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Abstrakt

Tato diplomovéa prace se zabyva anglickymi kolokadiejich testovanim u
ceskych studefitanglictiny. Vyznam kolokaci v jazyce a frazeologie jakwglistické
discipliny byl objeven teprve nedavno, a protoesmdtickacast nejprve zasgiuje na
ustalena slovni spojeni a frazeologii z obecnélealibka. Je zde stf¢ nastigna
historie a zakladni principy frazeologie a nastetifavni gistupy k této lingvistické
disciplirg, dalSic¢ast je potom zastena na ustalena slovni spojeni, zejména na jejich
kategorizaci a @lezité typologie. Hlavnim bodem prace jsou kolokeasme zarrenim
na hlavni pistupy ke kolokacim, na kritéria slouzici k jejiotiliSeni od ostatnich typ
ustalenych slovnich spojeni a z nich plynouci dedina klasifikace. Dale je také
strené shrnut dosavadni vyzkum kolokaci.

Analyticka ¢ast (zaloZzena na studii S. Granger) zkouma a p@epistsledky
testovani anglickych kolokacideskych studefitanglictiny. Hlavnim cilem tét@asti
je zjistit, zda (nebo do jaké miry) vysledky testotvrdi vysledky Granger a také
prozkoumat miru usggnostic¢eskych studeidtjak u (pasivniho) rozpoznavani, tak u

(aktivniho) uzivani anglickych kolokaci.

Abstract:

The present study focuses on English collocationts taeir testing in Czech
learners of English. Since the importance of caltmns and phraseology as a
linguistic discipline has not been recognised umdently, these concepts are at first
introduced from the general point of view, the rifin is given to the history of
phraseology and its underlying principles as wsllta the major approaches to it.
Second, phraseological units are described from pgbent of view of their
categorisation and of some influential typologidsthese units. The main focus of
interest is collocations, particularly major apmioes to them as well as criteria
commonly used to describe and delimit collocatitsom other types of prefabricated
units, and their definition and classification. Woeis research on collocations in
learner English is also outlined.

The analytical part (based on Granger's (1998)\gtathalyzes the results of
testing English collocations in Czech learners oflish. The main focus is on
whether these results confirm or deny the resultSranger’s study, as well as on the
learners’ knowledge of and ability to use collooa, particularly on their

(non)attaining the native “ideal.”
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Part | — Theoretical Background

1. Introduction

The present study focuses on English collocatimaistieir testing in Czech
learners of English. Even though the importancecollocations has not been
recognised until recently, collocations in geneegresent one of the most important
phenomena from the point of view of language amguage teaching. Recent studies
have demonstrated that collocations, as well asrqifefabricated units, are not only a
very common linguistic phenomenon in language @siog and use but also thhey
play an essential role in both these areas anddistkey are crucial from the point of
view of language production and understandiige aim of the study work is to
provide comprehensive and detailed description gliEh collocations as well as
various approaches to them, and to test Englistoaailons in Czech learners of
English. The testing will be based upon the studsefabricated Patterns in Advanced
EFL Writing: Collocations and Formulae” by Sylviatanger (1998) and the main
focus of the testing will be on whether the reswtscollocation testing in Czech
learners of English will confirm or deny the resutif Granger’s study (as well as
results emerging from other similar studies). ldiadn it is expected that the results
will reveal some specifics of Czech learners of IBhgconnected with their use and
knowledge of collocations.

In the theoretical part of this study, prefabricataits are introduced with
the focus on the factors that have led to the neitiog of the importance of
phraseological units and their moving from the jpleery to one of the most central
areas of linguistic interest, and on the approadbephraseology in general. The
attention is also given to the categories of woamnbinations and to influential
typologies delimiting different types of prefabitied units. Since the central point of
interest of the present study is collocation, majpproaches to this phenomenon are
presented together with criteria commonly useddscdbe and delimit collocations
from other types of prefabricated units. Furthemmothe previous research on
collocations in learner English is outlined.

The analytical part is based on the comparisonative and non-native

speakers’ use of collocations. In particular, thetadextracted from thdritish



National Corpusare compared and contrasted with the results oftests given to
non-native speakers of English. The attention i&m@ito the non-native speakers’
knowledge of collocations, i.e. their ability to opluce and use native-like
combinations, in order to find out to what extdrég tombinations suggested by Czech
learners of English correspond with or reflect vatcollocations, i.e. to what extent

Czech learners are able to attain the “ideal.”



2. Prefabricated units': From the periphery to the core

Generally speaking, the importance of collocaticas well as other
“prefabricated units” (see below) has not beengaised until recently, yet the role of
these units is crucial not only in language usealsd in language teaching. Ever since
the prefabricated nature of a language was recedrasd has become one of the most
central areas of linguistic interest, there hasnbee number of approaches to
collocations (and other prefabricated units) golramd in hand with a number of
definitions and classifications of collocations @wing to the approach selected. In
order to understand the importance of collocationfe language, a brief survey into
the history of prefabricated units as well as bdsiscription of the main approaches to

this phenomenon is necessary.

2.1. Prefabricated units and Phraseology

2.1.1. The rise of phraseology as a linguistic discipline

Phraseology is a linguistic discipline dealing withe study of word
combinations rather than single words (Granger &uMer, 2008: ixx), particularly
the study of “the structure, meaning, and use afdwammbinations” (Cowie, 1998:
26). The underlying principle of phraseology isttadanguage is not a system which
is based upon and built by a mere combining of gnatrcal rules and the lexis (in
which a speaker has a wide range of choices alaitathim), but rather a system in
which lexis and linguistic context, or more accahaico-text, are interconnected and
thus inseparable entities, cf. as Ellis (2008: dipts out, “words mean things in the
context of other words.” Thus, it can be stated thast of our language acquisition
is, or rather should be, based upon learning rsitgingle words, but rather words
and their contexts, or more particularly co-texts, word combinations or multi-
word expressions, for these play crucial role ital@shing or understanding the
meaning of words as well as their use. These wonthnations have been variously

1 Actually, there are various terms used to referword combinations (see Section 2.1.1.).
Nevertheless, fothe purpose of the present study, the term “prefated units” has been
chosen for it corresponds (in my opinion) most @&y with and reflects their nature.
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called “prefabricated units, prefabs, phraseoldgurats, phraseologisms, (lexical)
chunks, multi-word units, or formulaic sequenceggdeélhauf, 2005: 1). In general,
they consist of two or more words and they areitiaiky and / or semantically fixed
to a certain degree.” On the basis of numerousareBes made in this area, it has
indeed been revealed that “by far the largest pathe English speaker’s lexicon
consists of complex lexical items” and most of thesmplex lexical items are semi-
productive. In addition, corpus-based studies hagularly found that “most of
naturally occurring language...consists of recurngatterns, many of which are
phraseological” (ibid. 1).

Though the importance of phraseology has incresigguficantly, it was for
a long time considered tangential and unimportaomfthe point of view of
linguistics (at least in the Western traditions szholarship). Early signs of the
importance of prefabricated units came with coltmeg which “came to notice of a
number of English teachers in Japan around 1930¢k&r, 2008: xv). Twenty years
later, Firth, Fries, and Harris laid the foundasioof phraseology as a linguistic
discipline in English linguistic tradition (Elli008: 1). The building stone of what
was later to develop into phraseology was thezatdin of the inseparability of lexis
and linguistic context. Firth’s widely quoted clatimat “you shall know a word by a
company it keeps” (Firth, 1957: 11) was the basissfructuralist linguistics. It treats
language as “a self-contained relational structwkose elemental constructions
derive their forms and functions from their distriion in texts and discourse” (Ellis,
2008: 1, 3) and sees structural patterning ateakls of a language. Fries (1952)
made a distinction between lexical and structurehning, with “structural meaning
concerning the patterns relating a particular ayeament of form classes to particular
structural meanings” (Ellis, 2008: 1). On the bagfsthis distinction, language
acquisition is “the learning of an inventory of {ganhs as arrangements of words with
their associated structural meanings.” Harris (198®1) also considered form and
information (i.e. grammar and semantics) insepatabde developed a mathematical
theory called Operator Grammar focusing on how Uagg carries information,
proposing that each human language should be setnself-organizing system in
which both the syntactic and semantic propertiea wird are established purely in
relation to other words” (Ellis, 2008: 2).

However, in the 1960s, structuralism was replaced denerative

approaches. Chomsky (1965, 1981) refused conginispecific rules and

11



developed the so-called Principles-and-Paramefgysoach developing the general
grammatical rules and principles of Universal Graanr(ibid. 3). In other words,
grammar became “top-down and rule-governed, rattien bottom-up and
emergent” (ibid. 3). This approach condemned plolagg and all related concepts,
such as patterns, constructions, formulas etdhe@eriphery of a language as they
became “no longer interesting for such theoriesyotax” (ibid. 3).

Fortunately, the revival of phraseology startedirdurthe 1980s and the
1990s and it was closely connected with the risthiide new linguistic disciplines,
particularly Cognitive linguistics, Constructionagnmar, and corpus linguistics, all
of which — generally speaking — rejected the uryilggl idea of Generative
linguistics that syntactic categories and relatiane universal. In contrast, these
disciplines treated syntactic categories and neiati as both language- and
construction-specific and argue that constructiwaee in fact central to the grammar
(Ellis, 2008: 4).Cognitive linguistics is in general described as a set of related
approaches sharing several fundamental assumptaiher than a single theory
(Gries, 2008: 12). The idea underlying these appres is that a language (Ellis,
2008: 5):

draws on basic condition, on perception, attenétbocation, memory and

categorization and that it cannot be separated fioese as a distinct,
modularized, self-governed entity, that knowledge a language is

integrated with our general knowledge of the woddd that language use
and language function interact with language stmect

All this is closely connected with the fact thatrgdeology interconnects words,
grammar, semantics, and social usage. As Ellis§26) points out, phraseology
indeed “resonates with a wide range of researcasangthin Cognitive linguistics.”

Furthermore, it casts away the strict separatiotwdxen lexicon and grammar

suggested by generative approaches (Gries, 2008: 13
The essential unit in Cognitive linguistic is a called symbolic unit. A unit (in general) is
defined as (Langacker, 1987: 57):

a structure that a speaker has mastered quiteutolsg to the extent that he can employ
it in largely automatic fashion, without having flacus his attention specifically on its
individual parts for their agreement...he has nedrie reflect on how to put it together.

12



A symbolic unit is then “a pairing of a form andveaeaning / function, i.e. a conventionalized

association of phonological pole (i.e. a phonolabstructure) and a semantic / conceptual pole
(i.e. a semantic / conceptual structure)” (Gri€g¥)& 13). The most important aspect of symbolic
units lies in the fact that a speaker does not tayer more particularly does not, analyse the
internal structure of symbolic units (and thus mé#fpbricated units as well). Thus, the definition

of a symbolic unit is very similar to that of a falkericated unit — in fact, prefabricated units

actually represent one type of symbolic units is #pproach. All this contributes to the fact that

phraseology and cognitive linguistics are indeegbifty maximally compatible” (ibid. 14).

The degree of compatibility between phraseology &wahstruction
grammar is similar to that between phraseology and Cogaitimguistics since the
main differences between these two disciplines @hdaseology are largely
terminological (Gries, 2008: 14). In general, thasib notion of Construction
grammar is that “all grammatical phenomena canrimerstood as learned pairings
of forms (from morphemes, words, idioms, to palhtidéxically filled and fully
general phrasal patterns) and their associatedrgenoa discourse functions” (Ellis,
2008: 4). As Goldberg (2006: 18) points out, “tlegwork of constructions captures

our grammatical knowledge in toto, i.e. It's constions all the way down.”

As Gries (2008: 14) further explains, the centnait in Construction Grammar is a so-called
construction and it is in fact analogous to the Isgle units in the previous paragraph.
Goldberg’s definition of a construction is as felle “C is a construction iff; C is a form-
meaning pair <f S> such that some aspect gfdf some aspect of 8 not strictly predictable
from C’s component parts or from other previousddaélished constructions” (Goldberg, 1995:
4). In other words, the definition of a construntis analogous to that of a symbolic unit except
for a construction (according to Goldberg’s defon) requires non-compositionality (Goldberg
uses the term non-predictability) — which is noe tbase of symbolic units and thus of
prefabricated units as well in Cognitive linguisti¢Interestingly, in her recent wok, Goldberg
has changed her attitude and non-compositionadityol longer required. The frequency of an
expression is sufficient in order to gain the staifia construction (Gries 2008: 14). Langacker’s
approach to Cognitive grammar corresponds with éh&oldberg except for he does not regard
non-compositionality as a defining feature of astawction. Thus, it can be summarised that
symbolic units (and thus prefabricated units ad)vegld constructions are more or less identical
concepts, even though a construction was origirsigghtly more specific concept requiring one
non-predictable element (ibid. 14). Again, it ha=eb shown that there is a high degree of
compatibility between phraseology and Construcjosmmar as well as between phraseology
and Cognitive linguistics described in the previpasagraph.

Moreover, there is one crucially important aspéetred by both Cognitive
linguistics and Construction grammar making the patibility between these two
and phraseology even more prominent, i.e. the itapoe of actual frequencies of
occurrence in both theories. As Gries (2008: 15htgoout, Langacker’'s Cognitive

Grammar is explicitly usage based in two sensest, fierformance, i.e. exposure to
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and use of, symbolic units is assumed to shapbnipaistic system of both speakers
and hearers. Second, sufficient frequency of oetcee is a necessary condition for a
linguistic expression to gain the status of a unitaddition, Goldberg’s Construction
Grammar also considers sufficient frequency of oence a necessary condition for
a linguistic expression to gain the status of astoction (ibid. 15).

The third approach is probably most closely coreaktd phraseology for it
was probably the most influential or powerful tamntributing to the revival of
phraseologyCorpus linguistics and the rise of various corpora allowed analysis of
large collections of written as well as spoken laage. Results of various studies
based upon corpus investigations have challenget meisting linguistic theories.
Yet crucially, at least from the point of view ohnaseology, corpus linguistic
analyses have confirmed that natural language maiesiderable use of recurrent
words and constructions, thus the lexical contextmore particularly co-text, is
crucial to knowledge of word meaning and grammatuaia (Ellis, 2008: 4).

One of the central notions in corpus linguistica so-called pattern which can be defined as
all the words and structures which are regularBoamted with the word and contribute
to its meaning. A pattern can be identified if anbdnation of words occurs relatively
frequently, if it is dependent on a particular wattbice, and if there is a clear meaning
associated with it (Hunston & Francis, 2000: 37).

Again, there is a strong similarity and overlapvEsn a pattern and a prefabricated unit as well
as between a pattern and a symbolic unit and atrocmtisn respectively. This fact further
contributes and supports the notion of phraseolagyone of the “key concepts in both
theoretical linguistics and in the method of corpiaguistics” (Gries, 2008: 17) in spite of
different terminologies in each of the approaches.

Furthermore, since one of the main aspects of Iprieited units (and related
concepts) is the frequency of occurrence, the ctmguistics plays a prominent
role from this point of view for it provides theefjuency data which are obviously
essential. More importantly, all these correspordsriogether with results of corpus
investigation confirming such “distributional reguties” (Ellis, 2008: 4) have led to
the formulation of one of the most prominent anac@&l principles in contemporary
corpus linguistics, i.e. Sinclair's idiom princip(&ries, 2008: 17) which should be
applied as the first mode when analysing a textesimost of text is can be
interpreted on the basis of this principle (EIE908: 4). To put it briefly, according
to this principle, a language is essentially “magbeof strings of co-selected words
that constitute single choices (Granger & Paqua082 29) and it sharply contrasts

with the open-choice principle. Similar conclusiaras reached for instance by
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Kjellmer (1987: 140) who claims that “in all kindsf texts, collocations are
indispensable elements with which our utterances \ary largely made” or by
Erman & Warren (2000) who estimated that “about bélthe fluent native text is

constructed according to the idiom principle” (idli€s 2008: 4-5). In addition,

comparisons of spoken and written corpora have shibat prefabricated units are
more frequent in spoken language (ibid, 5).

Thus, it has been showed that prefabricated urtsh@t be considered
marginal. In contrast, they can be assumed to septethe core entities in both
Cognitive linguistics and Construction grammar dhdir tremendous importance
has been further demonstrated by researches insabskequent results of corpus
linguistics. Prefabricated units are not only veoynmon phenomena in both spoken
and written languages, but also, and more crugitdily phraseological research have
also led to evidence for a claim by Pawley & Sy@&83: 213-215), who say that
speakers’ mental lexicons do not contain only laxmrimitives — in contrast, there
are hundreds of thousands of phraseologisms (dalpieated units) that could be
“productively assembled but are, as a result @ffemt encounter, redundantly stored
and accessed. Thus, the analysis of phraseologisgsnot only reveal patterns...of
usage, but can also ultimately lead to more refisEdements about matters of

mental representation within the linguistic systm”Gries, 2008: 18).

2.1.2. Two approaches to phraseology

As already mentioned above, phraseology is a Istgudiscipline dealing
with the structure, meaning, and use of prefalettamits.Prefabricated units come
in many different shapes and forms, thus the sobplee field is the function of the
criteria used by linguists to distinguish prefabted units from non-prefabricated
ones (Granger & Paquot, 2008: 27). From this petspe there are generally two
major approaches to phraseology (together withdtieniting of particular types of
prefabricated units according to these approaches}he traditional, phraseological
approach and the distributional, or frequency-basggroach. The traditional
approach has focused primarily on fairly fixed camaltions (i.e. idioms, proverbs,
etc.), whereas the more recent frequency-basedaqmpes (based on corpus data)
“have adopted a much wider perspective and includady word combinations that
would traditionally be considered to fall outsithe tscope of phraseology” (ibid. 27).
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As Granger & Paquot (2008: 28) point out, the Argkxon tradition has from the
very beginning attached great importance to the fized category of collocation. In
this section, an overview of the two major apprascto phraseology as well as the
most important typologies will be presented in orttefurther clarify the scope of
the field and the terminology used.

The traditional approach to phraseology in generigiinated in the former
Soviet Union and other countries of Eastern Europkis approach to phraseology
(Granger & Paquot, 2008: 28):

restricts the scope of the field to a specific stileg linguistically defined

multi-word units and sees phraseology as a comtmalong which word

combinations are situated, with the most opaquefixed ones at one end
and the most transparent and variable ones atttiex.orhe core of this
approach is considered idiomatic units, whose nmggncannot be derived
from the meanings of the constituents.

Cowie’s (1998) approach to phraseology is a didesicendant of this tradition. His
continuum, i.e. free combinations || restrictedomaltions— figurative idioms—
pure idioms (for details see Section 3.2.), disetdllows early Russian schemes.
One of the major concerns of linguists followingsthradition has been to find
criteria for distinguishing prefabricated unitsrframne another as well as setting the
boundary between one end of the scope — partiguldmd most-variable and
transparent multi-word units — and free combinatjoamhich fall outside the scope of
phraseology for they are restricted only syntatificand semantically (ibid. 28). As
Granger & Paquot (2008: 28-29) further point dhis approach “deserves much of
the credit for having established phraseology dseaipline in its own right, created
terminology for the field and provided linguiststivia set of discrete criteria which
can be used to categorize and analyze phrased ogits.”

The second major approach to phraseology is clasmipected with corpus
linguistics and the frequency of co-occurrence. ©hé&s main representatives is
Sinclair who, instead of adopting “a top-down ammto which identifies
phraseological units on the basis of linguistidecia, set up a bottom-up corpus
driven approach to identify lexical co-occurrencéGtranger & Paquot, 2008: 29).
As such, this approach works with a wide range ofdacombinations which do not

all fit predefined linguistic categories which Hasd to opening up a “huge area of
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syntagmatic prospection’ encompassing sequences filames, collocational
frameworks, colligations, and largely compositioredurrent phrases” — all of which
illustrate Sinclair’s idiom principle. Thus, manf/the units which were traditionally
considered either peripheral or falling outside ithterest of phraseology have now
become central as it was revealed that they arapee in language whereas many
of the most restricted units (representing the adréhe phraseological approach)
have proved to be highly infrequent (ibid. 29). thermore, Sinclair and his
followers are not so much preoccupied with the ndiging of different linguistic
categories / subcategories of word combinationsetdting clearer boundaries to
phraseology. In this tradition, phraseology istcnfrom the point of view of a
language: prefabricated units, “whatever their rgttiake precedence over single
words” (Granger & Paquot 2008: 29). Granger & Padq@0608: 29-35) further point
out that the two approaches to phraseology makéatsdaries rather fuzzy as
phraseology has to deal with everything, and sd egaproach relates to the four

main areas of linguistics, semantics, morphologmgtax, and discourse differently.

