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ABSTRACT 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ vocabulary size, and their use of formulaic language. Using 

the Vocabulary Levels Test (Laufer and Nation 1995), it measures the vocabulary size of native and non-

native speakers of English and explores relationships between this and course of study, gender, age and 

home language, and their academic performance. A corpus linguistic approach is then applied to compare 

student ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ uses of three high-frequency verbs (have, make and take) relative to expert writers. 

Multiword units (MWUs) featuring these verbs are identified and analysed, focusing on delexical MWUs as 

one very specific aspect of depth of vocabulary knowledge. Student and expert use of these MWUs is 

compared. Grammatically and semantically deviant MWUs are also analysed. Finally, relationships between 

the size and depth ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ knowledge, and between the latter and academic performance, 

are explored. 

 

Findings reveal that Literature students had larger vocabularies than Law students, females knew more 

words than males, and older students knew more than younger ones. Importantly, results indicated a 

relationship between vocabulary size and academic performance. Literature students produced more 

correct MWUs and fewer errors than Law students. /ƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

vocabulary, the poorer the depth of their vocabulary is likely to be. Although no robust relationship 

between vocabulary depth and academic performance emerged, there was evidence of an indirect link 

between academic performance and correct use of MWUs. 

 

In bringing together traditional methods of measuring vocabulary size with an investigation of depth of 

vocabulary knowledge using corpus analysis methods, this study provides further evidence of the 

importance of vocabulary knowledge to academic performance. It contributes to debates on the value of a 

sound knowledge of high-frequency vocabulary and a developing knowledge of at least 5000 words to 

academic performance, and the analysis and quantification of errors in MWUs adds to our understanding of 

ƴƻǾƛŎŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴs. The study also explores new ways of investigating 

relationships between size and depth of vocabulary knowledge, and between depth of vocabulary 

knowledge and academic performance.  

 

Key words 

Vocabulary size; Vocabulary depth; Vocabulary Levels Test; Corpus analysis; WordSmith Tools; High-

frequency vocabulary; Delexical verbs; Multiword units 
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Chapter 1 

1 

/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ м 

LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

  

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

Knowing a language of course requires much more than simply knowing individual words and grammatical 

rules. It involves knowing how to use language in specific contexts, such as academic writing. Being able to 

write well in academic contexts requires breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge (IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳΣ Neufeld 

and Eldridge 2008; Qian 1998; Read 2004, 2007), that is, ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ 

words one recognises, as well as the depth of this knowledge, which includes knowing which words 

typically keep company with which. This study developed from my feeling, growing over several years of 

teaching undergraduates in a university English department, that students, both native speakers (NSs) and 

non-native speakers of English (NNSs), have difficulty articulating their thoughts idiomatically in their 

academic writing. For example, in this study the corpus of writing by Literature and Law students features 

expressions such as the following: 

 

he has an aggressive behaviour while he talk 
he was making a serious corruption 

some Africans also were taken rescued by the Spanish 

 

Over and above signs of incomplete linguistic competence reflected in the errors of concord and tense and 

the confusion of articles, these examples highlight the difficulties such students have in producing 

appropriate lexical combinations, difficulties which are related to both the breadth and the depth of their 

vocabulary knowledge. For this reason, and as indicated in the title of the thesis, the study focuses on two 

specific aspects of vocabulary study, namely lexical levels and formulaic language. The ǘŜǊƳ ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΩ 

refers to the investigation of the size ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ±ƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ [ŜǾŜƭǎ ¢Ŝǎǘ 

(VLT) (Laufer and Nation 1995), a test which quantifies active vocabulary knowledge according to five word-

frequency levels. The term Ψformulaic languageΩ, on the other hand, refers to the specific word 

combinations investigated in this study, the production of which, it is argued, reflects one very specific set 

of indicators of depth of vocabulary knowledge. While there are many different types of such word 

ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǳƳōǊŜƭƭŀ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ 

this thesis is a specific multiword unit (MWU) made up of a verb-noun collocation featuring a seemingly 

simple high-frequency verb, in this case have, make or take. In this study the ǎƛȊŜ ƻǊ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
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vocabulary knowledge and the depth of this knowledge, as reflected in their ability to produce MWUs 

featuring a combination of a high-frequency verb and a noun in their academic writing are investigated, 

using both a discrete-item vocabulary test and the tools of corpus linguistic analysis. Comparisons are also 

made between expert and student use of the three verbs in question, in course study material in the case 

of the former and in examination scripts in the case of the latter. Further to this, relationships between 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘge (as reflected in their use of MWUs) and their 

academic performance are explored.  

 

This chapter provides the introduction to the thesis. The next section contextualises the study, and this is 

followed by a discussion of its main focal aspects, that is, size or breadth of vocabulary knowledge, and 

formulaic language in the form of MWUs. The nature of the study and the research questions are then 

discussed, followed by an introduction to the methodology adopted. The chapter concludes with a brief 

synopsis of the remaining chapters of the thesis. 

 

1.2 CONTEXTUALISATION OF THE STUDY  

This section provides some information on education in South Africa today in an attempt to contextualise 

the study. 

 

In South Africa today, despite the fact that the democratic state is two decades old, low literacy and 

numeracy levels continue to hamper educational success (NEEDU 2013; Howie, Van Staden, Tshele, Dowse 

and Zimmerman 2012). This state of affairs, of course, affects students entering university. The National 

Benchmark Test (NBT) project (2009) which tested academic literacy and mathematics in about 13 000 

students at several South African universities1 revealed that, while almost 6000 ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΩ 

(achieving between 64 and 100%) ƛƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅΣ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǘ ŀƴ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǘŜΩ (38ς63%) 

ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ мллл ǿŜǊŜ ŀǘ ŀ ΨōŀǎƛŎΩ ƭŜǾŜƭ (0ς37%).2 What these levels indicate is that students 

performing at the proficient level can be placed in a regular course of study at university and should 

succeed. Those scoring at the intermediate level may face challenges and will require extended 

programmes to succeed at university, while students scoring at the basic level are unlikely to succeed at 

university ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ΨŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΩ (NBT 2013). Thus, based on the NBT data (2013), more 

than half the students tested were unlikely to achieve success at university. Such students come 

predominantly from home, community and school contexts where there are limited literacy resources, few 

literacy practices or reading role models and low reading expectations. For instance, when interviewed 

between 2005 and 2009, 70% of primary school teachers in township schools had no more than 10 books in 

                                                           
1
 UKZN, Mangosuthu, Witwatersrand, Cape Town, Western Cape, Stellenbosch and Rhodes universities. 

2
 http://www.nbt.ac.za/content/benchmark-levels [Accessed 21 December 2013]. 

http://www.nbt.ac.za/content/benchmark-levels
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their homes (Machet and Tiemensma 2009; Pretorius and Mampuru 2007:45; Pretorius and Ribbens 

2005:146). This implies that there are low reading expectations in the classroom, and that teachers are not 

playing a strong role as reading models. By the time learners reach university, low literacy levels and poor 

schooling have already had a profound impact on their academic performance (Cooper 1999, 2000). They 

are unlikely to have read much independently and may be resistant to efforts to improve their reading. 

