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Abstract

This study aimed to investigate the effect of delexicalisation of com
students. It also addressed the effect of proficiency level on their co!

verbs on the, collocational competence of Iranian EFL
nce. Forty-five English majors with low,
. To investigate their collocational
knowledge, each group received a metalingual judgment test asking t i acceptability of 64 collocations of four
common verbs (have, give, take, and make) in delexica
the validity of the judgment test which revealed differe gllocational errors made by the participants. The results
indicated that not only knowledge of delexicalised colloc ' ilize at an intermediate level but it did not increase
with proficiency.
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1. Introduction

Among all knowledge, knowledge of collocations is of great importance and is
considered as ensable component in the mental lexicon, which can heavily influences
learners' achy @nguage learning (Farghal and Obeidat, 1995; Ellis, 1996; Lewis, 1997; Islam, 2006). In
addition, sevi e pointed out the benefits of learning collocations, such as increasing learners'
linguisigmme ng their communicative competence, as well as gaining a native-like fluency

2000) refers to delexicalization as " The process through which a lexical item loses its original lexical
value and often acquires other meanings and other functions within a larger unit" (P.229). Therefore, the process of
delexicalization, as Bonelli defines, can be seen in many uses of common verbs; e.g., while the use of zave in have a
bicycle meaning 'possess' is lexical, the use of have in have a bath is delexicalized. It has been proposed that
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delexicalization poses a problem in developing IL and more specifically for the acquisition of common verbs.
Therefore, it seems reasonable that in case of no through acquisition, fossilization will occur in students’ IL. Slobin
(1973, cited in Hakuta, 1988) introduces a set of operating principles, which are the mechanisms that a child uses in
constructing grammar, and suggests that selecting clear language, in which meaning is simply recognizable, rather
than unclear language, in which meaning is difficult to understand, is preferred by the learners. Therefore, it can be
inferred that EFL learners would also face difficulty in the acquisition of delexicalised common verbs because of
their lack of transparency. The Research questions of the study included:

1. Do Iranian EFL students recognize delexicalised collocations of common verbs in Englig
in their L2 (English) but not in their L1 (Persian) as being acceptable?

2. Do Iranian EFL students recognize delexicalised collocations of common verbs
their L1 (Persian) but not in their L2 (English) as being not acceptable?

3. Is there any correlation between participants' level of proficiency thi ents oMype 1(possible in
English but not in Persian) collocations?

4. Is there any correlation between participants' level of pr
Persian but not in English) collocations?

icncy and Wl judgments of type 2 (possible in

2. Methodology

A total of 45 students (14 malg [C ashan University took part in the study. They were all
i dents) and had studied English as a foreign language for

idely used in Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research and are assumed to reflect
petence. One methodological assumption underlying metalingual judgment test is related

containing Werb-noun collocations acceptable in English but not in Persian. Type 2 items included 20 verb-noun
collocations of the four mentioned common verbs which are acceptable in Persian but not in English. The first two
types each consisted of 5 sentences containing collocations with the each of four. These verbs are the most common
delexical verbs (based on Collins Cobuild English grammar, 1990, p. 147) which are not used in their primary
senses. The test also included 24 dummy items, 12 collocations of these verbs (3 sentences with each verb) in
delexicalised uses possible in both languages and 12 collocations impossible in both (3 sentences with each verb).
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2.2. Think-aloud protocols

Think-aloud protocols consist of observing a user working with an interface while encouraging them to think-
aloud; to say what they are thinking and wondering at each moment (Ericsson and Simon 1993). The next step was
collecting think-aloud protocols to investigate the validity of metalingual test and to explore the factors involved in
participants' judgments of delexicalised collocations of common verbs.