3. Prefabricated units: Towards the definition(s) of acollocation

In the previous sections, we have seen that phiagems / prefabricated
units are one of the core components of both wrigted spoken language. As already
mentioned above, prefabricated units consist of twomore words and can be
identified as recurrent, i.e. frequent, pattermsnalti-word expressions, in a language.
Several important functions of prefabricated ucids be identified. First, they play
“an essential role in language learning, as thegmsdo be the basis for the
development of creative language in first languagd childhood second language
acquisition” (Nesselhauf, 2005: 2). Secondly, idesrto be fluent in both spoken and
written language, the knowledge of prefabricatedsuis essential; as Nesselhauf
(2005: 2) points out, following the results of pegtnguistic evidence, the human
brain is “much better equipped for memorizing tf@nproducing, and the availability
of prefabricated units in human brain reduces msiog effort and thus makes fluent
language possible.” Another important function céfpbricated units can be found in

the fact that their use plays an important rolea@mmunicative process, i.e. it aids
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comprehension in a way that “the recipient can wstdad the meaning of a passage of
text without having to attend every word.” Impotignwhereas the use of natural, or
native-like, prefabricated units indeed supportsmgeehension, non-natural,
incorrectly used prefabricated units can “irritite recipient and draw attention away
from the message.” The last important function fgbricated units lies in the fact
that they “indicate membership of a certain lingaigroup and fulfil ‘the desire to
sound [and write] like others™ (ibid. 2).

So far, it is clear that the knowledge and corteset of prefabricated units is
essential not only for native speakers, but alsd,even more crucially, for learners of
a language. It is generally agreed that prefal@ecainits have to be taught, though
they are still “not treated adequately in Engliahduage teaching today” (Nesselhauf,
2005: 3). The situation is further complicated bg fact that there are many types of
prefabricated units yet no unified approached @nthi.e. there is a large number of
definitions of each type of prefabricated unitsadig to the approach chosen. In the
following sections, the most important types offabgicated units are listed with

subsequent commentary concerning various approactieem.

3.1. Categories of word combinations

As already outlined in the previous sections, theme many differences
between the typologies of word combinations or gatated units. These
differences closely relate to the approach to mulagy chosen, in particular to the
selection of features used to categorise multiword prefabricated units and
differentiate them from one another as well as oheéer of priorities given to
particular featuregGranger & Paquot, 2008: 34)wo (more or less) similar lists of
features used to categorise these units and sudrsgdifferentiate them from one
another are presented below, Granger & Paquot@3)2and Gries’s (2008).

Granger & Paquot (2008: 35) give a list of five mmant features
associated with multi-word units. As they claim, shalassification favour one or
more of these:

i) internal structure (e.g. verb + noun or verb + ps#pon)
i) extent: phrase-level vs. sentence level

iii) degree of semantic (non-compositionality)

iv) degree of syntactic flexibility and collocability
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v) discourse function

As they further point out, some categories (or atdgories) of multi-word units
have acquired a relatively unified terms used ferréo them, for instance idioms
being usually defined as non-compositional, wheoghasr categories are much more
confusing from the point of view of terms usedééer to them, such as collocations
which are used in a large number of different megs(ibid. 35).

As a comparison, Gries’s (2008: 4) so-called “notad phraseology” used
to delimit or specify particular types or categerief prefabricated units is also
presented. Gries gives a list of six fundamentedpaters that have to be taken into
account in the analysis and differentiation of abefcated units It partially overlaps
with Granger & Paquot’s list, featuring some newapaeters (iii. and iv.) but
missing discourse function. Gries claims that immarizes the set of parameters that
are implied in the majority of studies concernirtygseological research and more
importantly, it encompasses the two main approathesllocations (for details see
Section 4.1.):

i. thenatureof elements involved in a prefabricated unit;

ii. thenumberof elements involved in a prefabricated unit;

iii. thenumber of timesn expression must be observed before it counts as
a prefabricated unit;

iv. the permissible distance between the elements involved in a
prefabricated unit;

v. the degree dexical and syntactic flexibilitgf the elements involved;

vi. the role thatsemantic unityand semantic non-compositionality / non-
predictability play in the definition.

Gries also mentions additional or alternative datéhat can also be involved in the
analysis of prefabricated units, i.e. possible smpn of lexical flexibility and
syntactic flexibility (or commutability / substitaibility) of the elements involved in
potential phraseological units and / or the distomcbetween encoding and decoding
idioms (ibid. 4).

The first criterion, i.e. the nature of elementgaived in a prefabricated unit, basically
distinguishes prefabricated units into two groupss, lexical units and grammatical ones. The
third criterion, frequency of occurrence, is onetlod most important criteria which has to be
taken into account in order to classify a non-ididimword combination as a prefabricated unit.
As Sinclair and his followers have argued, a wonmbination should be considered a

2 In his list, Gries uses the term “phraseologisms.”
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prefabricated unit if observed frequencies excbedd expected on the basis of chance (ibid. 5).
However, in majority of recent analyses, the fremies or per centages of occurrence of
prefabricated units have been restricted. The Hoariterion raises the question of whether a
prefabricated unit can be discontinuous, i.e. daimtg some other elements in between, or the
elements have to be in the closest proximity pdssibte. right next to each other. Generally
speaking, the usual measure of proximity betweendlements of a prefabricated unit is a
maximum of four words intervening (Sinclair, 199170). The fifth criterion allows for
completely inflexible patterns such &y and large partially flexible patterns (e.gick the
bucketdisallowing passivisation); partially lexicallyléd patterns; and patterns with completely
unspecified lexically and thus maximally flexiblexpgessions. Finally, the sixth criterion
distinguishes between items functioning as semaimtits, i.e. having “a sense just like a single
morpheme or word,” and prefabricated sequencesevhen-compositional semantics is not a
necessary condition.

To sum up Gries’s position, a prefabricated unit ba, in its widest sense,
described as the “co-occurrence of a form or a lanmfa lexical item and one or
more additional linguistic elements of various lsnghich functions as one semantic
unit in a clause or a sentence and whose frequehcg-occurrence is larger than
expected on the basis of chance” (Gries, 2008t&)s, in order to define a potential
prefabricated unit, all these criteria or levelwvédido be taken into account. More
importantly, once a word combination has been resegl as a prefabricated unit,
these criteria subsequently help to recognize Hracolar type of the prefabricated

unit in question.

3.2.  Word combinations: influential typologies

Granger & Paquot (2008) also give some of the nmpbrtant typologies
of phraseological items to date which are usefd atarting point. The first typology
to be mentioned is that of Cowie. It is one of thest influential typologies from the

point of view of English lexicology and lexicograph
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word
combinations

1
-
| I_I_I
I I 1
restricted figurative TS routine speech
collocations idioms P formulae formulae

Figure 1: Cowie’s (1998) classification of worhabinations

comp osites

As we can see in Figure 1 (adapted from Granger afjuBt, 2008: 36), the
importance of this typology lies primarily in thact that Cowie (1998) makes a
primary distinction betweecompositesfunctioning syntactically at or below the
sentence level, andormulae which are pragmatically autonomous utterances.
Composites are further subdivided into three categpi.e.restricted collocations,
figurative idioms, and pure idioms respectively. These categories represent a
phraseological continuum constituted by the maoahdparent and variable multi-

word units at one hand and the most opaque and &@ires at the other:

free combination 1I restricted collocation » figurative idiom » pudiom

blow a trumpet blow a fuse blow your own trumpet blow the gaff
Figure 2: Cowie’s (1981) phraseological continuum

Restricted collocations (often referred to simpdy“eollocations”) are characterised
by restricted collocability and specialized or figive meaning of one of the
component. The difference between figurative anegk pdioms respectively can be
found in the fact that whereas the former havearéitive meaning yet also preserve
a literal interpretation, the latter are semanlycalon-compositional and resist
substitution of their components. The category @mfulae consists of “sentence-
like” units which “function pragmatically as sayslg catchphrases, and
conversational formulae” (ibid. 36). Later, Cowiarther subdivides this category
into routine formulaewhich perform speech-act functions, suclyasd morningpr

see you sognand speech formulaeused to “organize messages and indicate
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speakers’ or writers’ attitudes,” for instangeu know what | mean, are you with me?
etc. (ibid. 36).

Another influential typology is that suggested byelMuk (1995, 1998;
summarized in Granger & Paquot, 2008: 36-38) indfea of meaning-text theory.

Mel’ ¢uk’s model is similar to Cowie’s though the termogy is different:

]
I 1
pragmatemes
| I |
scmi-phrascmes or quasi-phrasemes or o
) . full phrasemes oridioms
collocations quasi-idioms

Figure 3: Meltuk’s (1998) typology (in Granger & Paquot)

As shown in Figure 3, Maluk’s semantic phrasemesughly correspond to Cowie’s
composites and hipragmatic phrasemeer pragmatemesre very close to what
Cowie calls formulae, though he puts more emphasishe functional, pragmatic
aspect. More importantly, there is one crucial espé Mel'¢uk’s theory, i.e. his
treatment of collocations by means of lexical fimcs. In other words, he attempts
to describe lexical preferences — i.e. why it ispble to say heavy smokesnda
big eaterwhereasa big smokeanda heavy eaterespectively does not sound natural
in English — with lexical functions. According todVicuk, a lexical function is “a
very general and abstract meaning that can be &sgulen a large variety of ways
depending on the lexical unit to which this mearapglies.”

Examples of Mekuk’s lexical functions are for instance:

i) Magnwhich expresses the meaning of “intense(ly)” om§#’/e&and functions as an intensifier,
e.g. Magn(shavg) = close, clean Magn(easy) =as pie, as 1-243 Magn(to condemn) =
strongly

ii) Oper which expresses the meaning of “do / perform,” €ger;(cry) =to let outfART~]

iii) Realwhich conveys the meaning of “fulfil the requirerhen X” or “do with X what you are
supposed to do with X,” e.gReak(car) =to drive [ART~]; Reak(accusation) o prove
[ART~]
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The third example of an influential typology is thmoposed by Burger (in
Granger & Paquot, 2008: 37-38), who, unlike Cowiel @ven more than Melik,

primarily concentrates on the function of phrasgual units in discourse:

rhraseological units
(PUs)
|
| I |

propositional
I
partial idioms m at sentencelevel [at text level ]

Figure 4: Burger’s (1998) typology

nominative

Figure 4 shows that multi-word units, callpdraseological unit§PUs) by Burger,
primarily divide into three main categories, referential units, structural units, and
communicative unitsReferential units are further subdivided imtominal and
propositional unitsrespectively on the basis of a syntactico-semanttierion. The
former category includes “constituents of the secde and refers to objects,
phenomena, or facts of life...and it broadly cquoexls to Cowie’s composites.” In
accordance with the Russian tradition and phrageit such as Cowie and
Mel ¢uk, this category is again subdivided indboms partial idioms andidioms
Propositional PUs in general function at sentence level (thougtytcan also
function at text level) and they refer to a “staggmor an utterance about these
objects or phenomena.” As such, this category deduproverbs and idiomatic
sentences (corresponding with Cowie’s formulae avi@él’cuk’s pragmatic
phrasemes).Structural PUs include constructions that establish gramrmaltic
relations, such aas well... as.,.yet for Burger this category is the smallest brakt
interesting. In contrastcommunicativePUs, or so-calledoutine formulaefulfil
interactional function in the way that they arepitally used as text controllers to
initiate, maintain and close conversation or tanalghe attitude of the addressor,”

for instanceGood morningpr Well, | mean. .
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3.3.  Granger & Paquot’s reconciling the two approaches

Of the two approaches to phraseology outlined in22. the emergence of
the new, distributional one is, as Granger & Paq@008: 39-45) pertinently point
out, proving to be of immense value to the fieldwdéver, both groups of linguists,
i.e. those working in the traditional approach @molse working with corpus-based
methods of extractions and analysis, seem to béfareht to or unaware of the
benefits which the other approach offers. Accordm@ranger & Paquot (2008: 41),
any “rapprochement will only be fruitful if it iscaompanied by some rigorous
clarification of the terminology” and this is onpossible with the clear distinction
between the two typologies, i.e. to make one tygplmr the automated extraction
and one typology for linguistic analyses.

Granger & Paquot (2008: 39) suggest that the terlogy used in
automated extraction should correspond with theadleddistributional categories

Distribution al
categories
]

N-GRAM/CLUSTER ANALYSIS

CO-OCCURRENCE ANALYSIS

continuous sequences of 2 or more words discontinuous combinations of 2 words

Jrequency threshold recurrence satistical measures

oneor more free
slot(s)

no free slot

CO-0CCUITENCES

clusters, lexical bundles,
n-grams, receurrent
SEqUENCEs

Figure 5: Distributional categories (Granger & Paig@008)

collocational
frameworks

Distributional categories emerged from the studiested in the distributional

approach to phraseology and the primary distinctan be made according to two
main extraction methods, i.e. n-gram analysis amaacurrence analysis. N-gram
analysis is a method allowing for the extractior‘reicurrent continuous sequences

of two or more words, viz. ‘recurrent expressiargardless of their idiomacity, and
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regardless of their structural status™ (Biber ét 4999: 990). There is a large
number of terms used to refer to the extracted esszps, for instance n-grams, or
more specific bigrams or trigrams (cf. Stubbs, 20@Iusters (Scott and Trible,
2006); lexical bundles used by Biber; chains (Ss,l2002); recurrent sequences (De
Cock, 2003); or recurrent word combinations (Altergy 1998). The examples of n-
grams are sequences suchCas | have a, in the case of, on the other haetd,
(Granger & Paquot, 2008: 39). In contrast, co-o@mmoe analysis is basically the
“statistically uncovering of significant word co-@arences.” The retrieved units are
referred to as “collocations” or “collocates” (clllocational frameworks, the term
connected with n-gram analysis, representing a igpemtegory of recurrent
sequences, consisting of sequences of one or me@elbts, such as+ ? + of, be +
? + to, or too + ? + to Interestingly, the COBUILD project is built uparo-
occurrence analysis and as Granger & Paquot (pfu®er point out, co-occurrence
analysis methods “constitute fantastic heuristicicks that show their full potential
in a program like theSketch Enginewhich provides lexicographers with ‘corpus-
based summaries of a word’s grammatical and cditmta behaviour.”

Concerning the linguistic classification, GrangeP&quot (2008) consider
it essential to integrate the new insight deriveainf the corpus based approach.
Accordingly they propose an extended function-dgdnversion of Burger's

classification (see Figure 6):

Phrasemes

Referential function Textual function Communicative function
Referential phrasemes Textual phrasemes Communicative phrasemes

(Lexical) collocations Complex prepositions Speech act formulae
Idioms Complex conjunctions Attitudinal formulae

Irreversible bi- and Linking adverbials (including attitudinal
sentence stems)

Proverbs and proverb
fragments

Textual sentence stems

trinominals

Similes

Comp ounds Commonplaces

Phrasal verbs
Slogans

Idiomatic sequences
Quotations

Grammatical collocations

Figure 6: The phraseological spectrum (Granger ueg 2008)
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In Granger & Paquot’s (2008: 42) proposal, phraseare divided into three main
categories, i.e.referential phrasemes, textual phrasemesid communicative
phrasemesReferential phrasemes are “used to convey a gbntessage: they refer
to objects, phenomena or real-life facts.” The gatg of textual phrasemes
represents an extension of Burger’s structural ggmees (cf. Figure 4) and is used
“to structure and organize the content (i.e. refeaé information) of a text or any
type of discourse....” Finally, communicative plaaes include those expressing
“feelings or beliefs towards a propositional comteor explicitly addressing
“interlocutors, either to focus their attention¢luinde them as discourse participants
or influence them.” In their study, Granger & Pagswobsequently give a list of each
of the prefabricated units in their respective gatees providing each of them with a
definition (drawing heavily on the work of majornakeologists, particularly Cowie,
Mel’ ¢uk and Burger) and illustration; however, only threlements of the list are
relevant for and thus taken into account in thes@mé study, i.e. (lexical)

collocations, grammatical collocations, and idigffies details see Section 4.3.).

4. Collocations

So far, it is clear that collocations represent type of prefabricated units.
Nevertheless, they are also one of the most prdilertypes of these units for there is
no unified approach to this linguistic phenomenespgcially from the point of view
of deciding on the status and the relevance ofll@aaiion) and as such there is a
number of definitions of collocations varying aatiog to the approach chosen.
Furthermore, there are inconsistencies in diststgng collocations from other
prefabricated units. In Section 2.1.2., two apphes to phraseology were described
which inevitably leads to two approaches to collimees as well. This section gives a
brief description of these two approaches, as aglseveral other classifications and

definitions of collocations (and related conceptg}the major linguists.
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4.1.  Major approaches to collocations

Traditionally, the term “collocation” has long beesed for syntagmatic
relations in a language. Nevertheless, since theerddof corpora and corpus
linguistics, the analysis of this phenomenon haime more and more prominent
yet the state of classification in collocation @sh is still unclear. It has been
understood that collocations are of paramount itapae for native speakers and
even more important for non-native speakers (eaffgedrom the point of view of
their acquisition of “collocational knowledge byataing vocabulary not as isolated
items but as items in collocation” (Handl, 2008:).46landl assumes that the
classification of collocations is influenced by ieaus “views on the reason, function,
and representation of collocations as habitualkckxto-occurrences in a language”
(ibid. 46) and that the problems mainly arise frtime status of collocation as a
product of two elements characterised by the varyiature of the relation between
the collocational partners” (ibid.). Thus, there apt only different approaches to, or
perspectives from, which syntagmatic lexical relasi have been approached, but
also a wide range of typologies and definitionscollocations as well. The most
important of them can be assigned to five majoegaties which are summarised in

the following subsections.

4.1.1. Frequency-based approach

The ‘frequency-based approach’ (Nesselhauf, 200dathe ‘statistically
oriented approach’ (Herbst 1996: 380), goes backirith and has been developed
particularly by Halliday and Sinclair. This apprbais a text-oriented for it sees
collocations as the co-occurrence of words at daicerdistance (the syntactic
relationship between the elements is not importardrder to decide whether they
form a collocation or not) and the basic distingtis made between co-occurrences
that are frequent, i.e. more frequent than expeiétedrds combined randomly in a

language, and those non-frequent. Sinclair (199Q) dlefines collocations as:

the occurrence of two or more words within a sispdce of each other in a
text. The usual measure of proximity is a maximum faur words
intervening ... The word whose lexical behaviouumler investigation is
called the node [and] it is normally presented wather words to the left
and right and these are called collocates. Thecatés can be counted and

27



this measurement is called the “span” [i.e. thesueament, in words, of the
co-text of a word selected for study]. A span gf+4 means that four word
on either side of the node word will be taken toitserelevant verbal

environment.

For Sinclair, collocations are primarily lexical-oocurrences of words, though he
admits that “this kind of patterning is often asated with grammatical choices as
well” (p. 170) and he mentions linguists (e.g. Kjedr) who include also
grammatical relations in their specification oflooktion. Next, a distinction is made
between “significant collocations,” i.e. co-occurces of words “such that they
occur more often than their respective frequenaigs the length of text in which
they appear would predict” and “casual,” i.e. nagngicant, collocations (Jones &
Sinclair, 1974: 21).

In order to clarify the terminology even more, $amc (1991. 172)
compares collocations with idioms and describes¢fationship between them. He
defines idioms as “a group of two or more wordschihare chosen together in order
to produce a specific meaning or effect in speectvriting. The individual words
which constitute idioms are not reliably meaningfuthemselves, because the whole
idiom is required to produce the meaning.” As hehier explains, “idioms overlap
with collocations, because they both involve thied®n of two or more words.”
Though the line between these concepts is not,cearcall co-occurrences idioms
if we interpret the co-occurrence as giving a fnghit of meaning. If we interpret
the co-occurrence as the selection of two relatedtsy each of which keeps some
meaning of its own, we call it a collocation” (ibid

4.1.2. Phraseological approach

The ‘phraseological approach’ (Nesselhauf, 2004a)the ‘significance
oriented approach’ (Herbst 1996: 380), consideftocations as a type of word
combination, i.e. an “abstract combination with tamgiations in actual texts”
(Nesselhauf, 2005: 14), which is “fixed to someréegbut not completely” (p. 12).
In contrast to the frequency-based approach, theaspblogical approach
“consistently requires syntactic relations betwdle@ elements in order to define
word combinations as collocations” (p. 17). As attg mentioned above, this

approach is strongly influenced by Russian phraggoand the main representatives
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of this approach are Cowie, Mé&lik, and Hausmann. Cowie defines collocations by
distinguishing them from other types of word conabions, particularly from free
combinations on the one side and idioms on therotiewie’s attempt to both
delimit different types of word combination and idef collocations is generally
considered one of the most precise (ibid. 14). e in Section 3.2. (particularly
Figure 1), collocations represent one type of casiips (described as having
primarily syntactic function) and the distinctionettveen the three types of
composites is made on the basis of two main (cfosgéracting) criteria, i.e. the
criterion of transparency, and that of commutapil{br substitutability). The
criterion of transparency refers to “whether thengtnts of the combination and the
combination itself have a literal or non-literal amng” (Nesselhauf, 2004a: 14) and
the criterion of commutability refers to “whetherdato what extent the substitution
of the elements of the combination is restricteddllocations, or more precisely
restricted collocations, are thus defined as wanthlwinations in which at least one
element has a non-literal meaning, and at leasetameent is used in its literal sense,
and the whole combination is transparent. In adidjtsome substitution is possible,
yet there are arbitrary limitations on substituti®ys Nesselhauf (p. 15) points out,
there is one inconsistency in Cowie’s terminology the term *“collocation” is
sometimes used to refer to free combinations ak Wethis case, however, Cowie
makes a distinction between “open collocationsg. ifree combinations, and

“restricted collocations.”

