APPENDIX L

ANOVA RESULTS FOR ADV GROUP SUB-SUB FACTOR - RECEPTIVE

LEVEL
ANOVA®
anova
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3829.532 3 1276.511 | 8.844 .000
Within Groups 19051.621 132 144.330
Total 22881.152 135

a. grup = adv
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TUKEY TEST RESULTS FOR ADV GROUP SUB-SUB FACTOR-

RECEPTIVE LEVEL

Multiple Comparisons®

Dependent
Variable: anova
Tukey HSD
95% Confidence
Mean Interval
Differen Std. Lower Upper
(I) groups ce (I-)) ] Error Sig. | Bound | Bound
adj_noun verb_noun -11.765 2914 | .001 -19.35 -4.18
noun_prep 2.101 2914 | .889 -5.48 9.68
adj_prep -2.101 2914 | .889 -9.68 5.48
verb_noun adj_noun 11.765 2914 | .001 4.18 19.35
noun_prep 13.866" 2914 | .000 6.28 21.45
adj_prep 9.664" 2914 | .006 2.08 17.25
noun_prep adj_noun -2.101 2914 | .889 -9.68 548
verb_noun -13.866° 2914 | .000 -21.45 -6.28
adj_prep -4.202 2914 | 476 -11.78 3.38
adj_prep adj_noun 2.101 2914 | .889 -5.48 9.68
verb_noun -9.664" 2914 | .006 -17.25 -2.08
noun_prep 4.202 2914 | 476 -3.38 11.78

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

a. grup = adv
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APPENDIX M

ANOVA RESULTS FOR ADV GROUP SUB-SUB FACTOR - PRODUCTIVE

LEVEL
ANOVA*
anova
Mean
Sum of Squares df Square F Sig.

Between Groups 16827.358 3| 5609.119 | 25.632 | .000
Within Groups 28886.182 132 218.835

Total 45713.540 135

a. grup = adv
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TUKEY TEST RESULTS FOR ADV GROUP SUB-SUB FACTOR-

PRODUCTIVE LEVEL

Multiple Comparisons®

Dependent
Variable: anova
Tukey HSD
95% Confidence
Mean Interval
Difference Lower Upper
(I) group I-)) Std. Error | Sig. | Bound Bound
adj_noun verb_noun -22.398" 3.588 | .000 | -31.73 -13.06
noun_prep 7.919 3.588 | .127 | -1.42 17.25
adj prep -4.072 3.588 | .669 | -13.41 5.26
verb_noun adj noun 22.398" 3.588 | .000 | 13.06 31.73
noun_prep 30.317" 3.588 | .000 | 20.98 39.65
adj_prep 18.326 3.588 | .000 8.99 27.66
noun_prep adj_noun -7.919 3.588 | .127 | -17.25 1.42
verb_noun -30.317° 3.588 | .000 | -39.65 -20.98
adj prep -11.991° 3.588 | .006 | -21.33 -2.66
adj_prep adj_noun 4.072 3.588 | .669 | -5.26 13.41
verb_noun -18.326° 3.588 | .000 | -27.66 -8.99
noun_prep 11.991° 3.588 | .006 2.66 21.33

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

a. grup = adv
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APPENDIX N

BBI DICTIONARY CLASSIFICATION OF COLLOCATIONS

Lexical Collocations

L1- verb+ noun/ pronoun “make an agreement”
L2- verb+ noun “reject an appeal”

L3- adj+ noun “strong tea”

L4- noun+ verb “blizzards rage”

3

L5- noun of noun “ an act of violence”
Lo6-adverb+adjective “strictly accurate”

L7- verb+ adverb “affect deeply”

Grammatical Collocations

G1- noun+ preposition “blockade against”

G2- noun+ to-infinitive clause “a pleasure to do it”

G3- noun+ that clause “we reached an agreement that she would represent us in
court”

G4- preposition+ noun “by accident”

G5- adjective+ preposition “afraid of him”

G6- adjective+ to infinitive clause “she is ready to go”

G7- adjective+ that clause “she was afraid that she would fail the exam”

G8- (This category consists of 19 English verb patterns ordered below)

A verbs (trans) that allow dative movement transformation “he sent the book to his

brother” OK “he sent his brother the book”
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B verbs (trans) that do not allow dative Movement “they described the book to her”
C verbs (trans) used with ‘for’ that allow dative movement transformation “she
bought a shirt for her husband” OK “she bought her husband a shirt”

D verbs + prep “act as”; “adhere to the plan”

E verb + to-inf “they began to speak”; “he decided to come”

F verb + inf without ‘to’ “we must work”; “he had better go”

