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Abstract 

This study examined the differential effects of input-flooding and input-enhancement 

instructions on learners' receptive and productive knowledge of lexical and grammatical 

collocations in both short and long term. It also elicited L2 learners' attitude toward 

learning collocations. To this purpose, 60 volunteer Iranian intermediate learners of 

English were randomly divided into two experimental groups and a control group. Each 

group was composed of 20 participants. During a 5-session treatment, the first 

experimental group went through input flooding instruction on both lexical and 

grammatical collocations, the other experimental group received input enhancement 

instruction on two types of collocations, and the control group did not receive any 

instruction on collocations. The  results  of  the  study,  which  were  collected  through a 

pre-test, immediate post-test , and delayed post-test, revealed that the experimental groups 

outperformed the control group in receptive and productive tests both on the immediate 

and delayed posttests. Results of the receptive performance indicated that the input 

flooding group outperformed the input enhancement group on the immediate posttest but 

not on the delayed posttest. Results of productive performance revealed that there was no 

significant difference between the experimental groups either on the immediate or delayed 

posttests. The results of the questionnaire indicated that all learners had positive attitudes 

toward the effect of both input enhancement and input flooding on learning L2 

collocations.                                         

 

Key words: Grammatical collocation, input enhancement, input flooding, lexical 

collocations 
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CAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Preliminary Remarks                                                      

Collocations are "a regular co-occurrence of words within a given span 

demonstrating a statistical strength of concurrence" (Web, Newton, & Chang, 2013, p. 92). 

MacCarthy (1990) argued that collocations are a marriage contract between words. This 

means that the environment in which the words occur is very important. To use a word 

correctly, knowing just its meaning is not enough; we need to pay attention to the 

immediate context within which the words are used. As a result, the aim of acquiring 

collocations is to use words in appropriate and actual order. Collocations (e.g., take advice, 

laugh at, strong wind) consist of a node (e.g., advice, laugh, wind) that carries meaning 

and a collocate that comes on the right or left of the node (e.g., take, at, strong). Nodes and 

collocates can have different degrees of strength, e.g. nice house is a week collocation 

because both nice and house can occur with lots of other words. On the other hand, the 

Opera House is a strong collocation because it is very typical for opera to combine 

with house. 

Shin and Nation (2008) argued that collocational knowledge can increase learner's 

proficiency in speaking and writing skills. Some researchers (e.g., Hsu & Chiu, 2008; Line, 

2002) stated that collocational knowledge improves writing and reading skills of L2 

learners. Other researchers (Laufer & Waldman, 2011) believed that the lack of 

collocational knowledge can reduce language proficiency. It is obvious that there is a 

correlation between language proficiency and knowledge of collocations. Farrokh (2012) 

stated that second language learners need to know that the ability to produce collocations 

as unanalyzed chunks is important to achieve native-like fluency. Furthermore, Fan (2009)
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 claimed that collocational knowledge has a great impact on L2 learners' 

proficiency and makes their writing and speech more clear. In spite of the importance of 

collocations in achieving native like proficiency, previous studies (e.g., Altenberg & 

Granger, 2001; Howarth, 1998; Laufer & Waldman, 2011) have concluded that even 

advanced learners have difficulty in using collocations properly. Benson (1985) stated that 

collocations are unpredictable. As a result, this feature makes it difficult for EFL learners 

to cope with them. Therefore, the significant role that collocations play in L2 proficiency 

on the one hand, and the problems that L2 learners encounter to learn collocations on the 

other hand, proved that collocations should be taken into more consideration.  

Collocations play a central role in receptive and productive performance of L2 

learners (e.g., Alsakran, 2011; Farghani & Obiedat, 1995; Farrokh, 2012; Goudarzi & 

Moini, 2012; Hsu, 2007; Jukneviviene, 2008; Nesselhauf, 2003; Owie, 1992; Wray, 2002). 