4.1.3. Other approaches

In her study, Handl (2008: 49-50) mentions not twat four major
approaches to collocations which, however, largelrlap with the frequency-based
and phraseological approaches respectively.

The first includes text-oriented definitions of loglations, the second
emphasises the associative nature of collocatioth fn Palmer, 1968: 181) points
out that “it is an order of mutual expectancy..g.[tlhere is a certain associative
bond between two words that collocat@lie next is mainly statistically oriented.
The basic question, as Handl puts is, is whethentards “only occur by chance or
reappear with greater than random probability” #mel last one can be seen as a
counter-position to the statistically oriented amhes. Handl calls it the semantic
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type for researches having adopted this approgdo tiput the relation between co-
occurring words down to aspects of meaning.” The élements of a collocation are
called thebasisand thecollocator — or autosemanti@and syntagmatic components
(Hausmann, 1997: 50) and it leads to a typologyalfocations “using semantic

features to determine tleellocator.”

4.2.  Criteria commonly used to describe and delimit cotications

As we have seen, there is a large number of definsit((going hand in hand
with the various classifications) varying accordinoghe point of view taken towards
collocations and on the criteria used (Handl, 2C8853). Basically, there are two
main types of criteria, i.e. prerequisites and irwsat.

The prerequisites are simply conditions that havbed fulfilled in order to
treat a word combination as a collocation. The prymand essential criterion for
defining collocations is, obviously, the co-occuce of two or more words (cf.
Sinclair). Yet, this criterion brings about a feggical consequences concerning the
co-occurring words in question. First, the respectivords must be open to
combination, i.e. they must belong, for instanoghe “same register or text type (cf.
Lipka 2002: 184f), since otherwise they will notuay occur together.” Second,
these words must occur in a common context, or muecisely, co-text.
Importantly, these words do not have to be in Hraesclause or sentence in order to
be considered a collocation, for it is possible tloe two words in question to be
separated by other lexical items, cf. Greenbaurh®/Q: 11) example with the
collocationcollect stamps

(1) a.They collect many things, but chiefly stamps.
b. They collect many things, bjahey] chiefly [collecf stamps.

As Handl further explains, the only condition thaust be fulfilled is that the
“syntactical relation between the constituents uesiion allows a reconstruction of
an adjacent collocation” (ibid.) as given in (1)lib.contrast, example (2) shows the
same elements as in (1), but here these two elsndenhot form a collocation (the
collocation is in this caseollect revenug cf. Greenbaum (ibid.):
(2) The first adhesive postage stamp was used in (@e&in in 1840. At
the time, the British post office was having treubbllecting revenue.
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The second criterion according to Handl (p. 518, continua, is more
complicated for it represents a gradable phenomarerit is not a question whether
a continuum can be applied or cannot, but rathey #tan be applied to varying
degrees to different kinds of collocations.

Semantic transparency (closely connected with thetiom of
compositionality) is the first continuum and itspartance lies in the fact that it is
responsible for the distinction between collocatiand idioms and as such it can be
seen as the counterpart to idiomacity (ibid. 5lgv@&itheless, the boundary between
collocations and idioms is rather fuzzy for it dege on the degree of semantic
transparency of a word combination in question. sTha other words, there are
different degrees of transparency (or opacity) ddpey on the “semantic
contribution an element makes to the meaning ofwthele expression” (Handl, p.
52).

The second continuum is the so-called collocatioaabe, i.e. the number
of potential collocates a node can take. The catlonal range can be either
restricted or wide; however, the wider the listpaftential combinations, the less
typical the collocation (i.e. the widest rangesallgusuggest a word combination
being a free combination), and vice versa, i.e.nioge restricted range, the higher
probability of the whole combination being eithéiom or a complex lexeme, cf.:

(3) a.to face + the facts / truth / problems / realigyc.
b.to face + charges / counts
c. to face + the music

Example (3) clearly shows a narrowing of the calamnal range, i.e. (3a) can be
undoubtedly considered a collocation because @bilscational range, whereas (3c)
inevitably represents an idiom for there is onlye @ossible combinatory element.
(3b) is, according to Handl, a sort of “transitinea.”

The third continuum for classification of colloaats is the frequency of co-
occurrence, and as already mentioned above, $issnéial not only from the point of
view of corpus linguistics, but also the frequerafyco-occurrence is of a prime
importance in order to decide on the relevance obl&cation from the point of
view of learners of a language. Nevertheless, iéguiency of co-occurrence alone is
not a reliable criterion. As Handl points out, het statistical aspects taking into

account questions of probability and interrelatbmiween the elements also have to
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be incorporated. These statistical aspects togetitbrthe collocational range and
the frequency of co-occurrence can be used to @lexifundamental criterion for
collocations, i.e. the predictability or mutual expancy of words. Predictability, or
mutual expectancy, can be described as a psychkalagi cognitive feature which is
decisive for collocations, especially from the powh view of native speakers who
often become aware of collocations when they aeel usappropriately or creatively

in spoken or written language.

4.3.  The definition and classification of collocationsn this study

The approach to collocations in the present stsdyased upon Granger &
Paquot’s (2008) paper, particularly for two maiagsens. First, they try to reconcile
various approaches to (and their respective defirst of) collocations into one
spectrum (for details see Section 3.3.), and seciedpresent study is built upon
Granger’'s (1998) research study of collocations.usThthe definition and
classification of collocations in this study hasebedirectly adopted from the
phraseological spectrum proposed for the linguistassification of prefabricated
units (Granger & Paquot, p. 43). The category aint is presented for comparison

and distinguishing them from collocations:

Category Definition and illustration
(Lexical) (Lexical) collocations are usage determined oreprefl syntagmatic relations
collocations between two lexemes in a specific syntactic patt®wth lexemes make an

isolable semantic contribution to the word comborabut they do not have the
same status. Semantically autonomous, the “basa@’ adllocation is selected
first by a language user for its independent megnime second element, i.e.
the “collocate” or “collocator,” is selected by asdmantically dependent on
the “base.” Examplesieavy rain, closely linked, apologize profusely.

Grammatical Grammatical collocations are restricted combinaticof a lexical and a

collocations grammatical word, typically verb / noun / adjectivgreposition, e.gdepend
on, cope with, a contribution to, afraid of, angay, interested inThe term
“grammatical collocation” is borrowed from Bensoh a. (1986) but our
definition is slightly more restricted as thesehaus also use the term to refer
to other valency patterns, eayoid + -ingform, which we do not consider to
be part of phraseological spectrum.

Idioms The category of idioms is restricted to phraserhas dre constructed around a
verbal nucleus. Idioms are characterized by thegmantic non-
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compositionality, which can be the result of a mbtaical process. Lack of
flexibility and marked syntax are further indicat®of their idiomatic status.
Examplesto spill the beans, to let the cat out of the kaghark up the wrong
tree.

Table 1: Categories of referential phrasemes (etjt(@ranger &Paquot, 2008: 43)

In the present study, only lexical collocations amalysed, in particular, those

consisting of two elements: an amplifier plus ajeetive, i.e. amplifiers ending A

ly and functioning as pre-modifiers to their respectdjective. These combinations

fully reflect those analysed in Granger’s study (details see Sections 5.1. and 6. —
Material and Method).

4.3.1. Amplifiers
Amplifiers (Quirk et al., 1985: 590) represent araegory of intensifying

adjectives or adverbs respectively (though somegsidonal phrases or noun
phrases can also be used as amplifiers). Adjectiged as amplifiers have a
heightening effect on the noun they modify, i.eeyth‘scale upwards from an
assumed norm” (ibid. 429) and are either centrattibutive only, i.ea complete
victory / The victory was completer great destruction / The destruction was great
in contrast toa complete fool / *The fool is compldibid, 429) Adverbs used as
amplifiers may either modify adjectives or verb&ey, again, “scale upwards from
an assumed norm” (ibid. 445), ¢finny filmvs. a very funny film Importantly, these
adverbs (functioning as amplifiers) can co-occuy avith items which are gradable,
i.e. referring “to a quality that is thought of lagving values on a scale” (ibid. 469).
Furthermore, it is possible to contrast most angsfin “alternative negative witio
some extentand this propensity is a semantic test for thglusion in the class of
amplifiers” (ibid. 590). Examples (4a) and (5a) fostance are in such contrast
compared to the category of emphasizers which d¢aibeoused in this way
(Examples (4b) and (5b)), cf.:

(4a) He didn’t ignore my requestmpletely but he did ignore o some extent

(4b) *He didn’treally ignore my request, but he did ignoréoitsome extent

(5a) They don't admire his mugiceatly, but they do admire tb some extent

(5b) *They don’tdefinitely admire his music, but they do admiretot some
extent.
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There are two sub-classes of amplifiers, i.e. m&aens and boosters.
Maximizers can denote the upper extreme of theeswahereas boosters denote a
high degree, or a high point on the scale (ibidd)5€ommon maximizers are for
instance absolutely, altogether, completely, entirely, extedy, fully, perfectly,
thoroughly, totally, utterly,etc. Common boosters include for instanzadly,
bitterly, deeply, enormously, greatly, highly, mgéely, much, severely, strongéfc.

As Quirk et al. (p. 591) point out, the distinctibetween these two subclasses is not
fast; particularly, when “maximizers arelvh position they often express a very high
degree, whereas when they areEimposition they are more likely to convey their

absolute meaning of extreme degree.”

5. Previous research on collocations in learner Engls

With the recognising of the importance of collooas, a number of studies
analysing this phenomenon have been published.r@gnspeaking, these studies are
based on either elicitation tests (i.e. cloze testsanslation tasks) or production data,
and focus on the production of collocations rathan on the comprehension of them
since the production of collocations is much morebfematic for learners than the
comprehension. Nevertheless, there are two ma@ilgms with most of the studies.
First, in practice, collocations are very often natefully delimited from other types
of word combinations so that compounds or evenmdi@re sometimes included in
the analysis without further discussion. Secondugj there is the shared conclusion
of these studies that the production of collocatpesents a problem for second
language learners, only a few studies provide &urthnalysis of the results
(Nesselhauf, 2005: 3, 4, 7).

The results of studies on collocation vary accaydio the method of
investigation chosen yet some results have emeAgebtlesselhauf (2005: 3-8) points
out, majority of these results mainly confirm theservation that collocations indeed
present a problem for second language learnersnéesaare insecure in the use of
collocations and, interestingly, according to saletudies there is no correlation
between the general proficiency of a learner ardnilimber and the acceptability of
the collocations used. In addition, it has beenvedo that mere exposure to
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collocations does not usually lead to their acgioisiand that reading only slightly
improves learners’ knowledge of collocations. Moaportantly, studies have also
shown that there is a strong L1 influence; it hasrbshown that the translation of
collocations from L2 to L1 is usually unproblematior learners whereas the
translation from L1 to L2 proved to be considerafvigre difficult for learners (and
the translation of verbs as parts of collocationvped to be more problematic that
translating other lexical items). Similarly, nontina-like collocations are based on
transfer from L1 to L2 in approximately a tenth a#ses. Furthermore, learners in
general used fewer collocations than native spsakeg. in several studies large
number of accurate, or acceptable word combinatimese not marked by the
learners), but that they greatly overuse a smatibrer of them (in particular those that
are frequent in English and / or similar to an ldmbination). Nesselhauf (2005)
comes to similar conclusions, i.e. she finds tha¢mgas learners in general use smaller
number of prefabricated units than native speakbey, did use quite a large number
of native-like collocations, though it “cannot besamed that all of them were stored
and produced as chunks” (p. 247). Also, in theaisghunks, learners vary much more
than native speakers and “frequently appear totereallocations using individual
bricks” for the links between chunks and meaning weaker in learners’ mental
lexicons as compared to native speakers (p. 248), 24

To sum it up, in both types of studies collocatibase been proved to be a
serious problem for learners of English. The stwdmave generally shown that
learners use fewer collocations than native spealecept for a small number of
frequent collocations which are overused. Furtheentearners are insecure in the
production of collocations (which is closely conteetto the fact that collocation
problems are more serious than general vocabulafyigms) and they are often not
aware of restrictions yet at the same time they as® not aware of the “full
combinatory potential of words they know (Nesseth&005: 8). Since the present
study is based on Granger’s (1998) study on cdiloes, in the following subsection,

relevant parts and findings of this study are dbsdrin more detalil.
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5.1. Granger’ Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis

As already mentioned above, Granger’'s (1998) reke& of a crucial
importance from the point of view of present pafmerthe research part is based
upon it. The main aim of Granger’s study is to “ower factors of non-nativeness in
advanced learners’ writing” (p. 146), particulattyanalyse and compare the use of
(or the ability to use) collocations and formulaenative and non-native speakers of
English. Granger begins her article by summarisinegmain reasons for the growing
interest in the use of prefabricated units in EiFd.,the promotion of the syntagmatic
investigation of lexis due to the emergence ofdexgrammar inspired by Halliday
and Sinclair; the development of corpus linguistigoviding linguists with
computational means to analyse and uncover valeusal patterns; and finally, the
establishment of pragmatics as a major field aflgin its own right in linguistics as
well as in EFL (p. 144).

The methodology employed for Granger’'s researciwisat she herself
calls) the Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis (CIR)ere are basically two methods
or types of comparison used in CIA: a comparisotwben native and non-native
varieties of the same language (i.e. L1 vs. L2g comparison of several non-native
varieties (i.e. L2 vs. L2). In her 1998 study, themer type of analysis is employed.
The data Granger compares come from two corporéiyenand learner corpus
respectively. The native speaker corpus (NS) costdéinree main parts, i.e. the
Louvain essay corpus, the student essay compoiighte dnternational Corpus of
English (ICE), and the Belles letters categoryhs tancaster-Oslo-Bergen corpus
(LOB). The learner (i.e. non-native, NNS) corpusiisorpus of writing by advanced
French-speaking learners of English, particularsubcorpus of the ICLE database.
The initial hypothesis was that learners would ugeefabricated (or
conventionalised) language in a much lesser exbamt native speakers since the use
of such language is “universally presented as ajlyimative-like.” She expected
learners to make use of individual bricks (cf. Nsisauf 2005, or Kjellmer 1991)
rather than prefabricated sections.

A collocation in Granger’s study consists of twerekents and it is defined
as “the linguistic phenomenon whereby a given vataly item prefers the company
if another item rather than its ‘'synonyms’ becaofeonstraints which are not on the

level of syntax or conceptual meaning but on thhtusage” (p. 146). These
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combinations are called either “lexical collocagbmr “restricted collocations.” In
particular, for the collocation studied, Grangdestd one category of intensifying
adverbs, i.e. amplifiers ending +ly and functioning as modifiers, such exfectly
natural, closely linkedor deeply in loveetc. As Granger (p. 147) points out, these
word-combinations constitute “a particularly ricategory of collocation, involving
as they do a complex interplay of semantic, lexiead stylistic restrictions and
covering the whole collocational spectrum, randnogn restricted collocabillity — as
in bitterly cold— to more open collocability — as @@mpletely different / new / free
etc.” In the excerption, all words ending-Hy were automatically retrieved via the
text-retrieval software TACT from both corpora aswbsequently sorted according
to Granger’s predefined semantic and syntactieriait

The mere comparison of the number of types andnokethe two corpora
revealed the first important finding, i.e. the satally significant underuse of
amplifiers in the NSS corpus (both in the numbdrsypes and tokens). The next
step was to find out whether this underuse wasrgeoe related only to particular
amplifiers or categories of amplifiers. The dataeaded that only three individual
amplifiers demonstrated statistically significaesults, i.e.completelyand totally
were overused by learners in comparison to natpealsers, anchighly was
underused in the learners’ writings. In additiancse these amplifiers were found in
combination with a wide variety of words, these &figos can be seen as “all-round
amplifiers or ‘safe-bets™ (p. 148) for practicalgll these combinations were felt to
be acceptable by native speakers. Granger sughaestde reason of the overuse or
underuse of these amplifiers can be found in tkied correspondences between the
two languages studied, i.e. the amplifieempletelyand totally respectively have
direct translation equivalent in French (icemplétemenandtotalemenyt and these
French equivalents display “similarly few collo@atal restrictions.” In contrast, the
French equivalent fonighly, i.e. hautementis only used in formal French and it is
not very frequent which can be seen as a suffi@eptanation of the underuse of
this amplifier in the learners’ writings.

For the examination of amplifiers according to gatées, Granger divided
amplifiers into “maximizers” (expressing the highedegree) and “boosters”
(expressing merely a high degree) (cf. Quirk et@éction 4.3.1.). The data revealed
that in the category of maximizers, the numberypes in the learner corpus is the

same as in the native one, and the number of toketine former is slightly higher
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(mainly due to overuse @ompletelyandtotally) than in the latter. Yet, as Granger
admits, the overall figures are not statisticalyngficant. However, in the category

of boosters, the data revealed an underuse ofdrsastthe learners’ writings which

is “significant enough to explain the general under of amplifiers attested to

earlier” (p. 148).

The category of boosters represents 66 per cetitechmplifiers in the NS
corpus whereas this category represents only 3&qmrof all amplifiers found in
the NNS corpus. The number of types in this categoalso much higher than in the
category of maximizers (because of the categoboobters represents an opened set
(p. 149). Yet, by subdividing the category of beostinto three categories, i.e.
boosters that are exclusively used by the natiealsgrs, those that are exclusively
used by the non-native speakers, and those thabarmon to both groups, Granger
revealed further differences in the use of boostgrsative speakers and learners.
Interestingly, the majority of the boosters (7765 pent) used by non-native speakers
were used by native speakers as well, whereas #jerity of the boosters (63 per
cent) found in native writings were used exclugively natives. The “native-
exclusive” combinations were either stereotyped lwoations (e.gactually aware,
readily available, painfully clear, vitally impontd, etc.) or creative combinations
(such asludicrously ineffective, monotonously uneventiit.), and both of these
types were significantly underused by the learniatsrestingly, the few stereotyped
combinations found in the NNS corpus either havegairg direct translation
equivalents in French or these combinations areaymnes in both English and
French.

Thus, the first part of Granger’'s study confirmse thitial hypothesis
concerning learners’ lower use of prefabricatedtsurthan native speakers.
Importantly, it has been shown that most collocatiaised by the learners have
direct translation equivalents in L1 and thus mayhe result of the transfer from L1
to L2. However, as Granger points out, the learmeised seem to use amplifiers
“more as building bricks rather than as parts adfadsricated sections” (p. 151).
Crucially, some amplifiers are used as “generappse” items which is further
supported by the independent analysis vefry, the “all-round amplifier par
excellenceé (ibid.). This analysis revealed a highly signdit overuse of this
amplifier and it can be postulated that the underols—ly amplifiers in learners’

writings is compensated for by the overuseearfy by the learners.
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In the second part of her study, Granger focusesthen notion of a
significant collocation. It has been shown thatreas do use collocations but their
underuse of native-like collocations as well agpgigl word-combinations in L2 can
be connected with an “underdeveloped sense ofnsaliand of what constitutes a
significant collocation” (p. 152). In this studyy&hger extracts introspective data on
collocations by submitting a word combination tes66 French learners of English
and 56 native speakers of English. The subjecte asked to choose the acceptable
collocates of particular amplifiefsConsequently, Granger confined her attention to
the collocates which were more frequently assogiatgh the amplifier than all the
others from the same group (marked with asteriskbe study by both native- and
non-native speakers of English). These combinatiwese considered particularly
salient in the subjects’ minds and revealed sortexasting results. Overall, learners
marked with an asterisk 280 combinations as condpar&84 combinations marked
by native speakers, suggesting the learners’ weakesof salience. For instance,
readily availablewas selected by 43 native speakers in contraktomily 8 learners.
Similarly, bitterly coldwas asterisked by 40 native speakers but only tgnZnative
ones. In case oblissfully, the native speakers chose eitlidissfully happyor
blissfully ignorant whereas there were only four cases of the foramer even no
case of the latter combination found in the nonwveatesponses. Furthermore, the
fact that the learners marked a higher number e§ipte collocations indicates that
the learners not only have a weak sense of salidndgealso that their sense of
salience is rather misguided. Even though in soomebinations the learners showed
a good sense of salience, e.g. in caseudy aware fully reliable or highly
significant there was a number of other combinations whichiewselected as
significant by the learners yet none of which wassidered significant by the native
speakers, such aflly different, fully significant, highly imposs#) or highly
difficult, etc.

