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Chapter One: Introduction

1.1. Introduction

Learning a language involves learning both grammar and vocabulary. However, 

there is evidence that even without using grammar accurately, communication can

continue, but without using vocabulary correctly, understanding will be disrupted. 

Thus, vocabulary is one of the most important and difficult components of language

to learn. Talking about vocabulary learning, the first question that comes to one’s

mind is what knowing a word means. In response to this question, Carter (2001)

states that "knowing a word involves knowing its spoken and written contexts of use;

its patterns with words of related meaning as well as with its collocational patterns;

its syntactic pragmatic and discoursal patterns" (P. 43). 

Knowing collocations is one of the most important parts of knowing a word. 

Lesniewska (2006) points out that collocations are word combinations that are not

exactly fixed. In spite of difficultly, learners and teachers are interested in

collocations. This is because as Shin and Nation (2007) state, “it helps learners to

develop their fluency and native – like selector" (P. 2).  Fahim and Vaezi (2011) note

that lack of collocational knowledge makes learners sound odd and not competent in

using language. When learners do not know two or more words that collocate with

each other, they use some long and complicated sentences instead to express their

idea. To help irradicate this problem, teachers are always in doubt whether they

should correct students’ errors, and if so, what kind feedback will be the most

effective?

As Semke (1984) points out, traditionally linguists used to assume that if errors

were not corrected, learners would repeat them in future and using language correctly

would be difficult for them. However, Truscott (1999), in response to the question of

whether teachers should correct errors, holds that teachers should “make decisions

about what to do and what not to do in their classes” (p. 121) according to certain

conditions of each class. He adds that these decisions are never made under

conditions of certainty. 
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Truscott (2001) mentions that error correction is difficult even for English

teachers with native intuitions. For non-native teachers the problems are more

serious. He also states that there are several practical problems that cause difficulty

for learners with regard to feedback. They consist of understanding the error and

correcting and using it in future contexts and maintaining their self-confidence while

encountering errors. 

1.2. Statement of the problem

Although there are many studies (Balci & Cakir, 2012; Ganji, 2012; Karoly, 

2005) that show the positive effect of collocations in vocabulary learning and

teaching, many teachers still continue teaching new words using traditional ways

such as definitions, synonyms and antonyms. Teachers should be aware of the

advantages of teaching collocations and be encouraged to use them in their classes. 

Providing feedback is another factor that helps learners to be aware of their

progress during their learning. It can be used in a variety of forms in different classes. 

With respect to the merits of providing feedback in language learning, the aim of this

research is to see whether using feedback has a positive impact on EFL learners’

recognition and production of collocations. 

1.3. Justification, Aim, and Significance of the study

Vocabulary is thought to be one of the most significant and the most difficult

components of language for students to learn. Knowledge of collocations as part of

vocabulary knowledge is another necessary component of language. It helps foreign

language learners to sounds like natives. Many studies (Guenette, 2007; Noonan &

Duncan, 2005; Truscott, 2007) have been conducted on teaching and learning

collocations. There are also many studies (Bitchener et. al., 2005; Rollinson, 2005;

Steendam et. al., 2010) showing the positive effect of corrective feedback on different

aspects of language. There appears to be a dearth of research about the effect of three

types of feedback (Direct feedback, Indirect feedback, and Peer feedback) on the

recognition and production of collocations. So, it would be worthwhile to study the
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effect of three types of feedback on EFL learners’ recognition and production of

collocations.  

The present study addresses the role of three types of feedback on learning of

collocations for four reasons. First, researchers (Nagano & Kitao, 2008; Shin &

Nation, 2007) believe that using collocations is an evidence of native-like speaking

and writing and leads to fluency in language use. Knowing collocations also reduces

learners’ difficulty while reading and listening. Second, collocations are not often

taught and are rarely corrected in ESL or EFL classrooms (especially lexical

collocations). For example, when a learner uses a strong computer wrongly, the

teacher usually ignores this error because it is not difficult to infer the intended

meaning. In contrast, when structural errors (e.g., 3rd person singular-s) occur, 

explicit feedback is usually provided. Thus, they indicate an interesting situation in

terms of feedback (Nagano & Kiato, 2008). Third, since collocations have

discreteness criteria and are not dependant on the context in which they are used, it

seems to be a good subject to receive correction. (Truscott, 2001). Finally, it seems

that there are few studies on the effect of different types of feedback on collocations

learning in EFL context. 

1.4. Statement of Research Questions

The present study is an attempt to answer the following questions:

1) Are there any significant differences among the effects of feedback types on

EFL learners’ recognition of lexical collocations?

2) Are there any significant differences among the effects of feedback types on

EFL learners’ production of lexical collocations?

1.5. Research Hypotheses

Based on the above-mentioned research questions, the following hypotheses are

formulated:
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1) There are no significant differences among the effects of feedback types on

EFL learners’ recognition of lexical collocations. 

2) There are no significant differences among the effects of feedback types on

EFL learners’ production of lexical collocations. 

1.6. Definition of Key Terms

In the present study, key terms are defined as follow:

Collocation: “a group of two or more words that occur frequently together and it

is not restricted to two or three word sequences. A collocation is made up of two

parts- a pivot word which is the focal word in the collocation and its collocate or

collocates, the word(s) accompanying the pivot word” (Shin & Nation, 2007, P. 3). In

this study, collocations are two or more lexical words that are frequently used

together. 

Peer feedback: “A kind of feedback in which students act as collaborators rather

than correctors and the teacher may leave the groups relatively free to develop their

own feedback procedures” (Rollinson, 2005, P. 3). In the present study, peer

feedback is a kind of feedback in which students help their peers to correct their

collocational errors. 

Direct or Explicit Feedback: In the present study, direct feedback is defined as a

kind of feedback in which teacher underlines and then provides the correct form of

collocational errors for students. 

Indirect Feedback: In the present study, indirect feedback is viewed as a kind of

feedback in which teacher underlines the collocational errors but asks students to

correct them. 
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Recognition of lexical collocations: In the present study, recognition of lexical     

collocations is operationally defined as students’ scores on a multiple-choice test of

collocations.  

Production of lexical collocations: In the present study, production of lexical

collocations is defined as students’ scores on a fill-in-the blanks test of collocations.  
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Chapter Two: Review of the Related Literature

2. Introduction

There have been heated debates about second and foreign language learning

issues in general and collocation teaching and learning in particular for years. There

is also the question of whether or not instructors should provide any feedback to

learners to help them improve their knowledge of collocations and if so, which kinds

of feedback are more effective. In order to shed light on such issues, first the relevant

literature that considers collocations and their classifications, advantages of teaching

collocations, sources of difficulty and some solutions, factors influencing

performance in collocations and the previous studies will be reviewed. Then, the

effectiveness of feedback, different modes of feedback, and a review of related

literature will be presented. 

2.1. Collocation Learning

Schmitt (2000) states that “The mechanics of vocabulary learning are still

something of a mystery, but one thing we can be sure of is that words are not

instantaneously acquired, at least not for adult second language learners” (p. 4). He

believes words are learned in a number of ways such as numerous exposures over a

period of time.  One of the most difficult parts of vocabulary learning is learning

collocations. A major type of lexical errors found in EFL learners’ speaking and

writing is related to their collocational knowledge (Jing, 2008). Zinkgraf (2008)

believes that collocations are one of the most difficult aspects of foreign and second

language to acquire. He holds that “they are also a tell-tale sign of a learner’s non-

native use of language” (p. 92). 

There has always been a debate among teachers and researchers about correcting

learners’collocation errors. Truscott (2001) refers to several empirical studies, but

also admits that there are not enough studies supporting the idea that correction is

effective; nor is there any evidence as to what kinds of errors are correctable. But, 

there exists evidence of those errors that are not correctable; for example, there is
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evidence that grammar is acquired in a predictable sequence and that correcting

grammatical errors is not very useful. He believes that considering universal grammar

(UG), those elements that are controlled by UG are less likely to improve through

correction but lexical factors are good candidates for correction because words are

arbitrary across languages and are not connected to UG. 

2.2. General English Knowledge and Collocation Knowledge

It appears that there is no direct relationship between learners’ general knowledge

and their knowledge of collocation. Smadja (1993) states that even advanced EFL

learners with knowledge of general vocabulary have problem with collocations. 

Similarly, the results of the study by Zinkgraf (2008) indicate that there is no clear

match between general competence of learners in foreign language and their

competence in collocations. In a study by Nagano and Kitao (2008), it was also

revealed that even advanced students have problem with collocation in Japan. In the

same manner, a study by Shokouhi and Mirsalari (2010) examined the relationship

between general linguistic knowledge of EFL learners and their knowledge of

collocations. The results showed that the learners’ collocational knowledge does not

develop concurrently with their general linguistic knowledge. In other words, 

collocational knowledge lags behind learners’ general linguistic knowledge. 

Koosha and Jafarpour (2006) note that although Iranian EFL learners seem to

have enough knowledge of English vocabulary and grammar, they have serious

problems with the production of collocations. 

2.3. Definition of collocations

Although, as Zinkgraf (2008) states, there are as many definitions for the term

collocation as there are authors who have worked on it, we will review some of the

definitions. Firth (1957) first introduced the term ‘collocation’. He believes the origin

of this term is the Latin Verb ‘Collocare’ that means ‘to set in order/to arrange’

(cited in Martynska, 2004). 
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It is worth mentioning that Firth (1968 cited in Xiao and Mcenery, 2006) notes

that “collocations of a given word are statements of the habitual or customary places

of that word”. Wei (1999) defines collocations as “recurrent ways in which words

occur together” (p. 5). For example, he refers to English noun promise and states that

it goes with verbs such as break, keep, or make but not with take or do. 

In addition, Hoover (2003) states that “any two words that occur repeatedly

within a specified distance from each other, counted in words, constitute a

collocation” (p. 264). He also notes that collocations consist of sequences of fixed

phrases together with words occurring near each other. 

Additionally, Karoly (2005) defines collocation as "a pair of lexical content

words commonly found together" (P. 62). He also points out that the relationship

between words that collocate with each other is arbitrary and not logical. Meanwhile, 

Siepmann (2005) views collocation as “any holistic lexical, lexico-grammatical or

semantic unit which exhibits minimal recurrence within a particular discourse

community”. (p. 2). 

Furthermore, Carten (2007) defines collocations as “The way in which two or

more words are typically used together” (p. 5). He refers to words such as heavy and

rain that collocate with each other, but the word heavy does not collocate with sun. 

As another example, he refers to make or come to a decision. We cannot use the verb

do to make do a decision. So these multiple-words can be referred to as collocations. 

Finally, Jukneviciene (2008) defines collocations as “word combinations having

arbitrary restriction on the commutability of their elements. Thus, the verb in make a

decision cannot be replaced by the synonymous do or produce” (p. 120). 

2.4. Classifications of collocations

Smadja (1993) asserts that collocations have different forms; he refers to three

types of collocations as Predicative Relations, Rigid Noun Phrases, and Phrasal

Templates. 

1) A Predicative Relation involves two words that are used together frequently in a

similar syntactic relation. The most flexible types of collocations are these lexical
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relations. An example is Verb + Noun combination such as make-decision that is

used together repeatedly. 

2) Rigid Noun Phrases consist of sequences of words that cannot be interrupted such

as stock market, foreign exchange (p. 148). They can involve nouns, adjectives and

closed class words. They are so frozen that if we break them into smaller fragments, 

they will lose their meaning.  

3) Phrasal Templates are collocations having the same length as phrases. They clearly

represent a given domain. Smadja’s (1993) example, in the weather reports domain, 

is the sentence temperatures indicate the previous day’s high and overnight low to 8

a.m. (p. 149). 

Huang (2001) classifies collocations into four groups. He notes that on the one

end of the collocational continuum, there are free combinations that are dramatically

productive. On the other end, there are idioms that have the least degree of

productivity. Two other types of restricted collocations are placed between these two

ends. So, the four types of collocations along the continuum include: 1) Free

Combinations, 2) Restricted Collocations, 3) Figurative Idioms, and 4) Pure Idioms

(p. 3). 

On the other hand, Wei (1999) believes that there are three collocational categories:

1) Lexical collocations: “lexical collocations are recurrent word combinations

that involve mainly content words, such as perform an operation but not

perform a trip”. (p.5). 

2) Grammatical collocations: “grammatical collocations are recurrent word

combinations that involve mainly preposition or grammatical structure” (p. 5), 

such as wait for but not wait to. 

3) Idiomatic expressions: idiomatic expressions are the most frozen word

combinations so that it is almost impossible to substitute one element with

another like give somebody the ax, as a matter of fact. 

To look at another classification of collocations by Nesselhauf (2003), we should

first pay attention to his definition of collocations. To define collocations, 

Nesselhauf (2003) uses the term ‘restricted sense’. He refers to this classification
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only for Verb-Object-Noun combinations. In his definition, to accept a verb as

‘restricted’, it should have at least one of the following criteria:

“Criterion 1: The sense of the Verb (noun) is so specific that it only allows its

combination with a small set of Nouns (verbs). 

Criterion 2: The verb (noun) cannot be used in this sense with all nouns (verbs)

that are syntactically and semantically possible” (p. 225). 

As an example want can be considered as unrestricted due to this definition

because it can be combined with many nouns (want a house, a car, a cake) but

verbs such as dial seem to have restricted sense so that they are combinable only

with one (or very few) nouns. He distinguishes three classes of word

combinations according to the notion of restricted sense as follows:

1) Free Combinations in which the verb and noun can be used without

restriction so that they can be combined freely such as want a bag. 

2) Collocations like take a nap/a picture are the senses in which the noun is not

restricted, but the verb sense is restricted so that the verb cannot be combined

freely with every word such as take a laptop. 

3) Idioms are the senses in which both the verb and noun are restricted and we

cannot substitute any other verbs or nouns at all, or if possible, we can do it to

an extremely limited degree. 

In another study Shokouhi and Mirsalari (2010) divided collocations into

grammatical and lexical collocations. They hold that “in contrast to grammatical

collocations, lexical collocations do not contain grammatical words, but consist of

combinations of full lexical items (nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs)” (p. 16). 

Balci and Cakir (2012) classify collocations into two types. They define lexical

collocations as "combinations of noun, adjective, adverbs and verbs such as verb +

noun, adjective +noun, noun + noun and verb + adverb" (P. 23). They add that

"grammatical collocations are composed of content and grammatical words" (P. 23). 

2.5. Properties of collocations

Smadja (1993) refers to four properties of collocations as follow:
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1) Collocations are arbitrary. He refers to the expression of to open the door and

says this is translatable word-for-word in the French, German, Italian, Spanish, 

and Turkish languages but word-for-word translation of the expression to

break down/force the door is not a good strategy in all five languages. The

combination of door and open is a free combination but the co-occurrence of

door and break down is a collocation. 

2) Collocations are domain-dependent. In addition to nontechnical collocations, 

there are many domain-specific collocations. Non-specialists can rarely

understand technical jargons. Some words are familiar to the laymen, but when

they combine with other words, they take an extremely different meaning in

that specific domain. For example, a dry suit is used by sailors to stay dry in

bad weather but not a suit that is dry. 