G verb + v-ing “they enjoy watching TV”

H verb (trans) + obj + to-inf “she asked me to come”; “we forced them to live”

[ verb (trans) + obj +inf without ‘to’ “she heard them leave”; “we let the children go
to the park”

J verb (trans) + object + v-ing “I caught them stealing apple”

K verb (trans) + poss + gerund “please excuse my waking you so early”; “this fact
justifies Bob’s coming late”

L verb (trans) + that- noun clause “they admitted that they were wrong”

M verb (trans) + obj + inf ‘to be’ + complement (adj/past part/noun/pronoun) “we
consider her to be well trained”

N verb (trans) + obj + complement (adj/past part/noun/pronoun) “she dyed her hair
red”

O verb (trans)+ obj +obj “the teacher asked the boy a question”; “the police fined
him fifty dollars”

P verb + adverbial “he carried himself well”; “the meeting will last two hours”

Q verb + wh-word “he asked how to do it”; “we told them what to do”

R subj (it) + verb + to- inf or that clause “it puzzled me that they never answered the
telephone”

S verb (intrans) + complement (noun or adj) “she became an engineer”; “she was
enthusiastic”

99, ¢

s verb (intrans) + pred adj “‘she looks fine”; “the flowers smell nice”
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APPENDIX O

TURKCE OZET

INGILIiZCE’Yi 2. DIL OLARAK OGRENEN TURK UNiVERSITE DUZEYI
OGRENCILERININ ALGILAMA VE URETME SEVIiYESINDEKIi ESDiZiM
BILGIiSI

1. GIRIS

Yabanci dil 6grenen kimseler i¢in kelime dagarciklarinin zengin olmasinin dénemi,
yabanci dil 6grenme siirecinde yer alan herkes i¢in yadsinamaz bir gergektir
(Schmitt, 2010). Ayrica Schmitt (2010) kelime Ogretiminin genellikle tek tek
kelimelerin &gretilmesi olarak gergeklestigini; halbuki bir ¢ok aragtirmacinin da
belirttigi gibi (Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992; Wray, 2002; Fellbaum, 2007) formiilsel
dilin (formulaic language) kelime Ogretiminde goz ardi edilmemesi gerektigini
vurgular. Dillerde bir¢ok sayida esdizim bulunmasi nedeniyle, esdizim konusu
lizerinde calismalar yapilmasina deger bir konudur (McCarthy, 1990). iki temel
esdizim ¢esidi vardir; dilbilgisel (grammatical) ve anlamsal (lexical). Dilbilgisel
esdizimler, igerikli sozciiklerin yaninda bir adet edatin yer almasi ile olusur.

Anlamsal esdizimler ise yalnizca igerikli s6zciiklerin birlesmesiyle olusur.

Hangi kelimelerin hangi kelimelerle esdizim olusturduklarini bilmek, anadil
konusurunun iletisim yetisinin bir pargasidir. Bir ¢ok arastirmaci (Sinclair, 1991;
Wray, 2002; Li & Schmitt, 2009) tarafindan artik kabul edilen bir gercek ise anadil
konusurunun sahip oldugu gibi bir esdizim bilgisine sahip olmak ustaca dil
kullaniminin 6nemli bir unsurudur. Anadil konusurlar1 i¢in esdizim bilgisi
dilbilgilerinin bir parcasi iken, yabanci dil 6grenenler i¢in problem yaratacak bir

konu haline doniisebilir. Ozellikle kiiltiirlere has olan ve yalmzca evrensel
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anlambilim kisitlamalar1 dahilinde olusmayan esdizimler, ileri seviyede o yabanci

dili konusan kisiler i¢in bile zor 6grenilebilir (McCarthy, 1990).

Gozlemledigim kadartyla, alanda su ana kadar Ingilizce 6grenen Tiirklerin esdizim
bilgilerini 6l¢en bir ¢aligma yapilmamistir. Uluslararasi alanda ise esdizim bilgisi ile
ilgili yapilan c¢aligmalar genelde yalnizca ileri seviye gruplar ile yapilmistir
(Shehata, 2008; Li & Schmitt, 2009; Yamashita & Jiang; Alsakran, 2011; Sonbul
&Schmitt, 2013). Cok az ¢aligma ileri seviyede gruplarin yaninda bagka seviyede o
dili 6grenen 6grencilerle esdizim bilgilerine yonelik caligmalar yapmistir (Gitsaki,
1996; Bonk, 2000). Alanda, anlama ve iiretme seviyesinde esdizim bilgisini 6lgen,
giivenilirligi ve gecerliligi kanitlanmis cok az test tasarlanmistir. Bu c¢aligmada
hazirlanan iki testin alandaki bu boslugu doldurmasi hedeflenmektedir. Ayrica 4
farkl1 esdizim tirini (fiil-isim, sifat-isim, isim-edat, sifat-edat) tek c¢alismada

birlestirmesi ile de mevcut ¢caligsma, alandaki diger ¢alismalardan ayrilmaktadir.