 

This is something I have encountered in my own teaching: the students in this study are typical of first-year 

university students in South Africa. They were enrolled in semesterised first-year modules offered by the 

Department of English Studies at the University of South Africa (UNISA). This is an open distance learning 

institution, one that aims at 

 

bridging the time, geographical, economic, social, educational and communication distance between 

student and institution, student and academics, student and courseware and student and peers. Open 

distance learning focuses on removing barriers to access learning [sic], flexibility of learning provision, 

student-centredness, supporting students and constructing learning programmes with the expectation 

that students can succeed (UNISA Open Distance Learning Policy 2008). 

 

These students come from a range of language backgrounds, including the nine official indigenous African 

languages, and for most of them English is a second or even a third language. Although many of them 

complete their high school education through the medium of English, the language in which instruction is 

conducted, their exposure to English is in many cases inadequate, with the result that by the time they 

reach university they have not mastered the written idiom and may have only a developing knowledge of 

academic English in particular. I have found that students are increasingly unwilling to read on their own, 

showing a reluctance to read even their prescribed books, even though the amount of text they are 

required to read in preparation for examinations has been pruned to the point where students in reality 

have to read very little in order to pass.  

 

These students are products of a country in which there are in effect two systems of education. The first 

system comprises a fifth of all ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜŘ ΨŜȄ-aƻŘŜƭ /ΩΣ LƴŘƛŀƴ and private schools. 

These are the best resourced and best managed schools and in this system the majority of children (black 

and white) perform well on all literacy and numeracy measures. The second, much larger system is made 

up of 80% of schools. Here, the majority of learners perform poorly on all literacy and numeracy measures 

(Fleisch 2008). These are schools that have been historically disadvantaged (Reddy, Van der Berg, Janse van 

Rensburg and Taylor 2012; Spaull 2012; Taylor, Van der Berg, Reddy and Janse van Rensburg 2011). Today 

South Africa spends about 20% of its GDP on education in an attempt to restore the balance ς far more 

than most middle-income countries and by far the most of African countries. Poor schools are now far 

better resourced than they were a few years ago. Yet literacy and numeracy levels remain low. 
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This has a deleterious effect on Grade 12 or matric outcomes. In the words of Taylor et al. όнлммΥпύΣ Ψ[t]he 

resounding verdict emanating from recent large-scale assessments of student achievement is that South 

!ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀǊŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǿƻǊǊȅƛƴƎƭȅ ƭƻǿ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ōȅ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΩΦ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

assessments such as the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) administered in 2006 

(Howie 2010; Howie, Venter, Van Staden, Zimmerman, Long, Du Toit et al. 2008) found that South African 

children in Grade 5 were reading at lower levels than the Grade 4s in the 39 other countries included in the 

test (Taylor et al. 2011:4). In the application of PIRLS five years later in 2011, there was still no major 

difference in the overall achievement of South African learners (Howie et al. 2012:1). South Africa also 

performed very poorly in Grade 8 mathematics and science in the 2002 study of the Trends in International 

Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) (Taylor et al. 2011:4). Nine years later, TIMSS (2011) revealed little 

improvement: the tests were administered to Grade 9 pupils in South Africa, Botswana and Honduras, and 

in all three cases performance was low in ōƻǘƘ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ 

were among the bottom six countries of the 42 countries tested at Grade 8 level, below the low-

performance benchmark and, of these three developing countries, South Africa achieved the second lowest 

mean score in mathematics ς Botswana 397, South Africa 352 and Honduras 338 ς and the lowest score in 

science: Botswana 404, Honduras 369 and South Africa 332 (HSRC 2012:4). 

 

South African students have not fared much better in assessments involving African countries only, such as 

the Southern and Eastern Africa Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality (SACMEQ) surveys. Surveys 

of Grade 6 reading and mathematics in 2000 and 2007 found that South African students were performing 

below average when compared to the other 13 Southern and Eastern African countries included in the 

surveys (Murimba 2005; SAQMEQ III 2010ς2014; Taylor et al. 2011:7; Van der Berg 2008). The effect of 

these low levels of performance in literacy and numeracy at intermediate primary levels on matric 

outcomes was evident in a study which identified pupils who had been tested by TIMSS 2002 and who were 

in matric in 2006 or 2007 (Reddy et al. 2012:6ς7; Taylor et al. 2011). It was found that, in the case of 

children from better off homes and attending historically advantaged schools, performance in mathematics 

in Grade 8 was strongly correlated with passing matric. The same could not be said for those children from 

lower socioeconomic areas and attending schools which had been historically disadvantaged. In fact, in 

2007, while over 80% of white and Indian pupils between the ages of 21 and 25 had obtained their 

matriculation certificates, only 40% of black South Africans had done so. One in 11 white students achieved 

an A aggregate, while only one in 640 black students did so, and of this number almost half had attended 

historically advantaged schools (Taylor et al. 2011:3).  

 

These circumstances are exacerbated by the apparent failure of many students to fully appreciate the 

extent of their language problems. Using data gathered in an earlier study from a question that asked 

students to rate their proficiency in English on a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (successful, or good at), Coetzee-
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Van Rooy (2011) found that while Afrikaans and African languages students in her study all overestimated 

their proficiency in English, the latter did this to a greater degree than the former. One of the reasons she 

provides for this is that while African students are in the main multilingual, and have skills in all the 

languages they are able to speak, it is often the case that the language they read in is English. They 

therefore tend to rate their proficiency in this language very positively because they compare their 

knowledge of this language and their ability to read in it to their ability to read in their home language, 

which is often less proficient as these languages are used more for social communication rather than 

educational purposes (Coetzee-Van Rooy 2011:169). Afrikaans students, on the other hand, are probably 

more likely to read frequently in Afrikaans as well as in English, with the result that their judgement of their 

English proficiency tends to be less inflated. Coetzee-Van Rooy found that this was supported by the data 

from her 2010 study reported on in this article (Coetzee-Van Rooy 2011). This inflated assessment of their 

English proficiency has implications for such students (Coetzee-Van Rooy 2011:171).  