3) Collocations are recurrent. By this property, Smadja (1993) means that these

combinations are repeatedly used in a given context and are not exceptions. 

4) Collocations are cohesive lexical clusters. By cohesive clusters, he means that

“the presence of one or several words of collocation often implies or suggests

the rest of the collocation” (p. 147). 

In another study, Wei (1999) refers to arbitrariness and pervasiveness of

collocations. He considers collocations as arbitrary since there is no logical

relationship among words that co-occur. For example, there is no logical explanation

as to why a nap occurs with take but not with do. He refers to pervasiveness as

another property of collocations by which he means language is not generated freely, 

without following any rule and collocations are not exceptions from this. They are

pre-patterned.

Jing (2008) characterizes collocations as word combinations which a) are

lexically fixed and substitutions can take place in at least one of their elements, b) are
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closely adjacent, c) frequently co-occur, d) compared to idioms, their meanings are

more transparent and are understandable according to the literal meanings of their

elements, e) are more or less conventionalized, and f) are grammatically structured. 

2.6. Should we teach collocations?

For many years, there have been debates among linguists, teachers, and

researchers about whether teachers should teach collocations explicitly to learners or

whether it is better for learners to acquire them implicitly; if teachers are expected to

teach them which ones should they focus on?

Carten (2007) believes that at higher levels, teachers should teach collocations

explicitly to learners, and they should encourage them to write collocations down as

single words. He also states that collocations can be taught to learners at the

elementary level; at this level teachers can talk about ‘used together’ words. We do

not need to use the term collocations. He adds that we can also encourage learners to

have vocabulary note books to write down collocations. 

Similarly, Zinkgraf (2008) asserts that collocations should be focused on at early

stages of language learning. Zinkgraf (2008) maintains that one of the teacher’s

important aims should be to develop learners’ collocational competence. S/he should

enable learners to consider language as groups of words and lead them to rely on the

Idiom Principle rather than on word- by-word learning, so that they can resemble

native speakers in the production of language. 

There are several studies supporting the idea that although teaching collocations

is a necessary and effective strategy in language learning, teaching all of them is

neither necessary nor possible. Many teachers and materials developers have chosen

different criteria for selecting appropriate collocations for teaching. (Bahns & Eldaw, 

1993; Nesselhauf, 2003; Shin, 2007). 

Some researchers (Bahns & Eldaw, 1993; Nesselhauf, 2003; Shin, 2007) believe

that teaching all collocations are difficult for teachers to teach and for learners to

learn; it is also unnecessary. Bahns and Eldaw (1993) support the idea of teaching

collocations, but they also add that not all collocations are equally necessary to be
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taught because not all collocations are a source of difficulty for learners. They believe

if some collocations are amenable to paraphrase without losing semantic or idiomatic

adequacy, it is not necessary to teach them. They emphasize that it is better for

teachers to focus on those collocations which cannot be paraphrased. 

Nesselhauf (2003) suggests a number of criteria to decide which collocations

should be taught in classes. These criteria include Acceptance and Frequency of

collocations in a neutral register or any other register that learners tend to learn. 

Congruence and Restriction are other criteria that teachers should consider when they

are selecting collocations for teaching. One of the most important criteria is non-

congruence in L1 and L2. Particular attention should be paid to these collocations in

language teaching. Considering restriction, it was revealed that less restricted

collocations cause more problems for learners. So, these collocations (such as exert

pressure) should be focused on in teaching.

In contrast, Koprowski (2005) investigated three ELT course books and came to

the conclusion that when there are many lexical phrases in a course, they tend to be

less useful. He believes course books do not provide useful collocations, so that the

important criteria for lexical specification among material writers are frequency and

range, but effort should be made to use maximally useful fixed phrases not the most

frequent ones. 

Shin (2007) also supports the idea of teaching collocations and believes that to

make learners’ speaking and writing native-like, native-like collocations should be

used. On the other hand, he points out that English is a language rich in collocations. 

He believes that teaching them may cause difficulty in teaching and learning. He

believes we should know which collocations are worth learning. To choose certain

collocations for teaching, he uses the following three criteria: a) the pivot word

should be a content word, b) the collocation should be chosen among those which

occur repeatedly, and c) the chosen collocations must be grammatically well-formed. 

He also adds another criterion, L1 predictability. He suggests that teachers select

some English collocations that do not match with their word-for-word L1

translations. The advantage of this contrastive analysis of collocations is that it
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reduces the teaching and learning burden by concentrating on what needs attention. 

He investigated this method in his study. The results showed that attracting students’

attention to collocations which differ in L1 and L2 has a positive effect on the

learning of collocations. It was revealed that predictability in L1 is an effective way

of reducing the number of collocations that both teachers and learners have to focus

on. 

2.7. Which collocations are more difficult for learners to acquire?

Moehkardi (2002) avows that learners have problem with lexical collocations

more than grammatical collocations. He thinks the reason is that lexical collocations

are more flexible and learners have more freedom in combining them. Similarly, in a

study by Ying (2009), it was revealed that lexical collocational mistakes are more

common than grammatical mistakes among both Chinese English majors and non-

English majors. Of course learners used lexical collocations but only incorrectly. 

Chan and Liou (2005) believe that among lexical collocations, verb-noun

collocations are the most difficult for learners to learn. They believe there are three

main reasons for verb-noun miscollocations. They include L1 interference, using de-

lexicalised verbs inappropriately, not being aware of collocational restrictions. Ying

(2009) also states that learners have more difficulty with those collocations that are

not directly translatable from L1 to L2 than those which have translation equivalents

in the first language. 

In contrast, in another study by Shokuhi and Mirsalari (2010) on collocational

knowledge of Iranian EFL learners, it was revealed that comprehension of

grammatical collocations is more difficult than lexical collocations for learners. There

was also a significant difference between the performances of the learners on two

kinds of grammatical collocations. In grammatical collocations, preposition + noun

combinations were easier for learners than noun + preposition combinations. They

think this maybe due to the more arbitrary nature of grammatical collocations. On the

other hand, their study revealed that in comparison to grammatical collocations, 

lexical collocations cause less difficulty for learners. They argue that one reason for
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this finding can be that the words in lexical collocations are more predictable

contextually in comparison to structural types in grammatical collocations. Their

study also showed that among lexical collocations, noun + verb collocations are the

easiest and noun + noun collocations are the most difficult. 

From another point of view, considering the nature of collocations, it seems that

comprehension is often unproblematic for learners and that learners’ problem in

learning collocations is related to their production (Nesselhauf, 2003; Ying, 2009). 

2.8. Possible sources of difficulty

Studies have revealed that there are many reasons that cause collocational errors. 

Some of them will be considered in this section. 

2.8.1. L1 influence

Many teachers and researchers (Chan & Liou, 2005; Huang, 2001; Jing, 2008;

Jukneviciene, 2008; Salimi, Tavakoli & Ketabi, 2010; Moehkardi, 2002; Nagano &

Kitao, 2008; Zinkgraf, 2008) came to the conclusion that the most common strategy

in using collocations by learners is transfer from their mother tongue.

Huang (2001) reports that learners’ L1 has a crucial role in their production of

collocations. He states that learners assume there is one-to-one correspondence

between the L1 and L2. When the target collocations match L1 collocations, positive

transfer appears and when there is no corresponding pattern in L2, negative transfer

occurs. For removing negative transfer from L1, he believes while teaching

collocations, teachers should compare and contrast similar collocations in L1 and L2. 

He also suggests that teachers present a variety of examples. 

Similarly, Moehkardi (2002) is of the opinion that transfer of L1 elements in

students’ combinations are the more common source of collocational errors. In

addition, Jukneviciene (2008) also claims that to compensate their lack of academic

vocabulary knowledge, Lithuanian learners rely on L1 translation when creating

collocations. 
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Jing (2008) also investigated collocational errors in Chinese EFL learners’

writing and the origin of these errors, that is, L1 transfer. Her study differs from

previously mentioned studies in that she analyzed L1 transfer in learners’

collocational errors and classified their reasons as follow:

1) Assumed Synonymy: Although English is a language which is rich in

synonyms, there are no two words that have exactly the same meaning. Jing

(2008) believes synonyms differ from each other in different ways such as their

collocational meaning. For example, rancid only collocates with bacon and

butter, while addled with eggs and brains. 

2) De-lexicalized Verbs: These are verbs such as make, take, do, get, etc., which

are difficult to master by learners because their meaning can be determined by

their following words. For example, the word make collocates with many

words such as visit, decision, suggestion, etc. In these collocations, for example

make a decision, the de-lexicalized verb (make) has conventional usage, which

is not changeable randomly. We cannot say for example, get a decision. When

learners are not aware of such conventional restrictions, they may produce

wrong collocations. 

3) Redundancy: Overlap of word meanings can be referred to as redundancy

errors. For example, he works a job there. (He works/has a job there). 

Jing’s study also showed that Chinese EFL learners’ composition is mainly

characterized by semantic transfer, that is, learners use semantic equivalence between

L1 and L2 words. 

Shokuhi and Mirsalari (2010) also support the negative transfer of L1 to L2 and

posit that this generates wrong collocations. However, they state that transfer may

also be positive and may help learners to find the correct combinations. 

Salimi, Tavakoli and Ketabi (2010) give three reasons for problems in the

production of collocations. They also believe L1 influence causes many problems in

L2 collocation production. The interesting point is that it appears learners transfer L1



- 24 -

collocations to L2 semantically. Second, problems in the production of L2

collocations may originate from intralingual factors. These factors include the

frequency of collocations and the type of collocations so that free collocations are

easiest to learn while restricted collocations cause greater difficulty for learners. The

third case of problems is related to learners’ proficiency level. 

2.8.2. Insufficient exposure

Insufficient exposure is another common source of difficulty in the production of

EFL learners’ collocations. There are many studies that confirm this finding. (Jing, 

2008; Shokuhi & Mirsalari, 2010; Shin, 2007). In support of this point of view, 

Shokuhi and Mirsalari (2010) state that one of the main sources of learners’ difficulty

and unfamiliarity with English collocations is insufficient exposure. They also

believe if learners encounter a certain type of collocation, they will comprehend it

better. 

In a study by Shin (2007), it was revealed that Korean students use artificial teeth

instead of false teeth, lying story instead of tall story, etc. Like Shokuhi and

Mirsalari, Shin (2007) notes that such wrong uses of collocations happen because

learners do not encounter these word sequences repeatedly. So they rely more on

translation from their first language. 

Indeed, Jing (2008) confirms that increasing language input will have a positive

effect on learners’ collocational knowledge. She acknowledges that “nobody would

deny the importance of output, but the main thrust of language teaching should be to

create opportunities for students to have access to more language material” (p. 60). 

She believes if students had no collocation input, they would use incorrect

collocations because they would not know the correct collocations in the target

language. 

Some other studies (Chang et.al. & Liou, 2008; Huang, 2001; Shokuhi &

Mirsalari, 2010; Ying, 2009) refer to some other sources of difficulty in the

production of collocations. Huang (2001) claims that due to EFL/ESL learners’ lack

of sufficient knowledge of collocations, they usually use special strategies in
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producing collocations that lead to collocational errors. Some of the strategies he

reports include avoidance, paraphrasing and using synonyms. 

Bahns and Eldaw (1993) also support Huang’s idea that learners use paraphrasing

as a strategy when they do not know exact collocations. In a study by Zinkgraf

(2008), it was revealed that Spanish speaking learners of English used different

strategies according to their collocational competence. Chang, Chang, Chen, & Liou

(2008) believe that using collocation is a prominent problem for EFL writers because

of its dual qualities of flexibility and restriction. 

According to several studies (Chan & Liou, 2005; Huang, 2001; Jing, 2008;

Jukneviciene, 2008; Salimi, Tavakoli & Ketabi, 2010; Moehkardi, 2002; Nagano &

Kitao, 2008; Zinkgraf, 2008) ‘using inappropriate delexical verbs, choosing incorrect

nouns and verbs’ are other strategies. Other employed strategies are combining the

same verb with nouns that do not collocate. Simplification based on Open Choice

Principle when learners do not pay attention to restrictions of combinations and

extensions by analogy are other strategies used by Spanish learners. 

Ying (2009) refers to six issues that cause collocational errors for Chinese

English and non-English majors. However, it seems that they are sources of

collocational errors for all EFL/ESL learners and they can be generalized. First, he

reports that there is no detailed explanation of what collocation is in Chinese

university textbooks. As mentioned, this can be true about many countries including

Iran. There is no clear definition of collocations in Iranian high school and university

textbooks. Second, lexical transfer or overgeneralization is another factor. Learners

transfer their L1 equivalents without paying attention to the collocational conventions

and L2 context. Third, grammatical irregularity may be the cause of many misused

collocations. Fourth, the collocational errors may be the result of a semantic choice

error. Referring to Lombard (1997, p. 85), Ying regards semantic choice as using a

near-synonymy English word instead of using appropriate word for that special

context. Fifth, these errors may result from the existence of different categories of

words in English. Content words are open sets and can be changed and added in

different contexts. Due to this property the acquisition of lexical collocations become
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more difficult than grammatical words that are limited in number and are closed sets. 

Finally, miscellaneous uses are another reason for collocational errors. Although they

may be similar to collocations, their meanings are different from the intended target

collocations. 

Shokuhi and Mirsalari (2010) argue that unlike native speakers, most of the time, 

EFL learners focus on individual words and usually disregard what individual words

co-occur with. They believe native speakers’ treatment of collocations is completely

formulaic pairings. On the other hand, EFL learners learn collocations as individual

words. Therefore, it is obvious that native speakers apply top-down strategies while

EFL learners use bottom up strategies. As Shokuhi and Mirsalari (2010) contend, 

“native speakers proceed from whole to parts and non-native speakers precede from

parts to whole” (pp. 12-13). 

2.9. Some possible solutions

Wei (1999) suggests some exercises, techniques, and activities that can be used

by teachers in the instruction of collocations.

1) Peer correction, he considers peer correction as a student-centered procedure

and an effective technique in learning collocations. 

2) Sentence making (individually or in a group)

a) Initial trial of the RDRR approach (abbreviation for four steps of “1) Read:

students should read collocations. 2) Don’t read: students should make sentences

without looking at the examples. 3) Reread: at this step students can look at the book

and correct their sentences. 4) Reread and reuse: reviewing and using words

regularly help students to understand and learn better. Finally, reinforcement will be

used)” (p. 12). In making sentences individually, the teacher can encourage students

to follow the first three steps of the RDRR approach first in the class and then at

home. In this approach 1) Students read collocations and their examples that the

teacher has selected. 2) Students make a sentence with the given word without
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looking at the examples, and 3) Students write their sentences on the board and then

teacher and other students comment on them. 

b) Sentence making as a group work: Instead of making sentences individually, 

students can be encouraged to write them in small groups. This activity seems to be

very effective since students can hear, verbalize, and comment on their writings. This

activity helps learners to improve their learning and their critical thinking skills. 