According to Granger, introspective data not ongn gplay a role in

revealing features of learner language, but alsyg ttan “be valuable in providing a

® The amplifiers presented were: highly, seriousbadily, blissfully, vitally, fully, perfectly,

heavily, bitterly, absolutely, utterly and theirgsible collocates were as follows: significant /
reliable / ill / different / essential aware / miglele / available / clear / happy / difficult / mant
/ impossible / cold / important.
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clear notion of what constitutes a significant acéition” (p. 154). Her study has
demonstrated that non-native speakers possessrépevianited phraseological
skills” in the sense that they use “too few natike- prefabs and too many
foreignsounding ones” (p. 158). From the point @w of the present study of this
study, it is supposed that its results would belamto those of Granger’'s and it is
hoped that the present research will reveal soneeifsgs of Czech learners of

English relating to the use and knowledge of ceaitmns.
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6. Material and Method

In addition to Granger’'s (1998) study, the mainoselary texts used were
the main English grammars, ey Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language
(1985) and The Cambridge Grammar of the English Langua@®02). As a
complementary source, LibuSe DuSkovdBivnice sodasné anglitiny na pozadi
cestiny(2006) was used.

The present study is based on the results of twestyf tests given to the
Czech learners of English focusing on their knogéedf and ability to use English
collocations compared to native speakers’ dataaetdd from theBritish National
Corpus.The non-native speakers’ data for the analysis wellected from Cloze tests
and Significance of collocation tests. The samplieboth tests are presented in the
Appendix (see p. 90-98).

6.1. The Cloze Test

The Cloze test was based on the elicitation of @edde collocations
consisting of an amplifier and an adjective. Thesze ten participants, i.e. ten non-
native speakers, of the Cloze test. There weremales and eight females and the
average age of the participants was twenty-sixy Have been learning English for
sixteen years on average and the average lengittm@fpent in an English speaking
country was nine months. The instruction was to gete each of the 20 sentences
with at least one and a maximum of 10 amplifiere, adverbs ending inly
expressing a high degree (eldne news was ----------- ly good for jn&he twenty
adjectives chosen for the test were selected fresch, Rayson & Wilson’s (2001)
Word Frequencies in Written and Spoken English:iedasn the British National
Corpus,in particular from its Companion Websft&lhe adjectives were manually
selected from the Frequency lists, namely “List H&quency list of adjectives (by

lemma).® In order to avoid a bias towards particular angrif, an attempt to

* Leech, Rayson & WilsorCompanion Website for Word frequencies in Writted Spoken
English <http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/bncfreq/> (accessed 1& A012)

® Leech, Rayson & WilsorCompanion Website for Word frequencies in Writted Spoken
English “List 5.3.: Frequency list of adjectives (by leryh
<http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/bncfreq/lists/5_3_all kaadjective.txt> (accessed 17 June 2012)
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include only the most neutral sentences in thewastmade using tHgketch Engine,
a Corpus Query System incorporating word sketcbes;page, automatic, corpus-
derived summary of a word’s grammatical and coliocel behaviouf. For each
adjective, its most frequent collocations were b Word Sketch. Acceptable
amplifiers for each adjective were shown in the tMier” section and those with
the highest frequencies were selected for furtecgssing. The next step was to
find the most neutral, i.e. the most frequent, extg or words co-occurring with the
most frequent collocations (i.e. combinations ofamplifier plus an adjective). This
was made via the option “Konkordanee Fraze (i.e. the collocation in question)
Vytvorit konkordanci.” Then, the actual co-texts of thé&olke combination were
displayed and subsequently, words co-occurring wighcombinations were sorted
by using the option “Kolokace (atribut: word, roas&-5, +5>, minimalni frekvence
v korpusu: 5, minimalni frekvence v daném rozsaBu:— Vytvotit seznam—
Frekvence.” From these data, the most neutral seesewere compiled (at least the
core of the sentences) which were then cross-cideokth the BNC in order to
confirm the high occurrence of those word comborai When completed, the
Cloze test was given to the participants and thea datained from the tests were
sorted according to the frequencies of amplifieeggested by the non-native
speakers and proceeded to further analysis andarsop with theBNC data.

Since there were no native speakers participatindpese two tests, it was
necessary to gain native speakers’ data fromBhesh National Corpus The
excerption was performed by a KWIC search. For @leze test, particular
adjectives used in the sentences were used as phkage, the “Collocation” box
was set to <-1, 0> and in the “POS List” box, tipéian “adv.all” was selected. From
the resulting list, the five most frequent ampliievere selected manually and sorted
according their actual frequencies in the corpbm.one part of the analysis, it was
necessary to find out whether the combinations esiggl by the non-native speakers
are acceptable in English, i.e. whether these coatioins actually exist in English or
not. In these cases, the excerption of the datapedermed by a simple text search,

using the particular combinations as a key phrase.

® Sketch Enginehttp://www.sketchengine.co.uk/> (accessed 18 201&)
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6.2. The Significance of Collocation Test

The Significance of collocation test was directtippted from the Granger’s
(1998) study. Unlike in the Cloze test where sudadmplifiers had to be supplied,
here the participants of the test were presentd#ld i amplifiers each with its own
set of 15 adjectives (e.dpighly: significant reliable ill different essential aware
miserable available clear happy difficult ignorambpossible cold importantand
were asked to choose the acceptable collocatdseochrnplifiers by underlining all
the adjectives which in their opinion go well witie amplifier. Moreover, they were
requested to circle the adjective which in theiin@gm was associated with the
amplifier more frequently than all the others (bae particularly salient adjective for
each amplifier). The data obtained from the tests worted according to the
frequencies of adjectives suggested by the nownanapeakers and proceeded to
further analysis and comparison with the data ete¢chfrom theBNC (see below)

There were fifty participants, i.e. fifty non-nati speakers, in the
Significance of collocation test. There were sirtesales and thirty-four females and
the average age of the participants was twenty-ohey have been learning English
for twelve years on average and the average leafitime spent in an English
speaking country was three months (in fact, ondjreparticipants have spent one year
or more in an English speaking country, thus it barsaid that the participants of this
test have had very little or no exposure to then @eneral).

In order to obtain native speakers’ data for conspar with the results of
the Significance of collocation tests, the samectemethod was used. For this test, it
was the amplifiers which were used as key phraldes.“Collocation” box was set to
<0, +1> and in the “POS List” box, the option “adlj. was selected. From the
resulting list, the frequencies of the combinatiaisan amplifier and the fifteen
adjectives presented as options in the test weosech and recorded for further
procession. The data collected for each test wemnged into the native speaker
database and used for comparison with the nonenapieakers’ data.

Furthermore, it was also necessary to extract tlestnfrequent Czech
amplifiers in order to explain some specifics o€z learners of English relating to
the use of particular collocations. These ampkfieere extracted videsky narodni
korpus (theCzech National Corpgswhich is an academic project focusing on
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building a large electronic corpora of both writ@md spoken CzechThe excerption
was made by a simple text search, the command wasd[tag="D.*"]|[tag="A.*"].
The most frequent amplifiers were then selected uallyh via the frequency

distribution.

" Cesky narodni korpus (FFUK). “What is a Corpus.” wamkorpus.cz/english/co_je_korpus.php>
(accessed 23 June 2012)
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Part || — Data Analysis

7. Analysis — Introduction

This part of the study is based on the resultsloz€tests and Significance
of collocation tests. It is divided into four masections, including a section which
describes English amplifiers in general, one whdohtains pedagogical implications
concerning the prefabricated nature of languagdsSaation 8. which summarises the
results presented in this part and points out tlenniindings resulting from the

analysis.

7.1.  English amplifiers: General overview

The initial hypothesis for this study was that feas’ knowledge of and
ability to use collocations would be much weakecamparison with native speaker
data. In particular, it was presupposed that learngould make less use of
collocations in the investigated data (and thusaafrse in their actual use of English,
both spoken and written) than native speakers, ttiatpreferred amplifiers would
differ in comparison with native speaker data, dhdt learners would make a
number of mistakes in their use of collocationse Thsults of both tests, i.e. the
Cloze test as well as the Significance of collaratiest, are presented and analysed
in the following sections.

As a first step allowing evaluation of the non-umatispeakers’ use of
amplifiers, all possible combinations of an amplifplus an adjective were extracted
from the BNC. Table 2 shows the first fifteen most frequent lisigamplifiers
followed by an adjective in general:
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_ BNC
No. AMP + ad|.
¥ %
1. |particularly +adj.| 8370 8.86
2. |really +adj.| 8175 8.66
3. |highly +adj.| 6545 6.93
4. |extremely +adj.| 5948 6.30
5. |fairly +adj.| 4661 4.93
6. |totally +adj.| 3318 3.51
7. |completely +adj.| 3303 3.50
8. |absolutely +adj.| 2994 3.17
9. |entirely +adj.| 2851 3.02
10. |perfectly +adj.| 2530 2.68
11. |especially +adj.| 2386 2.53
12. (fully +adj.| 2070 2.19
13. |apparently +adj.| 1623 1.72
14. |clearly +adj.| 1558 1.65
15. |truly +adj.| 1518 1.61
TOTAL 94448| 61.25
Table 2: Raw frequencies of amplifiers based on
theBNC

As we can see in Table 2, the first fifteen mostgfrent amplifiers followed by an
adjective comprise more than sixty per cent of pabksible combinations of an
amplifier plus an adjective found in tlBNC. The most frequent English amplifiers
are particularly, really, highly,and extremelycomprising almost one third of all
existing combinationsAll these amplifiers display open collocabilitye.i.ranging

from 676 existing combinations tuly + an adjectiveo 1438 existing combinations
particularly + an adjective. Thus, it can be claimed that thesgliiers are used as —

what Granger calls — all-round amplifiers or “shéds.”

7.2. Results of the Cloze test

7.2.1. Overall results

According to the results of the cloze tests andetkaerption from th&NC,
the overall number of amplifiers analysed in thastpf the study was forty-eight.

The resulting number combines amplifiers suggebiethe non-native speakers in
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cloze tests and five most frequent amplifiers fog tespective adjectives extracted
from the British National Corpus. Since the amoahidata supplied by the non-
native speakers and the respective sample of tteeeddracted from th8NC was
incomparable, the comparison of the non-native aative speakers’ data is
expressed as a per centage of the total wheresayges

Thus, in this part, the first step was to make & of all suggested
combinations found in the cloze tests and thesebgmtions were subsequently
supplemented with the five most frequent collog&ti@f the respective adjectives
subjected to the analysis. Then, the number otiegig suggested combinations of
all forty-eight amplifiers as well as their actuacurrences in both the cloze tests
and theBNC were counted. In total, there were twenty adjestiwhich were
preceded by forty eight different amplifiers, résgwy in one hundred and eighty-
eight different combinations:

Overall number of adjectives 20
Overall number of amplifiers 48
Overall number of combinations (an amplifier + an aljective) 188
Overall number of occurrences of these combinations 9914

Table 3: Overall results of the excerption

The next step was to compare the number of amgljfexisting / suggested
combinations of these amplifiers plus the respedidjective, and the actual number
of occurrences for both databases, i.e. the napeaker (NS) database and the non-
native speaker (NNS) one. Though the amount of dataarkedly different in both
databases, the comparison revealed some genestastial differences in the use of

collocations by native- and non-native speakeiSraflish:

» NS NNS
Amplifiers
7z % > %
Amplifiers 37 77 33 69
Combinations 102 54 149 80
Occurrences 9612 97 302 3

Table 4: Raw frequencies of amplifiers based or\iBeand NNS data
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Though it was expected that the number of ampdifimund in the NS database
would be markedly higher than that of the NNS dasab the results of the
comparison showed that the number of amplifiersbath databases was rather
similar. The NS database contained thirty-sevenlifigrg, comprising almost eighty
per cent of all possible amplifiers (77 %) wher#@s non-native speakers made use
of thirty-three amplifiers, i.e. almost seventy pmmt of all amplifiers from the
database. Thus, the underuse of amplifiers in tH& Bategory was not as striking as
expected. Nevertheless, one must take into acabahtthe NS database contained
only five most frequent amplifiers for each adjeefii.e. if we compared the NNS
results with all possible amplifiers for each atljex (not only five most frequent
ones), there would be a significant underuse of lifieng in the NNS database
simply due to the amount of data compared. Sintgfowe most frequent amplifiers
for each adjective were extracted from BNC, these amplifiers can be described as
those used rather generally, they would often hpeated, and there would be
presumably a lower number of stereotyped combinatias well as “creative”
combinations with these amplifiers.

Yet, even though there was no significant undeaigee NNS amplifiers in
the present data, these two figures revealed tsieifnportant thing. Considered that
there were forty-eight amplifiers in total and tH& database contained thirty-seven
of them, there were eleven amplifiers used by thie-mative speakers which were
not found among five most frequent amplifiers cf tS database. Similarly, since
the NNS database contained thirty-three amplifitheye were fifteen amplifiers
which were found among the most frequent ones gli&myet not suggested by the
non-native speakers. In other words, these figsuggest that in general there were
striking differences between the use or selecticamplifiers in the NS and the NNS
database (for details see below).

Moreover, the overall results show another impdrtdmng, i.e. the
statistically significant difference between theisérg native combinations and
combinations suggested by the non-native spealérsreas there were one hundred
and two (most frequent) combinations in the NS loada, the NNS database
contained one-hundred and forty-nine combinatiaes,eighty per cent of the total
(though the number of suggested amplifiers is 8iglower). Thus, if we compare
the number of amplifiers and their combination®ath NS and NNS data, we found

that whereas in the NS data each amplifier wasdaancombination with almost
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three different adjectives on average, in the NNM& ectach amplifier was found in
combination with more than four different adjectvén other words, it suggests that
in contrast to native speakers, the non-native ksggeagenerally used the same
amplifiers regardless of the following adjectiveyealing not only that the sense of
salience was somewhat weaker or underdevelopetieincase of the non-native
speakers but also that the “creative” ability ofe tmon-native speakers was
significantly limited, i.e. they were in fact nobla to come up with different

amplifiers for particular adjectives and the sugegssets of amplifiers were very
often repeated as if the following adjectives dad play role (especially in the case
of amplifiers or adjectives displaying open collbitigy).

On the basis of the results of raw frequenciesngpldiers extracted from
the NS and NNS database, the next step was tolisktathether the underuse of
amplifiers by the non-native speakers was a gemdr@homenon or due to underuse
of particular amplifiers. On the whole, the freques of the individual amplifiers
were often too low, i.e. not significant enought foeaningful conclusions to be
drawn. However, as shown in Table 5, five of thepbiers demonstrated

statistically significant differences:

Amplifier NS occurrences NNS occurrences
)y % ¥ %
absolutely 198 2.1 32 10.6+**
truly 61 0.6 17 5.6+*
incredibly 0 0 14 4.6+*
utterly 10 0.1 13 4.3+*
particularly 1780 18.5 10 3.3**
TOTAL 9612 100 302 100

Table 5: Individual amplifiers demonstrating stagally significant differences in
occurrences

Note: Significant levels of overuse or underuse onghd of learners are indicated

by a plus or a minus sign followed by an asteriskcése of very significant

levels of overuse or underuse there is a doubézisk}.
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As can be seembsolutelydemonstrated very significant level of overuse lo pgart
of the non-native speakers. One of the reasonhéooveruse ohbsolutelymay well
be that this amplifier has a direct translationieglent which is frequent in Czech —
absolut@ — and which displays similarly few collocationastctions. Even though
other amplifiers demonstrating statistically sigraht overuse, i.etruly, incredibly
and utterly, do not have direct translation equivalents incbze¢hey translate very
nicely into Czech and these translation equivalemés also frequent ones which,
again, can be seen as one of the reasons foiotheuse in the NS database.

In contrast, out of the forty-three remaining arfiipis, i.e. those with
statistically low frequencies, more than sixty pent of amplifiers were underused
by the non-native speakers in contrast to nativealsgrs’ data, hence the little
underuse of amplifiers on the part of the non-reatipeakers in gener&articularly
was the only amplifier demonstrating a very sigrafit level of underuse on the part
of the non-native speakers. One possible explam&dioits underuse may be that this
amplifier has actually two meanings, iespecially,or more than usudl and it is
the first meaning of this amplifier which is morssaciated with it in Czech, i.e.
zejména, hlaw) predevsim(rather tharobzvlag, or mimo-adre), and as such does
not fit into most of the cloze test sentences win@nslated into Czech.

Subsequently, it was crucial to find out whethee thigher number of
suggested combinations in the NNS database in agsopawith the combinations in
the NS database was a general phenomenon or guseticular amplifiers. Overall,
there were twenty amplifiers in the database whielhe found in combination with
more adjectives in the NS database than the NN&bdsé. In other words, there
were more existing combinations than the non-naspeakers suggested. Yet, on
average, there were only 1.6 more combinationsefmch amplifier in the NS
database than in the NNS database, i.e. in the afaseenty amplifiers, the non-
native speakers suggested usually one or two catbns less than possible. In
contrast, there were twenty-four amplifiers in tii@abase which were found in
combination with more adjectives in the NNS datab&towever, on average there
were 3.3 more combinations for each amplifier e NS database in comparison to
the NS database, hence the higher number of typeth® part of non-native

speakers. Only four amplifiers had the same nurabgpes in the NS and the NNS

8 Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictiona8006),2nd edition (electronic version).
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database. Interestingly, Table 6 shows the amgifiéemonstrating significant

differences between the number of combinationshim WS and NNS database
(interestingly, the table contains all of the arfiis presented in Table 5, i.e. those
demonstrating the significant levels of overuseimeruse respectively — thus these

two tendencies are clearly interconnected):

Amplifier NS NS
combinations combinations
absolutely 4 O+*
completely 4 8+*
fairly 0 6+**
highly 2 7+*
incredibly 0 10+**
particularly 13 7-**
simply 0 4+*
truly 2 11+**
unbelievably 0 4+*
utterly 1 10+**
TOTAL 102 149

Table 6: Individual amplifiers demonstratingtsti#cally significant
differences in the number of NS and NNS combination

Note: Significant levels of overuse or underusettom part of learners are
indicated by a plus or a minus sign followed byaaterisk (in case
of very significant levels of overuse or underuker¢ is a double

asterisk).

As we can see, the difference between the numbeombinations in the NS and
NNS databases are, at least in some cases, inttég@ags These figures support the
already mentioned claim that the non-native spealise fewer amplifiers than the
native speakers; however, they use them ratherrggnei.e. regardless of the
following adjective / collocation. In other wordse majority of amplifiers used by

the non-native speakers were treated as amplifiensonstrating open collocability
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(which is not generally true), their sense of saleeregarding particular collocations
was significantly weaker and also their “creativability was underdeveloped.
Again, in the case of all of the amplifiers foundthwthe highest number of
combinations suggested by the non-native speatkene was an obvious and strong
L1 influence. Thus, so far it can be claimed tlhat mon-native speakers seem to use
amplifiers more as building bricks than as partprefabricated units for there is an
evident influence of their mother tongue, i.e. @geon the selection of particular
amplifiers, i.e. the amplifiers with direct transten equivalents or those which
translate nicely into Czech were the most frequers in the NNS database, as if
there were no differences between English and GZexhas if there was a direct,
straight way (one-to-one relationship) of transigtithese combinations from

English to Czech or vice versa.

7.2.2. Non-native speakers: (non)attaining the native “idal”

So far, the general differences between the naie non-native use of
collocation have been shown and described. Thisoseis of a vital importance for
its main aim is to find out to what extent — oaifall — the non-native speakers attain
the native “ideal,” i.e. how the selections as vesllorders of particular combinations
suggested by them correspond with the existinyaatnes.

The comparison of the most frequent amplifiers ubgdative speakers to
those suggested by non-native speakers also revéase important differences.