3. Data Collection

First, the proficiency levels of the participants were determined by administering the rc er of
the CPE test to 45 participants from three different academic levels (sophomore ! The
following week, the metalingual judgment test was administered to the same partigd . Yo think-
aloud protocols were collected from three groups of five participants, one group ency level,
one of intermediate level, and one of low level. Before the think-aloud data Mot metalingual
judgment test were administered again and participants were asked to co ” Then the mean
score and standard deviation (SD) of participants' scores were first mea ipants who scored

included in intermediate proficiency groups based on Bro
assess the reliability of the judgment test, the correlation be
responses to the test items collected immediately prior to the
The correlation were found to be 0.816and 0.655 respect
suggesting that the test was reliable.

e 1 and type 2 items and the
think-aloud protocols were calculated.
e statistically significant at p < .05

4. Results and Discussion

en the participants' type 1 mean score (sample mean) and
s a difference between the participants' observed mean
ue (t =13.088) was greater than the standard 7 (t=2.02) the

the hypothesized mean score (po;
(75.31) and the hypothesized my

sample t-test statistics of type 1 scores

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 60

95% Confidence
Interval of the

Mean Difference
df Sig. (2-tailed) | Difference Lower Upper
44 .000 15.31 12.95 17.67
The ad research question was also answered through one sample t-test the ¢ value (3.14) is greater than the

standard ¢ 8
0.05.

e table of #-values (2.02). Moreover, it is large enough to have a probability (sig: .003) smaller than
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Table 2. One sample t-test statistics of type 2 scores

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 60

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Dependent Mean Difference
variables t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference Lower
TYPE2 3.144 44 .003 5.38 1.93

was found to be 0.133. This correlation coefficient is not statistically signific
significant correlation between judgment of type 1 collocations and proficienc

<.05 either, i.e., there was no significant correlation between judgmen i d proficiency level.

To assess the validity of the judgment test, categories of sou; y awn up on the basis of the
recorded think- aloud protocols.

4.1.1. L1 interference

of the component parts of English
e primary translation equivalents of the verb and

Participants made their judgment based on
collocations, e.g., it was argued that you *give hd
noun collocate in Persian.

4.1.2. One-to-one principle

can be justified by Andersen’ Wiciple which led them to reject alternative forms in order to
maintain order in the IL. ge principle specifies that "an IL system should be constructed in such
a way that an intended expressed with one clear invariant surface form (or construction)"
(1984, p. 79).

4.1.3. Intuition

Participa dgments because they intuitively thought that a collocation seemed right, wrong, good
or ferrible.

a certain verb-noun collocation was wrong because they believed that just a specific verb
to express the intended meaning, e.g., the verb think, not to have a think would be used.
., omission of L2 features, is a well-documented characteristic of the early stages of both child and
(Chanier, Pengelly, Twidale, & Self, 1992; Erozkan, A., 2009).

4.1.5. HypoMiesis poverty

Participants could not think of an alternative to the verb in the collocation and therefore accepted it by default,
e.g., we can have just made a mistake. Their hypotheses were constrained by the L1 and their knowledge of the
range of uses of L2 lexical items.

4.1.6. Knowledge

Participants claimed to know that the collocation was correct.
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4.1.7. L1 specificity
Participants rejected a collocation on the basis that it sounded typically Persian.

4.1.8 Drawing analogy

Participants drew analogies with other collocations, e.g., if make a comment is possible, then so is make an
explanation.
4.2. The role of fossilization

In this study it was found that most collocational knowledge of delexicalised uses of commg

fossilization. However, in earlier stages, the poverty of the lexicon prevents
it may seem necessary to find ways in order to prevent fossilization.

5. Conclusion

The results of the research suggest that the collocation s in delexicalised uses are not so much
difficult to acquire however, in case of no thorough acqui n of error caused by an equivalence
hypothesis , which leads learners to treat L2 lexical ite uivalence of L1 items, will occur.
Consciousness-raising about this group of collo visable strategy, not only to facilitate
acquisition, but also to empower learners with thd itive knowledge to pursue their learning independently

of the teacher, and provide feedback on the basis o
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