For teaching collocations effectively both intralingual and interlingual approaches

should be used so that with an intralingual approach, teachers can emphasize different

words that collocate with a lexical item to make learners aware of differences. In

interlingual approach, collocations produced by native-speakers can be used to attract

learners’ attention to correct usage of collocations. It is also recommended that

teachers to instruct metaphorical meanings, cultural data, and the historical origins

related to collocations. Furthermore, dictionaries can improve learners’ collocational

competence by highlighting the differences between collocations that seem to be

similar structurally, showing various environments related to a particular collocation, 

and providing different examples of a particular item that may collocate with

different words. (Huang, 2001). 

In line with the above mentioned suggestions, Nesselhauf (2003) makes the

following suggestions: First, teaching only lexical elements that go together is not

enough; teaching all combinations such as prepositions, articles, etc., are necessary. 

For example, teaching learners pass judgment on has more positive effect than

teaching pass judgment. Second, emphasis should be put on L1-L2 differences. 

Learners tend to produce the L1 equivalents while they have learned the correct

collocations. So, L1 and L2 collocations should be contrasted. Third, in teaching

verb-noun collocations, emphasis should be put on the verb, because it is the main

source of difficulty. 

Moehkardi (2002) believes teachers should address collocations when they see

them as a by-product of other skills. They should make students aware of these word

combinations. Teachers should not introduce words as individual words but as lexical

units. He states that teachers know how to teach grammatical collocations such as
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phrasal verbs or prepositional phrases as lexical units, but they are not aware of the

importance of teaching lexical collocations as units. He also stresses that while

students use dictionary to look up new words, they should learn to look at words that

co-occur with the word in question. He also adds students should experience them

both receptively and productively. 

Many teachers and researchers believe that learning collocations will be more

effective if they are taught explicitly. (Bitchener et. al., 2005; Chan & Liou, 2005;

Carten, 2007; Ganji, 2012; Jing, 2008; Nesselhauf, 2003). 

Nesselhauf (2003) holds that making learners aware of the importance of

collocations is a necessary fact; it is one of the most important tasks of the teacher

which facilitates the learners’ production of collocations. He believes the most

important thing for learners to know is for them to realize that those combinations

that can be easily understood can cause serious problems in production because

words cannot be combined freely. So teachers should not end teaching collocations

when this insight has been provided. He also supports the idea that some collocations

(if not all) should be taught explicitly using rote learning and since teaching all

collocations in a language is impossible, teachers should set up some criteria to

decide which collocations should be considered in a given syllabus. 

Using CALL collocation instruction with a bilingual concordance, Chan and Liou

(2005) showed teaching collocation explicitly had a positive effect on promoting

Chinese EFL learners’ knowledge of collocations. They also suggest that using an

electronic approach including concordance and other traditional teaching methods

will be more effective than using a single dominant instructional method. 

Jing (2008) also supports the idea of increasing learners’ awareness of

collocations. She believes students can be free from the influence of their mother

tongue when they have enough knowledge of word combinations. She suggests that

teachers make students aware of collocations by asking them to underline for

example, all “verb + noun” collocations in a text or taking a common word and

asking students to search as many collocations as they can. In this way, after a period
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of time, she believes students will be aware of collocations and their knowledge of

collocations will increase. 

Some other studies have revealed that noticing will have a positive effect on

learning collocations. (Karoly, 2005; Salimi, Tavakoli & Ketabi, 2010; Wei, 1999;

Ying, 2009). Wei (1999) suggests being aware of collocations, students will notice

them while using dictionaries, reading, listening and communicating with native

speakers. 

Similarly, Karoly (2005) focuses on the positive role of noticing in teaching and

learning collocations. He believes noticing is an important term in lexical approach

and helps input to transform into intake. He reiterates that students should pay

attention to the way of recording collocations.  

Along the same line Salimi, Tavakoli and Ketabi (2010) refer to the positive

effect of noticing on collocation learning. They believe attention is a necessary

condition for learning collocations; it is also necessary for learners to be aware of the

gap between their interlanguage and the target language. Salimi, Tavakoli and Ketabi

further believe that the difficulty of development of L2 collocational competence is

related to focal attention which is an important mechanism in learning L2

collocations. They contend that we cannot separate knowing a word’s collocational

features from meaning comprehension and that these features cause learners to escape

focal attention. Thus, acquisition of collocations is often slow and learners usually

rely on L1 to make new combinations, which can be the origin of different types of

production errors. 

Ying (2009) offers eight implications for instructing collocations to EFL learners. 

First, the main role of the teacher is to engage in consciousness-raising and in

encouraging learners to pay attention to the correct use of collocations. Second, the

most necessary thing that a non-English teacher needs in class is appropriate

workbooks including a collocation section that considers learners’ particular L1

background. Third, the congruity and incongruity between L1 and L2 are two

important factors that teachers should consider while teaching collocations. Fourth, 

teachers should be aware of the fact that instruction of collocations is as important as
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instruction and understanding of verbs. Learning L2 verbs can be considered a

problem for learners because their meaning does not necessarily have the same

connotation as those in L1 due to their semantic context. Fifth, de-lexicalized verbs

containing make, take, do, get and have that do not have clear meanings and can be

combined with other words to make new collocations, and this can cause some

mistakes. Sixth, Ying believes we should use L1 to understand L2 effectively and

then gain L2 knowledge because adults’ and children’s developmental stages of

acquiring collocational knowledge are not the same. Seventh, both teaching and

learning lexical collocations are painful and time-consuming. So, teachers should

develop a positive attitude toward collocational mistakes and encourage learners not

to be afraid of these mistakes. Eighth, intensive reading alone is not enough for

learning collocations. Teachers should encourage learners to read extensively to get

exposed to new collocations.

To improve learners’ collocational knowledge, Shokuhi and Mirsalari (2010)

recommend the following four practices:

1) Teaching all types of collocations should be focused on, especially

grammatical collocations because learners encounter more difficulty dealing

with these types of collocations. 

2) It is better to start teaching all types of collocations from the beginning stages

of language learning. 

3) Some collocations do not have direct translational equivalence. They should be

focused on in drills and tasks. 

4) Collocations should be used. Exercises that involve learners in the process of

recognition and production of collocations should be emphasized. 

2.10. Previous studies on collocations

Collocations help foreign language learners to produce native like sentences and

communicate with foreigners easily and fluently. There are many studies (Balci &

Cakir, 2012; Fahim & Vaezi, 2011; Ganji, 2012; Karoly, 2005; Lesniewska, 2006;
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Pishghadam, Khodadady & Daliry Rad, 2011; Shin and Nation, 2007) that have

considered the effect of collocations on language learning from different

perspectives. 

Pishghadam et. al., (2011) investigated the effect of two kinds of form and

meaning – focused tasks on collocational development of Iranian intermediate EFL

learners. Participants were 65 female students from different high schools in

Mashhad, Iran. Nelson English Language Test and another teacher–made collocation

test were administered and learners were divided into three groups which received

different instructions. In From–Focused Instruction (FFI) group, the teacher activated

students’ background knowledge by asking questions about the text and showing

related pictures. Students did not use dictionary for unknown words, but the teacher

provided the necessary meaning of words. After reading, the teacher addressed any

comments or questions of the students. Then students received a form–focused task, 

dictogloss. In this task, the teacher read a short text twice for students at normal

speed. Students took notes and then they were divided into groups of three and

reconstructed the text as closely as possible to the original one. Finally, they

compared different versions that they had reconstructed. 

In the Meaning – Focused Instruction (MFI) group, the teacher activated learners’

background knowledge. Students read a text paragraph by paragraph and reported the

main idea of each paragraph. The teacher answered any questions related to the

meaning of words. After reading the text, they received communicative discussion

task based on the text topics. In the control group, students read the text; the teacher

provided new words and paraphrase of the text for learners. Learners were expected

to summarize, to paraphrase the text and to answer the related questions. The

treatment period lasted 13 sessions.  In the last session, all three groups received a

teacher–made collocation test as a post-test. To assess learners’ achievement in

collocations, three One – Way ANOVAS were used. The results showed that learners

in the FFI group significantly outperformed the MFI and the control group. The MFI

group and the control group had the same performance on their collocation

achievement test. 
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In another study, Shin and Nation (2007) applied careful criteria to find a list of

the highest frequency collocations of spoken English suitable for teaching in a

beginners’ spoken language course. They believed learning collocations is very

useful for learners’ fluency and native–like selections, especially the most frequent

collocations. The data was the ten million word spoken section of the British National

Corpus (BNC), the biggest available spoken corpus. The Word Smith Tools that

searches for all occurrences of the pivot word and creates a concordance was used as

a search program. Six criteria used in this study were applied in the following ways:

1) different forms of a word such as give, gave were considered as different pivot

words and investigated separately because they showed that different types of the

same word family collocates with different words. For example, they mention that

sigh collocates only with gave, not other forms of give. 2) In addition to nouns, verbs, 

adjectives or adverbs that were considered as pivot words, Shin and Nation (2007)

considered adverbial particles such as up as in get up as pivot words, too. 3) The

study focused only on the most frequent words and all the pivot words had to exist in

the most frequent 1000 content words of English. 4) Each collocation was expected

to occur thirty times or more in ten–million available words. 4) The minimal

immediate constituent had to be a two word group in studies related to collocations. 

5) Collocations with same form but different meaning were counted as different

collocations. 

The study had four major findings. Results showed that there are many well–

formed high frequency collocations that are grammatical. Researchers found that the

more frequent pivot words had more collocations than the less frequent ones and that

“a small number of pivot words account for a very large proportion of the tokens of

collocations” (p. 5). It was revealed that collocations that had short words (e. g., two

words) are more frequent than collocations with longs words. 

In another study Fahim and Vaezi (2011) studied the effect of visually enhanced

input on the learning of verb – noun lexical collocations. In this study 128 male

students, from different language schools in Esfahan, Iran were chosen. The

Comprehensive English Language Test (CELT) was administered to homogenize and
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to choose the required number of subjects. Among them 96 subjects participated

voluntarily and they were divided into three groups. Pre–test was used to ensure that

all participants in three groups have the same knowledge of verb – noun lexical

collocations.  

The participants were randomly divided into two experimental groups and one

control group. For eliciting the target items in question, pre–test was administered to

all three groups. There were ten instructional treatment sessions. Students were given

reading passages that had the same semantic context. The first experimental group

one (EG1) noticed the Verb – Noun lexical collocations saliently in the reading

passage because those collocations were bolded or capitalized. In other words, they

were thought via implicit means of visual/textual input – based treatment. 

Conventional instruction was used for the second experimental group (EG2). In

this method, the instructor presented the rules and examples, and then students were

expected to engage in an immediate production task. In the comparison group (CG), 

students read the texts and asked for help if they had difficulty. After the treatment

period, a post–test including 30 –multiple–choice items was administered. Results

revealed that although groups one and two received different types of intervention, 

there were no significant differences between these two groups. In other words, 

implicit method of formal teaching like visual/textual input enhancement has the

same positive effect as conventional instruction which involves a lot of practice and

explanation. 

Hong , Abdul Rahim, Hua & Salehuddin (2011) investigated the types and

sources of verb–noun collocatinal errors in EMAS (The English of Malaysian School

Students), a sub corpus of Malaysian learners groups. The data was essays written by

872 students, each essay containing about 270 words. The inter-language theory was

the base of this study and error analysis was used for analyzing data. To process the

data, the linguistic software of word smith tools was used.  First, collocations in the

groups were identified. Then, the Oxford Collocation Dictionary (2009) and the

online British National Groups were applied for determining the acceptability of

collocations. After identifying the errors, they were classified into seven types of
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error. Errors were related to verb, noun, preposition, determiner, two types were

related to the way elements were combined, and one was about singular or plural use

of nouns. It was found that preposition was the most problematic linguistic category

in writing of Malaysian learners, followed by verb errors; noun errors were the third

erroneous items. There were three major sources of errors: inter-lingual transfer, 

intralingual transfer and paraphrase. Results revealed that among these three major

sources of collocation errors, intralingual transfer had the most significant role

Balci and Cakir (2012) worked on two primary groups. Participants were 59, 7th

grade students in Turkey. A proficiency test was given before the study. Then

participants were randomly assigned to one control group and one experimental

group. Twelve reading passages were presented to students in 24 hours during a six–

week period. The experimental group received new vocabulary in each passage

through collocations. The teacher wrote the unknown words at the center of the board

in a circle and frequent collocations around that word. First, students read the passage

and then the teacher presented new words with their multiple collocations. Then, five

comprehension questions about the passage were asked. At the end of each week, 

after reading two passages, students took a test including gap – filling exercises. The

control group received the same passages and the same procedures. The only

difference was that the teacher presented new vocabulary in classical techniques such

as definitions, synonyms, antonyms and mother tongue translation. At the end, the

same proficiency test including twenty questions was given to both groups. Results

showed that in the first five tests, there was no significant difference between test

performances of the two groups. But in the last test, the experimental group

significantly performed better than the control group. 

Ganji (2012) examined the effects of lexical collocation instruction, subject

matter knowledge, and cultural schema on the reading comprehension of Iranian EFL

learners. For this study, 38 English translation students at Chabahar Maritime

University were chosen. Participants were freshmen and sophomore. The study lasted

three consecutive weeks. In the first week, students received no instruction before the

test, but they read a text that was culturally familiar to them. In the second week, 
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students were taught difficult lexical collocations of the passage that they were going

to read. The students made sentences using new lexical collocations with their peers. 

At the end of the session, they received a reading test in which the taught collocations

were used. In the third week, a passage with the same topic as the reading test was

given to the participants. Students read the text in class and asked questions related to

the text from the teacher. Then they answered the 10 multiple – choice questions of

the reading text. Results showed there were significant differences between students’

performance in the first and the third weeks. Thus, it seemed that activating the

subject matter knowledge of students was very useful for them. The study revealed

that both teaching lexical collocations and subject matter knowledge had positive

effect on students’ reading ability and there were no significant differences between

their effectiveness. Moreover, there were no significant differences between freshmen

and sophomores.  

2.11. Feedback

In addition to collocation, different types of feedback will be reviewed in this

section. Feedback can be considered as one of the main issues in foreign and second

language learning that influences on learners’ progress in language learning and

many teachers as well as researchers are interested in (Bitchener, 2008; Erdogan, 

2005; Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008; Ellis, 2009; Hendrickson, 1978;

Truscott & Hsu, 2008; Truscott, 2001). Of course, it is not without controversy

(Truscott & Hsu, 2008; Rouhi & Samiei, 2010; Semke, 1984). 

There are different opinions about giving feedback. Erdogan (2005) points out

that the process of second or foreign language learning is similar to first language

acquisition process. Children commit plenty of mistakes while learning their mother

tongue and they receive feedback from adults during the natural acquisition process. 

By getting feedback, they learn how to produce acceptable sentences in their first

language. He believes learning a foreign language is no exception. 