Tables 7 and 8 show the first ten most frequentlifiBrs in both databases:
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NS occurrences NNS occurrences

Amplifier Amplifier
)3 % x %
1. really 1934 20.1 1. really 55 18.2
2. particularly 1780 18.5 2. extremely 45 14.9
3. extremely 1287 13.4 3. absolutely 32 10.6
4. completely 549 5.7 4. completely 25 8.3
5. totally 418 4.3 5. truly 17 5.6
6. especially 402 4.2 6. totally 16 5.3
7. perfectly 342 3.6 7. highly 14 4.6
8. entirely 335 3.5 8. incredibly 14 4.6
9. significantly 274 2.9 9. utterly 13 4.3
10. fully 239 2.5 10. particularly 10 3.3
TOTAL 7560 78.7 TOTAL 241 79.8
Table 7: NS: Most frequent amplifiers Table 8: 8iINMost frequent amplifiers

As we can see, the ten most frequent amplifierboitin databases appeared in the
majority of all combinations found in the databases almost eighty per cent of all
occurrences in both databases were found with tegdifiers. The total per centage
of the ten most frequent NS amplifiers is littlevier simply due to the higher number
of amplifiers in the database. However, these &gwsupport the already mentioned
idea relating to the non-native speakers’ knowledgée use of collocations, i.e. it
seems that these ten most frequent amplifiersealinsto be considered as displaying
open collocability and they are used as all-roumdpldiers or “safe-bets.” In
addition, six of the most frequent amplifiers iretNNS database are those which
appear in significantly higher number of types. sTfact, again, suggests, that the
non-native speakers’ “creative” ability is much mdimited in comparison with the
native speakers and more importantly, it furthgrpsuts the claim stated above, i.e.
the non-native speakers seem to use amplifiers rasreeparate building bricks
rather than as parts of prefabricated units (fahfer evidence see below).
Furthermore, the results of the comparison showesh enore important
results concerning the differences between thecs@heand order of native / non-

native amplifiers. Except fareally andextremelywhich were among the three most
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frequent amplifiers in both databases, the selecéis well as the order of the
amplifiers was substantially different. In genegdl,amplifiers which were common
to both groups, i.ereally, extremely, completelynd totally + adjective display
similar frequencies of occurrences (the only exoepis the amplifierparticularly
which demonstrates a very significant level of unde — see above). Nevertheless,
there were five amplifiers which were frequent memf the databases yet missing in
the other:especially, perfectly, entirely, significantgndfully as the most frequent
amplifiers in the NS database (and not preseriterNNS one), andbsolutelytruly,
highly, incredibly,and utterly as the most frequent amplifiers in the NNS databas
(and not present in the NS database). As alreadwiomed above, four of these five
amplifiers demonstrate statistically significantéés of overuse in the NS database.
Importantly, these figures, again, showed that eéherere striking differences
between the choices of particular amplifiers innbgtoups (for details see below).
Significantly, these differences revealed one matk@dency on the part of the non-
native speakers. If we take into account the amepdifwhich are common to both
groups (except foparticularly) together with the amplifiers which are found oaly
the NNS list, i.e.really, extremely, completely, totally, absoluteisuly, highly,
incredibly, and utterly, we found that they either have the direct trarmsta
equivalents in Czech or translate very nicely itwech. On the other hand, the
amplifiers found only on the NS list, i.especially, perfectly, entirely, significantly,
andfully, either have rather formal translation equivaleatsa relatively much less
frequent translation equivalent. Thus, there idrang L1 influence since the most
frequent amplifiers used by the non-native speakegsfor the most part congruent
with the Czech word combination and presumablyltésam transfer from Czech.
Another striking difference between the use of amdtions, or more
particularly between the native-like combinationsl ghose which appeared the most
salient on the part of the non-native speakers, bandemonstrated by the
comparison of the order of amplifiers used withtipatar adjectives from the point
of view of their frequency, i.e. to what extent tbheder of the NNS amplifiers
corresponded with the order based on the NS datalbasother words the more
similar the orders, the closer the non-native spesalkknowledge of collocations to
the “native-like ideal.” In an ideal state the amleoncerning particular adjectives
would be the same, or with little differences, uthioately, the contrary seems to be

the case.
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First, the most frequent NNS amplifier for eacheatlve was compared
with the NS database. Particularly, these mostulgati NNS amplifiers were
contrasted with the orders of particular NS coltmses and the aim of this
comparison was to find out whether the most fregq&NS combinations would
correspond with the most frequent NS combinatioms$ i& not, at which position
these NNS amplifiers appeared with their respectjectives on the NS list. It was
decided that if an amplifier was found in first fims with the particular adjective in
both the NS and NNS database, this amplifier wasmgb points. If it was found in
second position with the particular adjective om N6 list, it was given 4 points, and
so on. If the most frequent amplifier was not fowordthe NS list at all, no points
were given. Thus, in an ideal state, i.e. if allsinfsequent NNS amplifiers for each
adjective actually corresponded with the most festfuNS amplifiers with the
adjective in question, the NNS would get one hudgh@nts (i.e. five points for each
adjective). The result of this comparison revedleat the non-native speakers got
sixty-eight points (out of one hundred), thereftirey approached the sixty-eight per
cent of the ideal — which can be considered a rahgsfactory result. In particular,
eight most frequent NNS combinations for each dnjeovere found as the most
frequent ones in the NS database,dampletely different, extremely difficult, really
hard, absolutely necessary, completely reliablgllyeserious, highly significant,
and terribly sorry. It must be noted that all these amplifiers tratgsinicely into
Czech and are also rather frequent combination€zach. Among other most
frequent NNS combinationsgally happy, extremely importargndextremely useful
were the second most frequent choices in the N&bdaegxtremely bad, extremely
cold, and especially trueoccupied the third position on the NS list; asxdremely
good, absolutely greagndreally simplewere the fourth on the NS lishbsolutely
miserablewas the only combination found on the fifth pasitiand finally,highly
awareandabsolutely naturalvere not found among the most frequent NS ampdifier
of the respective adjectives at all.

If we reversed the comparison, i.e. if we took thest frequent amplifiers
for each adjective on the NS list and compared thath the order of the NNS
combinations, we found that except for eight amgif which were the most
frequent in both databases mentioned above, fivet ftequent NS combinations
were found on the second position in the NNS dabthat isreally bad, really
good, really great, extremely simplend particularly true. Fully aware, perfectly
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happy, and particularly important appeared on the third position in the NNS
databaseperfectly naturaloccupied the forth position and importantly, thoéehe
NS combinations of most frequent amplifiers andréfspective adjectives in the NS
database were not marked by the non-native speadtesl, i.e. bitterly cold,
thoroughly miserableandparticularly useful.

In addition, if we compare the orders of amplifiess the respective adjectives
from the point of view of frequency, we found tlmatt of one hundred and eighty-
eight combinations, the order, i.e. actual posgiohone hundred and twenty-five of
them — comprising sixty-six per cent — did not naliymatch — in fact it is the sum
of types exclusive to the NS and the NNS datalfaselétail see below). Thus, if we
take into account only those combinations that wem&mon to both groups (i.e.
eighty six combinations in total), nineteen comhkimas appeared on the same
position in both databases, twenty seven of noiv@apeakers’ combinations were
found on higher positions, i.e. they were used nfoeguently than in the NS
database, and seventeen of them were found irower Ipositions, i.e. found as less
frequent in comparison to the NS database. Inquaati, thirty-three types appeared
on <-1, +1> positions from each other, thirteenet/pvere found on <-2, +2>
positions from each other, six types occupied <p8sition from the other and five
types were found on <-4, +4> positions from eatteit

All in all, there are actually two conclusions tlain be made according to
these results. First, if we take into account adh/most frequent, or the most salient,
native collocations, the non-native speakers shoted their knowledge of a
significant number of them can be considered satisfy. However, from the
general point of view, the differences between #wtual frequencies of both
amplifiers and whole word combinations and the wad the combinations were in
most of the cases too large to be ignored. Thasgémeral picture is one of learners
who seem to use amplifiers more as building brickther than as part of
prefabricated units, and conspicuously, the Lluerice on the selection and
ordering of amplifiers proved to be very stronget the L1 influence is in general
negative.

So far, it has been proved that there are sigmfid#ferences between the
existing native combinations and those suggestedhbynon-native speakers. In
order to reveal particular, or specific, differes@®ncerning the use of amplifiers by

native- and non-native speakers of English, it n@sessary to further subdivide the
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category of amplifiers into three categories, the. combinations of an amplifier plus
and adjective that were exclusively used by natpeakers, those that were
exclusively used by non-native speakers, and ttiegevere common to both groups
(see Table 9):

NS NS + NNS NNS
Database o o o
combinations combinations combinations
NS database 39 (38%) 63 (62%)
NNS database 63 (42 %) 86 (58%)

Table 9: Combinations exclusive to native- or mative speakers and combinations

common to both

7.2.2.1. Combinations exclusive to the NS / NNS database

In the NS database, there were 39 different contibima which were not
found in the NNS database. These combinations @matawenty-six amplifiers in
total and they can be generally considered stgpedtgombinations such asgterly
cold, extremely sorry, entirely different, jolly @y keenly aware, notoriously
difficult, painfully hard radically different,or vitally necessary Thus, it suggests
that this category was problematic for non-natpeakers. Indeed, out of the twenty-
six amplifiers, fifteen (i.e. thus combinations taining them as well) were not
found in the NNS database at all. These fifteenldiems were found in seventeen
combinations and nine hundred and twenty-one oenuags, i.e. almost ten per cent
of all combinations and occurrences respectivelyeweund exclusively in the NS
database. These native exclusive combinations vegmgarently simple, certainly
true, clearly necessary, desperately hard, exceptlp cold, extraordinarily
difficult, genuinely useful, jolly good, keenly aeanotoriously bad, notoriously
difficult, radically different, strictly necessarysufficiently serious, thoroughly
miserable, wholly naturaland wholly reliable. As we can see, there were mostly
stereotyped combinations that were exclusively udmed native speakers.
Interestingly, two maximizers also appeared on listsi.e.thoroughly andwholly.
Broadly speaking, almost all these amplifiers hagedirect translation equivalents,

almost none of them translate particularly nicetyoi Czech and their translation
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equivalents can be in most of the cases assoamtedather formal Czech. Thus, it
can be claimed that the L1 influence, again, papsominent part.

The NNS database contained almost sixty per cegbwifbinations which
were used by the non-native speakers yet not amtummong NS combinations
consisting of five most frequent amplifiers and ithparticular adjectives. In
particular, there were twenty-seven amplifiers tituting eighty-six different
combinations with one hundred and twenty occurrengbich were found only in
the NNS database. It will be noted that majoritytludse types, of course, exist in
English; however, they cannot be considered asmbst typical, or the frequent
ones. As already mentioned above (cf. Table 4)etheere eleven amplifiers which
were found exclusively in the NNS database (i.¢.aogurring among the five most
frequent amplifiers of respective adjectives): iaetually, alarmingly, crucially,
fairly, immensely, incredibly, laughably, remarkgablsimply, unbelievablyand
vastly. Again, majority of these amplifiers in fact appesith the adjectives in
question in thBNC, yet they are not among the most frequent ohless, the non-
native combinations can be divided into two categgorThe first category consists of
combinations which actually do exist in English llat not appear among the most
frequent ones in thBNC (thus in English as well) and the second categontains
exclusively non-native speakers combinations whizgimot exist in English at all.

The first category contains thirty-three combioasi containing sixteen
amplifiers found in eighty occurrences in total.ctintains combinations such®as
absolutely differen{5), absolutely happy3), actually good(9), completely trug9),
extremely awardg3), highly important(38), immensely importan20), incredibly
hard (9), terribly good(19), totally aware(5), truly good(6), utterly different(29),
etc. Most of the combinations are stereotyped amieish translate more or less
nicely into Czech, thus there is, again, an obviclisnfluence — indeed majority of
amplifiers found in these combinations are thoseatestrating a very significant
level of overuse in the NNS database (cf. TableaB)pf which have either direct
translation equivalents or translate very nicetp iGzech.

The second category is of paramount interest faoiitains combinations
suggested by the non-native speakers which, howarenot found in English at all,

® The figures in parentheses following each coliocatrepresent the tokens of particular
combinations found in thBNC.
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l.e. they are exclusively non-native thus erroneotifiis category contains fifteen
combinations containing ten different amplifiers dareleven adjectives, i.e.
alarmingly bad, bitterly true, highly good, highlgerious, incredibly natural,
incredibly serious, laughably simple, remarkabhgrsiicant, significantly bad,
significantly important, simply miserable, truly possible, truly reliable, utterly
good,andutterly great.As we can see, there is, again, an evident stiafhgence of
L1, i.e. most of these combinations are actuatbrdi translations of very frequent
Czech collocations such aglmi dobry velmi vazny, opravdu nemozny, opravdu
spolehlivy,or naprosto skaly. Moreover, the NNS database contained some rare
examples of creative combinations suclalasmingly bad, bitterly truer laughably
simple Even though these are not successful collocatroEmglish, they are, again,
either literal translations of Czech collocationstbey result from transfer from
Czech phrases: in Czech we indeed use that sorgathémesre jednoduchéthat a
situation is becominglarmujici (with a negative connotation), or phrake hakou
pravdou...(which actually exists in English as well, though @ nominal phrase
bitter true). It must be noted that all these combinationseapgd in the NNS
database only once exceptuly reliable which was suggested three times.
Nevertheless, if we consider that these combinatiepresent almost ten per cent of

the total number of non-native combinations, thenber is indeed striking.

7.2.2.2. Combinations common to both NS and NNS database

Overall, there were sixty-three combinations resglfrom combinations of
twenty amplifiers and twenty adjectives which wéoeind in both databases (i.e.
only five most frequent amplifiers of the NS datsdbacompared). These
combinations contained all amplifiers listed amotige most frequent NNS
amplifiers (exceptutterly), i.e. those which in general translate well intee€h,
together with several examples of the most sigaificor prototypical, collocations
as well as frequent “creative” collocations, botwhich seem to be well-known and
used without any difficulties by the non-native akers. Such collocations found in
the both databases were for instaabsolutely necessary, acutely aware, awfully
sorry, deadly serious entirely happy, exceedingffycdlt, extremely important, fully
aware, highly significant, particularly good, pecty happy, significantly different,
terribly different, truly great, vitally importangtc. On the one hand, these findings
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suggested that the non-native speakers were awarheomost frequent, i.e.
significant, collocation pairs and the truth is ttteome of the most significant
collocations were indeed obviously firmly entrendhe the NNS mental lexicons.
On the other hand, we must not forget that the H&lhse contained “only” five
most frequent combinations of an amplifier plusadjective and, more importantly,
there were only sixty-three combinations (out ok dmundred and eighty eight
combinations in total) which were common to botbugps. Thus, the combinations
common to both groups represented only thirty-foeir cent of the whole database,
in other words, only thirty-four per cent of the shdrequent English collocations
studied in this analysis were salient for the native speakers and (to the lesser or
greater extent) entrenched in their minds. In ganénis number is rather alarming
and all these findings further support the clainattithe non-native speakers’
knowledge of as well as their ability to use cadlbons is in general rather weak.

To sum it up, the results of the cloze tests sugties whereas the non-
native speakers may be well aware of some of th& fequent, i.e. prototypical and
generally used, English collocations, in generairtknowledge of and ability to use
collocations proved to be rather weak. One of tlhstimportant factors contributing
to this state is a strong L1 influence which isspraably responsible for a large
number of errors on the part of the non-native kpesa All in all, the non-native
speakers’ knowledge of and the ability to use waitmns can be hardly considered

satisfactory, i.e. they overall did not succeedtiaining the native “ideal.”

7.3.  Results of the Significance of Collocation test

7.3.1. Overall results

So far, it has been established that non-nativeakgws are using
collocations which do not always correspond witle timajority of the native
speakers’ ones, especially with the less frequentess salient, ones. In order to
further analyse whether the non-native speakenmssesef salience was really so
weak or underdeveloped, Granger’s Significanceofibcation test (SOC test) was
applied to another group of participants. In costtta the Cloze test, the SOC test
can be considered easier from the point of viewpafticipants, i.e. whereas the
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participants in the cloze test had to think up plessible collocations without any
hints, the participants in the SOC test had adfspossible combinations at their
disposal. Thus, even if the participants in the St@€ were not familiar with
particular collocations, it was assumed that thgniBcant, or the most salient,
collocations would be striking enough and thereforarked anyway. As already
mentioned in Section 6 (Material and Method), ti@CStest consisted of eleven
amplifiers and the participants were asked to chdbg acceptable collocates of
these amplifiers from a list of fifteen adjectiviaseach case. The test was devised in
a way that for each amplifier there was usuallyyoohe adjective which in
combination with the amplifier in question congi#d a significant collocation. In
some cases there were a few other possible, butetptent combinations, i.e. there
was only one salient collocation for each amplifi€hus, in an ideal state, the
participants should have chosen only those combimatconstituting significant
collocations, i.e. eleven combinations in totalgdor each amplifier).

Overall, if we counted the total number of combimas found in theBNC
(both the most salient and those which actuallystexi English yet are not very
frequent) and the number of combinations suggdsyettie non-native speakers, the

comparison of these figures yielded particularkgiasting results (see Table 10):

N Number of possible Number of suggested
Amplifier
combinations -BNC combinations - NNS
highly 6 14
seriously 3 14
readily 2 12
blissfully 3 14
vitally 5 13
fully 5 13
perfectly 7 14
heavily 2 13
bitterly 2 14
absolutely 9 15
utterly 9 15
TOTAL 53 151

Table 10: Possible combinatiorBNC) vs. suggested combinations (NNS)
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As we can see, the non-native speakers suggestechumred and fifty-one
combinations in comparison to the fifty-three conations found in thé8NC. In
other words, almost one-hundred of the combinatioasked by the non-native
speakers were not found in tlBNC and are therefore regarded as dubious in
English. If we take into account that there were bnndred and sixty-five possible
combinations overall, the non-native speakers nthgtmost ninety-two per cent of
them. This finding is rather striking, suggestih@ttthe non-native speakers’ sense
of salience is not only weak, but also partly nketa The amplifiers with the highest
number of suggested combinations, i.e. the mosjuémet ones, werabsolutely
(marked in two hundred and forty-three cases) lagtlly (marked in one hundred
and eighty-two cases). As already mentioned inptiegious sectionsgbsolutelyhas
a direct translation equivalentabsolut@ — and it is one of the most frequent Czech
amplifiers, andhighly — vysoce- is also rather frequent Czech amplifier, though i
can be considered rather formal; neverthelesadeead translates nicely into Czech.
Interestingly, there were some amplifiers with nggested combinations on the part
of the non-native speakers, i.e. the amplifesadily was left empty eleven times (i.e.
in twenty-two per cent of tests), there were setests (i.e. fourteen per cent) in
which the amplifiervitally was not suggested in any combinations, the amplifie
heavilyhad no suggested combinations in five tests @rper cent), the amplifiers
bitterly and fully appeared in no possible combinations three times tance
respectively. This may suggest that these amgifiespeciallyeadily, vitally, and
heavily, are somewhat problematic from the point of vidwhe non-native speakers
and thus not very well entrenched in their mindspassible amplifiers, i.e. as
collocators either.

Further, if we compared the most frequent, i.e. tmest salient,
combinations of each amplifier and the respectdjeciive in theBNC with those
suggested most often by the non-native speakese t#ire only minimal differences

between these results (see Table 11):
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BNC: Most frequent

NNS: Most frequent

Amplifier
response(s) response(s)
highl highly significant (156) highly significant (42)
[
oy highly important (38) highly important (37)
seriously seriously different (227)  seriously different (49)
readily readily available (426) readily availablg®)
_ blissfully happy (11) blissfully happy (30)
blissfully _ _ _ _
blissfully ignorant (6) blissfully ignorant (30)
) _ _ vitally important (31)
vitally vitally important (191) ) o
vitally significant (24)
fully aware (40)
fully fully aware (239) _
fully available (29)
perfectly clear (117) perfectly clear (43)
perfectly .
perfectly happy (96) perfectly reliable (20)
heavily ill (16)
_ heavily aware (1) heavily important (16)
heavily o o
heavily significant (1) heavily significant (14)
heavily difficult (13)
bitterly bitterly cold (102) bitterly cold (31)
absolutely clear (149) absolutely impossible (38)
absolutely ) )
absolutely essential (122 absolutely essential (34)
utterly impossible (33)
utterly different (29) utterly different (16)
utterly

utterly impossible (11)

utterly ignorant (16)

utterly miserable (16)

Table 11: Most frequent responses (NS + NNS)

Table 11 shows that there was a good sense ohealemong a significant number
of the non-native speakers for almost all of thesifiequent English collocations. In
the case of eight out of eleven amplifiers, the infeesquent native combinations
corresponded with those suggested by the non-nggigakers, indicating that these
combinations are in fact very well entrenched ia tton-native speakers’ mental
lexicons. Thus, it seems that these combinatioasised not as individual bricks but

rather as collocations proper. However, among thstrfrequent combinations, the
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non-native speakers also considered nine other icatndns to be significant
collocations, though none of them appeared amoagntbst frequent ones in the
BNC. Particularly, six combinations in fact appeanetheBNC, yet these are not the
most frequent ones, i.evitally significant, fully available, perfectly rable,
absolutely impossible, utterly ignoraahd utterly miserableand curiously, three of
the most frequent combinations suggested by thenatime speakers are not
accepted in English at all, i.eeavily ill / important / difficult The case olfieavilyis
somewhat paradoxical since this amplifiers does mte a direct or clear-cut
translation equivalent in Czech. It can be traeslasvelice or tezceand whereas
the former fits into all suggested combinations whmnslated into Czech, it is the
latter which is presumably more associated witls #mplifier in translation, yet it
cannot be used in this particular meaning with sstgg adjectives — except, of
course heavily ill — ¥Zce nemocnyn this particular case, there is, again, a stiohg
influence.