2. LITERATUR OZETi

Bu baslik altinda mevcut calismaya benzer ¢alismalar kisaca 6zetlenecektir.

Gitsaki (1996): Bu calisma esdizim konusunda yapilan en kapsamli ¢alismalardan
biri olarak goriilmektedir. Caligmada 275 Ingilizce 6grenen Yunan dgrenci katilimei
olarak yer almistir. Paragraf yazma, ¢eviri ve bosluk doldurma testleri kullanilmistir.
Sonu¢ olarak dilbilgisel esdizimlerin anlamsal esdizimlere gore daha kolay
ogrenildigi, esdizim bilgisinin ingilizce seviyesi ile birlikte arttigi, Ingilizce’ye
maruz kalma miktari, olgunluk ve sodzdizimsel zorlugun esdizim bilgi gelisimin

etkileyen faktorlerdir.
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Bonk (2000), Gitsaki (1996) tarafindan yapilan bu ¢aligmadaki testlerin giivenilirligi
calismada yer almadigindan ve madde analizi sonuglarina ulagilamadigindan, bu

calismaya elestirilerde bulunmustur.

Durrant (2008): Durrant (2008) bu c¢alismasinda 3 soruya cevap aramistir.
Oncelikle anadil konusurlarinin dagarciklarinda kullanilma sikligi yiiksek olan
esdizimlerin ne derece basli basina temsil edildigine bakmistir. Bir sézciik ¢agrigimi
calismasi ve bir dizi sozciiksel karar testinin sonucunda esdizimlerin sikliginin ve
dagarcikta temsilinin arasinda kisith bir iliski bulundugu gériilmiistiir. Ikinci
arastirma sorusu yetigskin dil 6grenicilerinin maruz kaldigi esdizimleri 6grenmekte
zorlanip zorlanmadigyla ilgilidir. Laboratuvar bazli bir ¢alisma ve bir derlem analizi
sonucunda siirekli bir maruz kalmanin esdizim 6grenimini biiyiik ol¢iide arttirdigi
goriilmiistiir. Son olarak siklikla kullanilan esdizimlerin bir listesini tutmanin
mimkiin olup olmadigina bakilmistir. Bu tarz bir listeyi hazirlamanin miimkiin
oldugu ancak listeyi hazirlarken igerilecek esdizimlerin 6zelliklerine dikkat edilmesi

gerekildigi sonucuna varilmaistir.

Shehata (2008): Bu calismanin temel amaci, dilin 6grenildigi ¢evrenin (6grenilen
dilin konusuldugu iilkede o dili 6grenme ve 6grenilen dilin konusulmadig bir tilkede
o dili 6grenme), 6grenilen dile maruz kalinma miktarinin ve ana dilin (Bu ¢aligmada
yer alan katilimcilamn ana dilleri Arapga’dir.) Ingilizce 6grenen 6grencilerin anlama
ve iretim seviyesindeki esdizim bilgisine olan etkisine bakmaktir. Caligmada fiil-
isim ve sifat-isim esdizim tiirleri yer almistir. Calisma, Amerika’da bulunan ve ana
dili Arapga olan 35 katilimc1 ve Misir’da bir iiniversitenin Ingiliz dili boliimiinde
okuyan 62 6grencinin katilimiyla yiiriitiilmiis ve bir adet esdizim bilgisini anlama
diizeyinde Olgen test, iki adet esdizim bilgisini iiretim diizeyinde dlgen test ve bir
adet kelime tanima testi yapilmistir. Sonuglar hem ana dilin hem de dil 6grenilen

cevrenin esdizim 0grenme iizerinde etkisi oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica dgrenilen
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dile maruz kalma stiresinin esdizim bilgisinin gelisimini pozitif anlamda etkiledigi

goriilmiistir.

Alsakran (2011): Alsakran (2011), ana dili Arapca olup Ingilizce 6grenen
ogrencilerin anlama ve iiretim seviyesindeki esdizim bilgilerini test etmek ve yabanci
dil 6grenilen ¢evrenin Ogrenilen yabanci dildeki esdizimlerin 6grenilmesine etkisini
gormek amaciyla bir ¢aligma yiiriitmiistiir. Fiil-isim, sifat-isim ve fiil-edat esdizim
tirleri ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir. Yapilan arasgtirma sonucu katilimcilarin en iyi
performansi fiil-isim esdizim tiiriinde gosterdigi goriilmiistiir. Ayrica katilimcilarin
esdizim bilgisi iiretim diizeyine nazaran anlama diizeyinde daha iyi c¢ikmustir.
Yabanct dil ogrenirken cevrenin esdizim bilgisini biiyiik miktarda etkiledigi

goriilmiistiir.