In a study conducted by Ferris (1997), the effect of teacher feedback was

investigated on students’ writing. Comments were used as feedback, and it was
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revealed that although the effectiveness of comments depended on their type, 

generally they all had positive effect on students’ subsequent writing. Similarly, 

Bitchener (2008) investigated the effect of written corrective feedback on English

article system and found that it increases learners’ accuracy significantly. 

In his study, Hendrickson (1978) responds to five questions of “whether, when, 

which, how, and by whom the students’ error should be corrected” (p. 396). In

response to the first question, he contends that correction of students’ errors in

speaking and writing improves their foreign language proficiency more than when

they are not corrected. There is no general agreement among teachers on when the

teacher should correct students’ errors. But many teachers believe that “correcting

every error is counter-productive to learning a foreign language” (396). 

Thus teachers should not create a classroom environment in which students lose

their self-confidence and cannot express their ideas. Three kinds of error have priority

for correction. They include “errors that seriously impair communication, errors that

have stigmatizing effects upon the listener or reader, and errors that students produce

frequently” (p. 396). Hendrickson notes that different techniques are used by teachers

to correct students’ errors, and there is no clear evidence to know whether these

techniques reduce students’ errors, but he states that ineffectiveness of direct method

has been proven. In response to the last question, he believes although teacher

correction is effective for many students and classrooms, it is not necessarily helpful

for all learners and it is time-consuming. He suggests peer correction and self-

correction can be used to help both teachers and learners. 

Ferris (1997) notes that some characteristics of teacher feedback seem to

influence students’ revision. Her study suggests “two conflicting but coexisting  truth

that students pay a great deal of attention to teacher feedback, which helps them to

make substantial, effective revisions, and that students sometimes ignore or avoid the

suggestions given in teacher commentary” (p. 330). 

On the other hand, Semke (1984), who investigated the effects of correction on

141 German students, asserts that correction does not increase learners’ language

competence. He believes teachers can share their information with learners and enjoy
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it instead of only finding and marking errors. In this way, students can be rewarded

with support and encouragement of the teacher rather than seeing red pen on their

assignment. He also adds that corrections should be made only when they are needed. 

Students should receive correction only when they ask for it. When teachers face

consistent errors, they should provide explanation for them and drill them. 

Similarly, Glover and Brown (2006) note that feedback provided to students is

not often effective. Since they are often formative, instructors usually provide grade

as feedback for students. However, they suggest teachers should pay attention to the

following issues while deciding to provide feedback:

“- How much of the feedback that we give really matters?

-Do we need to give all the feedback all the time?

-If we give too much, will the more important things be lost?

-Will students act on any of it? ; and

-Do we really expect them to? ” (p. 13). 

Truscott and Hsu (2008) showed that students who received correction on their

writing assignment did not extend this ability to new writing tasks after a week. 

Although the findings of this study are not against the effectiveness of error

correction, they imply that learners’ success on revision tasks after receiving

feedback does not guarantee their learning. In other words,“successful error reduction

during revision is not a predicator, even a very weak predicator of learning” (p. 299). 

Similarly Rouhi and Samiei (2010) support the idea that error correction does not

result in learning and does not prevent the repetition of corrected errors in future

writings. 

Traditional comprehension error correction has several disadvantages for both

teachers and students. It is really time-consuming and unpleasant for teachers. The

sea of red ink discourages even highly motivated students. (Truscott, 2001, p. 93). 

Glover and Brown (2006) note that formative feedback has some disadvantages. 

Although providing it needs much time and effort, students regard it as neither

necessary nor helpful. Students report that they often do not understand it. Teachers

believe that feedback implies some assessment criteria and they assume that these



- 38 -

criteria are provided to students, but students report these criteria are not clear for

them. 

In a similar manner, Lee (2009) refers to some disadvantages of giving feedback

and avows that teacher feedback does not necessarily lead to students’ writing

improvement, and students usually repeat the same mistake that the teacher referred

to previously. Moreover, giving feedback may cause students to rely more on the

teacher. Thus, he believes there should be a revolution in feedback practices, but first

teachers should be ready to accept this change. 

2.12. Types of corrective feedback

There are different types of corrective feedback that will be reviewed in this

section. 

2.12.1. Direct Corrective Feedback

In direct corrective feedback, teacher provides the correct form of the language

for students.  (Bitchener, 2008; Ellis, 2009). Similarly, Ellis et. al., (2008) state that

“direct feedback entails supplying learners with the correct target form” (p. 365). 

Additional forms of direct feedback may include written metalinguistic

explanation (the provision of grammar rules and examples at the end of a student’s

script with a reference back to places in the text where the error has occurred) and/or

oral metalinguistic explanation (a mini-lesson where the rules and examples are

presented, practiced, and discussed; one-on-one individual conferences between

teacher and student or conferences between teacher and small groups of students). 

(Bitchener, 2008, p. 105). 

Ellis (2009) refers to one advantage of direct feedback. He believes direct

feedback is an explicit guidance that clearly helps learners to correct their errors. This

is really pleasant for learners when they cannot correct errors by themselves. He also

refers to a disadvantage of direct feedback by saying that it does not involve learners

much in the processing and thus, it may help learners to correct their writing at that

time but it does not contribute to long term learning. This fact was corroborated in a
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study conducted by Semke (1984). Hendrickson (1978) also contends that direct

corrective feedback is ineffective. 

Erdogan (2005) also states that a teacher should not correct students’ error

directly in their writing, but s/he should use some marks to show that something is

wrong in their written work. This way, students would be able to correct their errors

by looking for the sources of error. 

In contrast, in a study conducted on the effect of written corrective feedback on

75 low intermediate international ESL students in New Zealand about the use of

English article system, Bitchener (2008) came to the conclusion that students who

received two kinds of direct corrective feedback (written as well as oral

metalinguistic explanation and direct feedback without metalinguistic feedback)

performed much better than the control group that did not receive any kind of

corrective feedback. 

Ferris (1997) acknowledges that the number of studies related to the effect of

teacher feedback on student revision is low and the available studies are not complete

considering the size of sample and design of research. 

2.12.2. Indirect Corrective Feedback

In indirect feedback, the teacher indicates that there is an error but s/he does not

actually correct it. Indirect feedback has different modes such as underlining the

errors, placing a cross in the margin by the line in which error has occurred; this is

used when the teacher decides not to show the exact place of an error. (Bitchener, 

2008; Ellis, 2009; Ferris & Robberts, 2001; Robb, Ross & Shortreed, 1986). Ellis

claims that when the exact location of error is not indicated to the learners, they will

engage in deeper processing and this mode of indirect feedback is more effective than

when the teacher shows the exact location of error. 
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2.12.3. Peer feedback  

Anderson and Berger (1975) regard peer tutoring as one in which “one child

teaches another of similar age” (p. 3). In addition, Noonan and Duncan (2005) define

peer feedback as “a strategy involving students’ decisions about others’ work that

would typically occur when students work together on collaborative projects or

learning activities” (p. 2). 

As Ferris (1997) notes, unlike studies that investigate teacher feedback on

students’ draft, the number of studies that examine the effect of peer feedback on

student revision is growing. Nowadays, there are many studies (Anderson & Berger, 

1975; Noonan & Duncan, 2005; Rollinson, 2005; Lima, 2011) that have been done

on the effect of peer feedback on different language skills, and they have revealed

that it has positive effect on language learning. Roscoe and Chi (2004) believe that

tutors learn as a result of instructional explanation and monitoring their understanding

while they are teaching. 

Studies show that students usually have consensus on the effectiveness of peer

feedback. Rollinson (2005) claims that students are not sure about the benefit of peer

feedback because they may think that not everybody is allowed to judge on their

work. They may also think that their classmates have almost the same knowledge as

theirs. On the other hand, results of a study by White (2009) show that students have

positive views toward peer feedback.  

Like other kinds of feedback, peer feedback has some advantages and some

disadvantages. A study by Anderson and Berger (1975) showed peer tutoring

improved children’s language. He believes using students as tutors for their peers

makes the tutors aware of their inadequate knowledge. However, it increases their

self-confidence. As his study revealed, the benefits of this method for tutees were that

they received instruction that was individualized. They enjoyed learning in a relaxed

atmosphere and had immediate contact with the tutor. Peer tutoring also developed

the relationship among children with different cultural backgrounds.   

In another study, Rollinson (2005) considered the advantages and disadvantages

of using peer feedback in ESL writing classes. He avows that peer feedback makes
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students critical readers of their peers and their own writing. When writers receive

immediate feedback from their peer readers, they can understand whether their

writings are comprehensible or not, and as a result, they can continue their writing in

line with the demands of their readers. Peer feedback can provide socio-cognitive

interactions in contrast to teacher feedback that is mostly one-way interaction, and

students may only revise their text without necessarily understanding the teacher’s

comments. 

Rollinson (2005) mentions some disadvantages for peer feedback. Peer feedback, 

whether oral or written, is time-consuming. Other problematic aspects of peer

feedback are students’ characteristics and teachers’ roles. Some students cannot

accept their peers as substitutes for their teacher; it is also difficult for teachers not to

interfere and leave providing feedback only to students. Teachers also doubt the

implementation of peer feedback in particular situations. 

Although many teachers know how to implement peer feedback, some factors

should be considered carefully. Rollinson (2005) agrees peer feedback activity will

be beneficial when the class is correctly set-up and trained. He also believes it is a

rewarding option for teachers who look for a complementary activity for their

feedback to their students’ writing. In another study, Steendam, Rijluarsdam, Sercu

and Bergh (2010) found that without instruction, peer revisers tend to focus on their

peer writers’ text on surface level rather than paying attention to structure and content

of the text. Thus, they believe for the peer feedback to be effective in instruction, 

revision is necessary. 

2.12.4. Meta-Linguistic Corrective Feedback

Ellis et. al., (2008) refer to meta-linguistic feedback as a type of feedback that

“involves providing some kind of metalinguistic clue as to the nature of the error that

has been committed and the correction needed” (p. 356). In another study, Ellis

(2009) defines metalinguistic feedback as a type of feedback in which learners are

provided with explicit comment about why they have made such errors. 
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The most common type of comment is the use of error codes. In this method, 

different abbreviations are used for different kinds of error. The abbreviated labels

can be placed in the text over the error or in the margin. A challenging issue in error

codes is whether teachers should use broad or specific categories. For example, 

should they use a single category for ‘article’ or should they use different categories

for ‘definite’ and ‘indefinite’ articles? Ellis claims that broad categories are employed

in most studies that use error codes. (Ellis, 2009). 

As Semke (1984) reports, one advantage of giving comment is that students do

not try to cheat by copying. Ferris (1997) believes there are a variety of feedback

techniques such as “peer response groups, teacher-student conference, audiotaped

commentary, reformulation, and computer-based commentary (on students’ diskettes

or via e-mail)” (p. 315), but still the most popular method of response for many

teachers is writing commentary on student drafts. She also criticizes some related

studies because she believes they do not consider the relationship between teacher-

student and the larger context of the writing classroom as much as they should. 

According to Ellis (2009), there is not much evidence to support the idea that

error codes improve learners’ writing skill and in helping learners to self-edit, they

seem to be no more effective than other types of corrective feedback. In the second

type of metalinguistic corrective feedback, learners are provided with metalinguistic

explanations of their errors. This type of metalinguistic corrective feedback is less

common than the former. Ellis refers to two disadvantages of this type of feedback. 

1) It is more time-consuming than error codes; 2) Teachers should have enough

metalinguistic knowledge to provide correct explanations for different errors. 

Semke (1984) investigated the effects of different types of correction on the free

writing of 141 German students for 10 weeks. Group 1 only received comments, 

Group 2 received only corrections, Group 3 received corrections with comments and

Group 4 students corrected their mistakes themselves. The results showed that

correction does not improve German students’ writing skills; nor does it increase

their language competence. The result of this study supports semke’s theory that

giving comment is more effective than correction. He believes that in this way, 
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teachers can make students sure of the fact that they can communicate and others can

understand their message. In this way, teachers can motivate students. Results also

revealed that using both communication and correction do not differ significantly in

contrast to correction alone. They change neither students’ attitude nor their

achievement. Student correction was found to be the least effective type of correction

in German students’ free writing. 

There are several reasons such as laziness of students, use of effective strategies

for revision or not comprehending teacher’s feedback that prevent learners from

using feedback successfully (Ferris, 1997). Ferris notes that teachers should attend to

a) strategies they use, b) explanation of strategies to their students, and c) helping

students learn how to revise and hold them responsible for paying attention to the

received feedback in doing so. She further adds that thoughtful response to feedback

is one which needs a revise-and-submit letter, “analogous to what scholars produce

when they submit a revised manuscript to a journal after receiving reviews” (p. 331). 

In such letters, writers review feedback that they received from their reviewers and

explain how they address their comments and the reason for not considering some of

them. This technique motivates writers to reflect on feedback and revision; at the

same time, it gives writers freedom to overlook or disagree with the reader’s

comments. 

2.12.4.1. Problematic kinds of comments and some suggestions to improve them

According to Ferris (1997), studies have shown that students tend to address

comments that are in the question form and it seems that students do not know

exactly what they should do in response to the comments to improve their writing. 

Thus, teachers should pay attention to the construction of questions and help students

to process them correctly. Teachers should evaluate their strategies of questioning by

asking themselves, for example, whether this request is necessary or would another

kind of feedback be more effective?

‘Give information’ is another kind of problematic comment. Like positive

comments, ‘give information’ responses are not necessarily used to cause a change
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but they imply some information that the teacher wants students to use while revising

their drafts. Thus teachers should use some additional guidance while utilizing such

comments by adding some suggestions explicitly or by explaining them briefly. 

2.12.5. Focused and Unfocused Corrective Feedback

When a teacher decides to correct all error types, the corrective feedback is

unfocused while in focused corrective feedback, the teacher would select specific

types of students’ error to correct (Ellis, 2009). The advantage of unfocused

corrective feedback is that it can address a range of errors and it seems to have

superior effect in the long run than focused corrective feedback. However, as Ellis

points out, its disadvantage is that processing corrections would be difficult for

learners as they would have to attend to many errors, and thus they would be unable

to reflect much on each error. He believes focused corrective feedback does not have

this problem. Using focused corrective feedback (CF) allows learners to examine

several corrections of each error; thus, they can gain evidence for why their writing

was erroneous and learn the correct form. Paying attention to form as an important

factor in learning, it can be concluded that “the more intensive the attention, the more

likely the correction is to lead to learning” (p. 102). 

Ellis et. al., (2008) refer to unfocused corrective feedback as a normal practice in

teaching writing. This type of unfocused corrective feedback can be referred to as

‘extensive’ since the teacher corrects multiple errors. In focused CF, the teacher

selects specific errors in learners’ written work to correct. This type of corrective

feedback may be highly focused or less focused. In the former, only a single type of

error will be focused on. In the latter, more than one error will be attended to, but the

teacher will still correct a limited number of errors. 