 

A second reason for this discrepancy between perceptions of English proficiency and test scores that the 

author (2011:171) provides is that when multilingual students rate their English proficiency they are really 

ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ψŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎΩ όнлммΥмтмύΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

ǘŀǎƪǎΩ όнлммΥмтмύΤ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ difference between spoken and written language or, to 

be more technical, between the distinction that Cummins (1999) makes between basic interpersonal 

communication skills (BICS) and cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) (Cummins 1999). 

 

The third reason for the discrepancy is that, compared to others in their communities, these students 

regard themselves as very proficient in English (Coetzee-Van Rooy 2011:171). Such students, like those 

taking part in my study, are often the first in their families to go to university and they have thus developed 

an inflated idea of their own proficiency that often translates into unrealistic estimations of their academic 

ability ς because of the importance of English as the language of learning and teaching (LoLT) for African 

students. (2011:172). What Coetzee-Van Rooy (2011:173ςпύ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ǘƻ 5ƻǊƴȅŜƛΩǎ 

Motivational self System theory, where it is assumed that language learners are aware of the discrepancy 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨŀŎǘǳŀƭ [н ǎŜƭŦΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ their actual proficiency, and their ideal L2 self, or their inflated idea of 

their proficiency, and that this awareness will translate into increased motivation and effort that will result 

in improvements in language learning, in Coetzee-±ŀƴ wƻƻȅΩǎ όнлммύ study this did not appear to result in 

motivation for higher achievement among the African students. Instead, she found that African students 

believed that ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǾŜǊȅ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘƘǳǎ ōŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ 

probablȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳǎΩ ό/ƻŜǘȊŜŜ-Van Rooy:174).  
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These findings have pedagogical implications for some of the students in the present study. While 

academics believe that proficiency in English contributes to academic success, students often do not 

believe that they have any difficulties or problems in this regard (Stephan, Welman and Jordaan 2004:42). 

The participants in Coetzee-±ŀƴ wƻƻȅΩǎ όнлммύ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ 

order to be able to communicate with others. They did not express the notion of learning the language for 

ΨƛŘŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΩ ό/ƻŜǘȊŜŜ-Van Rooy 2011:175). Thus they could argue that they were in fact highly 

proficient in English, but this was in effect an 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǳǎŜŘ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ Ψ¢ƘŜƛǊ άŘŜǎƛǊŜŘέ 

L2 self-ƛƳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǇŜǊŦŜŎǘ ƘŀǊƳƻƴȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜŜǊǎΣ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΩ 

(Coetzee-Van Rooy 2011:175). This can go some way in explaining the fact that, despite the high status 

English has among African learners and their assumed motivation to learn the language, they achieve only 

low levels of proficiency. (Coetzee-Van Rooy 2011:175). 

 

The situation thus becomes a vicious circle ς such students enter university already at a disadvantage, and 

find it difficult, if not impossible, to catch up and close the gap, often falling by the wayside and becoming 

ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŘǊƻǇ ƻǳǘΩ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ-put figures.  

 

Although this study is not primarily concerned with all these issues, they are the underlying reality of South 

African education and no study of this nature can fail to take them into account.  

 

The following section provides a brief overview of the main focal points underpinning this study. 

 

1.3 FOCUS OF THE STUDY 

The main constructs underpinning this study are size, or breadth, and depth of vocabulary knowledge and 

formulaic language, in this case the phenomenon of multiword units (MWUs). These aspects are briefly 

dealt with in the following two sub-sections and will be discussed in greater detail in subsequent chapters. 

 

1.3.1 Breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge 

This study investigates ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ŀǎ 

measured by the VLT, and the depth of this knowledge as reflected in their ability to produce MWUs 

formed with the high-frequency verbs have, make and take3 in their writing. Focusing on such high-

frequency verbs may seem odd when dealing with students who should be advanced learners of English, 

and may also seem to overlook the importance of academic vocabulary to university studies. But breadth 

                                                           
3
 HAVE was chosen for investigation in this study because it was the most frequent high-frequency verb in the Student corpus; 

although DO occurred more frequently than MAKE, TAKE, GET and GIVE in the Student corpus, MAKE and TAKE were selected 
because they are known to be very productive of the MWUs in which I was interested (cf Biber et al. 1999) (see §5.3). 
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and depth of vocabulary, although measured using different techniques in this study, are inextricably 

linked, and as breadth of knowledge increases, so too should depth of knowledge (Milton 2013). Although 

such high-frequency verbs as these, and others such as go, do, say, look, know, see, give, think, come, find, 

get and use, ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƭŜŀǊƴǘ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƻƴ ƛƴ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ, the collocational 

behaviour of such words is not easy to learn or teach and may consequently be neglected by teachers, with 

the result that the deeper understanding of high-frequency words may not readily be achieved. However, 

such high-frequency vocabulary is vital to learners if they are to become independent readers. Research 

has found that a vocabulary of 3000 word families, or about 5000 words, is required for general reading 

comprehension and should allow readers coverage of 90 to 95% of the running words in any text (Laufer 

1997). What this means is that depth of knowledge of very high-frequency words such as have, make and 

take, together with a breadth of knowledge of relatively high-frequency words (the 5000-word level), 

should provide learners with enough vocabulary to read authentic texts (Schmitt, Schmitt and Clapham 

2001:56). Together with a developing knowledge of academic words, learners should be able to cope with 

university level reading and writing (this is discussed in more detail in Chapter 3). 

 

However, as was discussed above, in South Africa many students enter university with low reading levels 

and a vocabulary that is not adequate for the tasks of academic reading and writing (§1.2). In her study, for 

example, Cooper (1999, 2000) found a relationship between the breadth of the vocabulary knowledge of 

first-year students at a South African university and their academic performance. Many of the students in 

her study lacked both the high-frequency and the academic word knowledge to cope with reading 

academic texts (Cooper 1999, 2000:28), and this would of course have repercussions for ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ 

abilities. This situation is exacerbated by socioeconomic circumstances, poor schooling and print-poor 

environments (Machet and Tiemensma 2009; Pretorius and Mampuru 2007; Pretorius and Ribbens 2005). 

Add to this the complex nature of the lexicon and lexical issues with which students are faced and the fact 

that collocations such as make a claim and take a decision are common to academic writing and it becomes 

clear that this aspect of vocabulary knowledge is worth investigating further. 