Some researchers (e.g., Gyllstad, 2007; Keshavarz & Salimi 2007; Kiaee, Moghadam, & 

Hosseini, 2013) have investigated L2 learners' receptive performance of collocations, some  

(e.g., Bonk, 2000; Ebrahimi Bazzaz & Abd Samad, 2011; Eyckmans, Boers & 

Demecheleer, 2004; Gitsaki, 1999;  Karami, 2013; Laufer & Waldman, 2011; Nesselhauf, 

2003) have measured the productive performance of L2 learners, and others (e.g., 

Jafarpour, Hashemian, & Alipour, 2013; Rezaee, Marefat & Saeedakhtar, 2015) have 

examined both receptive and productive performance of learners. All of these studies 

concluded that learners have problems both in receptive and productive performance of 

collocations. All of these studies have concluded that learners have both problems in 

receptive and productive performance of collocations.                                                                                                                                                        

The need for shifting the focus from single words to collocations has long been 

identified by various researchers (e.g., Henriksen, 2013; Keshavarz & Salimi, 2007; Laufer 

& Waldman, 2011; Schmitt, 2010; Sinclair, 1991; Wray, 2002), and different ways of 
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teaching collocations to L2 learners have been investigated in various studies. Channel 

(1981) was one of the first researchers who mentioned that it is necessary to expose L2 

learners to various types of collocations. Learners can be exposed to collocations through 

different ways. One of them is corpora and concordances. O'Keel, McCarthy, and Carter 

(2007) defined concordancing as a  computer program to use corpus software for finding  

many examples of a key word or phrase. Fox (1998) stated that words which are found in 

British National Corpus (BNC) could be a rich source for the most spoken collocations. 

Some researchers (e.g., Kosha & Jajarpour, 2006) concluded that concordances are a  good 

method of analyzing language. By the use of this strategy, EFL learners could identify 

collocations in different context.  

Collocation dictionaries are another source of data that help EFL learners explore 

collocations independently (Fox, 1998). Some studies have taught collocations explicitly 

through FonF or consciousness raising techniques (e.g., Ghonsoli, Pishghadam, & 

Mahjoobi, 2008; Nesselhauf, 2003; Radwan, 2005; Seesink, 2007; Stoitchkov, 2008; 

Takaki, 2003; Waring, 2003; Willis, 2003; Willis, 1996; Ying, 2004), and some others 

have taught them implicitly through input flooding and input enhancement techniques 

(e.g., Beltran, 2004; Dastjerdi, 2011, Ellis, 1997; Laufer, 2006; Lee, 2007; Nation, 2001; 

Naggy, 2002; Nemati & Motallebzadeh, 2013; Öztina, 2009, Rikhtegar & Gholami, 2015; 

Williams & Evan, 1998). Ellis (2001) stated that explicit instruction speeds up the learning 

process and is more effective than implicit instruction. In contrast, Hulstijn (2001) argued 

that “a large number of collocations cannot be learnt solely by means of explicit 

instruction; rather, most collocations are learned in an incremental way through repeated 

encounters during extensive reading” (p. 271). Therefore, implicit interventions such as 

input enhancement and input flooding can play a crucial role in learning collocations. 
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 Input enhancement is defined as “pedagogical techniques designed to draw L2 

learners’ attention to formal features in the L2 input” (Kim, 2006, p. 345). The aim of input 

enhancement is to draw learners’ attention to linguistic forms via formatting techniques 

such as font enlargement, bolding, italizing, color-coding, etc. Previous studies (e.g., 

Goudarzi & Moini, 2012; Leow, 2001; Peters, 2012; Sharwood-Smith, 1993) have applied 

input enhancement to teach collocations to L2 learners. The results of these studies showed 

the desirability of input enhancement for language learning. Input flooding is another 

implicit method of teaching in which the learners are amply exposed to the texts that 

include the targets items. Some scholars (e.g., Chen & Truscott, 2010; Ellis, 2002; Hedge, 

2000; Krashen, 1985; Pigada & Schmitt 2006;  Sokmen, 1997;  Thornberry,  2002;  Trahey  

&  White,  1993; VanPatten, Rott &, Williams, 2004) emphasized the desirability of input 

flooding and its effectiveness for language learning. Research on individual words showed 

that L2 learners need to face unfamiliar items several times before any learning happens 

(e.g., Chen & Truscott 2010; Pigada & Schmitt 2006; Webb 2007). Some studies (e.g., 

Asadi Amirabadi, Biria & Sedaghat, 2014; Carter & Szudarski, 2014; Mahvelati & 

Mukundan, 2012; Sloleimani, 2012) have indicated the positive influence of input 

enhancement and input flooding on learning L2 collocations.  