Erdogan (2005) indirectly supports focused CF by saying that teachers should

only give feedback and correct mistakes that impede communication because

teachers do not have time to correct all of the students’ errors. So, they should

establish a hierarchy for correction of the students’ errors considering their

significance and nature. Similarly, Truscott (2001) supports the idea that correcting
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all errors is not effective and some of them should be selected. Semke (1984) also

states that errors should be corrected when correction is needed. 

There is an assumption among many teachers and researchers that focused CF is

more effective than unfocused CF. (Ellis et. al., 2008). To test this hypothesis, Ellis

et. al., (2008) compared the effect of focused and unfocused CF on the writing

accuracy of Japanese university students. They focused on the use of English definite

and indefinite articles for expressing first and second mention. The result showed

there were no significant differences between two types of focused and unfocused CF

and both of them were equally effective. Although, there were some evidence that

focused CF may be more durable and more effective in a long period of time. 

2.12.6. Electronic Feedback

In this type of feedback software programs can be utilized as assistance in

students’ writing. Electronic resources help students to use more experienced writers’

works. One of the advantages of this option is that it removes the responsibility of the

teacher for deciding what the correct form is. Teacher is fallible in making decisions

about grammatical correctness of forms. On the contrary, it should be noted that the

effective error correction is one in which learners’ textual intention is considered and

this can be done only by a teacher, not a software program. (Ellis, 2009). 

In some other studies (Dempsey, Pytlikzillig, & Bruning, 2009; Sanz & Short, 

2004; Yeh & Lo, 2009), the effect of electronic CF has been investigated from other

perspectives. These studies have shown that this method reduces the burden of

correcting students’ errors for teachers. Electronic corrective feedback helps teachers

to decide whether a piece of language is correct or not, more easily. 

2.12.7. Reformulation

This option provides a resource for learners so that they can apply it to correct

their errors whereas the main responsibility for making decision about whether and

how to correct errors is still on students’ shoulder (Ellis, 2009). Ellis also refers to the
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fact that the idea for this technique grows out of the idea that after identifying an

error, learners need to construct a new version of their writing, similar to native

speakers’ text. In this type of feedback, first a native-speaker’s rewriting of the same

text would be given to the students and then they would decide which ones they want

to accept. In fact “reformulation involves two options ‘direct correction’ and

‘revision’ but it differs from how these options are typically executed in that the

whole of the student’s text is reformulated thus laying the burden on the learner to

identify the specific changes that have been made” (p. 103). 

Ellis supports the idea of using reformulation by teachers and students in writing

classes but also adds that it is not the most effective way of helping learners to

eliminate their errors while revising. 

2.13. Previous studies on feedback

Truscott (2001) explored the types of error that are most correctable. He believes

traditional comprehensive correction is very time-consuming and unpleasant. Thus, 

he recommends that we follow selective error correction. In his study, he focused on

error type of university-level English Language learners in Taiwan. To explain his

argument that errors that are involved in simple problems in relatively discrete items

are the most correctable ones and those deriving from problems in a complex system, 

particularly the syntactic system, are the least correctable ones, Truscott considered

correction in terms of practical problems that are involved in correction and existing

empirical work. The study revealed that simple points are valuable for correction

because they are easy for teachers to correct and for learners to understand. Thus, 

discrete points such as words are suitable for correction because they are not bound to

the error’s original context. He continues that the least correctable errors are those

which require understanding complex principles. Based on his argument, the least

correctable errors are those that are related to complex systems, especially

grammatical systems like syntax, but morphology and combinations of specific word

with other elements are exceptions. 
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Bitchener et. al., (2005) investigated the effect of three different types of

corrective feedback on linguistic errors. The participants were 53 upper-intermediate

migrant learners from different countries that had recently started a post-intermediate

ESOL programme in New Zealand. They were divided into three groups based on

whether they wanted to study in a full-time post-intermediate class for 20 hours per

week, a part-time post intermediate class for 10 hours per week, or a part-time post-

intermediate class for 4 hours per week. Group one received direct written corrective

feedback and student-teacher conference after writing. Group two received only

direct corrective feedback. Group three received no corrective feedback. Three

linguistic errors (prepositions, the past simple tense, and the definite) article had been

chosen by the researcher to be targeted in the research. They were chosen because the

highest frequency errors in students’ first writing task were related to these three

linguistic forms. Each participant completed four writing tasks, each consisting of

250 words.  The study lasted for 12 weeks. Writing tasks were at weeks 2, 4, 8 and

12. For each writing task, students were given 45 minutes and achievement-based

criteria were used to assess their writings. Results showed preposition accuracy

performance did not change according to the type of feedback provided but for the

past simple tense and the definite article, when explicit written feedback together

with individual conference feedback were used, the average accuracy performance

varied significantly. It showed that combined feedback had more positive effect on

the improvement of the more rule-governed features (the past simple tense and the

definite article) than the less rule-governed feature (prepositions). Results also

revealed that time did not have any significant effect on the three types of feedback. 

The overall accuracy of students differed significantly during the four writing

occasions and it was not consistent. 

Noonan and Duncan (2005) studied teachers’ use of self-assessment and peer-

assessment as classroom assessment strategies. They believe formative assessment

helps students to improve their performance by involving them in the learning

process. They hold that formative assessment involves teacher feedback to students

and one of its components is peer and self-assessment. They also emphasize that peer
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assessment is an integral part of formative assessment. In this study data were

collected from 118 high school teachers’ assessment practice in a school in Western

Canada. 

The survey involved both 34 forced choice items and some open-ended questions

about teachers’ assessment practices. One of the questions was related to the extent to

which teachers use self and peer-assessment in classrooms. The answers were

analyzed in three stages. First, the responses were classified according to the subject

taught, three general categories of mathematics and sciences, social studies and

English, and others were used. Then the teachers’ responses were classified into two

categories A) those who reported they used the mentioned strategies in their

classroom and B) those who reported they did not use them. Group A were reviewed

again for receiving more specific information. Some reported 'little' use of strategies

and some reported 'some' use of them.  

At the third stage, a constant comparison form of analysis was used to explore the

nature and frequency of teachers’ use of peer and self-assessment. Results showed

that 24% of the teachers reported that they did not use those strategies. They reported

different reasons such high school students’ capability of being truthful and objective

in self and peer-assessment. 49% reported they used these strategies 'a little’, 5% used

them 'seldom' and 27% reported using strategies 'somewhat'. Teachers who reported

using strategies 'a little' mentioned that these strategies facilitate students’ reflection

on their achievement. They were effective in group work assessment and in students’

projects and presentations assessment. Results also revealed English teachers and

social studies teachers used these strategies more frequently than math and science

teachers. 

Instead of talking about whether corrective feedback on form is effective or

ineffective, effectiveness or ineffectiveness of feedback can be attributed to the

research design, methodology and other variables that researchers cannot control

(Guenette, 2007). Guenette believes in research design, population do not have the

same level of proficiency in most studies and, as a result, we do not know whether
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the effects or non–effects of feedback are related to the learners’ proficiency or the

feedback itself.

She points out that the comparison between correction and non correction groups

is not real and it is not enough to have a control group because for comparing

experimental and control groups in writing, we need a control group that is

comparable to the experimental group in all ways such as proficiency level, writing

conditions and instructional context. She also refers to some studies and mentions

that many studies were carried out during a short period of time. Although feedback

in these studies had positive effect on the improvement of accuracy, we cannot

generalize them to development of accuracy over time. Guenette (2007) considers the

type of provided feedback and how it is provided as another variable. Guenette

believes some variables that are related to the procedures section of studies are not

attributable to the results of many studies, that is, when we compare different types of

feedback, other parameters such as teacher, the topic of writing, and activities must

remain constant, but as Guenette showed, this is not true about all studies. She

believes incentive that students receive in the experiment should be carefully

controlled. Guenette states that the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of corrective

feedback will depend on the above mentioned factors and differences in research

design and methodology are among the main factors that cause different results. 

Nagano and Kitao (2008) considered two main issues that the present study tries

to investigate, collocation and feedback. Nagano and Kitao’s (2008) study

investigated the role of negative feedback on the acquisition of collocations. 

Participants were 41 Japanese learners of English who were living in Japan. 

However, a limited number of them were university graduate students living in the

U.S. The effect of proficiency was controlled in this study by dividing participants

into three groups (beginners=13 participants, intermediate=22, and advanced=6). 

Classification was done according to answers to a questionnaire and students’ self-

evaluation of their proficiency in English. In addition to the classification of

participants, in order to control the effect of learners’ L1 on the acquisition of

collocations, collocations were also classified into three groups. This study was done
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online by utilizing “a module written in flash” (p. 6). Collocations were shown one

by one on the screen as well as a picture that presented the interpretation of each

collocation in the module. The acceptability of collocations was rated by learners

using a 5-point Linkert scale (from good to not good). The grammatical judgments

and reaction times of the participants were recorded. 44 English collocations were

randomly selected from different sources. There were three types of collocations. 

Type-0 was collocations that were grammatical in both languages (English and

Japanese) such as a bicycle chain. Type-1 was collocations that were grammatical in

English but not in Japanese like a strong student. Type-2 was collocations which

were acceptable neither in English nor in Japanese. 

The results showed that high-proficient learners did not perform better than the

two other groups. It also turned out that collocation is a source of difficulty even for

advanced learners. In addition, it was revealed that proficiency level had no

significant effect on collocation learning, and that students transferred their L1

collocational knowledge to L2. It was also concluded that English collocations which

had grammatical equivalents in L1 were rated higher than those which had

ungrammatical equivalents in L1. Nagano and Kitao admit that more research is

needed to generalize these findings since there are some limitations such as the time

and the number of participants in the study. Considering the role of negative evidence

in learning L2 collocations, the data showed that students did not learn Type-1

collocations. In addition, they were not able to “identify Type-1 collocations as

grammatical at the same rate as Type-0 collocations” (p. 10). 

According to Nagano and Kitao, there are two possible interpretations of this

finding. The first one is that the learners rated Type-1 collocations lower because of

their L1 transfer. The second, which is more likely to be correct, is that learners did

not learn Type-1 collocations because they received no negative feedback. On the

other hand, learners learned Type-0 by transferring their knowledge of L1

collocations, but Type-1 collocations, which did not exist in their L1, remained a

source of difficulty for learners because unlike other grammatical structures, learners

received no negative feedback either explicitly or implicitly.  
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Truscott and Hsu (2008) in their previous research came to the conclusion that

corrective feedback reduces learners’ errors in the process of revision. In another

study, they tried to discover whether this finding is evidence that learning resulted

from feedback. Participants in their study were 47 EFL graduate students. 37 males

and 9 females with different majors from one of Taiwan’s public universities

participated in this study. They enrolled in a basic writing course in which they were

expected to use writing conventions and standards such as writing attributes and basic

structure of writing. 

Students were placed in appropriate levels of the course based on a diagnostic test

that was extracted from General English Proficiency Test (GEPT), which was given

before registration. Then students were divided into two equal groups (control and

experimental group). After receiving instruction for 11 weeks about argumentation, 

description, and narration genres, students were asked to write a narrative story based

on the eight shown pictures within 30 minutes. Then teachers marked their errors and

gave them back to students to revise for the following week (week 13). Students in

the experimental group received their first narratives in which errors were underlined

in red while in the control group errors were not underlined, but first narratives were

given back to students for revision. It should be mentioned that students did not write

a new essay. They only revised the previous essay and their writings were not graded. 

This task was repeated in the following weeks and students wrote two other narrative

stories based on the eight new pictures each time. The results of the study revealed

that there was no difference in the learning of students who received correction on

their writings and performed better during revision and students who did not receive

correction during revision after a week. In other words, they came to the conclusion

that reduction of errors during revision is not an evidence of learning. 

Lee (2009) believes giving feedback in a way that the teacher collects students’

drafts and marks them is not very effective because students are not much involved in

this process and they will be dependent on the teacher. He thinks there should be

changes in feedback practices, but the question is “are teachers ready for feedback

revolution”? (p. 1). Teachers are important persons that should be considered in



- 52 -

feedback process because they deliver feedback and they are agents of change in the

classroom. 

Lee considered two questions in his study. The first question was whether

teachers in Hong Kong are ready to make their students familiar with innovative

feedback practices. The second question considered the factors that may have

positive or negative effects on feedback practices of teachers. To investigate these

factors, first Lee took stock of feedback practices that secondary teachers used in

Hong Kong. Then he organized a seminar for teachers titled “Marking student

writing: do we need a revolution?”(p. 2). 54 teachers participated in the seminar. 

First, the author presented a summary of the relevant research findings and

inadequacies of existing feedback practices for 45 minutes. Then, three of the

participants were interviewed informally about strategies that they used while

providing alternative feedback in their teaching. 

Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected at the end of the seminar to

see the participants’ opinion about revolution of feedback and their readiness to

implement it. Quantitative data were gathered by asking participants whether they

used the ten feedback practices that were recommended in the seminar and if not, 

what their attitudes were toward using them after the seminar? Qualitative data were

collected by asking an open-ended question from participants as to their opinion

about feedback. Results revealed that more than half of the participants were ready

for feedback revolution. It was also indicated that although some teachers were eager

to consider the recommended feedback strategies, there were factors that impeded

change. The first factor was lack of adequate training for teachers. Another was

“resistance from key stakeholders such as department heads, school principals, and

parents” (p. 6). The next obstacle was related to practical constraints such as “large

classes, heavy workloads, and tight teaching schedules” (p. 7). 

In a similar manner, Truscott (2001) refers to a number of practical problems that

are related to learners. They include understanding the errors and their correction, 

using this knowledge in other new contexts, and using the corrections as a source of

learning. 
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According to Steendam et. al., (2010), modeling is one form that provides

procedural facilitation that leads to overcoming the cognitive constraints and helps

less-skilled revisers in peer feedback. Modeling encourages learners to learn through

observing others. Compared to traditional composition writing instruction, it is a

more successful strategy. The desired result of modeling was observational learning, 

and it consisted of four sequential stages of acquisition: observational learning, 

emulation, self-control and self-regulation. 247 Belgian university Business

Freshmen participated in the study. They were all native speakers of Dutch. They

were upper-intermediate EFL learners based on their Oxford computer-based Quick

placement test (QPT) scores. There were four experimental conditions in this study:

observational learning with two types of emulation: Individual (OI) and dyadic (OD)

and practicing with individual (PI) and dyadic (PD) kinds of emulation. Emulation

was an exercise phase for students to emulate the criteria to give feedback. There

were both a pre-test and a post-test. The pre-test showed that without instruction, 

novice learners paid attention to only superficial problems of their peers in their

writing. Without instruction, corrective feedback students did not help their peers to

improve the structure or content in their writings. In addition, observation was shown

to be a useful instructional strategy if it was followed by collaborative emulation, and

practice instruction was productive on the condition that it was followed by

individual emulation. Furthermore, post-test results showed that the least effective

combination of instruction and emulation was practicing followed by dyadic

emulation while practicing followed by individual emulation and dyadic observation

had the same degree of effectiveness. 