 

These lexical issues and the difficulties they pose for students are highlighted in the many different kinds of 

deviations which occurred in the writing of the students in this study, and in the differences between 

student writing and the writing by experts to which this was compared. Features such as an unawareness of 

concord (most politician today have interest in government), a simplified verb tense formation (she 

establish him/herself and make contacts with the other), unawareness of punctuation conventions (at their 

second meeting they make love David liked her company), and difficulties with lexis (they come with this 

technology of making this notes) were common. The deviations I was particularly interested in were those 

where students showed a lack of mastery of the restrictions placed on high-frequency verbs in collocations, 

deviations which rendered their language unnativelike and unidiomatic. Academic English requires a degree 
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of idiomaticity, a feature some of these students found difficult to achieve, often because of lexical or 

grammatical difficulties but sometimes through a lack of awareness ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǘŜȄǘΩ όIǳƴǎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

Francis 2000)Φ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ΨƪƴƻǿΩ ƘƛƎƘ-frequency words, but they often have difficulty using 

these correctly, or at least acceptably, in lexical phrases. They may choose unacceptable collocates, or may 

ŀǾƻƛŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀƭǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƻǊ ΨŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘΩ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 

stylistically incorrect, stilted or inappropriate. Few studies have explored the relationship between breadth 

and depth of vocabulary knowledge, specifically in relation to use of MWUs, and so my study is aimed at 

making a contribution to this important but under researched issue. 

 

1.3.2 Multiword units 

As a general term, MWUs refer to language units such as clusters of words, collocations and idioms, units of 

language that may be viewed along a continuum of idiomaticity, ranging from units completely free (make 

dinner, take a book out of the library) to those totally fixed in terms of syntax (take care of, take advantage 

of), and from units which are transparent (have a look, make a decision) to those which are obscure in 

terms of meaning (curry favour, beat about the bush) (Fan 2009; Howarth 1998a). The use of prefabricated 

MWUs in text is so pervasive that Sinclair (1991) proposed ǘƘŜ ΨƛŘƛƻƳ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΩΥ Ψŀ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǳǎŜǊ Ƙŀǎ 

available to him a large number of semi-preconstructed phrases that constitute single choices, even though 

ǘƘŜȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŀōƭŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘǎΩ όSinclair 1991:110). This idiom-oriented view of 

language has been supported by the findings of studies on language processing (e.g. Pawley and Syder 

1983) and corpus studies (e.g. Altenberg 1998; Sinclair 1991; Renouf and Sinclair 1991).   

 

MWUs and the plethora of terms and definitions for the various combinations which fall under this 

umbrella term are described and discussed in some detail in Chapter 4. The combinations investigated in 

this study can be referred to loosely as collocations (e.g. Howarth 1998a, b). The importance of 

collocational knowledge in second language (L2) competence is beyond dispute (Fan 2009:111). Such 

knowledge allows learners to speak more fluently, makes their speech easier to comprehend and helps 

them to write and sound more native-like (Hunston and Francis 2000; Pawley and Syder 1983; Wray 2002). 

However, L2 ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳǎŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ been reported regardless of their 

level of language proficiency. For instance, Fan (1991, cited in Fan 2009) has reported on secondary 

students, Biskup (1992) on advanced learners and Farghal and Obiedat (1995) and Nesselhauf (2003, 2005) 

on university students. One of the difficulties students encounter with these combinations lies in the 

idiosyncratic nature of collocational use (e.g. strong has a similar meaning to powerful in most instances 

but strong collocates with tea but not with car). Another difficulty arises from the fact that collocational use 

may be very different across languages.  
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Lƴ Iǳƴǎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ CǊŀƴŎƛǎΩǎ όнлллΥмύ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ 

attendant phraseology ς the grammar pattern that belongs to that particular word. According to these 

researchers, all words can be described in terms of these patterns. Hunston and Francis (2000) believe that 

our experience of a language allows us to understand these patterns in a text. But this intuition is not 

always reliable ς and in the case of many of the students in my study, their experience of the language was 

often limited, making it consequently inadequate in providing them with this awareness. Hunston and 

CǊŀƴŎƛǎ όнлллΥоύ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜȄƛǎ ŀǊŜ ΨƳǳǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 

restricted set of lexical items, and ŜŀŎƘ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƛǘŜƳ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΩ όнлллΥоύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 

patterns have an important function in creating meaning in that the meaning of a word is often 

distinguished by its typical occurrence in various patterns, and words which share a particular pattern also 

often share an aspect of meaning.  

 

In this study, the focus falls on MWUs formed with three high-frequency verbs, have, make and take, and 

how their use in student writing compares to that in expert writing, in Literature and Law courses. These 

three verbs were chosen for this study because they are highly polysemous, that is, they have two or more 

closely related meanings, caused by the fact that they can be used generally in more abstract, delexicalised 

or grammatical uses, but that they also have various language-specific tendencies resulting in specialised 

meanings, collocations and idiomatic uses (Viberg 1996, cited in Altenberg and Granger 2001). All languages 

have such basic verbs which are used very often and which regularly top frequency lists (Altenberg and 

Granger 2001). Research has shown that these high-frequency verbs tend to be problematic for foreign or 

L2 learners (Altenberg and Granger 2001: 174; Kaszubski 2000; Lee and Chen 2009:155; Wang and Shaw 

2008; Yan 2006). They are highly productive of the type of combination under study here, combinations 

such as make a decision, have a look and take a journey. 

 

Verbs such as have, go, do, say, take, give, get and make have been variously referred to as light verbs (Live 

1973; Wittenberg and Piñango 2011), small verbs, support verbs (Langer 2004) and delexical verbs 

(Altenberg and Granger 2001; Howarth 1998a, b). This is because of their tendency to be found in 

combinations where the noun carries the main semantic weight of the expression. Howarth (1998a) 

explains that these high-frequency verbs are often used delexically, that is, in such a way that their meaning 

is defined by the company they keep (an expression coined by Firth (1957, cited in Léon 2007; Howarth 

1998a), while they themselves carry little meaning. The words they keep company with (with which they 

collocate, or the words that make up the lexical chunks or MWUs) are often not arbitrary, but in fact what 

Howarth (1998a, b) ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘΩ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ. These are the combinations referred to in this 

study as delexical multiword units, which Algeo (1995) calls expanded predicates, which Nesselhauf (2005) 

calls stretched verb constructions, and which Langer (2004) calls support verb constructions. 
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Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992) refer to a continuum, as does Howarth (1998a, b) in the amount of 

variation that occurs in lexical phrase patterns. They distinguish between lexical phrases, which they regard 

as collocations with pragmatic functions (how do you do?), and collocations, which are what Howarth 

(1998a, b) would call idioms, with no pragmatic function (Nattinger and DeCarrico 1992:36). Nattinger and 

DeCarrico suggest that the less variation a combination of words allows, the more predictable and easier it 

is, and the easier it is to acquire. TƘƛǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜŘΥ ΨǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ 

which words constrain those around them, and the assurance we have that certain words are going to 

follow certain others, are ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘǎ ǿŜ ǳǎŜ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀƭƭ ǎƻǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǎǳōǘƭŜ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎŜǎΩ όbŀǘǘƛƴƎŜǊ 

and DeCarrico 1992:34). 