3. ARASTIRMA METODU

Ozetin bu béliimiinde calismada cevaplanacak arastirma sorulari, katilimcilar,

kullanilan testler ve aragtirmanin uygulanmasi prosediirii agiklanacaktir.

3.1 Temel sorular

1) Orta alt1 ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce 6grenen dgrenciler arasinda asagida
belirtilen noktalar agisindan istatistiksel olarak dnemli bir fark var midir?

a) anlama diizeyinde esdizim bilgisi

b) iiretme diizeyinde esdizim bilgisi

¢) anlama ve iiretim diizeyindeki esdizim bilgisinin arasindaki korelasyon

d) anlamsal ve dilbigisel esdizimlerdeki performans (hem anlama hem
liretme seviyesinde)

e) test edilen 4 esdizim seviyesindeki ayr1 ayri1 performanslar (hem anlama

hem iiretme seviyesinde)
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2) Anlama ve iiretme diizeyinde orta alt1 ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce dgrenen
ogrenciler, anlamsal esdizimleri mi yoksa dilbigisel esdizimleri mi daha iyi

biliyorlar?

3) Orta alt1 ve ileri diizey Ingilizce dgrenen 6grenciler, test edilen 4 esdizim

tiirii arasindan hangisini daha iyi biliyor?

3.2 Katihmcilar

Calismaya 18-20 yas aras1 Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Temel Ingilizce Boliimii
(hazirlik okulu) smmflarinda orta alti ve ileri seviyede Ingilizce 6grenen, ana dili
Tiirkge olan ogrenciler goniillii olarak katilmislardir. Ileri seviyede az smmf
oldugundan ve ileri smif Ogrencileri arasinda nispeten daha az basar1 farki
bulundugundan, seviye hari¢ 6zel bir kriter konulmamistir. Ancak, orta alti
seviyedeki Ogrenci ¢oklugu ve Ogrencilerin basar1 seviyeleri arasindaki cesitlilik
sebebiyle, homojen bir grup elde etmek adina, 11 farkli orta alt1 siniftan ilk vize notu
genel kurun vize ortalamasina yakin dgrenciler secilmistir. Orta alt1 kurda 17 erkek,
17 kiz, ileri grupta 18 erkek, 16 kiz olmak iizere toplamda 68 katilimci ¢alismaya

dahil olmustur.

3.3 Veri toplama gerecleri

Veri toplamak amaciyla iki adet test gelistirilmigtir. Testlerde iki adet anlamsal
esdizim ¢esidi (fiil-isim, sifat-isim) ve iki adet dilbilgisel esdizim ¢esidi (sifat-edat,
isim-edat) bulunmaktadir. Bu esdizim g¢esitleri, 35 adet iiniversite diizeyinde

Ingilizce dgreten Ingilizce dgretmeni ile yapilan kisa bir anket sonucunda segilmistir.

[lk test katilimcilarm esdizim bilgilerini anlama diizeyinde dlgmeyi amaglamaktadur.

Bu test icin Shehata (2008) tarafindan kendi ¢alismasinda Ingilizce 6grenen Arap
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ogrenciler i¢in hazirladig1 testten yola ¢ikilmigtir. Ayni test, ¢alisma odaklar1 farkli
oldugundan birebir kullanilamamigstir. Bu nedenle yalnizca belli fiil-isim ve sifat-

isim esdizimleri alimmistir. Asagidaki tablo Shehata (2008)’nin ¢alismasindan alinan

esdizimleri gostermektedir.

Dogru esdizimler

Yanhs esdizimler

fiil-isim play arole

make a mistake

*put the risk

*get success

eat soup
catch fire

take advantage

sifat-isim second thought
short cut

last chance
soft drinks

heavy traffic

Bu esdizimlerin se¢ilmesinin arkasindan diger dogru esdizimleri segmek iizere 3 ana
adim belirlenmistir. ilk olarak Word Frequencies in Written and Spoken English:
based on the British National Corpus (Longman: 2001) kitabindan en sik kullanilan
isim, fiil ve sifat listelerinden kelimeler belirlenmistir. Ardindan bu kelimelerin
esdizimlerini bulmak iizere Google Ngram programi kullanilmigtir. Son adim olarak
ise Google Ngram programinin en sik kullanildigin1 gosterdigi esdizimler BBI (The
BBI dictionary of English word combinations) sozligiinden kontrol edilmis ve
bulunan esdizimler arasinda o sozliikte yer alan esdizim testte kullanilmak tizere
secilmistir. Bu ii¢ adim sonucunda secilen esdizimler asagidaki tabloda yer

almaktadir.
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Dogru esdizimler