In another study, Roscoe and Chi (2004) worked on a new hypothesis that Tutees

can learn better by acting as Tutors. There were twenty-four college undergraduate

students in this study. They were divided into two groups; each was in a different

condition. In one condition, one of the students who had studied a text about the

human eye and retina (the tutor) taught information about the text to another student

(the tutee) in a face-to-face condition. In the second condition, a student who had

studied the human visual system text (the tutor) made a video explanatory lesson that
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another student (a tutee) could use later to learn from. The first face-to-face condition

called ''instructional dialogue'', and the second videotape condition can be

conceptualized as ''instruction monologue''. Two written measures of Definition Test

and Question Test were used to assess the learning outcomes. The study lasted only

two sessions. In the first session, the tutor read the text in 30 minutes and answered

both learning assessment tests, (tutor pre-test). In the second session, the tutor first

produced a videotape lesson or taught tutees in 30 minutes, then both tutors and

tutees answered two types of learning assessments again (post-test). The results

showed that when tutors were in non-reciprocal tutoring conditions, they learned

from self-monitoring and producing instructional explanations. However, when tutors

were in a condition in which they taught to actual tutees, they learned more

effectively. Roscoe and Chi conclude that testes have an important role in learning

opportunities of the tutors. They believe the questions that tutees ask tutors influence

the responses. Shallow questions receive non-met cognitive responses and deep

questions provide impetus for making inferences and self-monitoring. 

Although, there are many studies about learning collocations and the effects of

different types of feedback on different skills of language, separately, it appears that

there are not enough studies considering the effect of different types of feedback on

learning collocations. Thus, the present study aims to investigate the effects of

different types of feedback on Iranian learners’ recognition and production of lexical

collocations. 
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Chapter Three: Method

3. Introduction

Methodology of this research is reported in this chapter in order to give responses

to the proposed research questions and hypotheses. The aim of this study was to

investigate the effects of different types of feedback on EFL learners’ recognition and

production of lexical collocation. It tried to investigate which type of feedback was

the most effective in learners’ recognition and production of lexical collocations. 

Description of the participants is given in this chapter. Furthermore, this chapter

includes a description of the materials and data collection instruments as well as

procedures and data analysis. 

3.1. Participants

The Participants of the present study were initially 90 pre-intermediate level

students in two language institutes in Abhar and Hidaj, Iran. Participants were both

male and female students, ranging in age from16-30. They were high school students

who had been studying English for about 8 semesters in the institutes and were at pre-

intermediate level. Some participants were university students with different majors

who were studying English at intermediate level in institutes. Thus, their educational

background was not the same. So, in order to homogenize them, all participants were

given a KET (key English Test) test. Students with very high and low proficiency

level were eliminated from the study. As a result, 78 participants remained, who

constituted the participants of this study.  

It should be mentioned that there was no control group in this study and the

number of male and female students was not equal in each group. The feedback given

to three experimental groups lasted 10 sessions, from June till August of 2012. 

Students were in three experimental groups which received three types of Direct, 

Indirect, and Peer feedback. Each group was randomly assigned to one of the

treatment conditions.  
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3.2. Materials and Instruments

The following materials were used to answer the research questions and collect

data:

3.2.1. KET TEST

The vocabulary subtest of standard language proficiency test was needed in order

to homogenize participants and to consider their proficiency level. Therefore, the

vocabulary subtest of the Key English Test (KET) was given to all 90 participants in

order to homogenize them. The test contained 20 items in multiple-choice format. 

The sample of KET test is presented in Appendix A. 

3.2.2. A teacher-made pre-test

To see whether or not the students had any prior knowledge of the 150 lexical

collocations selected for treatment, a teacher-made pre-test was used. It included all

150 target lexical collocations and was in fill-in-the blanks format. The results

revealed that none of the chosen collocations was familiar to students. (Illustrated in

Appendix B). 

3.2.3. A handout of sentences including lexical collocations

During ten treatment sessions, ten handouts were given to each student (one

handout in each session). Each handout included 15 English sentences including 15

lexical collocations (one collocation in each sentence). The Persian equivalents of

lexical collocations were given in parentheses. Students were expected to write the

English equivalents of those Persian lexical collocations. Sentences and lexical

collocations were chosen from different sources including dictionaries, previous

studies, etc. (See Appendix C). 

3.2.4.  post-tests

Two post-tests were used in order to test learners’ recognition and production of

lexical collocations after receiving different types of feedback. They were constructed
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by the researcher and included 60 items (each test 30 items) which were randomly

selected from among the 150 target lexical collocations. 30 multiple-choice items

were used to test learners’ progress in the recognition of lexical collocations in one

test. In order to test their achievement in the production of lexical collocations, 

another test including 30 fill-in-the blank items was used. (See Appendix D and

Appendix E)

3.3. Procedures

The following procedures were gone through to achieve the purpose of the study. 

The first step was the selection of 90 pre-intermediate-level participants from two

language institutes in Abhar and Hidaj, Iran. Second, they were homogenized using

the vocabulary subtest of a KET test. Based on the results of this test, 12 participants

were excluded from this study. Then a teacher-made, fill-in-the blanks test including

all the 150 target lexical collocations was administered to make sure that the students

did not know the selected lexical collocations beforehand. Results showed that

students knew none of the selected collocations. 

Participants were divided into three experimental groups. All groups received the

same instruction but with one of the different types of direct, indirect, or peer

feedback. The treatment period lasted 10 sessions. Each session, the teacher gave a

handout including 15 English sentences. There was one lexical collocation in each

sentence that was written in Persian and was put in parentheses. Students were asked

to write the English equivalents of the 15 Persian lexical collocations within twenty

minutes in each session. Then, they submitted their papers to the teacher. The teacher

checked them and underlined lexical collocational errors. As mentioned before, each

group received different types of feedback, as explained below. It should be

mentioned that students in all three groups were allowed to use dictionary in order to

find the correct words that collocated with each other, after teacher underlined their

errors. It should be mentioned that to make sure that students read the correct forms

of collocations after correcting them, the teacher asked them to rewrite the sentences
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including collocations on a sheet of paper and submit it to the teacher after each

session. 

Group A (Direct feedback)

In this group, Direct or Explicit feedback was provided to the students. After

collecting the papers, the teacher underlined the lexical collocational errors and gave

the papers back to the students and wrote the correct form of all collocations on the

board for students. 

Group B (Indirect feedback)  

Students in this group received indirect feedback on their lexical collocational

errors. After underlining their lexical collocational errors, the teacher gave students’

papers back to them. Students were asked to correct their errors at home and bring it

next session. In order to make sure that students would write collocations at home, 

the teacher announced that completing these papers has some points for their final

exam. Students were allowed to use dictionary. Next session, the teacher checked the

papers again and wrote correct form of collocations on board if they still existed. 

Group C (Peer feedback)

After underlining lexical collocational errors, the teacher gave papers back to

students to find and write the correct lexical collocations. Students in this group were

divided into small groups of three and worked with their peers to find the correct

collocations within 30-40 minutes. At the same time, they received feedback from

their peers in the same group. Then the teacher went over each group and if students

had not corrected lexical collocational errors yet, the teacher provided the correct

form of collocations for them. Thus, this group received peer feedback. 

3.4. Data Analysis

Two One-Way ANOVA procedures were used in this study. One was used to

analyze the effect of types of feedback on EFL learners’ recognition of lexical
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collocations and another to analyze the effect of types of feedback on EFL learners’

production of lexical collocations. 
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Chapter Four: Results and Discussion

4. Restatement of the problem

This study considers the effects of different types of feedback on EFL learners’

recognition and production of lexical collocations. It is an attempt to investigate the

differences in the effectiveness of different types of feedback: direct, indirect, and

peer on Iranian EFL learners’ recognition and production of lexical collocations. 

This chapter indicates the results of the participants’ performance on the

recognition and production of lexical collocations. Moreover, it presents the graphical

and tabular forms of statistical analyses. 

4.1. Results

4.1.1. The selection of homogeneous group of participants. 

As mentioned in previous chapters, initially there were 90 participants in this

study. It was not expected that all these 90 participants to be at the same level of

language proficiency. Thus, to reduce the effect of language proficiency of

participants, they received a version of the KET (Key English Test). One point was

given for each item and wrong answers had no penalty. To select a homogeneous

group of participants, those participants whose score was 1SD above and below the

mean were selected. As a result, 78 participants remained and the other 12

participants who had a high or low English proficiency were excluded from the study

4.1.2. Investigation of the first research question

The first research question aimed to investigate if there were any significant

differences among the effects of feedback types on EFL learners’ recognition of

lexical collocations. To this end, a One-Way ANOVA procedure was utilized for

analyzing the data. Table 4.1 presents the descriptive statistics. 
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Table 4.1 Descriptive statistics for the ANOVA on collocation recognition

N Mean Std. 
Deviation

95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound

direct 26 20.92 6.44 18.32 23.52
indirect 25 28.32 2.82 27.15 29.48

peer 27 27.25 3.96 25.68 28.82
Total 78 25.48 5.65 24.21 26.76

Based on the results of Table 4.1, it can be observed that the indirect group has

the highest mean ( =28.32), followed closely by the group that received peer

feedback ( =27.25); coming third is the group that received direct feedback

( =20.92). The implication is that the indirect and peer feedback are more effective

than direct feedback on learners’ recognition of lexical collocations. 

In order to see whether there are statistically significant differences among the

groups, the One-Way ANOVA procedure was run. The results of the ANOVA

procedure are presented in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2.   The results of the ANOVA on learners’ recognition of lexical collocations

Sum of
Squares

df Mean
Square

F Sig. 

Between Groups 827.01 2 413.50 18.92 .000
Within Groups 1638.47 75 21.84   

Total 2465.48 77   2 = .33

The observed F value and the significance level shown in Table 4.2 are indicative

of significant differences among the groups. Thus, it can be claimed that the

differences among the three groups are statistically significant. Therefore, the first

null hypothesis is rejected. At the same time, the index of the strength of association

indicates that 33% of the total variance in the dependent variable (recognition of

collocation) is accounted for by the independent variable; namely, feedback types. 

This means that the remaining 67% of the variance is left unaccounted for.  In order

to locate the differences between the means, a post-hoc Sheffe test was utilized. The

results of the post-hoc comparison are presented in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3.   Multi-comparisons for collocation recognition

(I)group (J)
group

Mean
Difference

(I-J)

Std. 
Error

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Lower
Bound

direct indirect -7.39* 1.30 .000 -10.66 -4.12
peer -6.33* 1.28 .000 -9.54 -3.12

indirect peer 1.06 1.29 .717 -2.17 4.30
The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level

      The above results show that the difference between the effects of direct and

indirect feedback on learners’ recognition of lexical collocations is significant. The

indirect group performed better than the direct group on the post test. As a result, it

can be concluded that the difference between the effects of direct and indirect

feedback on the learners’ recognition of lexical collocations is statistically

meaningful. 

In addition, the results indicate that there is a significant difference between direct

and peer feedback groups’ recognition of lexical collocations. The results show that

the participants who received peer feedback outperformed the participants of the

direct feedback group. As a result, it may be concluded that the difference between

the effects of direct and peer feedback on the learners’ recognition of lexical

collocations is statistically significant. 

A look at Table 4.3 makes it clear that although there is a difference between the

effects of indirect and peer feedback on learners’ recognition of lexical collocations, 

the difference is not statistically significant and learners in both groups did nearly the

same on the post test. The following graphical representation (Graph 4.1.) shows the

results more clearly. 
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                     Graph 4.1      Learners’ recognition of lexical collocations

Moreover, considering the first research question asking whether there are any

significant differences among the effects of feedback types: direct, indirect, and peer

on learners’ recognition of lexical collocations, and based on the results of the One-

Way ANOVA procedure it can be claimed that the first null hypothesis is rejected. 

4.1.3. Investigation of the second question

The second research question sought to investigate whether there were any

significant differences among the effects of feedback types on EFL learners’

production of lexical collocations. To this end, another One-Way ANOVA was used

to analyze the data. The mean, standard deviation, etc. of the learners’ scores on the

lexical collocations production test were computed before running the One-Way

ANOVA. Table 4.4 contains the descriptive statistics. 
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Table 4.4   The descriptive statistics for the ANOVA on collocation production

N Mean Std. 
Deviation

95% Confidence Interval  
Lower
Bound

Upper Bound

direct 26 17.42 6.86 14.65 20.19
indirect 25 24.92 6.21 22.35 27.48

peer 27 23.77 7.36 20.86 26.69
Total 78 22.02 7.52 20.32 23.72

It can be seen from Table 4.4 that the group that received the indirect feedback

has the highest mean ( =24.92), followed closely by the group that received the peer

feedback ( =23.77). The group receiving direct feedback has the lowest mean

( =17.42), which is considerably lower than the others. However, these results do not

prove that the differences among direct, indirect, and peer feedback groups are

significant. Another One-Way ANOVA procedure was used in order to see whether

the differences among the groups are statistically significant. Table 4.5 presents the

results of the ANOVA procedure. 

Table  4.5   The results of the ANOVA on learners’ collocation production

Sum of  
Squares

df Mean
Square

F Sig. 

Between Groups 843.09 2 421.54 8.99 .000
Within Groups 3514.85 75 46.86   

Total 4357.94 77   2 = .19

Based on the results presented in Table 4.5, we can declare that there are

significant differences among the collocation production of the three groups. At the

same time, the index of the strength of association indicates that 19% of the total

variance in the dependent variable (production of collocation) is accounted for by the

independent variable; namely, feedback types. This means that the remaining 81% of

the variance is left unaccounted for. A post-hoc Scheffe test was run to locate the

differences between the means. The results are shown in Table 4.6. 
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Table 4.6   Multi-comparison for collocation production

(I) group (J)     
group

Mean
Difference

Std. 
Error

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound

Direct   indirect -7.49* 1.91 .001 -12.28 -2.70
         peer -6.35* 1.88 .005 -11.05 -1.65

Indirect  Peer 1.14 1.90 .835 -3.60 5.88
The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level

It can be seen from Table 4.6 that there is a significant difference between the

effects of direct and indirect feedback on learners’ production of lexical collocations. 

The performance of the indirect group was better than that of the direct group. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that indirect feedback is more effective than direct

feedback on learners’ production of lexical collocations. 

Furthermore, the difference between the direct feedback and the peer feedback

groups was also significant. This means that the peer feedback group performed

better than the direct group on the production test of lexical collocations. This means

that direct feedback is not an effective factor on learners’ production of lexical

collocations. 

Based on the statistics in Table 4.6, it is clear that there is a difference between

the effects of indirect and peer feedback on learners’ production of lexical

collocations, but the difference is not statistically significant. Results also showed

that these two groups performed almost the same on the production test. Based on

the results of the One-Way ANOVA, it can be claimed that the second null

hypothesis is rejected. The graphical representation of the participants’ performance

on the production test of lexical collocations is given below in Graph 4.2. 
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Graph 4.2   Learners’ production of lexical collocations

4.2. Discussion

The present study attempted to investigate the differences among the effects of

feedback types; direct, indirect, and peer, on Iranian EFL learners’ recognition and

production of lexical collocations. Based on the results of the present study, it was

revealed that there were differences in learners’ recognition and production of lexical

collocations depending on the type of feedback they received. 