Thus, the general results have shown two tenderfeiiess, when it comes to
the most frequent and salient English collocatiting,non-native speakers showed a
remarkable ability to passively recognise (and ymebly actively use) these
collocations. It seems that these collocations em&enched in the non-native
speakers’ mental lexicons and their sense of saie&nhcorrect — but only if we take
into account these particular combinations. In @stf there is a second tendency
(which is at least as important as the first ofm@wang that in the case of the other,
l.e. less frequent, combinations, the non-nativeakprs’ sense of salience is rather
weak and partly mistaken. As already mentioned abdkiere are ninety-eight
combinations suggested by the non-native speakihvdo not exist in English. If
we take into account that there were one hundred sinty-five possible
combinations in total, almost sixty per cent of teenbinations in total suggested by
the non-native speakers are not accepted in Eng8ghilarly, if we take into
account only the number of combinations suggestedhb non-native speakers,
almost sixty-five per cent of the combinations neatkby the non-native speakers
were completely wrong, i.e. non-existing in EngliBloth these findings suggest that
the non-native speakers use a high number of alyproodd word combinations and
again, (except the most frequent collocations),geeral picture is one of learners
who seem to use amplifiers more as building brickther than as part of

prefabricated units. Nevertheless, the questiorwlether these results can be
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considered satisfactory or not. On the one harghit be argued that for the non-
native speakers to know the most frequent collonatiis enough, i.e. there is no
special need for the non-native speakers to knbwtlér possible collocation; yet
on the other hand, the lack of knowledge of theofossible — or worse, impossible
— collocations can lead to misunderstanding or edslnn discourse or interaction
with native speakers of English. In fact, the lee&lmistakes is too high to be
ignored thus in general, the results of the nomaagpeakers can be said to be far

from satisfactory.

7.3.2. Significant collocation

Whereas the previous section compared the nativeé @on-native
collocations from the point of view of their frequy, this section focuses on
significant collocations, i.e. those combinatiortsich are entrenched in participants’
mental lexicons the strongest, thus particularlyestiin their minds. As already
mentioned in Section 6. (Material and Method), he SOC tests, the participants
were asked not only to choose the acceptable aéef fifteen adjectives in each
case, but also to circle those which in their apimivere more frequently associated
with particular amplifiers than all the others,. iomly one adjective in each case. It
was the comparison of the circled forms by the native speakers (thus the most
salient ones in their minds) and the most frequetive collocations which was
relevant for this part of the analysis and it, agajielded interesting results and
showed further differences between the native amtnative use of collocations.
For each amplifier, adjectives with the highestngigant frequencies of co-
occurrence in th&NC were taken into account for the comparison. Intnobghe
cases, there were only one or two adjectives shpwirsignificant level of co-
occurrence and these were compared to combinatimoked by the non-native

speakers see Table 12):
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Number of significant Number of circled

Amplifier
complementations BNC complementations - NNS

highly 2 8
seriously 1 5
readily 1 6
blissfully 2 5
vitally 1 6
fully 1 5
perfectly 2 6
heavily 2 10
bitterly 1 6
absolutely 2

utterly 3

TOTAL 20 74

Table 12: The number of significant collocationgsheBNC and the
NNS database

As we can see, the non-native speakers circlechbed@ur combinations in contrast

to twenty combinations with significant levels a¥-occurrence extracted from the
BNC. Thus, it means that there were fifty-four morenbmations which were

particularly salient in the non-native speakershdsi than the most frequently co-
occurring combinations found in tH&NC. In other words, Table 12 gives clear
evidence of the non-native speakers’ misguided esefissalience. In contrast to
Granger’s study in which the non-native speakerskethover one hundred fewer
combinations constituting significant collocatioffiiom their point of view) than the

native speakers, thus their sense of salience veak;wn this case the sense of
salience of the non-native speakers was greatlggetated. Nevertheless, it must
not be forgotten that Granger’s study was based different kind of data, hence the
differences between the number of responses opartteof native speakers. Yet it
actually does not make a difference whether the-nadive speakers marked
significantly lower or higher number of what in thepinion constituted significant

collocations — both variants showed the weak a$ agmistaken sense of salience

on the side of the non-native speakers.
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If we take a closer look at the combinations cilcley the non-native
speakers and compare them with the most frequentiyrring combinations in the
BNC, we also get particularly interesting results edwey specific differences
between the significant collocations extracted frim@ BNC and those which were

considered significant by the non-native speakszs [able 13):

Amplifiers Native-speaker responses Learner responses

highly highly significant (156) highly important (16)
highly important (38) highly significant (13)
highly reliable (6)
highly aware (2)
highly essential (2)*
highly impossible (2)*
highly available (1)*
highly ignorant (1)*
seriously seriously ill (227) seriously ill (45)
seriously cold (1)*
seriously difficult (1)*
seriously important (1)
seriously impossible (1)*
readily readily available (426) readily available (26)
readily aware (5)
readily difficult (1)*
readily essential (1)*
readily reliable (1)*
readily significant (1)*
blissfully blissfully happy (11) blissfully ignorant (20)
blissfully ignorant (6) blissfully happy (6)
blissfully aware (4)*
blissfully clear (2)
blissfully cold (2)*
vitally vitally important (191) vitally important (24)
vitally essential (7)
vitally significant (5)
vitally aware (1)
vitally clear (1)*
vitally impossible (1)*
fully fully aware (239) fully aware (25)
fully available (8)
fully reliable (4)
fully clear (3)
fully impossible (1)*

perfectly perfectly clear (117) perfectly clear (34)
perfectly happy (96) perfectly aware (3)
perfectly happy (3)

perfectly reliable (3)
perfectly different (2)
perfectly available (1)
heavily heavily aware (1) heavily ill (13)*
heavily significant (1) heavily important (7)*
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heavily significant (6)
heavily ignorant (3)*
heavily essential (2)*
heavily aware (1)
heavily cold (1)*
heavily difficult (1)*
heavily miserable (1)*
heavily reliable (1)*
bitterly bitterly cold (102) bitterly cold (28)
bitterly aware (4)
bitterly miserable (4)*
bitterly ignorant (2)*
bitterly happy (1)*
bitterly impossible (1)*
absolutely absolutely clear (149) absolutely clear (13)
absolutely essential (122) absolutely impossible (12)
absolutely essential (9)
absolutely important (2)
absolutely aware (1)*
absolutely reliable (1)
absolutely significant (1)*

utterly utterly different (29) utterly impossible (19)
utterly impossible (11) utterly happy (6)
utterly miserable (10) utterly miserable (6)

utterly different (4)
utterly ignorant (3)
utterly clear (1)
utterly essential (1)
utterly important (1)*
Table 13: Significant collocations: tBBNC vs. the NNS database

Note Combinations suggested by the non-native spesakhbich are atypical,

i.e. do not occur in thBNC, are indicated by an asterisk.

As we can see in Table 13 there were, again, twairfgs supporting the general
claim made above. First, Table 13 gives clear engdehat the non-native speakers
had a good sense of salience for some combinationsarticular those with the
highest frequency of occurrence in tBANC. From the point of view of the
combinations which were the most salient in theigpant's minds, in the case of
seven amplifiers the non-native speakers indeedt noden circled those
combinations which were extracted from BMEC as those with the highest level of
occurrence. This fact supports the claim that tbe-mative speakers have a great
sense of salience concerning the most typical rotofypical, English collocations.
Furthermore, in the case of four amplifiers whéwe non-native speakers considered
to be most salient combinations other than thosth whe most frequent co-
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occurrence in thé8NC, in each case the most salient English collocasictually
appeared among the circled ones by the non-ngbeakers. Particularly, in the case
of highly andblissfully,the two combinations with the highest level of cmarrence
in the BNC appeared in the reverse order in the non-natiealsgs’ responses.
Interestingly, the second combination extractedhftbeBNCin each case displayed
a high level of occurrence, yet in comparison Witk most frequent combinations in
each case, both second combinations appearedicagniy less often. However, in
the non-native speakers’ responses, the first optias circled significantly more
often than the second one (which is in fact the tmimsquently occurring
combination in thd8NC) in each case. On the one hand, this finding agapports
the claim concerning a good sense of salience antbagnon-native speakers
because they selected the two most frequent Engtistbinations. Yet on the other
hand, since the order of these two combinationsversed, it may be little indication
that their sense of salience was partly mistakeanc€rning the amplifiersitterly
and heavily, they were actually the only two amplifiers in wiithe order of
combinations based on the frequency was remarkhtbgrent between thBNC and
the non-native speakers’ data. Whereas irBiN€ the combination with the highest
frequency of occurrence wasterly differentwith twenty-nine occurrences, in the
NNS database this combination occupied the thieteglwith only four cases in
which this particular combination was circled. Tiest salient combination of the
non-native speakers wasterly impossiblecircled in nineteen cases followed by
utterly happyandutterly miserablecircled six times in each case. The casbkeaavily
is, again, the most complicated. Whereas thereoahg two possible adjectives
complementing this amplifier in tH@NC and each of them appeared in BiNC only
once (thus it can be hardly considered one ofyipiedl, or usual amplifier), the non-
native speakers circled eight other combinationshassalient ones. Interestingly,
heavily ill was circled thirteen times, i.e. this combinati@presented the most
salient collocation for more than one third of gegticipants, and almost twenty per
cent of participants circled the combinatibeavily important It has already been
explained thatheavily ill operates on the basis of the L1 influence, reptesse a
translation equivalent of the Czech phréaSee nemocnyyet, there is no similar
explanation for the combinatidreavily importanteand the question remains why this
particular combination is so deeply entrenchedhim hon-native speakers’ mental

lexicons.
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The second finding from the comparison of data abl& 13 is related to
combinations which were at the same time salieth@non-native speakers’ minds
yet not found among the combinations with the hsgHevel of occurrence in the
BNC. As already mentioned above, even though thereewiaence of a good sense
of salience among a significant number of the native speakers for the
combinations occurring most frequently in tB&C, the same cannot be claimed
from the point of view of other combinations suggdsby the non-native speakers.
The results of the SOC test showed that there wagréficantly higher number of
combinations considered salient on the part ofrihie-native speakers which were
not found among the salient ones extracted fronctnpus. Again, it was necessary
to divide these non-native speakers’ combinations iwo groups, i.e. those which
actually exist in English yet cannot be consideirediuent, i.e. typical, and those
which are completely unnatural, i.e. not existingEnglish. Thus, apart from the
eighteen combinations with the most frequent oenae suggested by the non-
native speakers (more or less corresponding widkegtiound in th@&8NC), the NNS
database contained twenty three combinations whérke considered most salient by
the non-native speakers, yet not found among #guént combinations in tH&ENC.
Furthermore and crucially, there were thirty-thoeenbinations marked as the most
salient by the non-native speakers which, howedemot exist in English at all. In
other words, if we take into account that the NNffatdlase contained the total of
seventy-four circled combinations, fifty-five peerd of the non-native speakers’
combinations in fact exist in English. However, mtian half of these combinations
are not typical, i.e. they are rather infrequennbmations in English. What is even
more striking, forty-five per cent of the combirmats considered most salient by the
non-native speakers actually do not seem to eridknglish at all, i.e. they are
completely incorrect.

To sum it up, the results of the SOC test wereerasimilar to those of the
cloze tests. The comparison of the native and themative use of collocations
revealed significant differences between these gmmups. The knowledge and
ability to use collocations on the part of the mative speakers were not entirely
convincing. It is true that the non-native spealstrswed a good sense of salience in
the most frequent or the most salient collocatiamsyever, in other cases, i.e.
English collocations which are not the most siguaifit, the level of error was even

higher in the SOC test than in the cloze testssTthe number of mistakes relating
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to less frequent combinations is, again, too h@béd ignored, supporting the claim
that the non-native speakers knowledge of andtylidi use collocations is rather
weak, their sense of salience is significantly akeh (in most of the cases), thus it
further supports the general picture of the norveaspeakers using amplifiers as

individual bricks rather than as parts of prefadied units.

7.4. Pedagogical implications

The results of the present study have demonstriitaed the non-native
speakers’ phraseological skills are severely lichiten the one hand, the non-native
speakers indeed use native-like prefabricated ,ugg$ the number of these is
relatively low. On the other hand, the non-natipeakers totally fail concerning the
majority of English prefabricated units, especialigse not very frequent or creative,
and, most importantly, the non-native speakers ymeda vast number of atypical,
foreign-sounding combinations which do not existEnglish. Thus, it is vitally
important to lay greater emphasis on prefabricatats — or the prefabricated nature
of language in general — in ELT. These limitaticrs the part of the non-native
speakers are generally known and accepted; howasgeGranger points out, we
actually know very little about prefabricated uniWe still do not have enough
information concerning the acquisition of prefabted units, what difficulties they
cause in production, and how the interaction betwlele and L2 prefabricated units
actually works. Moreover, it is still not clear vihale prefabricated units should
play in L2 teaching, particularly what and how mucheach, or how to teach them
in general (cf. Granger, 1998: 159).

In my opinion, it is — first and foremost — abselytnecessary to explain the
prefabricated nature of the English lexicon (ot thfaany other language in general)
to non-native speakers. From my own experience,ldhmers have indeed very
limited notion that the internal structure of a daamge largely consists of
prefabricated lexical units rather than individbaicks which can be put together
without restrictions (except, of course, in gramméris indeed necessary to make
learners aware of this fact and thus improve thieategies of language acquisition.
If, and only if, learners start to be aware of laage patterning and take it seriously

into account while learning, can there be a chamae possibility of improving their
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knowledge of prefabricated units thus of improvthgir ability to produce native-
like combinations. Second, it is also crucial telain to learners that they cannot
rely on Czech when producing English word-comboradj clauses or sentences, or
utterances. They indeed have to become aware offattethat there are vast
differences on all levels between Czech and Engbstany other language) and that
it is not possible — in most of the cases — tod&hglish constructions upon the
Czech model, i.e. there is rarely a one-to-ondicgiship between the structures of
the two languages. In other words, non-native spsalkave to understand that their
mother language inevitably plays a prominent rgéd,this role is in the majority of
cases rather negative, resulting in atypical, ggarsounding, or incorrect
combinations in English.

However, these two steps should be applied to Egguacquisition in
general, rather than be considered exclusive tetefabricated nature of language.
If we focus on prefabricated units only, it is iedehard to make any conclusions or
suggestions as to how to improve learners’ knowdedfythese units and ability to
use them. Since it has been shown that exposw does not significantly improve
this knowledge, the development of new EFL teacimeghods and materials which
would lay greater emphasis on prefabricated umigns inevitable — though it will
be presumable long and difficult process from thafpof view of problems which
have to be solved prior to developing these newhats and materials).
Nevertheless, the general advice applicable toepteday ELT is to concentrate not
only on teaching learners how to produce grammlticarrect constructions, but
also on giving more prominence to contexts, or muaeticularly to co-texts, in
which these combinations appear as well as todmaratic and syntagmatic
relations in general. In my opinion, it is necegsar increase learners’ exposure to
naturally occurring English (for instance by greagéenphasis on reading English
texts or watching English films, series, etc.) whdt the same time making them
alert to the phraseological aspects of language Tisis is probably the way to a
better acquisition of various constructions (inahgdprefabricated units) and maybe

to a lower number of errors learners produce wisgmguEnglish.
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8. Conclusion

The initial hypothesis for this study was that feas’ knowledge of and
ability to use collocations would be much weakecamparison with native speaker
data. In particular, it was presupposed that leam®@uld make less use of native-like
collocations than native speakers except for a Ismamber of most frequent
collocations which would be underused in the ingaséd data (and thus of course in
their actual use of English, both spoken and wiitehat the preferred amplifiers
would differ in comparison with native speaker datad that learners would make a
number of mistakes in their use of collocationse Tésults of both tests, i.e. the Cloze
test as well as the Significance of collocatiort wmenfirmed (to a lesser or greater
extent) the initial hypotheses.

In the Cloze test, the overall number of ampldianalysed was forty eight.
These amplifiers were preceded by twenty differadjectives, resulting in one
hundred and eighty-eight different combinationstatal (this resulting number of
amplifiers combined amplifiers suggested by the-native speakers in cloze tests and
five most frequent amplifiers for the respectivgeatives extracted from thBNC).
Since only five most frequent amplifiers for eaaljeative were extracted from the
BNC, there was no significant underuse of the NNS amepsifin the present data as
expected (nevertheless, if we compared the NNStseaith all possible amplifiers
for each adjective, there would indeed be a sicguifi underuse of amplifiers in the
NNS database). However, the mere comparison ofdh#inations suggested by the
non-native speakers and those extracted fromBNE revealed first substantial
differences in the use of collocations by natived aon-native speakers of English.
First, the results revealed striking differenceswleen the use or selection of
amplifiers in the NS and the NNS database. In paler, there were eleven amplifiers
used by the non-native speakers which were notdfcamong five most frequent
amplifiers of the NS database. Similarly, there evéfteen amplifiers which were
found among the most frequent ones in the NS dag¢apet not suggested by the non-
native speakers. Second, the overall results shothied statistically significant
difference between the existing native combinatiand those suggested by the non-
native speakers, i.e. whereas there were one-hdindnel two (most frequent)
combinations in the NS database in total, the raih4a speakers suggested one-

hundred and forty-nine combinations. In additidme hon-native speakers generally
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used the same amplifiers regardless of the follgveidjective, revealing not only that
their sense of salience was somewhat weaker, batthht their creative ability was
significantly limited in comparison with native-sgeers’ data. Among the amplifiers
which were overused by the non-native speaketssolutely (having a direct
translation equivalent in Czecghjuly, andincredibly (both translating very nicely into
Czech) demonstrated very significant levels of agseron the part of the non-native
speakers. Importantly, in the case of all of theplfrars found with the highest
number of combinations suggested by the non-najpeakers, there was an obvious
and strong L1 influence, i.e. the amplifiers witlhedt translation equivalents or those
which translate nicely into Czech were the mogjdent ones in the NNS database, as
if there were no differences between English andcizi.e. as if there was a direct,
straight way (one-to-one relationship) of transigtthese combinations from English
to Czech or vice versa.

The next step was to find out to what extent —f@t iall — the non-native
speakers attained the native “ideal,” i.e. how $fe¢ections as well as orders of
particular combinations suggested by them corredpdmvith the existing native ones.
The comparison of the most frequent amplifiers athbdatabases showed that the
selection as well as the order of the amplifiersaiive- and non-native speakers were
substantially different. Except for four amplifiashich were common to both groups,
i.e. really, extremely, completelgndtotally (which displayed similar frequencies of
occurrences), there were five amplifiers which wieeguent in one of the databases
yet missing in the otheespecially, perfectly, entirely, significantignd fully in the
NS database (and not present in the NNS one), absblutely truly, highly,
incredibly, and utterly in the NNS database (and not present in the N8bdag).
Significantly, these differences revealed one mautemdency on the part of the non-
native speakers. If we took into account the angpfwhich were common to both
groups together with the amplifiers which were fdumly on the NNS list, i.eeally,
extremely, completely, totally, absolutetyuly, highly, incredibly,and utterly, we
found that they either had the direct translatiquiealents in Czech or translated very
nicely into Czech. On the other hand, the amp#fiErund only on the NS list, i.e.
especially, perfectly, entirely, significanthgnd fully, either had rather formal
translation equivalents or a relatively much lagssgjfient translation equivalent. Thus,
there was a strong L1 influence since the mostuiatjamplifiers used by the non-

native speakers were for the most part congruetit the Czech word combination
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and presumably resulted from transfer from Czethe comparison of the orders of
amplifiers used with particular adjectives from tha@int of view of their frequency
(i.e. to what extent the order of the NNS amplgieorresponded with the order based
on the NS database) revealed two conclusions., Hirshly the most frequent, or the
most salient, native collocations were taken intcoant, the non-native speakers
showed that their knowledge of a significant numbethem could be considered
satisfactory. However, from the general point céw;j the differences between the
actual frequencies of both amplifiers and wholedvwoombinations and the orders of
the combinations were in most of the cases toceléwgoe ignored. Thus, the general
picture was one of learners who seemed to use fienplmore as building bricks
rather than as part of prefabricated units, andggionously, the L1 influence on the
selection and ordering of amplifiers proved to leeyvstrong — yet the L1 influence
was in general negative.