The existing literature (e.g., Beltran, 2004; Ellis, 1997; Laufer, 2006; Nation, 2001; 

Naggy, 2002; Öztina, 2009) has addressed the positive effect of both input enhancement 

and input flooding on learning collocations, but few of them have compared the impact of 

input enhancement and input flooding on intermediate learners' receptive and productive 

performance of verb-noun and verb-proposition collocations. This research aims to 

compare the effect of input enhancement and input flooding on recognizing and producing 

collocations of Iranian intermediate learners of English. It also aims at reassessing the 

effectiveness of implicit instructions, which have been proved to be an effective method of 



The Effect of Input Flooding and Input Enhancement on Learning L2 Collocations 
6 

 
 

 

teaching collocations (e.g., Celce-Murcia, 2001; Ellis, 1997; Gass, 1999; Herman & Nagy, 

1987), on teaching L2 collocations.                                                                                                              

1.2. Statement of the Problem                      

Collocations are a vital element of communicative competence. Researchers (e.g., 

Cowie, 1981; Lewis, 1997) put high value and significance on the role of collocations in 

improving second language word combinations and communicative proficiency. Benson 

(1985) believed that collocations are unpredictable and arbitrary and this makes them 

confusing for nonnative learners. Carter and McCarthy (1988) stated that English 

comprehension and English production will improve if the student's knowledge of 

collocations increases. They claimed that “collocations teach students expectations about 

which sorts of language can follow from what has preceded. Students will not have to go 

about reconstructing the  language each time they want to say something but instead can 

use these collocations as pre-packaged building blocks" (Carter & McCarthy, 1988, p. 75).  

Nattinger and DeCarrio (1992) argued that collocations are the center of language 

acquisition and increase speaking, listening, reading, and writing proficiency of L2 

learners.                                            

Previous  studies  have  concluded  that L2  learners  in  all  proficiency  levels  

experience  difficulty  in  using  collocations  (e.g., Altenberg & Granger,  2001 Howarth, 

1998;  Laufer & Waldman, 2011). Learners  use  fewer  collocations  than  native  speakers  

and  tend  to  make collocational errors due to the crosslinguistic phraseological differences 

(Nesselhauf, 2003). As a result, an important role that collocations play in the proficiency 

of language learning on the one hand and the difficulties that L2 leaners encounter while 

learning different types of collocations on the other hand, highlight the important role of 

collocations  in the first stages of L2 leaning. Therefore, teaching these ready-made chunks 

of the language to EFL learners is vital to improve their performance.  
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Although previous studies have emphasized the effective role of implicit 

instructions in learning L2 collocations, there are few studies that compare the role of input 

flooding and input enhancement instructions in receptive and productive learning of the 

most problematic types of collocations (i.e., verb-noun and verb-proposition) in both short 

and long term retention. Furthermore, previous studies (e.g., Chen, 2008; Le, 2010; Sadegi 

& Sahragard , 2013; Shokouhi & Mirsaari, 2010) have showed  contradictory results for 

the role of implicit instructions in learning lexical and grammatical collocations. So, this 

study investigates the effect of input flooding and input enhancement instructions on 

recognizing and producing lexical (i.e., verb-noun) and grammatical (i.e., verb-preposition) 

collocations. Furthermore, previous studies have failed to elicit learners' attitudes towards 

learning collocations through input enhancement and input flooding techniques. The 

present study intends to explore which instruction is more welcome by Iranian intermediate 

learners.   

                                                                    1.3. The Purpose of the Study 

This  study aims at exploring the  differential  influence  of  implicit ways  of 

teaching lexical  and  grammatical  collocations  (i.e.,  input  enhancement  and  input 

flooding) on Iranian intermediate learner's receptive and productive L2 collocations. The 

purpose is to examine the extent to which learners are going to learn the target collocations 

through input flooding and input enhancement techniques. It also examines the role of 

implicit instruction in recognizing and producing lexical and grammatical collocations. 

Furthermore, it intends to elicit learner's attitudes towards using those different implicit 

instruction techniques to learn L2 collocations.                  

1.4. Significant of the study    

           Collocations include about 70% of utterances in language (Hill, 2000). This study 

intends to emphasize that learning collocations plays an important role in improving 
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language proficiency of L2 learners. The findings of this study encourage teachers to pay 

more attention to the importance of collocations in improving language proficiency of L2 

learners and choose the effective methods for teaching lexical and grammatical 

collocations such as implicit methods of instruction (i.e., input flooding and input 

enhancement) to assist their students. It also helps teachers apply an effective way in order 

to help L2 learners in noticing the information that might otherwise be ignored. The results 

of this study are also useful for foreign language learners to notice the gap between their 

production and that of the target language. In this study, L2 learners encounter their 

problems in learning L2 grammatical and lexical collocations and try to notice collocations 

that they receive in the input more so that they make less collocational error. It also guides 

them to identify these combinations in reading passages, and practice combining words so 

that they would eventually develop the ability to transfer this knowledge to their writing.  