The findings of the study revealed that although the difference between the

performance of the indirect and the peer feedback groups was not significant, the

indirect group performed better than the peer feedback group in both recognition and

production of lexical collocations. The study also showed that receiving direct

feedback helped learners to improve neither their recognition nor their production of

lexical collocations dramatically, and this group had the lowest mean in the study. It
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can be concluded that various types of feedback have different effects on EFL

learners’ recognition and production of lexical collocations. 

Some of the findings of this study are similar to those of the previous studies

(Moehkardi, 2002; Nesselhauf, 2003; Pishghadam et. al., 2011; Shokuhi & Mirsalari, 

2010; Wei, 1999; Ying, 2009) in that they, like the present study, put emphasise on

improving learners’ knowledge of collocations for communicating easily and

fluently. But the main difference of the present study with the above mentioned

studies is in that, they emphasized improving learners’ knowledge of collocations

using various methods other than using feedback. For example, in the study

conducted by pishghadam et. al., (2011), form-focused and meaning-focused

instructions were used to improve learners’ collocational knowledge. 

In another study, Fahim and Vaezi (2011) investigated the effect of visually

enhanced input on learners’ acquisition of collocations.  Another difference of Fahim

and Vaezi’s study with the present study is in that they utilized classical techniques

like definitions, synonyms, antonyms and mother tongue translation to teach new

vocabulary to students. Their study was in accordance with the present study in that it

focused only on lexical collocations and not grammatical collocations. Unlike the

present study in which the participants were adults and were told what collocations

meant in the first session of the treatment, Balci and Cakir (2012) taught collocations

to young students without referring to the word collocation in their study. 

Another significant difference of the present study with other studies is using

different types of feedback to improve learners’ collocational knowledge. Unlike the

study which was conducted by Frantzen (1995) and showed that there is no

significant difference between different types of feedback, the results of the present

study revealed that there are significant differences among different types of

feedback. It is worthy to note that Frantzen’s study was on writing while the present

study was on lexical collocations, and this may be the reason for this difference. 

Another possible reason may be due to learners’ different cultural background. In

Frantzen study, participants were Spanish, but in the present study, participants were

Iranian. 
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Another study by Hyland (2003) showed that indirect corrective feedback causes

misinterpretation and misunderstanding. However, it should be noted that in the

present study indirect feedback did not lead to these problems may be because

learners knew that they were expected to write only collocations. On the other hand, 

the Persian equivalents of what students were expected to write were given to them in

parentheses. 

Unlike Hyland’s (2003) findings, one of the findings of the present study is that

learners achieved better results in learning collocations when they received indirect

feedback. One reason for this finding may be due to the educational system of our

country. In our educational system, students often receive direct feedback from their

teacher; indirect feedback is something new in our educational system. This type of

feedback may encourage students to search new materials and words on the net and

different sources and engage them more in the learning process. 

Another result of the present study is that learners who received peer feedback

performed better than their counterparts who received direct feedback. Results also

revealed that the peer feedback group did not perform as well as the indirect group, 

but the difference between the two groups was not significant. It is worthy to note

that much like indirect feedback, giving peer feedback is not very common in our

educational system. This may be one reason why the learners achieved good results

when they received peer feedback. 

In accordance with the present study, Noonan and Duncan (2005) collected data

from high school teachers to see whether they use peer-assessment in classroom as

assessment strategy. Those who reported they did not held that high school students

are not able to assess their peers’ works. The finding of the study were similar to the

present study in that participants of the present study who received peer feedback

were also high-school students, but the difference is that in the present study students

were not assessed by their peers, but they were helped to find the correct collocations

by their peers. This may account for the improvement in the peer feedback group in

the present study. 
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In another study, Nagano and Kitao (2008) came to the conclusion that learners’

collocational knowledge did not improve even in advanced level may be because they

did not receive negative feedback on their collocational errors. In comparison with

the present study, we can conclude that giving different types of feedback either

positive or negative can improve learners’ collocational knowledge. 

Another finding of the present study is that giving direct feedback was not very

effective on improving learners’ collocational knowledge. This result is in contrast

with Bitchener’s (2008) finding, which revealed that students who received direct

feedback performed better than the control group. One possible reason for such a

difference may be partially due to the fact that in the present study direct feedback

was compared with two other types of feedback (indirect and peer), and it was

revealed that it was less effective than the two other types of feedback. But in

Bitchener’s study direct feedback was not compared with any other kind of feedback

and students in the direct feedback group were compared with a control group. 

The above mentioned conflicting areas are indicative of the need for further

research. Compared with most of the above mentioned studies which were carried out

in ESL setting, the present study was conducted in an EFL context and perhaps this is

what makes this study different from other studies. 
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Chapter Five: Conclusions and Implications

5. Introduction

In this chapter, first the findings of the study and their pedagogical implications

will be presented. Then limitations and delimitations of the study will be considered. 

Finally, suggestions for further research will be mentioned. 

5.1. Summary of the findings

The present study aimed at investigating the question of whether there are

significant differences among the effects of feedback types; direct, indirect, and peer

feedback on Iranian learners’ recognition and production of lexical collocations. The

two research questions sought to investigate which type of feedback is most

conducive to learners’ recognition and production of lexical collocations. The results

of the recognition and production post tests showed that both hypotheses were

rejected. This means there are significant differences among the effects of different

types of feedback on learners’ recognition and production of lexical collocations in

Iranian context. 

The results of two independent One-Way ANOVA procedures showed that the

group which received indirect feedback had the best performance, followed closely

by the group which received peer feedback. The lowest performance was related to

the group which received direct feedback which was noticeably lower than that of the

other two groups. 

By way of conclusion, it seems that using different types of feedback is an

effective method for teaching and learning collocations, but the amount of their

effectiveness needs to be further explored. 

5.2. Pedagogical Implications

This research aimed to investigate the effects of feedback types on Iranian EFL

learners’ recognition and production of lexical collocations. By taking the results of

post tests into consideration and owning to the advantages of giving different types of
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feedback in teaching and learning different skills which have been presented in

chapter two in detail, it is suggested that traditional methods of teaching collocations

be replaced with teaching which contain different types of feedback. In addition, 

cultural issues should be considered. The present study has implications for teacher

educators since they should train teachers to implement different types of feedback

correctly, especially peer feedback. In other words, the success of peer feedback

depends on teachers’ knowledge of peer feedback and the way of its implementation. 

The findings of the present study can have implications for textbooks and

syllabus designers. By knowing the benefits of peer and indirect feedback in learning

and teaching collocations, textbooks and syllabus designers can prepare textbooks

and exercises in which teachers can provide indirect or peer feedback for students. In

this way learners have to search collocations from different sources such as

dictionaries, net, and the other sources. As a result, learner-centered approach will be

improved in our educational system. 

Using peer feedback helps students to create a friendly climate in which they can

learn from each other and support their friends in learning. Therefore, other

implications are for both students which can learn to be more independent and for

teachers that unlike traditional methods in which the burden of learning is on teacher, 

teacher is as a facilitator. 

5.3. Limitations and Delimitations

The present study had the following limitations and delimitations. One limitation

of this study was that it was conducted only on pre-intermediate level students. Thus, 

learners with other proficiency level were not included in this study. Gender was not

a variable in this study and the majority of participants were females. Thus, another

limitation is the possible differences between the performances of male and female

participants. Furthermore, this study was done in EFL context. Thus, the results must

be cautiously interpreted. Length of this study is another limitation. This study lasted

ten sessions. Another limitation of this study was that among different types of

feedback, only three types were investigated. Similarly, between two kinds of lexical
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and grammatical collocations, lexical collocations were investigated in this study. 

Finally, learners’ field of study at high school and university was not considered as a

variable in this study. 

5.4. Suggestions for the further research

As the present study examined the effects of three types of feedback; direct, 

indirect, peer on learners’ recognition and production of lexical collocations, further

researches can be carried out on the effect of other types of feedback on lexical

collocations. Further researches can be conducted on the effect of the same types of

feedback on grammatical collocations. Further researches can also compare the effect

of the same types of feedback on grammatical and lexical collocations in one study. 

Gender and age of the learners were not investigated in the present study. 

Therefore, the replication of this study can be done with learners of different age and

gender. This study was done on pre-intermediate level learners, further researches can

replicate with study with learners of upper or lower levels. 
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Appendices

Appendix A

Key English Test (KET)

Pre –test             KET
Name…………………………………………    

  Choose the correct words.
                       

1) Sam and Tim ……………………………….. the club last year. 
a) arrived                                   b) joined                                  c) came

2) Sam is learning the ………………………… there and Tim plays in the band. 
a) Songs                                     b) guitar                                    c) rock

3) Last week the music club did a ………………………….. in the school hall. 
a) Film                                        b) match                                    c) concert

4) Sam and Tim’s parents came to ………………………….. to them. 
a) Watch                                    b) hear                                       c) listen

5) Sam and Tim didn’t ……………. any mistakes and the music sounded great. 
a) Make                                      b) do                                          c) happen

6) The two friends left the city ………………………. In the morning. 
a) short                                       b) early                                    c) ready
7) When they ………………………… to the beach, they went for a swim. 
a) got                                          b) passed                                 c) arrived

8) Then Maria was tired, so she had a …………………………….. under a tree. 
a) Pity                                          b) time                                     c) rest

9) Carlos went to a bar to …………………………. Some sandwiches for lunch. 
a) Pay                                           b) buy                                       c) learn

10) In the afternoon, the……………………… volleyball with some friends. 
a) Worked                                    b) moved                                 c) played

11) Her mother made her a big chocolate cake with lots of candles on the …….. 
a) Bottom                                     b) middle                                  c) top
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12) Stella …………………….  Some friends to come to her house that evening. 
a) Agreed                                      b) decided                                 c) invited

13) Her friends brought her some flowers and a …………………………..  card. 
a) Pretty                                         b) best                                       c) happy

14) They talked together and ……………………….. a lot. 
a) Laughed                                    b) preferred                               c) pleased

15) They had so much ………………………. Nobody wanted to go home. 
a) Meal                                          b) fun                                          c) party

16) Jamie lives in a really small, ……………… village in the north of Scotland. 
a) Single                                         b) tired                                       c) quiet

17) The two boys ………………….. to go walking in the hills near Jamie’s house. 
a) Enjoy                                           b) love                                       c) feel

18) They usually spend the first …………………………… of each day climbing. 
a) Part                                              b) group                                    c) break

19) They always ………………. Lots of sandwiches because they get very hungry.  
a) Put                                                b) post                                        c) pack

20) If it’s too …………………… to go out, they play computer games inside. 
a) Busy                                               b) fine                                         c) wet   
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Appendix B

Pre-test of collocations

1) Nancy is …………………………………………………

2) The more stress you are under, the more likely you are to c……….

3) Helen has been taken on for a three month ………………………….…

4) He was refused a ……………………………………..……

5) I give you my …………………………………………………….

6) He was wounded in the …………………………………….….

7) The mother agreed to ……………………………….. for the boy’ s father. 

8) The house was sold for only a fraction of its ……………………….….

9) They came home …………………………………………….

10) Who is in the …………………………………………….

11) He did ten years porridge for …………………………………..……

12) He took ……………………………………………………....

13) My sister and brother ……………… their ……………………….

14) …………………………………………. We can’t work late every night. 

15) …………………………………………………….…. Of 3% is normal. 

16) What is the ……………………………………. on your street?

17) My eye had puffed up because of ……………………………….

18) He died of…………………………………

19) He killed his friend……………………………….

20) He is all…………………………………..

21) The operation has a …………………. of success. 

22) There were police …………………………….. in the crowd. 

23) There are reasons why some young people …

24) The country is passing through a …………………………

25) Europe has moved steadily toward a ……………………..

26) He believes the colour green ……………...................

27) The news bodes ………………………….. for him. 
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28) We talked them down and ………………………

29) The drug found to cause serious ………………………..

30) His father accuses him of neglecting his ……………………. 

31) Their predictions ……………………………………………….. )

32) Sit down and ……………………………………………………………..

33) His …………………………… was a direct attack on the government policy. 

34) Teacher asked students to ………….... their………………..( )

35) He …………………………………………………… after the accident. 

36) If they………… , they’ll have to face the legal consequences. 

37) He was found guilty of ……………………………......

38) Winter is setting and the population is facing ……………………..

39) He shouted at the little girl, but his …………….. when he saw her crying. 

40) A meeting of ……………………………….. will be held in London. 

41) People were dropping like flies in the ……………………

42) She was born …………………………………………

43) Exile was for him a …………………………………

44) She talked for a …………………………………………..

45) His wife was saved by a quarter-inch-thick ………………………..

46) We must learn to …………………………………………………… )

47) He only wears …………………………………………………….

48) He achieved his ………………………………………………….

49) She took the money from her mother’s purse, ……………………

50) We bought a hundred-piece ……………………………………….

51) I’ll see you there after I stop at the ………………………

52) Where is the ……………………………………. in your city?

53) Why doesn’t she ………………………………………… ?

54) A middle-aged woman ………………………………………………….

55) I’ve told him …………………………………………………

56) It lodged in my mind as a …………………………………………………….

57) Traffic congestion is really bad at ……………………………
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58) He ……………………………………………. And apologized. 

59) This week, the company mailed out its ………………………..

60) You shouldn’t’ t exercise on a ……………………………………………

61) Married life has …………………………………………….

62) I agree with you ………………………………………………

63) How many ……………………………… are on your street?

64) Is there a history of heart disease in your …………… ?

65) Steve and Lind want to ……………………………………………

66) ………………………………………………. are tall. 

67) 20% of the population now live below …………………………

68) I’ m trying to keep off ………………………………………….   

69) Sorry, I ……………………………………… your birthday. 

70) Will the nurse ………………………………………. ?

71) I am going to save some money to buy a …………………        

72) Confidence is …………………………

73) Please …………………………… . )

74) Dieters often suffer from violent …………………………..

75) He is my ………………………….

76) Fasten your …………………………………….. , please. 

77) I woke up with a b…………………………………   yesterday. 

78) He has to go to a ……………………..………….. for treatment. 

79) They stayed at ……………………………………………

80) She …………………………………… of pain. 

81) I bought this coat for ……………………………………..

82) ………………………………. is causing problems for coastal fishermen. 

83) I want to apply for a ………………………………………

84) They exchanged …………………………………………..

85) The methods are ………………………………………

86) He committed the ………………………….. of criticizing his classmates.  

87) What is your ………………  t…….…… ?
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88) I will ask my …………………………………. To deal with   this. 

89) The prime minister has an ability to ………………… )

90) The country now faces an ……………………………………………

91) The public scandal was a ………………………… against him. 

92) She walked straight into …………………….. after leaving university. 

93) Stealing is ……………………………….

94) The report is ………………………………..

95) I bought a n …………………………….. for my father’ s birthday. 