Yanhs esdizimler

fiil-isim *  have difficulty *  make advice
* putanend * do a difference
* do panic
*  gain money
* sayalie
sifat-isim e fresh fruit *  helpful time
*  Dbeneficial effect * useful people
* clean information
* last technology
e  strict cold
*  original tongue
*  stressful person
sifat-edat *  successful in e careful towards
*  serious about *  bad with
* important for * different at
* late for * necessary with
*  sorry about *  poor on
* opento * richon
* free from * tired on
isim-edat * member of * need about
* lossof *  problem through
* reason for *  experience about

respect for
solution to
research on
home to

decrease at
influence towards
interest about
attitude through

Yanlis esdizimler ise daha once bahsedilen kisa ankette yer alan 35 &gretmenden

toplanan gergek Ogrenci hatalari ve arastirmaci tarafindan gercekte var olmayan

yanlis esdizimlerin yazilmasi sonucu olusturulmustur.

Ikinci testte yer alacak esdizimler de ayni1 3 temel adimu izleyerek segilmistir. Ikinci

test katilimcilarin esdizim bilgilerini iiretme seviyesinde 6l¢mektedir ve asagida yer

alan tablodaki esdizimleri igermektedir.
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fiil-isim sifat-isim sifat-edat isim-edat
1 do business close friend bad for comment on
2 have a look strong competition important to admiration for
3 make an effort long journey high in demand for
4 keep a diary poor visibility good at side to
5 give birth fresh coffee full of history of
6 hold hands severe pain similar to use for
7 speak a language daily life essential for answer to
8 live a life significant difference responsible for degree in
9 run a business heavy rain sure of pressure on
10 | take time great importance effective in benefit from
11 | tell a story detailed analysis happy for relationship with
12 | pay attention general rule aware of change in

Iki testte yer alacak, yukaridaki tablolarda yer alan toplam 104 esdizim segildikten
sonra, testlerde yer alacak ciimleler, Ingiliz Ulusal Derlemi (British National Corpus-
BNC) kullanilarak olusturulmustur. Anlama seviyesinde esdizim bilgisini Slgen
testteki ciimleler (8-15 kelime), iiretme seviyesinde esdizim bilgisini dlgen testte yer
alan ctimlelere (15-30 kelime) gore daha az kelimeden olugsmaktadir. Bunun nedeni
ise katilimeilarin iretim seviyesindeki testte beklenen kelimeyi tahmin etmek igin

daha ¢ok baglama ihtiyact olmasidir.

Testlerin gegerliligi 4 uzmandan olusan bir grubun testleri yorumlamasiyla
kanitlanmistir. Ayrica orta alti seviyeden 5 0grenciden testlerin igerigi ve yer alan
kelimelerin zorlugu ile ilgili yorum yapmasi beklenmis ve bu yorumlar 1s1ginda

gerekli diizeltmeler yapilarak testlerin gegerliligi arttirilmustir.

Testlerin gilivenilirligi i¢in ise pilot ¢aligma uygulanmis, anlama diizeyinde esdizim
bilgisini dlgen testi 35 katilimcey, liretme diizeyinde esdizim bilgisini 6lgen testi ise 50
katilimc1 cevaplandirmistir. Katilimcilarin skorlari istatistiksel olarak incelendiginde

her iki testin de yiiksek Olciide giivenilir oldugu ortaya c¢ikmistir. Yine de pilot
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calismadan sonra testler kiiclik degisikliklere ugradigindan, pilot ¢alismada yer alan

katilimcilarin sonuglari ana ¢alismaya dahil edilmemistir.

3.4 Yontem

Her iki test birer hafta ara ile katilimcilara simiflarinda ders esnasinda verilmistir. ilk

test i¢in 15 dakika, ikinci test i¢in ise 20 dakika zaman ayirilmistir.

3.5 Veri toplama ve veri analizi

Toplanan veriler bilgisayara dogru cevap i¢in 1, yanlis ya da bos birakilan cevap i¢in
ise 0 olarak girilmistir. Bu verilerin analizi i¢in SPSS istatistik programi
kullanilmistir. Veriler lizerinde betimsel istatistikler, bagimsiz grup t-testi, ANOVA,

Tukey ve korelasyon analizleri yapilmaistir.