Furthermore, it assists syllabus designers and material developers in taking collocations 

into consideration and integrating them into the language syllabus and textbooks in an 

effective way.                             

1.5. Research Questions  

            For the present study the following research questions are formulated:      

1. Is there any difference between input enhancement and input flooding on Iranian                    

intermediate learners' production of lexical and grammatical collocations?  

2. Is there any difference between input enhancement and input flooding on Iranian 

intermediate learners' recognition of lexical and grammatical collocations? 

3. What are the attitudes of Iranian intermediate EFL learners towards using input 

enhancement and input flooding to learn collocations?                                                      

1.6. Research Hypotheses 

           The following null hypotheses are formulated for the present study.  
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1. There is no difference between input enhancement and input flooding on Iranian 

intermediate learners' production of lexical and grammatical collocations. 

2. There is no difference between input enhancement and input flooding on Iranian 

intermediate learners' recognition lexical and grammatical collocations. 

1.7. Definition of Keywords    

Collocations 

Nation (2001) stated that collocations are "closely structured groups whose parts 

frequently or uniquely occur together. We would also expect collocations to contain some 

elements of grammatical or lexical unpredictability or inflexibility" (p. 324). For example, 

the adjective fast collocates with a car, but not with a glance. 

Grammatical Collocations 

           Grammatical collocations are combinations of content and functions words. Benson,  

Benson, and Ilson (1986) claimed that they consist of a noun, an adjective, or a verb plus a 

preposition or grammatical structure like an infinitive or a clause.                                       

Examples of grammatical collocations according Benson et al. (1986) are:    

Verb-preposition: (e.g., go for) 

Adjective-preposition: (e.g., curious about)  

Preposition-noun: (e.g., in advance)  

Noun-preposition: (e.g., apathy toward) 

Noun-infinitive: (e.g., fool to) 

Noun-that clause: (e.g., oath that)   

Adjective-infinitive: (e.g., ready to go) 

Adjective-that clause: (e.g., afraid that)   
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Lexical Collocations 

Lexical collocations are the go-togetherness of two content words, including   

different possible combinations of verbs, adjectives, nouns, and adverbs.                                                      

Examples of lexical collocations that Benson et al. (1986) provided are:                                    

Verb-noun: (e.g., draw a conclusion)  

Adjective- noun: (e.g., a rough estimate)  

Noun-verb: (e.g., bombs explode)     

Adverb-adjective: (e.g., deeply religious) 

Adjective-Adverb: (e.g., sound asleep)   

Verb-adverb: (e.g., (to) apologize humbly) 

Noun-noun: (e.g., a piece of advice)  

Input Flooding  

Schmitt (2002) claimed that input flooding is increasing the number of times that 

learners encounter a word or structure in a particular text. Wong (2005) stated that input 

flooding can be either written or oral.  In the oral way there is frequent repetition of the 

target linguistic form in natural speech, and in the textual mode, target linguistic form is 

frequently used in the text.  

Input Enhancement 

Shawood Smith (1993) defined input enhancement as "the process by which 

language input becomes salient to learners" (p. 118). Learners can pay more attention to 

linguistic form through textual enhancement such as underlining, different fonts, 

different colors, etc. (Sharwood Smith, 1993; Simard, 2002). 

1.8. Limitations and Delimitations                                                  

          This study is not free from deficiencies. The first limitation of this study is that there 

were 20 participants in each group that is a small sample size. Secondly, the treatment 
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lasted for five sessions. The first delimitation is that the participants were intermediate 

learners and other levels of proficiency were ignored. Another delimitation of the current 

study is limiting the frequency of nodes to levels three and four. Choosing collocations 

with other levels of frequency may lead to different results. Another delimitation of this 

study is that only verb-noun and verb-proposition collocations were chosen.                                                        

The next chapter explains in detail the definition, origin, and development of 

collocations. It also explains in detail the definition, origin, and beneficiency of the input 

flooding and input enhancement as implicit instructions to teach collocations. Some 

empirical studies around the concept of input flooding and input enhancement are 

introduced in detail, too. 
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CHAPTER TWO  

LITREATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1. Introduction 

            This chapter includes some theoretical background information about the 

dependent variable, i.e., lexical and grammatical collocations, as well as the independent 

variables, i.e., input enhancement and input flooding. Then, some related experimental 

studies that have been done on the influence of input enhancement and input flooding on 

learning grammatical and lexical collocations are elaborated.                                                                                         

                                                                                                              2.2. Collocations  

            Martynska (2004) stated that the term "collocation" has its origin in Latin verb 

"collocate" that means "to set in order". Collocations have been defined in various ways. 