96) I bought some ……………………….

97) Could I have ……………………….. ?

98) He had great …………………… around his middle. 

99) It is a g…................ to assume that your children will agree with you. 

100) The hospital appealed for more people to ……………………………

101) Climbing so high made me ……………………………..

102) The government must take action to fight this ………………………

103) I’d ………………………….. if I lived here. 

104) He had survived a ………………………………

105) The demonstrators were demanding …………………..

106) Where can you shop for ………………………………….. ?

107) What are some common ……………………………….. ?

108) What do ……………………………………. wear to work?

109) I have to …………………………………………… Can you help. 

110) Are you having ……………………………………

111) Which ………………………………….. worries you the most?

112) What is the best way to stop a ………………………………….. ?

113) Boys are the …………………… of corporal punishment. 

114) Where can I find ……………………………………….. ?

115) If we …………………………………… in this, others may follow. 

116) I am r……………………………………. Jane can’t come with us. 

117) The meal was …………………………………………………..
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118) She was treated as a/n …………………………………………………

119) There were ……………………………………….. as he stood up. 

120) They have passed laws aimed at preventing ……………………

121) My boss had refused to …………………………

122) Volunteers were ………………. to pack the food in boxes. 

123) Her dream of being a film star ……………………………….

124) If you’re still not satisfied, you may be able to ………………..

125) You can’t use words like that in …………………………………..

126) There was nowhere we could ………………………….. from the storm. 

127) …………………………………… , you’ll feel better. 

128) If they stayed in the war zone they would face ………………………..

129) Her speech was laced with w…………………………………

130) This research leads to artificial prolongation of …………………..

131) Dr. Johnson is on ………………………………………

132) This town is a ………………… of combining old architecture with new. 

133) The ………………………………… has remained at 5.2%. 

134) They chose to pass over her …………………………….

135) Please type or write in …………………………..…………….

136) Don’t………………….. by eating this cake now

137) You can telephone to………………………………..

138) They were both……………………… in their rooms. 

139) Scientists claim ……………….. are more clever. 

140) It’s too far to drive………………….…... in one day. 

141) The appearance of the ghost left him o……………………

142) You should always ………………………… away from you. 

143) …………………………. Will be held at 7 p. m. on Saturday. 

144) I can’t be expected to ……………………………

145) Come round after work and we’ll …………………………………

146) Don’t blindly trust in the good faith of any ……………….

147) The soldiers were picking off ………………
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148) This is one of the firms that make …………….. about their products. 

149) He needed emergency surgery to remove the …………… from his brain. 

150) A cup of …………………………… sobers him up.  
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Appendix C: The Treatment

Session 1

1) Nancy is …………………………………………………

2) The more stress you are under, the more likely you are to…………….

3) Helen has been taken on for a three month ………………………………

4) He was refused a ……………………………………..……

5) I give you my …………………………………………………….

6) He was wounded in the …………………………………….….

7) The mother agreed to ……………………………….. for the boy’ s

father. 

8) The house was sold for only a fraction of its …………….….

9) They came home …………………………………………….

10) Who is in the …………………………………………….

11) He did ten years porridge for ……………………………..……

12) He took ………………………………………....

13) My sister and brother ……… their ……………………….

14) …………………………………. We can’t work late every night. 

15) …………………………………………………….…. Of 3% is

normal. 

Session 2

1) What is the ……………………………………. on your street?

2) My eye had puffed up because of ……………………………….

3) He died of…………………………………

4) He killed his friend……………………………….

5) He is all…………………………………..

6) The operation has a ……………………………. of success. 
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7) There were police ………………………….. in the crowd. 

8) There are reasons why some young people ………………

9) The country is passing through a …………………………

10) Europe has moved steadily toward a ……………………..

11) He believes the colour green ……………...................

12) The news bodes ………………………….. for him. 

13) We talked them down and ………………………

14) The drug found to cause serious ………………………..

15) His father accuses him of neglecting his ……………………. 

Session 3

1) Their predictions ……………………………………………….. )

2) Sit down and ………………………………………………..

3) His …………………… was a direct attack on the government policy. 

4) Teacher asked students to ………………... their…………..( )

5) He …………………………………………………… after the accident. 

6) If they………… , they’ll have to face the legal consequences. 

7) He was found guilty of ……………………..............

8) Winter is setting and the population is facing ………………..

9) He shouted at the little girl, but his ………….. when he saw her crying. 

10) A meeting of …………………………….. will be held in London. 

11) People were dropping like flies in the …………………………

12)  She was born ……………………………………..………

13) Exile was for him a …………………………………………

14) She talked for a ……………………………………..……………..

15) His wife was saved by a quarter-inch-thick ………………………..

Session 4

1) We must learn to ……………………………………… )
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2) He only wears …………………………………………….

3) He achieved his ………………………………………………….

4) She took the money from her mother’s purse, ………………

5) We bought a hundred-piece …………………………….

6) I’ ll see you there after I stop at the ………………………………

7) Where is the ……………………………………. in your city?

8) Why doesn’t she ………………………………………… ?

9) A middle-aged woman ……………………………….

10) I’ ve told him ………………………………………

11) It lodged in my mind as a ……………………………………….

12) Traffic congestion is really bad at ………………………………

13) He ……………………………. And apologized. 

14) This week, the company mailed out its ………………………..

15) You shouldn’t’ t exercise on a …………………………………

Session 5

1) Married life has …………………………………………….

2) I agree with you ………………………………………………

3) How many ………………………………… are on your street?

4) Is there a history of heart disease in your ………………… ?

5) Steve and Lind want to ……………………………………………

6) ………………………………………………. are tall. 

7) 20% of the population now live below …………………

8) I’ m trying to keep off ………………………………………….   

9) Sorry, I ……………………………………… your birthday. 

10) Will the nurse …………………………………. ?   

11) I am going to save some money to buy a …………………….

12) Confidence is …………………………

13) Please …………………………… . )

14) Dieters often suffer from violent …………………………..
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15) He is my ………………………….

Session 6

1) Fasten your …………………………………….. , please. 

2) I woke up with a b…………………………………   yesterday. 

3) He has to go to a …………………………….. for treatment. 

4) They stayed at ……………………………………………

5) She …………………………………… of pain. 

6) I bought this coat for ……………………………………..

7) ………………………. is causing problems for coastal fishermen. 

8) I want to apply for a ………………………………………

9) They exchanged …………………………………………..

10) The methods are ………………………………………

11) He committed the …………….. of criticizing his classmates.  

12) What is your ………………t…….…… ?

13) I will ask my …………………………………. To deal with this. 

14) The prime minister has an ability to …………… )

15) The country now faces an ………………………………………

Session 7

1) The public scandal was a ………………………… against him. 

2) She walked straight into …………………….. after leaving university. 

3) Stealing is ……………………………….

4) The report is ………………………………..

5) I bought a n …………………………….. for my father’ s birthday. 

6) I bought some ……………………….

7) Could I have ……………………….. ?

8) He had great …………………… around his middle. 

9) It is a g……….......... to assume that your children will agree with you. 
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10) The hospital appealed for more people to ……………………………

11) Climbing so high made me ……………………………..

12) The government must take action to fight this…………………

13) I’d ………………………….. if I lived here. 

14) He had survived a ………………………………

15) The demonstrators were demanding …………………………..

Session 8

1) Where can you shop for …………………………………….. ?

2) What are some common ………………………………….. ?

3) What do …………………………………….. wear to work?

4) I have to ……………………………………………… Can you help. 

5) Are you having ……………………………………

6) Which ………………………………………….. worries you the most?

7) What is the best way to stop a …………………………………………….. ?

8) Boys are the ………………………………… of corporal punishment. 

9) Where can I find ……………………………………….. ?

10) If we …………………………………… in this, others may follow. 

11) I am r…………………………………………. Jane can’t come with us. 

12) The meal was …………………………………………………..

13) She was treated as a/n …………………………………………………

14) There were ……………………………………….. as he stood up. 

15) They have passed laws aimed at preventing ……………………………

Session 9

1) My boss had refused to ………………………………………

2) Volunteers were ………………………………. to pack the food in boxes. 

3) Her dream of being a film star ……………………………………….

4) If you’re still not satisfied, you may be able to ……………………..
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5) You can’t use words like that in …………………………………..

6) There was nowhere we could …………………………….. from the storm. 

7) …………………………………… , you'll feel better. 

8) If they stayed in the war zone they would face …………………………..

9) Her speech was laced with w…………………………………

10) This research leads to artificial prolongation of …………………………..

11) Dr. Johnson is on ………………………………………

12) This town is a …………………… of combining old architecture with new. 

13) The ………………………………… has remained at 5.2%. 

14) They chose to pass over her ………………………………………….

15) Please type or write in ……………………………………….

Session 10

1) Don’t…………………………….. by eating this cake now. 

2) You can telephone to………………………………..

3) They were both……………………………… in their rooms. 

4) Scientists claim …………………….. are more clever. 

5) It’s too far to drive…………………………………... in one day. 

6) The appearance of the ghost left him o…………..……………

7) You should always ………………………… away from you. 

8) ………………………………………. Will be held at 7 p m on Saturday. 

9) I can’t be expected to ……………………………

10) Come round after work and we’ll …………………………………

11) Don’t blindly trust in the good faith of any ………………………….

12) The soldiers were picking off ……………………………………

13) This is one of the firms that make ……………….. about their products. 

14) He needed emergency surgery to remove the ……………… from his brain. 

15) A cup of …………………………… sobers him up.  
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Appendix D

Production Post Test of Collocations

Post-test  1       Production test of collocations                               

Name………………………………….

Write the correct collocations. 

1) She is going to …………………………………………………………. For her son to see the doctor. 

2) Children were …………………………………………………….……  in their beds. 

3) It has been proved that ………………………………………..….. are

healthier than other babies. 

4) Motorist can be fined on the spot for exceeding …………………………………..…………

5) John had a bad accident and now he is suffering  …………………..

6) The dog was more than …………………………

7) I slept for eight ……………………………………..

8) The charge in the present case is one of ………...............

9) A meeting of the ……………………….. will be held in the U. S. 

10) Sometimes, you can see police officers in……………………………

11) They have agreed to ……………………………………….

12) Yesterday, Sandra and I went to shopping. She bought some…..…

13) The book is based on writer’s own …………………………….

14) You shouldn’t exercise on a ……………………………………………..

15) She is trying to cut down on ………………………………..

16) They got married last year and plan to ………………………… soon. 

17) By law you are obliged to wear ……………………………………..

18) She gave me a …………………………………………..

19) What …………………………….. are you?

20) Scientists believe those who …………….. are healthier than others. 

21) You told me ………………………………………………….

22) They had survived a ………………….………………….

23) Do you know how I can stop a …………………………………………
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24) Boys are the ………………………………………………… of war. 

25) Earthquakes, floods and other ………………. always worry people. 

26) They returned from their adventure ……………………………

27) He has the …………………………………………. in the movie. 

28) Jenny is very talkative but her sister is a ……………………………..

29) Exercise could prolong …………………………. by two to three years. 

30) I ignored their …………………………………………
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Appendix E

Recognition Post Test of Collocations

Post –test 2                    Comprehension test of collocations              

Name…………………………………………………………

Circle and write the correct collocations. 

1) She hit her head on a rock and ……………………………………….
a) took consciousness                     b) lost consciousness        
c) find consciousness                       d) found consciousness

2) She remained ………………………………………. Until she died. 
a) deaf and dumb                              b) not hearing                 
c) not speaking                                     d) unheard and unspoken

3) Please …………………yourself ……………… while I get some coffee. 
a) take comfortable                         b) get comfortable             
c) have comfortable                        d) make comfortable

4) I had a …………………………………. Yesterday. 
a) Big head                      b) bad head                    c) broken head                d) bad ache

5) She has a ………………………………………. Of winning. 
a) Fifty-fifty percent      b) fifty percent        c) fifty-fifty chance           d) fifty-chance

6) I will go to Tom’s …………………………….. after school. 
a) Copy station                b) copying station               c) copy center             d) copying

7) I’ve been there ……………………………………….. 
a) Dozens of times         b) doze  of time                      c) dozens                     d) times

8) I bought a seventy- piece …………………………………..
a) Eating service            b) food service                    c) dinner service            d) food set

9) We’ve only told the ………………………………………
a) Close family              b) immediate family          c) near family           d) good family

10) Will the doctor ……………………… my …………………… ?
a) Test eyes                 b) look eyes                   c) take eyes                  d) examine eyes
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11) Some families are living below the ………………………………………..
a) Poverty line                b) poor line                        c) poverty spot              d) poor spot

12) He committed the …………………………… of criticizing his teammates. 
a) Big mistake                 b) big error                 c) cardinal error             d) cardinal sin

13) She spent two weeks in …………………………………………..
a) State hospital        b) personal hospital          c) private hospital      d) public hospital

14) The injured man …………………………………………….. all night. 
a) Said a moan                 b) gave a moan                     c) told a moan               d) shout

15) She got a ………………………………… when she was only twenty. 
a) Bad ill               b) deadly illness           c) deadly disease             d)  death disease

16) Before going on diet, she had great ………………….. around his stomach. 
a) Oil layers                b) fatty layers                  c) rolls of oil                d) rolls of fat

17) I am looking for a …………………………….. because I need money. 
a) High-paid work         b) good paying job        c) well-paid job        d) well-paid work

18) I think I have ………………………………………………….
a) Seeing problem                              b) seeing difficulty                
c) vision problem                                    d) vision difficulty

19) We should buy some ……………………………………………..
a) Building supplies                     b) building things            
c) build   supplies                        d) build things  

20) Sneezing and coughing are some common ………………………
a) Cold sign                               b) cold symptoms                
  c)  cold show                               d) cold presents

21) If you stay out in the rain, you’ll ……………………………………….
a) Take a cold             b) find a cold                   c) catch a cold            d) receive a cold

22) He was wounded in the ………………………………………………
a) Internal fights           b) internal wars            c) civil wars                    d) civil fights
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23) A knee injury forced him into …………………………………
a) Early retirement                        b) soon retirement           
c) retirement of soon                    d) retirement of early

24) David …………………….. his warmest …………… to your parents. 
a) Gives hello              b) gives Hi                 c) sends regards                d) sends hello

25) Students were ………………………………………….   To go to camp. 
a) Ready and waiting                   b) ready and ready         
c) waiting and waiting                     d) ready and present

26) One day her dream will …………………………………….
a) Be true dream            b)have  reality           c) get a true                d) become a reality

27) ………………………………………….. , you’ll feel calm. 
a) Give a cry             b) do a cry                 c) have a cry                   d) do a tear

28) He will ………………………………………… for his accident. 
a) Ask money                                    b) claim compensation          
c) want money                                      d) want compensation

29) Please type this letter in ……………………………………………
a) One line space            b) double spacing            c) two spacing             d) double line

30) Don’t eat too many nuts, you’ll ……………. Your ……………. . 
a) Blind eating               b) blind appetite           c) spoil appetite             d) spoil eating
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