 

In this study, the data comprised the course material used in the UNISA Literature and the Law courses, 

making up the Expert corpus, and the essays written in the end-of-semester examination by the students in 

the sample, making up the Student corpus. The MWU in question is regarded as a type of collocation in that 

it is made up of a chunk of language, somewhere on the continuum between free combinations and idioms; 

that is, it falls ƛƴǘƻ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ (1998a, b) category of restricted (or semi-restricted) collocations in that some 

substitution on choice of the verb or of the noun is allowed in most cases. These MWUs are made up of  

¶ a high-frequency verb, often used delexically, conveying little meaning itself, and 

¶ an eventive noun which carries the semantic weight of the expression, and may often be a lower 

frequency, academic word.  

These combinations include examples such as have a look, make a comment, take a turn. They are classified 

as core or pseudo delexical MWUs, discussed in more detail in Chapter 4. 

 

The sections above have provided some context which is important to understanding the educational 

issues that have informed the study, and information on aspects which are central to the study. As noted, 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΤ ƛǘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜǎ the 

size of ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΥ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΣ ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 

background. It also explores a particular aspect of vocabulary depth, namely Ƙƻǿ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ 

vocabulary knowledge is expressed in the use of selected MWUs and how this use compares between 

students and expert writers in Literature and Law courses. In the following sections of this chapter, the 

rationale for the study, the research aims and research questions and the methodology used to address 

them are briefly discussed.  

 

1.4 RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY  

It is widely accepted that MWUs play a major role in how we process and use language (Nesselhauf 

2005:1). The fact that such MWUs cause learners difficulties is also well attested (Howarth 1998a, b; 
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Nesselhauf 2003, 2005; Wang and Shaw 2008; Yan 2006). This study seeks to establish whether this is also 

reflected in the writing of the students who made up the sample in this study, and to explore the 

relationship between the vocabulary these students know and aspects of their production of these word 

combinations. To this end, the study compares the writing of a specific group of South African university 

students with that of expert writers in the same fields. The difficulties of such students require further 

investigation if aspects of language use which pose particular challenges to them are to be identified. As 

appropriate and idiomatic use of language involves knowledge of words and the company they keep (Firth 

1957, in Léon 2007), it is reasonable to assume that the more vocabulary learners have acquired, the more 

collocations they are likely to use appropriately. Studies have shown that many collocations used in 

academic English writing feature high-frequency words (Algeo 1995; Altenberg and Granger 2001; Howarth 

1996, 1998a, b; Langer 2004; Lennon 1996). Thus, in order to achieve competence in L2 collocational use, 

learners need to develop not only a wide vocabulary and sound knowledge of collocations (Fan 2009) but 

also an understanding of the many uses of the most basic high-frequency verbs. The MWUs investigated in 

this study are made up of a high-frequency verb and a noun, and the fact that the latter is frequently an 

academic word is a further indication of the relevance of both breadth and depth of vocabulary to success 

in universiǘȅ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ Ψ!ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊŘǎΩ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 

discipline domains, e.g. hypothesis, category, postulate. These are the sort of words captured in the 

University Word List (UWL) (Xue and Nation 1984) and in the Academic Word List (AWL) (Coxhead 2000). 

Studies have highlighted the need for students to master academic discourse in order to succeed in tertiary 

studies (Flowerdew 2001:371; Granger and Rayson 1998); this includes a thorough knowledge of such 

academic vocabulary.  

 

Observations such as these have prompted the present study, which applies the methods of discrete-item 

vocabulary testing as well as those of corpus analysis in an attempt to arrive at a description of a group of 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ how this relates to their production of MWUs containing a high-

frequency verb used delexically. The study was informed by the theoretical frameworks of both corpus-

based linguistics and corpus-driven linguistics, arriving at a method which is increasingly recognised in 

corpus studies as being a kind of hybrid (Biber 2009). As such, the analysis takes a corpus-driven approach, 

that is, what aŎ9ƴŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ IŀǊŘƛŜ όнлмнΥмптύ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ-as-ǘƘŜƻǊȅΩ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƻ-Firthian approach, 

using an untagged corpus, but at the same time borrows elements from corpus-based methods, that is, 

ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ-as-ƳŜǘƘƻŘΩ όMcEnery and Hardie 2012:147)Σ ƻǊ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ΨƳŀƛƴƭȅ ǘƻ 

expound, test or exemplify theories and descriptions that were formulated before large corpora became 

available to inform languaƎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩ ό¢ƻƎƴƛƴƛ-Bonelli 2001:65ς66). This hybrid approach is used increasingly 

in present-day corpus linguistic research and is thus well founded in the discipline. 
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This study does more than simply look at differences between student and expert writing; it is also an 

attempt to make a contribution to both vocabulary studies and corpus linguistics by exploring the 

relationships between breadth of vocabulary knowledge, an aspect of the depth of this knowledge and 

academic performance in a group of typical South African undergraduate students. 

 

1.5 RESEARCH AIMS AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

As stated, this study explores the relationship ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ όŀ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ 

of their linguistic competence) and an aspect of the depth of their awareness of certain phraseological 

norms of academic English (Howarth 1998a, b), to the extent that this is reflected in their production of 

specific delexical MWUs. Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǎƛȊŜΩΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǘŜǊƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ when 

referring to measurement and actual vocabulary tests, is used; ΨōǊŜŀŘǘƘΩ, as a rather more abstract 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΣ ƭƛƪŜ ΨŘŜǇǘƘΩΣ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻf vocabulary 

knowledge is made. The first aim of the study was to measure the breadth ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

vocabulary knowledge and to explore the relationship between this knowledge and their academic 

performance. A second aim was to investigate the relationship between the variables of course of study, 

gender, age and language background, and studentǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ size. A third aim was to establish the 

difference in depth of vocabulary knowledge between student and expert writers in two courses, Literature 

and Law, to the extent that it may be measured by the production of specific MWUs. The final aim was to 

ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ these specific MWUs and their academic 

performance. These aims were addressed by answering six main research questions (see §5.2 for a more 

detailed discussion). In doing so, the study fell naturally into three phases.  

 

Phase 1 of the study begins with a consideration of discrete items of vocabulary (the more traditional way 

of investigating the vocabulary of learners) and the establishment of the relationship between measures of 

size ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ course of study, gender, age and language background, 

and between measures of breadth and their academic achievement. The research questions which gave 

rise to this process were expressed as follows: 

 

Research Question 1 

What is the size of the productive4 vocabulary of undergraduate students? 

 

                                                           
4
 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΣ ŀƭǎƻ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ 

knowledge. This differs from receptive or passive vocabulary knowledge, which is the ability to recognise words when reading. 
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This question was broken down into four sub-questions in which the relationship between vocabulary size 

and the variables of course of study (Literature or Law), gender, language background and age were 

measured (see §5.2). 