Firth (1957) was the first person who introduced the term "collocation". Firth who is 

considered as the father of collocations developed the lexical approach and defined 

collocations as "You shall judge a word by the company it keeps" (Firth, 1957, p. 183). He 

also mentioned that ''Collocations of a given word are statements of the habitual or 

customary places of that word'' (Firth. 1957, p. 181).                                                                                    

          Lewis (1993) claimed that it is vital to learn formulaic expressions and chunks to 

achieve native-like competence. Holiday (1966) stated that collocations are examples of 

word combinations. He stressed the crucial role of collocations in the study of lexis 

because he believed that collocations cut across grammar boundaries. Halliday and Hasan 

(1976) referred to collocations as "cohesive effect of pairs of words, such as flame . . . 
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candles, king . . . crown, and hair ……. comb" (p. 7). According to Yorio (1980), 

collocations are conventionalized language forms.  Alexander (1984) considered them as 

fixed expressions. In 1986, Cruse claimed that collocations are a "sequence of lexical items 

which habitually co-occur" (p. 40). Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992) considered 

collocations as "strings of specific lexical items, such as rancid butter and curry favor that 

co-occur with a mutual expectancy greater than chance" (p. 36).                                                                                                          

            Another researcher (Benson el al., 1997) stated that collocations are specified, 

identifiable, and non-idiomatic constructions. Lewis (1993, 1997, 7000) has pointed that 

collocations are lexical items that occur naturally with deliberate frequency. Furthermore, 

Nation (2001) considered collocations as ''closely structured groups whose parts frequently 

or uniquely occur together. We would also expect collocations to contain some element of 

grammatical or lexical unpredictability or inflexibility" (p. 324). According to Oxford 

Collocations Dictionary (2002), collocations are a means of combining words. 

Collocations are certain words that a mutual attraction draws them together (Widdowson, 

2007). Based on linguistic view, collocations are defined as “the way in which some words 

are often used together, or a particular combination of words used in this way” (Longman, 

2003).                     

 2.2.1. Collocations and Other Combinations of Words 

              Even though idioms, collocations, and other kinds of word combinations are very 

similar to each other, it is important to draw a distinction between them (Bahns, 1993; Wu, 

1996). Collocations differ from compound words and idioms. Compound words are units 

of meaning that include two or more words. The meaning of the compound words can be 

guessed by knowing the individual words. Some examples of the compound words are 

open- minded, post office, bookstore, etc.  
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             Idioms are groups of words in a fixed order that their meaning cannot be guessed 

by knowing the meaning of the individual words. For instance, ''pass the buck'' has nothing 

to do with pass and the buck. Idioms are not semantically literal. In different languages, 

one idiom might have different concepts. In other words, on the basis of different discourse 

in texts and interactions, idioms might have different functions. Many idioms are specific 

to the culture because when they are translated into other languages, they lose their 

meaning (Universal Dictionary of the English Language, 1958). Baker (1992) defined 

idioms as fixed expressions without any variation in form. In contrast, Shei and Pain 

(2000) mentioned that collocations are the co-occurrence of some words whose meanings 

can be extracted from the parts. Nattinger and DeCarrio (1992) claimed that collocations 

consist of a "node" and "collocate". Node is a head word which carries meaning (e.g., 

medicine, exam) and collocate comes on each side of node (e.g., take, give).   

 

2.2.2. The Classification of Collocations   

          To classify collocations, Benson and Ilson (1986), Lewis (2001), and Ellis (2006)   

arranged English collocations into two main classes, lexical collocations and grammatical 

collocations. Grammatical collocations are the co-occurrence of content and function 

words. Grammatical collocations are composed of a verb, a noun, or an adjective and a 

preposition or a grammatical structure. There are eight basic types of grammatical 

collocations such as noun-preposition (e.g., blockade against), noun-to infinitive (e.g., a 

fool to do), noun-that clause (e.g., an agreement that), preposition-noun (e.g., by accident), 

adjective-preposition (e.g., found of), adjective-to infinitive (e.g., necessary to work), and 

adjective-that clause (e.g., afraid that) collocations. Lexical collocations contain two 

content words. They consist of nouns, adjectives, verbs, and adverbs. There are seven types 

of them: verb-noun (e.g., launch a missile), verb-adverb (e.g., argue heatedly), adjective-
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noun (e.g., strong tea), adverb-adjective (e.g., hopelessly addicted), adjective-adverb (e.g., 

sound asleep), and noun-noun (e.g., a pack of lies) collocations. Depending on the degree 

of occurrence, collocations are classified into three types:                                              