In order to reveal particular, or specific, diffeces concerning the use of
amplifiers by native- and non-native speakers aflish, it was necessary to further
subdivide the category of amplifiers into threeegaries, i.e. the combinations of an
amplifier plus and an adjective that were exclugivesed by native speakers, those
that were exclusively used by non-native speakand, those that were common to
both groups. Broadly speaking, the combinationduskee to the NS database could
be generally considered stereotyped combinatiodsaémost all amplifiers found in
these combinations had no direct translation edgivs and almost none of them
translated particularly nicely into Czech (in fatteir translation equivalents could be
in most of the cases associated with rather foDzaich). Thus, it seemed that the L1
influence, again, played a prominent part. The native exclusive combinations
were divided into two categories, i.e. those whackually existed in English but did
not appear among the most frequent ones INBINE (thus in English as well) and
those which did not exist in English at all. Thesfficategory contained thirty-three
combinations and, again, most of the combinatiomsewstereotyped ones which
translated more or less nicely into Czech. The r@amategory was of paramount
interest for it contained fifteen combinations (nigistereotyped ones though there
were also rare examples of creative combinatiorsghwwere exclusively non-native
but which were not found in thBNC at all. All in all, there was, once again, an
evident strong influence of L1, i.e. most of thesenbinations were actually literal

translations of very frequent Czech collocationshsasvelmi dobry velmi vazny,
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opravdu nemozny, opravdu spolehlivr, naprosto skély. Moreover, the creative
combinations (which in fact were not successfulsomeEnglish) such aslarmingly
bad, bitterly trueor laughably simplewere either literal translations of Czech
collocations or they resulted from transfer frome€lz phrases. Though all these
combinations appeared in the NNS database only @xcept fortruly reliable which
was suggested three times) they represented ateroper cent of the total number of
non-native combinations, and this number was ind#eking. From the point of view
of combinations common to both NS and NNS databése combinations either
contained amplifiers which in general translatedl w¢o Czech or could be included
in the category of the most significant, or propatal, frequent English collocations
(which seemed to be well-known and used without difficulties by the non-native
speakers). On the one hand, these findings sughstethe non-native speakers were
aware of the most frequent, i.e. significant, omdliton pairs and the truth was that
some of the most significant collocations indeeehsed obviously firmly entrenched
in the NNS mental lexicons. On the other hand, dbmbinations common to both
groups represented only thirty-four per cent of Wiele database, in other words,
only thirty-four per cent of the most frequent Eslgl collocations studied in this
analysis were salient for the non-native speakeds(to the lesser or greater extent)
entrenched in their minds. These findings furthguperted the claim that the non-
native speakers’ knowledge of as well as theiritgkib use collocations is in general
rather weak. Importantly, a strong L1 influence \wessumably responsible for a large
number of errors on the part of the non-native kpesa All in all, the results of the
cloze tests suggested that the non-native spedkmrgi/ledge of and the ability to use
collocations could be hardly considered satisfagtoe. they overall did not succeed
in attaining the native “ideal.”

In order to further analyse whether the non-natpeakers’ sense of
salience was really so weak or underdeveloped, ger& Significance of collocation
test (SOC test) was applied to another group digj@ants. In contrast to the Cloze
test, the SOC test could be considered easier thenpoint of view of participants for
(unlike in the Cloze test) they had a list of pbksicombinations at their disposal. In
other words, it was assumed that even if they wese familiar with particular
collocations, the significant, or the most saliemes would be striking enough and
therefore marked anyway. However, the results ef S®C test were, unfortunately,

similar to those of the cloze tests. In the SOQ, the non-native speakers suggested
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one-hundred and fifty-one combinations in conttasfifty-three combinations found
in the BNC. In other words, almost one-hundred of the contlona marked as
significant by the non-native speakers were nondébin theBNC and are therefore
regarded as dubious in English, suggesting thatnthrenative speakers’ sense of
salience was not only weak, but also partly migtaldggain, the amplifiers with the
highest number of suggested combinations, i.e. rtiest frequent ones, were
absolutely(marked in two hundred and forty-three cases) lagtly (marked in one
hundred and eighty-two cases). As already mentioimedhe previous sections,
absolutelyhad a direct translation equivalenabsolut — and it was one of the most
frequent Czech amplifiers, arughly — vysoce- was also rather frequent Czech
amplifier, though it could be considered rathernfal; nevertheless, it indeed
translated nicely into Czech. Interestingly, thevere several amplifiers with no
suggested combinations on the part of a numbemhefnon-native speakers, i.e.
readily, vitally, heavily, bitterlyand fully. This suggested that these amplifiers were
somewhat problematic from the point of view of tien-native speakers and thus not
very well entrenched in their minds as possible ldrags, i.e. as collocators either.
Nevertheless, from the point of view of the mosqgfrent combinations of each
amplifier and the respective adjective in BNC and those suggested most often by
the non-native speakers, the results showed omymal differences. It suggested that
there was a good sense of salience among a smmifitumber of the non-native
speakers for almost all of the most frequent Ehgtisllocations, indicating that these
combinations were in fact very well entrenched he hon-native speakers’ mental
lexicons and thus that they were used not as iddalibricks but rather as collocations
proper.

Thus, the results revealed, again, two generaleterids. First, when it
came to the most frequent and salient English catlons, the non-native speakers
showed a remarkable ability to passively recogriesed presumably actively use)
these collocations. In contrast, there was a setamaency showing that in the case of
the other, i.e. less frequent, combinations, the-mative speakers’ sense of salience
was rather weak and partly mistaken. In particuldrere were ninety-eight
combinations in the database suggested by the atwerspeakers which did not exist
in English. In other words, if we took into accouhat there were one hundred and
sixty-five possible combinations in total, almosttg per cent of the combinations

suggested by the non-native speakers were not t&ccep English (similarly, if we
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took into account only the number of combinationggested by the non-native
speakers, almost sixty-five per cent of the conmtimna marked by the non-native
speakers were completely wrong, i.e. non-existmgnglish). To sum it up, the non-
native speakers used a high number of atypicaddrword combinations and again,
(except the most frequent collocations), the gdr@ciure was one of learners who
seemed to use amplifiers more as building brickiserathan as part of prefabricated
units. In fact, the level of mistakes was too htghbe ignored thus in general, the
results of the non-native speakers could be saie tar from satisfactory.

The last part of the analysis focused solely omiBgant collocations, i.e.
those combinations which were entrenched in paditis’ mental lexicons the
strongest, thus particularly salient in their mindsvas the comparison of the circled
forms by the non-native speakers (thus those regdasignificant) and the most
frequent native collocations which was relevant tlis part of the analysis and it,
again, yielded interesting results and showed éurthifferences between the native
and non-native use of collocations. Once againretieere huge differences between
the combinations considered significant on the pérthe non native speakers and
significant collocations (i.e. combinations withetimost significant levels of co-
occurrence) extracted from thBNC. In particular, there were fifty-four more
combinations which were patrticularly salient in th@n-native speakers’ minds than
the most frequently co-occurring combinations foumdhe BNC, providing further
evidence of the non-native speakers’ misguided es@fissalience. Interestingly, in
contrast to Granger’s study in which the non-nasipeakers marked over one hundred
fewer combinations constituting significant colltoas (from their point of view)
than the native speakers, thus their sense ohsaliwas weak; in this case the sense
of salience of the non-native speakers was greathggerated (nevertheless, it must
not be forgotten that Granger’s study was based different kind of data, hence the
differences between the number of responses ompdheof native speakers). Either
way, both variants showed the weak as well as kestgense of salience on the side
of the non-native speakers. A closer look at thalmoations circled by the non-native
speakers and at the most frequently occurring coatioins in theBNC showed two
findings supporting the general claim made above.tli2 one hand, the non-native
speakers displayed a great sense of salience camgethe most typical, or
prototypical, English collocations. On the othendhathe same cannot be claimed

from the point of view of other combinations suggdsby the non-native speakers.
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The results of the SOC test showed that there wsigraficantly higher number of
combinations considered salient on the part ohthrenative speakers which were not
found among the salient ones extracted from th@usorin particular, there were
twenty three combinations (actually existing in Estg which were considered most
salient by the non-native speakers yet at the semeewere not found among the most
frequent combinations in tH&NC. Yet crucially, there were thirty-three combinato
marked as the most salient by the non-native spgalgch, however, did not exist in
English at all. In other words, if we took into acat that the NNS database contained
the total of seventy-four circled combinationsfyfifive per cent of the non-native
speakers’ combinations in fact existed in Englidbwever, more than half of these
combinations were not typical, i.e. they were ratifrequent combinations in
English. What was even more striking, forty-fiver pgent of the combinations
considered most salient by the non-native speakarsally did not seem to exist in
English at all, i.e. they were completely incorre&s already mentioned above, the
results of the SOC test were rather similar to ¢haisthe cloze tests. To sum it up, the
knowledge and ability to use collocations on the p&the non-native speakers were
not entirely convincing (in fact, the level error the case of English collocations
which were not the most significant was even highéhe SOC tests than in the cloze
tests). All in all, the number of mistakes relatitogless frequent combinations was,
again, too high to be ignored, supporting the cldirat the non-native speakers
knowledge of and ability to use collocations wahea weak, their sense of salience
was significantly mistaken (in most of the cas#s)s it further supported the general
picture of the non-native speakers using amplifeersndividual bricks rather than as
parts of prefabricated units.

To conclude, the results of the present study ltavdirmed the results of
Granger's study, i.e. they have demonstrated tteg hon-native speakers’
phraseological skills are severely limited. On @re hand, the non-native speakers
indeed used native-like prefabricated units, yetrttmber of these was relatively low.
On the other hand, the non-native speakers totailgd concerning the majority of
English collocations, especially those not verygfrent or creative ones, and, most
importantly, the non-native speakers produced d mamber of atypical, foreign-

sounding combinations which did not exist in Erglis
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Ceské resumé

Tato prace je za#éiiena na testovani anglickych kolokaaiaskych studeiit
angliétiny. Ma za cil jednak popsat a prozkoumat kolokaemgliting se zamrenim
na izné gistupy ke kolokacim obeér{a z nich plynouci definice a klasifikace pojmu
.Kolokace"), a také nastinit znalostieskych studeiit angliétiny jak (pasivniho)
rozpoznani, tak (aktivniho) pouzivani anglickychokaci. Prace je zaloZena na studii
Sylvianne Granger (1998) ,Prefabricated Patterns Aldvanced EFL Writing:
Collocations and Formulae, v niZ popisuje a zkowanglické kolokace a formule
z pohledu francouzskych stud&ntanglictiny. Testovani anglickych kolokaci u
¢eskych studefitanglictiny bylo provedeno na zakladivou typi tesfi, z nichz kazdy
byl pouzit vjiné skupid tazateh. Skupiny se od sebe odliSovaly nejenctpm
tazateli, ale hlavi vékem a dobou studia angfiiny, jakozto druhého jazyka.

V teoretickécasti prace je nejprvei@dstaven pojem ,souslovi® / , ustalena
viceslovné pojmenovani“ / ,ustalena slovni spojefaitiglicky termin ,prefabricated
units*) a to v souvislosti s frazeologii, ktera ®prve nedavno dostala do pegi
zdjmu a stala se jednou z ndgFitéjSich lingvistickych disciplin. Kapitola 2 se
zabyva frazeologii a frazeologickymi jednotkantiegevsim z obecného hlediska.
Podkapitola 2.1. v prvniacé definuje pojem frazeologie a popisuje zakladnhgp
této discipliny. Frazeologie se definuje jaké&da& zabyvajici se slovnimi spojenimi
(spiSe nez jednotlivymi slovy), konkrétstudiem struktury, vyznamu a uZiti slovnich
spojeni. Zakladnim principem frazeologie jéispup k jazyku ne jako k systému
postavenému pouze na kombinaci gramatickych prhadglovni zasoby, ale jako
k systému, vémzZ je slovni zdsoba Uzce a nedddin¢ propojena s kontextem
(presreji s kotextem). Ustalena slovni spojeni tudigdstavuji nesmign dilezitou
souast jazyka, a to jak z pohledu osvojeni si jazyll,z pohledu produkce jazyka.
Ustalena slovni spojeni se obédatefinuji jako spojeni dvotii vice slov, ktera jsou
urcitou merou lexikalre a / nebo sémanticky fixni. Na zakéadhnoha vyzkum a
studii v této oblasti bylo zji8ho a dokazano, Ze se velkétsina slovni z&soby
rodilych mluwi sklada pra¥ z ustalenych slovnich spojeni a diky studiim \astl
korpusové lingvistiky bylo také prokazano, ZeétSinu pgirozeného jazyka tuod
opakujici se vzorce a spojeni, kterd jsou ve vellie ustalena. Nasledne zde
strikné nastigna historie, a to detnd duvodi, které vedly k rozpoznaniubtbZitosti
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frazeologie a frazeologickych jednotek jak z pohlexbdilych, tak i nerodilych
mluw¢ich. Frazeologie jakoZto lingvisticka disciplinanika v 50. letech 20. stoleti. Za
jejim vznikem stoji strukturni lingvistika {pdevsim J. R. Firth), jez vidi jazyk jako
strukturu (stavbu, celistvost) vyrazovych preski, ustalenych a delnych... a
zan®iuje se na Uzké propojeni slovni zasoby a kontext®0. letech 20. stoleti se
frazeologie a s ni spojené konceptyétomdsouvaji do pozadi diky Chomského
generativni gramatice, nicme&m 80. letech 20. stoleti se frazeologigtoposouva do
popedi zamu, a to hlaendiky vzniku ti novych lingvistickych disciplin, tj.
kognitivni lingvistice, konstrudni gramatice a korpusové lingvistice. Zakladni
principy a jednotky kazdé Zdhto disciplin, stej# jako jejich spojitost s frazeologii,
jsou v podkapitole stkné nastigny.

Podkapitola 2.1.2. se zabyvaédva hlavnimi pistupy k frazeologii jako
takové, konkrété tradicnim, frazeologickym (tzn. furtkim) pristupem a na frekvenci
zaloZzenym distribénim (tzn. kvantitativnim) fistupem. Tradini péistup k frazeologii
se zabyva fevazre fixngjSimi ustalenymi slovnimi spojenimi, zatimco distini
pristup zaujal mnohem SirSi perspektivu a zahrnujgy kombinaci, které nejsou
v tradicnim pristupu posuzovany jako skAst frazeologie. Tradni peistup
k frazeologii ma kéeny v So¥tském svazu a dalSich zemi vychodni Evropy a jednim
z nasledovnik této tradice je A. P. Cowie. Frazeologie se vttopiistupu chape jako
kontinuum s fixnimi ustalenymi slovnimi spojeni je@né straé a transparentnimi,
variabilnimi ustélenymi slovnimi spojenimi na straltuhé. Jadro traghiho gistupu
tvori idiomy a cilem tohotoifistupu je definovat kritéria a nasledodlisit mizné typy
ustalenych slovnich spojeni a najit hranici mezialesymi slovnimi spojenimi a
volnymi spojeni, ktera nespadaji pod ramec frazgelddlavnim kreditem této tradice
je nepochyb#é zavedeni terminologie a kritérii pro kategorizacbdliSeni fiznych
typa ustélenych slovnich spojeni, coz umoznilo jejiésladné zkoumani a analyzu.
Druhy pistup k frazeologii, tzn. distridni péistup, je Gzce spojen s korpusovou
lingvistikou a hlave s frekvenci souvyskytu. Zakladni myslenkou tétaice je, Ze
ustalena slovni spojeni (nehdedia jejich povahu) jsou mnohenulézitgjSi nez
jednotliva slova (a majited nimi gednost). Hlavnim i@dstavitelem této tradice je J.

Sinclair, ktery nehodnoti ustalena slovni spojeni zéklad cisté¢ lingvistickych

vachek, 154.
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kritérii, ale zamiuje se pra¥ na frekvence souvyskytu slov na zakidddrpusové
lingvistiky. Diky tomuto pistupu se do pdpdi zajmu dostévaji kolokace, koligace a
jind ustalena slovni spojeni (které v teadim pristupu pati mimo ramec frazeologie),
ktera se diky korpusové lingvistice ukazala byt hemacasgjSim jevem v jazyce nez
fixngjSi ustalend slovni spojeni (t¥oi jadro tradiniho gistupu). VSechny tyto typy
ustalenych slovnich spojeni jsou &asti Sinclairova ,idiom principle“, na kterém je
zaloZen jazyk a slouzi jako protipdl jeho ,,opendickqrinciple”.

Kapitola 3. ¥nuje pozornost ustalenym slovnim spojenim jako \tgko a
zabyva se fevazré popisem jednotlivych tyjp téchto spojeni se zafifenim na
kolokace. Hlavnim problémem v této oblasti je nefe, Ze existuje hoa@nraznych
typt ustalenych slovnich spojeni, ale hlaviae neexistuje jednotnyigtup k tomuto
jevu. Jak jiz bylo zmigno, existuji dva hlavniifstupy k frazeologii, a tudiz existuji
také Gzné typologie ustalenych slovnich spojeni. Tytootggie jsou Uzce spojeny
s vybranym pistupem k frazeologii. Jinymi slovy, vyba pdadi kritérii pouzitych ke
kategorizaci ustalenych slovnich spojeni a k odlig&éznych tym téchto spojeni je
Uzce spjato s vybranynriptupem k frazeologii obeénPodkategorie 3.1. prdiglad
uvadi dva seznamy kritérii pouzivanych pro katemgmii a nasledné odliSerniznych
typa ustalenych slovnich spojeni. Granger & Paquot upéidzakladnich kritérii pro
kategorizaci a odliSeniaznych typi téchto spojeni jsou interni struktura, rozsah,
sémantika, syntakticka flexibilita a diskurzni fuwek Pro porovnani, Griég seznam
obsahuje kritérii Sest agstoZze s€ast&ne shoduje s kritérii navrzenymi Granger &
Paquot, nebere v potaz diskurzni funkci spojeni a@pak pidava frekvenci a
piipustnou vzdalenost mezi prvky do seznamu krité?ddkategorie 3.2. popisuje
razné gistupy tykajici se kategorizace a rozliSeinych tym ustalenych slovnich
spojeni. Pro pklad jsou uvedenyitvyznamné typologie, které gty dulezity vliv na
ustalena slovni spojeni z pohledu jejich kategegza rozliSenitiznych typm téchto
spojeni. Prvni takovou typologii, tlgZitou z hlediska anglické lexikologie a
lexikografie, je typologie Cowieho, jejiz hlavnintimosem je primarni rozteni
ustalenych slovnich spojeni z hlediska sémantickésyntaktického a pragmatického.
Timto odliSuje tzv. ,composites” obsahujici kolokaa idiomy a tzv. ,formulae,
ktera maji funkci pragmatickou. DalSildZitou typologii je typologie Metuka, ktera
je vicemén shodna s Cowieho typologii, nicm&nMel'¢uk pouziva jinou
terminologii. Dilezitym prvkem Meléukovy typologie je popis kolokaci na zakéad

lexikalnich funkci, konkréth pokus o popséani lexikélnich preferenci (tzn.¢pgsmu
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nekteré kolokace firozené a fipustné, zatimco ostatni ne) pomoci lexikalnictkin
Treti dileZitou typologii je Burgerova typologie. Oprotitepichozim d¥ma
typologiim se tato primagnzaneiuje na ustalena slovni spojeni z hlediska diskarzu
diskurznich funkci. Burger rozhlije ustalena slovni spojeni podlé& thlavnich
kategorii, tzn. referami, strukturni a komunikativni ustalena spojenididegorie
3.3. popisuje pokus Granger & Paquot o sjednocegnu dxistupy k frazeologii (a
tudiZz i o sjednoceni typologii tykajici se ustale@myslovnich spojeni). Granger &
Paquot navrhuji v prvnifad® sjednoceni (a tim padem zjednoduSeniznych
terminologii a navrhuji vytvdt dvé raizné terminologie, jednu pro automatickou
extrakci ustalenych slovnich spojeni (tzv. distéitiu kategorie) a druhou pro
lingvistické analyzydchto spojeni (tzv. frazeologické spektrum).