 

Research Question 2 

The second main research question in this phase explored the relationship between breadth of vocabulary 

knowledge and academic performance and was expressed thus: 

 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳic 

performance? 

 

The focus then moves to Phase 2 and the use of the three verbs, have, make and take in both Student and 

Expert corpora. The two main research questions addressed in this regard were expressed as follows: 

 

Research Question 3 

How does the distribution of the functions of the three selected verbs compare within and across the 

Expert and Student corpora? 

 

This question was broken down into four sub-questions (see §5.2). 

 

This leads on to a further investigation of aspects of ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ depth of vocabulary knowledge through the 

investigation and analysis of corpus evidence of their collocational knowledge, as expressed in their use of 

MWUs:  

 

Research Question 4 

Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŜ όƛƴ terms of frequency and deviance) of selected MWUs compare with the use of 

these MWUs by expert writers, within and across courses?  

 

This question was broken down into three sub-questions in which comparisons of the use of MWUs in the 

Expert sub-corpora and in the Student sub-corpora, and between the two Student sub-corpora were made 

(see §5.2).  

 

In the final phase, Phase 3, the link between size of vocabulary and the use of delexical MWUs is 

investigated, as well as the relationship between these two measures of vocabulary knowledge and 

academic performance (measured by examination scores). The two main research questions driving this 

last phase were expressed as follows: 
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Research Question 5 

What is the relationship between ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ production of 

selected MWUs, within and across courses? 

 

Research Question 6 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ selected MWUs and their academic performance, 

within and across courses? 

 

This study thus brings together the two aspects of vocabulary study, breadth and depth of vocabulary 

knowledge, and their relationship in terms of academic performance, something which is as yet relatively 

rare in the research literature.  

 

1.6 METHODOLOGY  

In this section, the methodology followed in this study is briefly discussed. It is covered in greater detail in 

Chapter 5. 

 

The sample from which data were collected was made up of undergraduate students enrolled at a South 

!ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ΨƻǇŜƴ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΩ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ This university is the largest distance education institution in the 

southern hemisphere and, as a result, the student population is heterogeneous: students come from all 

walks of life and have diverse school backgrounds. As it is an open distance learning institution, students 

vary greatly in age, linguistic and socioeconomic background and place of residence. All students study at a 

distance, via correspondence and electronically, with some living beyond the borders of South Africa (see 

§1.2). This makes for a very varied student population. The study population comprised the entire body of 

students registered for three modules in the Department of English Studies in the first semester of 2010, 

some 4500 in total. These three courses were the two modules making up the first level of English 

Literature studies (ENN101D and ENN102E), and a service course for students studying law, English 

Communication for Law Students (ENN106J). The two literature courses were combined so that there were 

two groups, Literature students and Law students. These courses were chosen because they presented 

examples of different study material and different writing by students ς critical essays about literature in 

the case of the literature course, and argumentative essays about legal concepts in the case of the law 

course. The students in these courses were also representative of typical undergraduates and, finally, the 

courses were familiar and accessible to the researcher. 

 

Phase 1 is quantitative in design as it is concerned with ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ 

vocabulary and examining its relationship to various factors such as course, gender, age and language 
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background, and to examination scores. StǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ breadth of vocabulary knowledge was measured using 

Version 2 of [ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ όмффрύ Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT ς the Active version) (Schmitt et al. 

2001) in order to establish the levels of vocabulary at which students had achieved mastery, and those 

levels where their knowledge was still developing. A questionnaire elicited information on ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

education and language background; further biographical details, namely age, gender and ethnicity5, were 

extracted from university records. The software SPSS (IBM SPSS Statistics Version 21) was the main source 

for the computations and statistical analyses in this study. In order to establish whether there were 

relationships ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ±[¢Σ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ŜƴǘƛǊŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

examination scores, correlations and regression analyses were performed. ANOVAs were used to examine 

differences between groups in terms of course, gender, age and language background.  

 

This study also falls within the discipline of corpus linguistics in that it is concerned in part with the analysis 

of two corpora of academic English (discussed briefly here, and in greater detail in Chapters 2 and 5). In the 

past, most vocabulary studies involved the testing of knowledge of discrete vocabulary items ς in a 

previous study, for instance, I investigated the knowledge that learners in an immersion situation had of 

individual words (Scheepers 2003, 2006). However, De Beaugrande (2000, cited in De Beaugrande 

2001:11), for example, believes that data from corpora are able to reveal how a language is made up not of 

Ψa closed set of formal rulesΩ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ Ψwell-formed stringsΩ. IƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ŀ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ŀƴ Ψopen 

repertory of rich guidelines for constructing meaningful discourse eventsΩ; tƘŜ ΨƳƻǎǘ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘǊŀƛǘΩ ƻŦ 

ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ Ψselectable and combinableΩΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ψwell-defined or distinctiveΩ ό5Ŝ .ŜŀǳƎǊŀƴŘŜ 

2000, cited in De Beaugrande 2001:11). Corpus research has identified two ways in which language is 

selectable and combinable, namely through grammatical combinations or colligation, and through lexical 

combinations called collocations. The colligability and collocability of combinations of words influences 

ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ ΨŦƭǳŜƴǘΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎΩ ό5Ŝ .ŜŀǳƎǊŀƴŘŜ нллмΥмнύ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ 

it is these aspects of selection and combination that non-native speakers frequently find difficult to master.  

 

Thus Phase 2 of the study investigates language as it occurs in authentic discourse, gathered from the 

writing of both native speakers and non-native speakers from various language backgrounds. The 

explorative, qualitative methods of corpus linguistic analysis, in the sense of manual exploration and 

interpretation of concordance lines, as well as quantitative techniques, were used to examine the 

distribution of functions of the three verbs within and across the Expert Literature and Expert Law corpora 

and the Student Literature and Student Law corpora (these names are capitalised in order to indicate the 

specific corpora and genres). Once the process of manual exploration and quantification had been 

completed, the use of delexical MWUs in these corpora was compared.  