1- Open collocations: This kind of collocations keep company with a wide range of words 

like catch a cold, catch fire, catch a fish, and so on (Cartre, 1987).                                                    

2- Restricted collocations: Eleven (1986) stated that this kind of collocations tend to co-

occur with a small number of words. The verb 'commit', for instance, has few possible 

collocates such as commit a murder, commit a crime, commit suicide (1986).                                            

 3- Bound collocations: Cowie (1981) described bound collocation as "a bridge between 

restricted collocations and idioms; i.e., one of the elements is uniquely selective of the 

other" (p. 228), e.g., shrug shoulders, foot the bill. Levis (1997) divided collocations into 

strong, weak, frequent, and infrequent. Strong collocations are linked phrases that behave 

like single words. In other words, strong collocations are where the link between the two 

words is quite fixed and restricted. Weak collocations are where a word can collocate with 

many other words. They include two common words that often occur with other words. 

The distinction between weak and strong collocations is made on the basis of their 

restriction and fixedness.  However, based on their frequency of co-occurrence in a corpus, 

infrequent collocations are different from frequent collocations. Sinclair (1991) divided 

collocations into other categories: downward collocations and upward collocations. He 

categorized collocations into a node that carries meaning and a collocate which comes on 

each side of node. He mentioned that collocations with words that are less frequent than 

the node are downward collocation and collocations with words that are more frequent 

than the node are upward collocation.                   
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2.3. Learners’ Problems with Collocations                                                                            

           McCarthy (1990) stated that collocations are “an important organizing principle in 

the vocabulary of any language” (p. 12). Ellis (2001, cited in Nation, 2001) also put a great 

emphasis on the importance of collocational knowledge by considering it as the essence of 

language learning. Foreign language learners often fail to produce collocations in the 

proper order while speaking or writing and this shows how important the knowledge of 

collocations is (Carter & MacCarthy, 1988). The goal of this section is to elaborate 

problems that the EFL learners face in dealing with collocations. 

            Although collocations are considered as an important and crucial part in L2 

learning, most of the students face difficulties in learning them (e.g., Gitsaki & Taylor, 

1997). Gitsaki and Taylor (1997) stated that learning collocations can present both 

intralingual and interlingual challenges. Furthermore, word combinations that are 

semantically compatible do not always come up with correct combinations. For instance, 

''many thanks'' is an acceptable English collocation but "several thanks" is not. 

Furthermore, collocations can differ from one language to another, e.g., "snow is heavy" is 

correct both in English and Farsi, but "rain is heavy" is correct in English and "snow is 

hard or fast'' is correct in Farsi. A lot of collocational errors that learners commit are 

related to negative transfer from L1. There is also a tendency to use generic terms instead 

of specific ones, e.g., pipe water, instead of tap water (Gitsaki & Taylor, 1997). Cornelia 

(1999) claimed that it is the production rather than comprehension of collocations that 

causes the real problem.  

             Some researchers (e.g., Bahns & Eldaw, 1993; Channel, 1981; Ellis, 1985; Farghal 

& Obiedat, 1995) stated that transfer, overgeneralization, paraphrase, and “shortage of 

collocation knowledge” are the main reasons of collocation errors. Transfer relates to the 

use of L1 in L2. There are two types of transfer: positive one and negative one. Positive 
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transfer occurs when L1 structure is used in an L2 utterance and the result is correct. 

Negative transfer happens when L1 structure is used in an L2 utterance and the result is 

incorrect. Transfer is divided into “interlingual transfer” and “intralingual transfer”. 

Interlingual transfer is negative effect of L1 on L2. Intralingual transfer is the incorrect 

generalization of the rules within the target language (Brown, 1980). As to the interlingual 

problems, researchers (e.g., Bahns & Eldaw, 1993; Fan, 2009; Jafarpoor & koosha, 2006; 

Mahmoud, 2005; Nesselhauf, 2003; Sadeghi, 2009; Sadeghi & Panahifar, 2013) believed 

that L1 transfer is an important reason for collocation errors. For instance, one of the most 

common errors among Iranian L2 learners are “I am agree”. Iranian learners intend to use 

“Be” with “agree” in their L1 sentence structure (Hatami, 2015). Learners, even at 

advanced levels, might have a large command of vocabulary knowledge; however, they 

sometimes produce utterances that do not sound English. Some L2 learners consider that 

words such as job, work, career, employment, occupation can be used interchangeably. 