4. SONUCLAR

Sonuglar 3 ana kisimda incelenecektir. Oncelikle, ilk arastirma sorusunu cevaplamak
lizere orta alt1 ve ileri diizey Ogrencilerinin performanslarn1 karsilagtiran analizler
paylasilacaktir. Ardindan, ikinci arastirma sorusunu cevaplamak {izere orta alt1 ve
ileri diizey grup performanslart ayr1 ayri karsilastirilacak ve anlamsal esdizimlerde
mi yoksa dilbigisel esdizimlerde mi daha yiiksek skorlara sahip oldugu
incelenecektir. Son olarak ise, li¢iincii aragtirma sorusu olan her iki grubun ayr1 ayri

hangi esdizim tiirlinii en iyi bildiklerini analiz eden test sonuglar1 paylasilacaktir.
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Arastirma sorusu 1 ve sonuclari:

Orta alt1 ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce 6grenen &grenciler arasinda belirtilen noktalar
acisindan istatistiksel olarak 6nemli bir fark var midir? a) anlama diizeyinde esdizim
bilgisi, b) iliretme diizeyinde esdizim bilgisi, ¢) anlama ve {iiretim diizeyindeki
esdizim bilgisinin arasindaki korelasyon, d) anlamsal ve dilbilgisel esdizimlerdeki
performans (hem anlama hem {iretme seviyesinde), e) test edilen 4 esdizim

seviyesindeki ayr1 ayr1 performanslar (hem anlama hem {iretme seviyesinde).

Anlama diizeyinde esdizim bilgisini test eden sonucglarma baktigimizda orta alti
seviyenin ortalamasinin 54.31, ileri diizey seviyesinin ortalamasinin ise 76.89
oldugunu goriiyoruz. Benzer sekilde, iiretim diizeyinde esdizim bilgisini 6l¢en test
performanslarinda orta alti seviyenin ortalamasi 38.86 iken, ileri diizey grubun

ortalamasinin 72.74 oldugu goriilmektedir.

Her iki testte de betimsel analiz yapildiginda anlamsal ve dilbilgisel esdizim tiirleri
kategorisinde de ileri diizey grubun orta alt1 gruptan daha yiiksek ortalamalara sahip
oldugu goriilmektedir (Calismanin 4.2 boliimiinde ortalamalarin grafige dokiilmiis

hali bulunabilir.).

[k arastirma sorusunu son alt bashg: olarak sorulan, her iki grubun test edilen 4
esdizim cesidindeki performanslari incelendiginde ise sonu¢ Oncekilerden farkli
olmamus, ileri diizey grubu her bir esdizim tiirlinde orta alt1 grubu istatiksel olarak

anlamli bir farkla gegmistir.

Gruplarin anlama ve iiretim diizeyindeki bilgileri korelasyon testine sokuldugunda
ise, ileri diizey grubun anlama diizeyi bilgisi ile iiretim diizeyi bilgisi arasinda bir
korelasyon oldugu goriilmiistiir. Orta alti grubun her iki testteki performansina
bakildiginda ise bir korelasyona rastlanamamistir. Bahsedilen tim bu ortalamalar

ayr1 ayr1 bagimsiz grup t-testi ile incelenmistir. Sonug olarak ise arastirma sorusunun
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kapsadig1 4 noktada (a,b, d ve e), ileri diizey grup orta altt gruptan istatistiksel

anlamda farkli bir sonug elde ettigi goriilmiistiir.

Arastirma sorusu 2 ve sonuclari:
Anlama ve iiretme diizeyinde orta alt1 ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce dgrenen 6grenciler,

anlamsal esdizimleri mi yoksa dilbilgisel esdizimleri mi daha iyi biliyorlar?

Hem anlama seviyesinde esdizim bilgisini dlgen testte hem de iiretim seviyesinde
esdizim bilgisini 6lgen testte, orta alt1 grubun anlamsal ve dilbilgisel kategorisindeki
esdizimlerdeki ortalamalari bagimsiz grup t-testine girilmis, ve istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir fark olmadig1 sonucuna varilmistir. ileri diizey grupta ise hem iiretim
seviyesinde esdizim bilgisini 6l¢en testte hem de anlama diizeyinde esdizim bilgisini
Olgen testte, anlamsal esdizim bilgisinin, dilbilgisel esdizim bilgisine gore daha iyi
skorlara sahip oldugu gdoriilmiistiir; bu skorlarin bagimsiz grup t-testi sonuclari ile de

anlamli bir farka sahip oldugu dogrulanmstir.

Arastirma sorusu 3 ve sonuclari:
Orta alt1 ve ileri diizey Ingilizce 6grenen Ogrenciler, test edilen 4 esdizim tiirii

arasindan hangisini daha iyi biliyor?