Kapitola 4. se zagiuje na kolokace, konkrétnna fizné klasifikace a
definice tohoto pojmu (afp spojené s vybranymiistupem k frazeologii), na jejich
rozliSeni od ostatnich ustalenych slovnich spogetaiké pedstavuje definici kolokace
relevantni pro analytickodast této prace. Jak jiz bylo zmifno, existuji dva hlavni
pristupy k frazeologii a nasledin k ustdlenym slovnim spojenimietné kolokaci.
Podkapitola 4.1. shrnuje hlavnitigtupy ke kolokacim (a z nich vyplyvajich
klasifikace a definice). Podle distritniho gistupu je kolokace definovana na
zakladt souvyskytu slov v wité vzdalenosti (bez ohledu na syntakticky vztalzime
nimi), a hlavni rozdil je mezi souvyskyty, kter@ysfrekventované (tzréasgjsi, nez
kdyby se tato slova kombinovala nah&pa souvyskyty nefrekventovanymi. Sinclair
definuje kolokaci v zasa&djako lexikalni souvyskyt dvodi vice slov ve vzajemné
blizkosti a pro lepSi pochopeni terminologie takédi definici idiomu. Tradini,
frazeologicky pistup definuje kolokaci jako kombinaci slov, kigeddo ucité miry
fixni (ale ne Uply). Cowie klasifikuje kolokaci jako jeden z tyfdzv. ,composites*
(majici primarg syntaktickou + sémantickou funkci) a kolokace @inbvana jako
kombinace slov, z nichz alespgedno ma geneseny / idiomaticky vyznam a alespo
jedno je uzito v doslovném vyznamu a cela komkensglov je transparentni. Dale
jsou stréné uvedeny také dalSi, nicm&mére vyznamné, fistupy ke kolokacim.
Podkapitola 4.2. popisuje &whlavni kritéria k popisu a rozliSeni kolokaci oal&ich
typa ustalenych slovnich spojeni, konkrétizv. predpoklady a kontinua. Vzhledem
k tomu, Ze se kolokace obecrdefinuje jako souvyskyt dvou nebo vice slov,
predpokladem je, Ze tato &glova musi byt fistupna kombinacim a zaravee musi

vyskytovat ve stejném kontextu (lép@ceno kotextu). Mezi kontinua séadi
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sémanticka transparence, koldkarada a frekvence souvyskytu. Finglpodkapitola
4.3. se zabyva vyhradndefinici a klasifikaci kolokaci relevantni pro dupraci.
Definice i klasifikace kolokaci byly ijfmo pevzaty z frazeologickeého spektra
navrzeného Granger & Paquot. Pro ilustraci a s¢j@dorientaci v terminologii jsou
zde definovany jak lexalni, tak i gramatické kolo&kaa také je zde definovana
kategorie idiomi. Vzhledem ktomu, Ze v analytickésti této studie je zkouman
pouze jeden dity typ kolokaci, tzn. kombinace anglickychigiovci kor€icich na-ly

a pidavnych jmen, podkapitola 4.3.1&nuje pozornost prav kategorii tchto
anglickych intenzifikanich gislovci, tzv. amplifiers.

Pata kapitola se zabyva dosavadnim vyzkumem kolokangliting a
shrnuje zakladni vysledky studii kolokaci u studeriglictiny. Tyto studie se shoduji
na faktu, Ze kolokace vSeobé&quredstavuji problém pro studenty acghy a také, Zze
je nezbytné, aby kolokace dostaly mnohettsivprostor a dlezitost ¥ vyuce, tzn.

Vv procesu osvojovani si, jazyka. Podkapitola 5dtaithe popisuje studii Sylvianne
Granger, na které je zaloZena analyti¢&sat této prace (viz vyse)¢etné predpoklad
a metodologie afpdstavuje vysledky této studie.

Kapitola 6. pedstavuje seznameni s metodikou prace. Jak jiz zvgioeno,
analytick4 cast této prace je zaloZena na testovani anglickgdbkaci uceskych
student anglictiny na zaklad podobné studie Sylvianne Granger. Testovaskych
student anglitiny bylo zaloZzeno na dvouiznych typech tegét tzv. ,Cloze test” a
»Significance of Collocation test*. Prvni typ testwyl zaloZen na elicitaci, tzn.
doplhovani 20 ¥t minimalrg jednim a maximakhdeseti anglickymi intenzifikanimi
prislovci korticimi na—ly. Druhy test byl fimo prevzat ze studie Granger a tazatelé
meli za ukol ke kazdému z 11 danych intenzifikich islovci vybrat ze seznamu 15
piidavnych jmen pouze ta, ktera se podle jejich naztala kombinovat s danym
piislovcem. Vysledky z obou tésbyly nasleds porovnany s vysledky z Britského
narodniho korpusu, které nahrazovaly rodilé msiuv této studii a slouzily jako
Jidealni* stav pro porovnani vysledkeskych studeiitanglitiny.

Sedmou a zarovie nejdilezit¢jSi kapitolou této prace je analyza dat,
zaloZzen& na vysledcich vySe #mwvanych test a datech extrahovanych z Britského
narodniho korpusu. Zakladni hypotézou analyzygelpoklad, Ze znalosti a praktické
pouziti anglickych kolokaci budoudeskych studeiitanglictiny srovnateld horsi nez
u rodilych mluwi, konkrétrg Ze studenti angitiny budou pouZzivat mérkolokaci nez

rodili mluwi, Ze konkrétni kolokace se budou liSit z pohletefgrenci u obou skupin,
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a také Ze se deskych studeitanglictiny vyskytne mnozstvi chyb, jak co seidy
znalosti, tak i praktického pouZziti anglickych Kadai. Analytickatést je rozdlena na
¢tyii hlavni podkapitoly. Podkapitola 7.1. popisuje laig intenzifikani prislovce
korcici na—ly z obecného hlediska, tzn. uvadi 15¢asgji pouzivanych anglickych
piislovci tohoto typu v Britském nérodnim korpusudRapitoly 7.2. a 7.3. detain
popisuji a vyhodnocuji vysledky téspouzitych pro analyzu. V podkapitole 7.2. jsou
prezentovany vysledky ,Cloze testu®. Oprotivodnimu gedpokladu, Ze studenti
angliétiny budou pouzivat ménkolokaci nez rodili mlud, test ukazal pouze malé
rozdily v p@tu peislovci navrhovanychieskymi studenty a vysledky z Britského
narodniho korpusu. Jéeba nicmé# brat v Gvahu fakt, Ze pro analyzu bylo pouZzito
jen 5 nefasgjSich gislovci z BNC ke kazdému ipdavnému jménu. Jinymi slovy,
pokud by byly brany v potaz vSechny mozné kombinaB&C, pavodni gedpoklad
by se potvrdil. Na zakladprvnich analyz studie potvrdila markantni rozdilgohledu
vybéru a preferenci jednotlivychiislovci u obou skupinCesti studenti angfiiny
pouzivali v zasa#lstejna pislovce bez ohledu naigavné jméno v dané kombinaci,
tudiZz nejen, Ze jejich cit pro salienci (tzn. akirnost) byl v porovnani s rodilymi
mluvéimu srovnatelé slabsi, ale také jejich kreativni schopnosti sézaky byt znané
limitovany ve srovnani s druhou skupinou. Ve &yb a preferenci jednotlivych
piislovci se také projevil velice silny vliv mas&ého jazyka, tzncesStiny. Nutno
dodat, Ze vlivcestiny je v tomto fipact prevazrit negativni. Detailni rozbory rozdil

v uzivani kolokaci u obou skupin naziya dvé tendence. Zaprvé&iesti studenti
anglictiny prokézali relativd dobrou znalost nejfrekventovggich, Bzne
pouzivanych (a v zasadprototypickych) anglickych kolokaci. Na druhou astu,
jejich znalosti a schopnosti pouzivat anglické kale se z obecného hlediska ukazaly
jako pongrné slabé. Hlavnim faktorem je zde pra&pddobrt vliv mate'ského jazyka,
ktery je zodpowdny za velké mnozstvi chyb v pouzivani anglickyolokaci a stej&
tak za pomrné casty vyskyt v angdtiné neexistujicich kolokaci navrhovanych
ceskymi studenty angfiiny. Podkapitola 7.2. shrnuje a rozebird vysledky
»Significance of collocation testu“.iBstoze byl tento test v porovnaniisgqchozim
testem jednodussi, tzn. nebyl zaloZzen na elicitalel, pouze na vyou pridavnych
jmen z daného seznamu (tzn. na salienci), vysletdgkych studefit anglictiny

v tomto typu testu byly taktéZz nedosidci. Prvnim poznatkem bylo, Ze qub
kombinaci navrhovanyclieskymi studenty znateinprevySoval poéet kombinaci

extrahovanych BNC. Jinymi slovy, ¢eSti studenti angiiiny povazovali za
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prijatelnych téngi o sto kombinaci vice, nez bylo ve skimesti nalezeno v korpusu.
Tento vysledek afi ukazuje na fakt, Ze salience / aktivovanost perodilych mlugi
vyrazre slabsi, ale takéast&né chybna. Opt je zde patrny vliv matekého jazyka.
Tazatelé mili v testu za ukol nejen vybrat vSechny vhodn@afelné, kombinace, ale
také zakrouzkovat pro kazdéglovce pouze jednorfdlavné jméno, které vykazovalo
s danym pislovcem nejetSi miru salience, tzn., které se k danémiislgvci
vyskytovalo podle jejich ndzoru kejstji ze vSech, tudiz s nim bylo n&gtgji spjato.

V tomto @ipadt byly vysledkyceskych studefitanglictiny o poznani lepSi gpstoze i
zde se objevily Ppady kolokaci, které v angtiné neexistuji). Stej# jako v gipad
prvniho testu, vysledky ,Significance of collocatidestu” nazné&ly dvé tendence.
Cesti studenti angfiiny opst prokazali dobrou znalost frekventovanyclzie se
vyskytujicich (a v zasa&d prototypickych) kolokaci s vysokou mirou saliendéa
druhé stra#, mére frekventované kolokace se &pkézaly jako velice problematické
pro ¢eské studenty angtiny a ot se projevil silny vliv matiského jazyka na
zaklad ponern¢ velkého poétu navrhovanych kombinaci, které se ale v Britském
narodnim korpusu nevyskytuji. Vysledky obou tdestzasad potvrdily pivodni
piedpoklady,cesti studenti angfiiny neprojevili nijak zasadnuspokojujici znalosti
anglickych kolokaci (samagjme s vyjimkou &ch nejl&zngjSich) - na zaklaganalyzy
téchto vysledk se zda, z€esti studenti angliiny pouZzivaji anglické intenzifikani
prislovce jako jednotliva slova, kterd se mohou karobat s teoreticky jakymkoliv
piidavnym jménem, nez jako st@st ustalenych slovnich spojeni. Otazkou ovSem
zastava, do jaké miry jsou vysledky analyzy opravddastéujici. Na jedné stranje
mozno argumentovat, Ze znalost nejfrekventé)&ech, EZn¢ pouzivanych,
anglickych kolokaci je préeské studenty dostajici, Ze neni pdeba znat vSechny
mozné kolokace — coz je do jisté miry pravda. Néhdu stranu, nedostatek znalosti o
ostatnich moznych, ale hlavmemoznych, anglickych kombinaciuge vést nap

k nedorozumini v interakci s rodilymi mlugimi. Z obecného hlediska je mira
chybovosti u¢eskych studeiit anglitiny tak vysoka, Ze je nemozné ji ignorovat a
tudiz se vysledky testovani kolokacicaskych studeit anglictiny daji jen €zko
ozn&it za uspokojivé, natoz dobré. Podkapitola 7.4ucstf nastihuje pedagogické
implikace.
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Appendix
Cloze test(CT 004)

Age: 26

Sex Male - Female

Your first language: Czech

How long have you been learning English25 years

How much time have you spent in an English-speakingpountry? 3 months

Instructions: Complete the following sentences with at least amplifier (max. 5-
10), i.e. an adverb ending ity-expressin@ high degree

1. The news was --------- ly good for me.

1. Really 2 Incredibly 3
4, 5 6
7. 8 9
10

2. Those years were --------- ly great.

1. Really 2 Absolutely 3
4, 5 6
7. 8 9
10

3. His approach is --------- ly different from mine.

1. Totally 2 Completely 3
4. 5 6
7. 8 9
10
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ly important for reseaeh.

4. These issues are ---------
1. Highly 2 Extremely 3
4, 5 6
7. 8 9
10
5. The situation is --------- ly bad for Britain’s indstry.
1. Particularly 2 Especially 3
4. 5 6
7. 8 9
10
6. Thistask is --------- ly difficult for many people.
1. Extremely 2 Really 3
4, 5 6
7. 8 9
10
7. Thisis --------- ly true for the young.
1. Particularly 2 Especially 3
4. 5 6
7. 8 9
10
8. Itis-----—---- ly necessary to consider the arguntsrused in the public
debates.
1. Extremely 2 3
4. 5 6
7. 8 9
10
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9. Some topics can be --------- ly hard to understand.
1. Really 2 Awfully 3
4, 5 6
7. 8 9
10

10. That solution was --------- ly simple.

1. Incredibly 2 Unbeliavably 3
4, 5 6
7. 8 9
10

11. This feeling is --------- ly natural.

1. Absolutely 2 Completely 3| Totally
4, 5 6
1. 8 9
10

12. Atthe wedding she seemed --------- ly happy.

1. Really 2 Incredibly 3
4. 5 6
7. 8 9
10

13. The situation has become --------- ly serious.

1. Really 2 Extremely 3
4. 5 6
7. 8 9
10
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14. These changes have had a --------- ly significantpact on the local
economy.

1. Highly 2 3

4. 5 6

7. 8 9

10

15. It made him --------- ly aware of the danger.

1. Fully 2 3

4, 5 6

1. 8 9

10

16. The President personally remained --------- ly popul

1. Highly 2 Extremely 3 Really

4, 5 6

7. 8 9

10

17. Last winter was --------- ly cold.

1. Incredibly 2| Really 3

4, 5 6

1. 8 9

10

18. This information will be --------- ly useful for him

1. Extremely 2| Really 3

4. 5 6

7. 8 9

10
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19. That mission seemed --------- ly impossible.

1. Utterly 2 3
4, 5 6
1. 8 9
10

20. Atthe age of 16 he became --------- ly ill.

1. Seriously 2 3
4, 5 6
7. 8 9
10

21. In practice, no witnesses are --------- ly reliable.

1. Completely 2 3
4. 5 6
7. 8 9
10

22. |felt sad, depressed, --------- ly miserable.

1. Absolutely 2 Totally 3 Completely
4. S) 6
1. 8 9
10

23. I'm --------- ly sorry.

1. Really 2 3
4. 5 6
7. 8 9
10
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Significance of coliocation test

Sex: Male - _}_iejzlale

n A
)

Age: BT ooy P NS s e P )

¢

How long have you been learning English? ... 0. Lo L o 90

Have you spent some time in an English-speaking country? How long? -L VAT |

Fne

Instruction: From a list of 15 adjectives in each case, choose the acceptable collocates of 11
amplifiers. Underline all the adjectives which in your opinion collocate with the
amplifier and circle the adjective which in your opinion is more frequently

associated with the amplifier than all the others. Thank you!

hiohl significant reliable il different essential aware miserable available
5 I et o) .
ugnly difficult happy  clear ignorant T:ﬁnpgssible -cold  (important )
et significant reliablc(’:'i‘lil:‘/f' different essential aware miserable available
Y | difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible  cold  important
dil significant _ reliable ill different essential aware miserable available |
i difficult happy clear ignorant impossible cold  important
blissfull significant reliable il different essential aware miserable a\.f'.:lilabler;>
SSTEY 1 difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important f
ctall | significant  reliable il different essential aware miserable available
e difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold Cimportant >
full significant _reliable ill ~ different = essential Lfﬁ,"é‘f‘i j miserable available
y difficult happy clear ignorant impossible cold  important
fect] significant reliable il different  essential ~ aware miserable available
PEFIECHyY | difficult __happy < clear  ignorant _impossible cold important
heavil significant reiiable‘_,/”i‘l-lkt ) different essential aware miserable available
eavily difficult happy ~ clear ignorant . impossible cold  important
bitterl significant reliable ill different essential _aware _miserable available
SHEER difficult  happy clear ignorant _ impossible( cold > important
S significant _reliable ill  _different  essential aware miserable available
absolutely | gifficult happy ( clear ) ignorant impossible _cold  important
significant reliable il different  ‘essential aware miserable available
utterly difficult  happy  clear _ignorant C(impossible) cold  important
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Significance of collocation test

Sex: Male - Female-

Instruction: From a list of 15 adjectives in each case, choose the acceptable collocates of 11
amplifiers. Underline all the adjectives which in your opinion collocate with the
amplifier and circle the adjective which in your opinion is more frequently

associated with the amplifier than all the others. Thank you!

highly significant reliable ill different essential ~ aware miserable available
ig S . . — e T
difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible  cold  <important,
eriously  |S.mificant  reliable Gl different ~ essential ~ aware miserable available
S Yo | difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important
I significant reliable  ill different  essential  .aware  miserable @7&{@;_ e~
y difficult happy clear ignorant impossible cold  important
blissfull significant  relable ill different essential ~ aware miserable available
Yo | dificult happy  clear signorant> impossible cold  important i
vitally jigniﬁggnt_» reliable 1ill _ different essential ~ aware miserable available
° difficult happy  clear ignorant  impossible cold ~important™
significant reliable ill different essential ¢~ aware™> miserable available
fully . ey S AR S R
difficult happy clear ignorant mpossible cold  important
. significant reliable il different  _essential aware _miserable available !
e Y| difficult happy (“clear> ignorant impossible cold  important T
enily gg_n,lfzg_anL reliable il c'j1fferent ?Ssentlé?l aware Ef‘ffb]e available
) difficult happy  clear ignorant umpossible cold mmportaitts,
jbitterlv ;signiﬁcant reliable il different  essential aware muiserable available :
© | difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible <Cold> important
iabsolutel isigniﬁcant[ reliable il different  _essential _ aware _miserable available
Y [ difficult happy = clear ignorant .{iﬁlﬁcﬁﬁb‘fe\ cold important
—— ESIAgmﬂcant _reliable il fg%izginj_ B wl aware meserable available
{ difficult happy  clear ~ignoranty  impossible cold important

——
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Sex: Male )

- Female

Significance of collocation test

How long have you been learning English? ....700 ...

Have you spent some time in an English-speaking country? How long? ... 500 ............

Instruction: From a list of 15 adjectives in each case, choose the acceptable collocates of 11
amplifiers. Underline all the adjectives which in your opinion collocate with the
amplifier and circle the adjective which in your opinion is more frequently
associated with the amplifier than all the others. Thank you!

s significant (teliable, ill different essential aware miserable available
Y difficult happy  clear  ignorant impossible cold  important
fisril significant reliable ( il[ different essential aware miserable available
SERIOUSY | difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important
readil significant reliable il different essential aware miserable (available
o difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important N
blissfull significant reliable il different essential aware miserable available
S ldifficult  happy  clear ignorant, impossible cold  important
vitall significant  reliable il different essential aware miserable available
¥ difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  <important,
- significant reliable il different  essential Caware). miserable (available
iy difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important
Puctl significant reliable il different essential aware miserable available
PErIeCy | difficult _happy ¢ clear® ignorant impossible cold  important
heavil Lgigﬁiﬁcant- reliable ill different essential aware miserable available
¥ difficult happy  clear  ignorant impossible cold  important
bitter] significant reliable il different essential aware miserable available
ey difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible ccold ' important
bsolutel significant reliable ill  different essential aware ,miserable available
ARSUIEES difficult happy  clear) ignorant impossible cold  important
i significant reliable ill different '_essi?ntial aware ;hﬁSEafablgf_ , available
i difficult happy clear ignorant impossible cold  important
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Sex: Male /- Female

Significance of collocation test

]

How long have you been learning English? ...........cccoooiin

Have you spent some time in an English-speaking country? How long? ..........

Instruction: From a list of 15 adjectives in each case, choose the acceptable collocates of 11

amplifiers. Underline all the adjectives which in your opinion collocate with the

amplifier and circle the adjective which in your opimion is more frequently

associated with the amplifier than all the others. Thank you!

highl significant reliable il different essential aware = miserable available
ey difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold “important
. significant reliable « ill different essential aware miserable available
seriously ; . . . .
difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold important
\ significant reliable il different essential aware miserable available
readily . . . . .
’ difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important
) significant - reliable ill different essential  (aware ' miserable available
blissfully . . ) . .
difficult happy . clear ' ignorant impossible cold  important
. significant ) reliable ill different essential aware miserable available
vitally : . . . .
difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important
full significant reliable ill different essential ( aware miserable /available
wy difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important
erfect] significant reliable = il different essential aware miserable available
PEFEEY | difficult happy ‘clear ignorant impossible cold  important
heavil significant = reliable il different essential » aware 1miserable available
i difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible cold  important
bitterl significant reliable ill different essential aware miserable available
SR difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible | cold ©  important
— significant reliable il different | essential aware miserable available
ADSOMEEY | difricult happy (clear ignorant impossible  cold < important.
1 significant reliable il different ~ ‘essential .. aware miserable available
. difficult happy  clear ignorant impossible “.cold  important
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