These words are not complete synonyms, although the general sense of these terms sounds 

similar (Martelli, 1998). A sub-type of  intralingual  transfer is overgeneralization that is 

the use of other  structures  in  the  target  language to create  a  deviant  construction 

(Richards, 1971). For example, on the basis of '' She drives'', they create '' she can drives''.  

             L2 learners commit both lexical (e.g., Bahns & Eldaw, 1993; Chen, 2002; 

Nesselhaulf, 2003; Siyanova & Shemitt, 2008; Tang, 2004) and grammatical (e.g., Abadi, 

2003; Hill, 1999) collocational errors. But lexical errors are more problematic because the 

choice of words is the most important factor that influences effective communication. 

"Lexical  errors  are  perceived  by native  speakers  as  more  serious  than  all  other  types  

of  error because  it  is  in  the  choice  of  words  that  effective communication is hindered 

most" (Tang, 2004, p. 39). Martynska (2004) stated that for using a noun in a proper 

context, a L2 learner must know which words co-occur with it. Researchers (e.g., Ceh, 
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2005; Chen, 2008; Shokouhi & Mirsalari, 2010; Sadighi & Sahragard, 2015) concluded 

that lexical collocations are more serious because finding them in dictionaries is time 

consuming. In contrast, some others (e.g., Benson et al., 1997; Dechart & Lennons, 1989; 

Rezaee et al., 2015) found that grammatical collocations are more demanding than lexical 

collocations. Rezaee et al. (2013) claimed that lexical collocations are less demanding 

because they carry the futures of +semantic and -redundancy, but grammatical ones are 

more challenging because they carry -semantic and + redundancy. McIntosh (1961) stated 

that both lexical and grammatical collocations carry equal importance. To sum up, such 

contradictory results showed that both grammatical and lexical collocations can be 

challenging for L2 learners. 

           Liu (1999) mentioned that some students just know the meaning of words but don’t 

know which word it would go with. So they make errors due to the lack of collocational 

concept. He also added that direct translation, ignorance of rule restrictions, and lack of 

knowledge of collocational properties are another factor that cause errors in producing 

unacceptable English collocations. Direct translation is when some students remember 

only the Chinese translation of the word. Consequently, learners use direct translation to 

produce collocations. Students' ignorance of collocational restriction causes producing 

unacceptable English collocations. For instance, some students don’t pay attention to 

grammar while producing collocations (e.g., few knowledge instead of little knowledge).  

Another type is when students know about words but they don’t have enough knowledge 

about potential collocational properties of the words they knew. For example, most of 

students produce the collocation a good girl, but there are few students that produce the 

collocation good knowledge.                                                                                                                                     

           After analyzing 14 types of lexical and grammatical collocational errors in EFL 

writings, Liu (1999a) came up with six sources of errors that include word coinage, 
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approximation, use of synonyms, overgeneralization, false concept hypothesized, 

ignorance of rule restrictions, and negative interlingual transfer. Word coinage is a type of 

paraphrase applied to make a new word in order to transfer the desired concept (e.g., "to 

see sun-up" instead of "to see the sunrise"). Approximation is another kind of paraphrase. 

It is the use of an incorrect vocabulary item or structure that shares semantic specifications 

(e.g., ''middle term'' instead of using ''midterm''). Negative interlingual transfer is caused by 

direct translation such as using ''listen to my advice'' instead of using ''take my advice'' that 

is not acceptable in English.                                                                                                                    

           Ignorance of rule restrictions occurs when EFL learners produce incorrect 

collocations due to ''analogy'' and ''failure to observe the restrictions of existing structures''. 