                                                           
5
 Information on ethnicity or race group is required by government. Such information is used in matters of redress of previously 

disadvantaged groups, for instance, and was included here to help to explain disparities in performance by different groups of 
students. 
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In order to collect the data that would make up these corpora, I sent a tutorial letter to all students 

enrolled in the Literature and Law first-year courses I had targeted, that is, ENN101D and ENN102E (these 

two modules together formed English Firǎǘ [ŜǾŜƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƴŎŜŦƻǊǘƘ ōŜ ŎƻƴŦƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ Ψ[ƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜΩύΣ ŀƴŘ 

ENN106J, an English communication service course catering for students studying lawΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ Ψ[ŀǿΩ 

in the study. The tutorial letter included a copy of [ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ όмффрύ VLT, a questionnaire and a 

ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ. Ethical concerns (see §5.11) were 

addressed in this letter, as was the questionnaire. Students were provided with a self-addressed envelope 

with postage paid and asked to send the signed letter, the completed questionnaire and the completed VLT 

back to me by a specific date. Thus there was no invigilation during the completion of the VLT; students 

were relied upon to answer the test as best they could, without recourse to a dictionary or any other help 

(see Chapter 5). I was aware that this presented a potential limitation of the study, but there was 

unfortunately no alternative to this method of data collection in the given research context. 

 

At the end of the semester, the examination scripts of those students who had returned the test and 

questionnaire were drawn, typed and compiled into the Student corpus. This was thus a collection of 

writing by undergraduate students of English at a South African open distance learning (ODL) university, 

comprising essays written under timed examination conditions. This corpus includes the writing of L1 

English speakers as well as the writing of speakers of an indigenous African language or of Afrikaans who 

speak English as a second language. 

 

The second corpus used in this study is the Expert corpus. This comprised the study material written by 

experts in these disciplines (i.e. Literature and Law), and which the students read in their English studies.  

 

Once these corpora had been compiled, they were analysed and compared using the software program 

WordSmithTools (Version 5) (Scott 2008), described in detail in Chapter 5. Among other features, it allows 

one to establish word frequencies, to generate concordances and to search for keywords. In this way 

patterns in the use of the selected verbs and the MWUs were identified. The findings are reported on in 

detail in Chapter 6 (§6.3).  

 

In the last part of the study, Phase 3, relationships between breadth of vocabulary knowledge (as revealed 

ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ different levels of the VLT and their total scores on the same test) and ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

production of MWUs in their writing (a measure of the depth of their vocabulary knowledge), and their 

academic performance (measured by their scores in the end-of-semester examination) were investigated. 

This part of the analysis of the data was, like the first phase, quantitative. SPSS was used to examine 

relationships between vocabulary size and the production of MWUs. This was established by extracting 

texts from a sample of students in Literature and in Law whose scores were closest to the 25th, 50th and 75th 
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percentiles of the examination scores. Correlations were performed in order to test for significant 

relationships between breadth of vocabulary knowledge and depth of vocabulary knowledge expressed in 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ production of MWUs, and between depth of vocabulary knowledge and examination scores (an 

indicator of academic proficiency). 

 

1.7 STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS  

This chapter has provided some background to the study and given a brief explanation of its focus and its 

rationale. Finally, it has set out the research aims and questions and outlined the methodological approach.  

 

The literature review spans three chapters. Chapter 2 is concerned with the discipline of corpus linguistics 

and the analysis of computerised corpora. Through a review of relevant research in this area the chapter 

demonstrates how I reached my understanding of the approach followed in this study, that is, through a 

discussion of the two approaches developed by earlier researchers, the corpus-based (corpus-as-method) 

idea, and the corpus-driven (corpus-as-theory) idea espoused by the neo-Firthians, to what Biber (2009) 

called a hybrid approach, which takes elements from both the corpus-based and the corpus-driven schools. 

Although corpus linguistics relates most specifically to Phase 2, this aspect is discussed first as it also 

informs other aspects of the study. 

 

Chapter 3 reviews vocabulary studies and relates particularly to Phase 1. It looks at how studies have 

moved from those taking a discrete-item perspective, to studies in the 21st century which consider 

vocabulary in the context of bodies of text, that is, corpora. It also reviews what research has revealed 

about the type of words that are most useful to learners at university level.  

 

Chapter 4 discusses the aspect of vocabulary with which Phase 2 of this study is concerned, multiword units 

(MWUs). There has been a great deal of research into this aspect of vocabulary in recent years and the 

chapter attempts to make sense of the multitude of definitions and explanations that researchers have 

provided. This chapter relates both to Phase 2, where multiword combinations in the corpora are 

investigated, as well as to Phase 3, where the relationship between breadth of knowledge of vocabulary 

and the production of MWUs is investigated.   

 

In Chapter 5 the methodology followed in this study is discussed in detail. The pilot study is described and 

the three phases of the main study and the methods used in each are explained, including quantitative 

statistical analyses in Phases 1 and 3, where SPSS is used to analyse the data, and both quantitative and 

qualitative corpus linguistic analyses in Phase 2. In this phase, WordSmith Tools version 5 (Scott 2008) is 

used to investigate the data and extract the MWUs for analysis.   
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Chapter 6 presents the results of the analyses and the discussion of these findings. Again, the chapter 

follows the pattern of the entire thesis, presenting findings in line with the three phases of the study.  

 

Chapter 7 concludes the thesis. It provides a brief review of the aims and content of the study, and 

summarises the findings. The contributions made by the study to the field are discussed, the implications of 

the findings are considered and recommendations are suggested, based on these findings. 
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ н 

/ƻǊǇƻǊŀ ŀƴŘ /ƻǊǇǳǎ [ƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ 

 
/ƻǊǇǳǎ Řŀǘŀ ƴƻǿ ǎƛƎƴŀƭ ǎƻƳŜ ΨƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ƭƛƴƪǎΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ǎƛŘŜǎ ώƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ discourse] through 

regularities that are more specific than language and more general than discourse. These regularities 

ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǿƘȅ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǎƻǳƴŘ ΨŦƭǳŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳǎŀƎŜ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ 

ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩ ƻǊ ΨƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎΩ ό5Ŝ .ŜŀǳƎǊŀƴŘŜ 2001:3). 

  

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This study aims to examine relationships between the vocabulary size of a sample of university students, 

their use of multiword units (MWUs) of a particular type in their academic writing and their academic 

performance. In order to do this, corpora of both student and expert writing were collected and analysed 

and, as such, the study falls within the discipline of corpus linguistics. 

 

This chapter discusses the development of corpus linguistics and positions this study within this particular 

ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΦ Lǘ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ōȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ that have taken 

place in the creation and compilation of corpora. It goes on to provide a brief history of the development of 

the discipline and discusses some of the individuals who have played a major role in this development. It 

then moves on to a discussion of some of the current debates in corpus linguistics. Finally, it discusses some 

corpus studies that are relevant to the present study, both from South Africa and elsewhere.  

 

2.2 CORPUS LINGUISTICS 

Before one can discuss corpus linguistics in any detail, it is necessary to define its most important element, 

the corpus itself. 