Anlama diizeyinde orta altt grubun test edilen 4 es dizim tiirlindeki ayr1 ayri
performanslari birbirine ¢ok yakin oldugundan, istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark
bulunamamistir. Bu nedenle herhangi bir esdizim tiiriinii digerlerinden daha iyi
bildikleri sdylenememektedir. Ancak, iiretim seviyesinde bir esdizim tiirii digerlerine
gore daha yiliksek bir ortalamaya sahiptir. 4 esdizim tiirii ortalamalar1 ANOVA
testine girilmistir. ANOVA testi sonucunun .000 olmasi ile ortalamalar arasindaki
farkin anlamli oldugu anlasilmistir. Ardindan en yiiksek iki ortalamaya sahip fiil-

isim (55.20) ve sifat-edat esdizimleri (46.38) Tukey testi ile analiz edilmis ve orta
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alt1 grubun, tiretim seviyesinde fiil-isim esdizimlerinde en yiiksek performansa sahip

olduklar1 goriilmustiir.

Ileri diizey grubunun 4 esdizimdeki performanslar1 da ayni analizlere sokulmus ve
hem anlama hem de {iiretim diizeyinde ileri diizey grubunun en iyi fiil-isim

esdizimlerini bildikleri anlagilmistir.

5. SONUCLARIN TARTISILMASI

Calismanin bu boliimiinde bir onceki boliimde paylasilan istatistiksel analiz
sonuglart yorumlanacaktir. Oncelikle iki grup arasinda kiyaslama yapilacak,
sonrasinda da orta alt1 ve ileri seviye gruplarin sonuglari arastirma sonuglarinin

strasina gore ayr1 ayri incelenecek ve agiklanacaktir.

5.1. Orta alt1 ve ileri seviye gruplarin karsilagtirillmasi

a) Anlama diizeyi

Hipotezler ile de ongoriildiigii lizere, ileri seviyedeki 6grenciler, orta alt1 seviyedeki
Ogrencilerden ilk arastirma sorusunun tiim alt basliklarinda (anlama diizeyinde
esdizim bilgisi, tlretme diizeyinde esdizim bilgisi, anlamsal ve dilbilgisel
esdizimlerdeki performans (hem anlama hem {iretme seviyesinde), test edilen 4
esdizim seviyesindeki ayr1 ayri performanslar (hem anlama hem iiretme
seviyesinde)) daha iyi performans gdstermislerdir. Bu beklenen bir durumdur. Ancak
g6z Oniinde bulundurulmasi gereken 6nemli nokta, testlere dahil edilen esdizimleri
olusturan tiim kelimelerin orta alt1 seviyesindeki 6grencilerin de bilmesi beklenen sik
kullanilan kelimeler oldugudur. Ayrica, giivenilirlik ¢aligmalar1 kapsaminda
testlerdeki kelime ve ciimlelerin orta alt1 seviyedeki 6grencilerin de seviyesine uygun
oldugu ve bilmedikleri bir nokta olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Tlim bunlara ragmen, orta

alt1 seviyedeki Ogrencilerin performansi ileri seviyedeki 6grencilerinkine nazaran
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cok diisiik kalmustir. Ornegin, ileri seviyedeki oOgrencilerin anlama diizeyinde
esdizim bilgisini dlgen testteki ortalamalar1 76.89 iken, orta alti grubun ortalamasi

54.31 dir.

b) Uretim diizeyi

Katilimeilarin {iretim diizeyinde esdizim bilgisini Olgen testteki performanslari,
anlama diizeyinde esdizim bilgisini 6lgen testteki performanslari ile paraleldir. Bir
baska deyisle, hipotezlerde de Ongorildiigii gibi ileri seviye Ogrenciler orta alti
seviyedeki Ogrencilerden daha yiiksek skorlara sahiptir ve ortalamalar arasindaki
farklar istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir. Yukaridaki bashik altinda da tartisgildigi gibi
orta alt1 seviyedeki 6grencilerin bilmeleri gereken kelimelerin esdizimlerini ¢ok iyi
bilmedikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu nokta da gostermektedir ki esdizim bilgi seviyesi
ogrencilerin genel Ingilizce seviyeleri ile paralel olarak artmaktadir. Ayrica
cikarilmasi gereken bir baska sonu¢ da O&grencilerin bildikleri kelimelerin
esdizimlerini de bilmeleri gerektigi konusunda bilngleri de artmali ve derslerde
ogretmenler kelime &gretirken s6z konusu kelimelerin esdizimlerini de ayni anda
ogretmeli ve 6grencilerin miimkiin oldugu kadar ¢ok bu esdizimleri dogru sekilde

kullanmalar1 saglanmalidir.