For instance, ''to make him embarrass'' is an incorrect analogy of the construction verb + 

object+ infinitive (e.g., to make him embarrassed). The Use of synonyms is when EFL 

learners use a straightforward application of the open choice principle (e.g., ''accept other 

people's opinion instead of ''Receive other people's opinion''). False concept hypothesis is a 

type of collocation errors caused by EFL learners' misconceptions about some verbs such 

as take, make, and do. They thought that these verbs could be replaced by another. For 

example, they use ''do plans'' instead of ''make plans''. According to the experience of the 

second language, EFL learners create one deviant structure in place of two regular 

structures. It refers to false concept hypothesized. For instance, instead of using ''am used 

to doing something'', they use '' am used to do something'' due to combining “am used to 

something” with ''used to taking''.                                                                                                                    

                                                       2.4. The Importance of Collocations                   

          Collocations have been considered as one of the main concerns in recent L2 

language research for its vital role in the development of learner competence. The 

importance of collocations has been considered by some researchers who believed in the 
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advantage of learning collocations, improving proficiency of communicative competence 

(e.g., Channell, 1981; Cowie, 1988; Lewis, 2000; Yorio, 1980), the improvement of L2 

vocabulary (e.g., Aghbar, 1990; Laufer, 1988), and achieving native-like competence in 

English (e.g., Fillmore, 1979; Howarth, 1998; Nation, 2001). Brown (1970) stated that 

improving students' knowledge of collocations causes improvement in oral proficiency, 

listening comprehension, and reading speed. Furthermore, she believed that enhancing 

collocational knowledge makes students pay more attention to  language  chunks  in  the  

speech  and  writing  of native speakers and then  use  these  word  combinations in their 

own speech. Nattinger (1980) argued that language production includes ''piercing together  

the  ready-made  units  appropriate  for  particular  situations  and  that  comprehension  

relies  on knowing which of these patterns to predict in these situations'' (p. 341). In 1988, 

he also found that collocations are vital in enhancing comprehension for word 

comprehension and help learners to guess what kind of lexical items could occur together. 

Another researcher (Laufer, 1988) found that one of the main factors that hinder L2 

vocabulary is ''rulelessness'' of collocations. She also stated that although L2 learners 

encounter difficulties in the use of word combinations,  collocations can cause vocabulary 

development. She also added that self-learning strategies such as guessing can improve 

while learning collocations. For example, learners can guess that the word intense can be 

used with either pressure, heat, light, or feeling. In 1990, Aghbar stated that learners' poor 

performance in the test of formulaic expressions is due to insufficient learning of language 

chunks than a lack of vocabulary knowledge. He also argued that ''although the 

construction of such chunks by and  large  follows  the  lexical  and  grammatical  rules  of 

 English,  we  recognize  them  as  formulaic  only  because  we  have  a previous memory 

of them'' (p. 5).                                                                                                                         

light on the role of input enhancement techniques in improving L2 collocations and  
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تحقیق حاضر بر بررسی تاثیرتقویت درون داد و بارش درون داد دریادگیری تولیدی  و دریافتی  هم ایهای وازگانی و 

این تحقیق  مدت و طوالنی مدت از سوی زبان آموزان سطح متوسط ایرانی پرداخته است.دستوری بر یادگیری کوتاه 

نفر از زبان آموزان  66بدین منظور ابتدا  همچنین نگرش زبان آموزان را نسبت به یادگیری هم ایها بررسی کرده است.

شرکت کننده  ۰6گروه شامل دو گروه آزمایشی و یک گروه کنترل تقسیم شدند. هر سطح متوسط به صورت تصادفی به

جلسه تدریس ، زبان اموزان گروه اول هم ایها را به صورت روش بارش درون داد دریافت کردند. زباناموزان  ۵بود. درطی 

هیچ روش تدریسی رادریافت نکرد. نتایج  گروه دوم هم اییها را به روش تقویت درون داد دریافت کردند. گروه کنترل

هم درپس  دریادگیری تولیدی ودریافتی کنترل گروه عملکرد بهتری نسبت به ه دو گروه آزمایشیک بدست امده نشان داد

دوگروه آزمایشی درپس ازمون  عملکرددر آزمون دریافتی  بین نشان دادند.  ازمون بالفاصل وهم درپس ازمون تاخیری

دار نبود.با این وجود تفاوت نمرات دو گروه  معنا بالفاصل تفاوت معناداری وجود داشت،اما این تفاوت درپس آزمون تاخیری

ازمایشی دریادگیری تولیدی هم اییهای وازگانی یا دستوری درپس ازمون بالفاصل وهم در پس ازمون تاخیری از لحاظ 

اماری تفاوت معناداری نداشت. نتایج پرسشنامه ها هم نشان داد که زبان اموزان نگرش مثبتی به هر دو روش تقویت 

 وشتاری و روش بارش درون داد داشتند.دادهای ن
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