5.2. Dilbilgisel ve anlamsal esdizim performanslar:

a) Orta alt1 seviye

Dilbilgisel ve anlamsal esdizimlerdeki performanslarina bakildiginda, orta alt1
seviyenin ne anlama diizeyinde ne de iiretim seviyesinde birini digerinden daha iyi
bildigi sdylenebilir. Ciinkii iki esdizim kategorisinde de ortalamalar1 genel olarak

diistiktiir ve birbirine yakin ortalamalara sahiplerdir.
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b) leri seviye

Ileri seviye &grencilerin hem anlama diizeyinde hem iiretim diizeyinde anlamsal
esdizimleri, dilbilgisel esdizimlere gore daha iyi bildikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu sonug
g6z Oniinde bulunduruldugunda 6gretmenlerin dilbilgisel esdizimlere daha ¢ok 6nem

vermesi gerektigi gercegi ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

5.3. Her bir esdizim ¢esidindeki performanslar

a) Orta alt1 seviye

Orta alt1 seviye Ogrenciler, anlama seviyesinde test edilen 4 esdizim tiirlinlin hig
birinde digerlerinden daha iyi bir performans gostermemislerdir. Ancak iiretim
seviyesinde en iyi performanslarinin fiil-isim esdizim tiiriinde oldugu gorilmistiir.
Bu sonug¢ alanda yapilan diger caligmalara paralel bir sonugtur (Shehata 2008,
Alsakran, 2011). G6z oOniinde bulundurulmasi gereken nokta, derslerde fiil-isim

esdizim tiirli yaninda diger esdizim tiirlerine de 6nem verilmesi gerektigidir.

b) leri seviye

Ileri seviye oOgrenciler hem anlama hem de iiretim diizeyinde en yiiksek
performanslarin fiil-isim esdizim tiirlinde gostermislerdir. Bir 6nceki baslik altinda
da belirtildigi gibi bu sonu¢ alandaki diger calismanin sonuglariyla benzerdir

(Shehata 2008, Alsakran, 2011).

6. CALISMANIN SINIRLILIKLARI VE GELECEK CALISMALAR iCiN
ONERILER

Calisma sadece Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’'nde gerceklestirilmistir. Baska

tiniversitelerden katilimcilar da dahil edilerek ¢alisma genisletilebilir. Ayrica mevcut
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calismada her iki grupta 34 er olmak {izere toplam 68 katilimc1 yer almistir. Daha

genellenebilecek sayilar elde etmek i¢in daha ¢ok katilimer igerilebilir.

Calisma dahilinde orta alt1 ve ileri diizey katilimcilar o diizeydeki diger 6grenciler
arasindan yalnizca vize ortalamalarina bakilarak seg¢ilmistir. Diizeyine bakilmaksizin
tiim katilmcilar standart bir Ingilizce seviye tespit smavina tabi tutulup smav
sonucuna gore gruplara ayrilirsa calismanin gilivenilirligi arttirilabilir. Buna ek
olarak, yalnizca orta alt1 ve ileri diizey 6grenciler degil, daha degisik seviyelerdeki
ogrenciler de caligmalara dahil edilebilir. Ikiden fazla seviyenin dahil edildigi
caligsmalarin sonuglar1 sayesinde 6grencilerin esdizim bilgilerinin ne yonde ve nasil

gelistigi daha iyi anlasilabilir.

Mevcut calisma, Ogrencilerin esdizim bilgilerini anlama ve {iretim diizeyinde
dlgerken yalnizca birer adet yazili test uygulamustir. Ogrencilerin dzellikle anlama
seviyesinde esdizim bilgilerini Glgerken bilgisayar bazli bir reaksiyon calismasi

tasarlanabilir.
Bu calismada 4 esdizim tiirii testlere dahil edilmistir. Yapilacak yeni ¢alismalarda

daha ¢ok ve farkli esdizimler de igerilebilir. Buna ek olarak, 6grencilerin hatalar

incelenip hatalarinin arkasindaki farkli sebepler incelenebilir.
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APPENDIX P

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii -

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisti

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist

YAZARIN

Soyad1 : Bagci
Adi1 : Nazife Duygu
Boliimii : Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi/ English Language Teaching

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : TURKISH UNIVERSITY LEVEL EFL
LEARNERS’ COLLOCATIONAL KNOWLEDGE AT RECEPTIVE AND
PRODUCTIVE LEVELS

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans - Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gdsterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin ig¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi aliabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz. -

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLiM TARIiHI:
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