 

2.2.1 What is a corpus? 

There are many and diverse views on what constitutes a corpus, as well as many variations in the 

definitions provided by scholars. Although Leech (1992, cited in Tognini-Bonelli 2001:53) refers to a corpus 

ŀǎ Ψŀ ƘŜƭƭǳǾŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘŜȄǘΣ ǎǘƻǊŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊΩΣ ŀ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛmply an arbitrary collection of texts, as this 

ΨŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΩ Ƴŀȅ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭȅ. In fact, there are several important issues that corpus builders should keep 
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in mind (see Chapter 5), although these are still under discussion in some cases. In her study, Tognini-

Bonelli (2001:55) regards a corpus as 

 

a computerised collection of authentic texts, amenable to automatic or semi-automatic processing or 

analysis. The texts are selected according to explicit criteria in order to capture the regularities of a 

language, a language variety or a sub-language.  

 

In their definition of corpus linguistics, McEnery and Hardie (2012:1ς3) observe that it is research which 

uses a collection of texts in electronic format, which is therefore machine readable (that is, by a computer), 

although there are exceptions as they note, where the data may be in written form or even in video form. 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ΨǘŜȄǘǎΩ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƛƭŜ ƻŦ Řata which can be read by computer; data that are grouped 

together but retain their individual identity. Such a collection of texts is usually too large to be analysed 

manually and this has led over the years to the development of tools with which to investigate the data. 

The most common type of tool is the concordancer, such as WordSmith Tools (Scott 2008) which, like many 

other researchers, I have used in this study. Concordancers allow researchers to study words in context, 

and also to extract frequency data. These two aspects comprise the two types of analysis that are vital in 

corpus linguistics, that is, qualitative and quantitative (McEnery and Hardie 2012:1ς2). Most concordancers 

allow researchers to find words in the context of the corpus as a whole, but also to pinpoint the source of a 

particular stretch of language (McEnery and Hardie 2012:1ς2). This ability to identify the source text of 

particular words or combinations of words in the corpus is an important capability and one which I made 

use of iƴ tƘŀǎŜ о ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ the 

VLT and their use of MWUs. 

 

2.2.2 ¢ƘŜ ΨƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƻŦ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ 

/ƻǊǇƻǊŀ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǿŜƴǘƛŜǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ ƭƻƴƎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ ǎŜƳƛƴŀl 

work or present-day studies such as Tognini-.ƻƴŜƭƭƛΩǎΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻ-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨŦƛǊǎǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

meant the manual extraction of texts from books and other printed matter, and a corpus of a million words 

in the 1970s was considered to be very large indeed. Kennedy (1998:17) refers to Jesperson, Kruisinga and 

Poutsma, all of whom used corpora as a basis for their grammars in the first quarter of the previous 

century. With the advent of computers and general access to these, data could be typed and saved on a 

computer and much larger corpora could be compiled. By now (the second decade of the 21st century) we 

ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ aƻƻƴ όмффтύ Ƙŀǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀΤ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƻ 

scan texts electronically has meant that immense numbers of words can be collected, and this means too 

that these corpora can be regarded as reasonably accurate representations of the English language 

(Schmitt 2000:68ςсфύΦ {ǳŎƘ ƘǳƎŜ ƻǊ ΨƳŜƎŀΩ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ όYŜƴƴŜŘȅ мффуύ Ƴŀȅ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ƘǳƴŘǊŜŘǎ ƻŦ Ƴƛƭƭions of 

words, such as the COBUILD Bank of English Corpus (Sinclair 1987), the Cambridge International Corpus 
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(CIC)6 and the British National Corpus (BNC)7, to name only a few (these and other corpora are discussed in 

more detail below). 

2.2.2.1 Early corpora 

Two examples of early corpora are the Brown University Corpus (CǊŀƴŎƛǎ ŀƴŘ YǳőŜǊŀ мфс4) of American 

English, and its British English equivalent, the Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen Corpus (LOB) (Hofland and Johansson 

1982). In 1963, Nelson Francis, Henry Kuőera and others at Brown University compiled a sample of present-

Řŀȅ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǎƴŀǇǎƘƻǘΩ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ 

(McEnery and Hardie 2012:97), using American English from the year 1961. This later became known as the 

Brown Corpus. It was made up of 500 samples, each of about 2000 words of continuous written English, 

and contained in total about 1 014 300 words, with samples taken from a range of text categories (Kennedy 

1998:24). The sampling framework useŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ ΨŘŜ ŦŀŎǘƻ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩ ǿƘŜƴ 

compiling small-scale written corpora (McEnery and Hardie 2012:97). As the first electronic corpus to be 

made widely available, the Brown Corpus set a precedent for free access and it has been available at no 

cost to researchers ever since its compilation, without any copyright fees.  

 

The Lancaster Oslo/Bergen (LOB) Corpus (Hofland and Johansson 1982; Schmitt 2000:69) emerged some 10 

years later and was intended as a British counterpart to the Brown Corpus, sampling as it did British English 

from 1961. This meant that reliable comparative studies of synchronic variation were now possible using 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ΨƳŀǘŎƘƛƴƎΩ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ όYŜƴƴŜŘȅ мффуΥнуς29).  

 

Other corpora were subsequently compiled and modelled on the Brown Corpus. These are known 

ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ.Ǌƻǿƴ CŀƳƛƭȅΩ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǾŀǊƛŜǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƭŘ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘŜǎΣ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭŀǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƘŀƴ мфсмΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ΨƳŀǘŎƘƛƴƎΩ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ όaŎ9ƴŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ IŀǊŘƛŜ 

2012:98) has made diachronic studies possible. The core corpora in this group, such as the Brown, LOB, 

Frown and FLOB ς the latter two developed at the University of Freiburg by Christian Mair and his team 

(Hundt et al. 1998, 1999, cited in McEnery and Hardie 2012:99) ς allow for simultaneous synchronic and 

diachronic comparisons, whereas the more marginal corpora in the group allow only for either synchronic 

or diachronic comparisons (McEnery and Hardie 2012:98). The latter corpora include the Kolhapur Corpus 

of Indian English (Shastri, Patilkulkarni and Shastri 1986), the Wellington Corpus of English in New Zealand 

(Bauer 1993) and the Australian Corpus of English (ACE) (Collins and Peters 1988), also known as the 

Macquarie Corpus of Written Australian English. These corpora contain only written English. 

                                                           

6
 http://www.cambridge.org.br/ 

7
 http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/ 
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2.2.2.2 Second generation corpora 

Second generation corpora developed as technology advanced and it became possible to capture and store 

much larger collections of texts. By the end of the twentieth century huge corpora of 100 million words or 

more had become the norm (Kennedy 1998). During the early to mid-seventies, the London-Lund Corpus 

(LLC) was produced at Lund University in Sweden under the leadership of Jan Svartvik, containing a 

hundred 5000-word texts, about half a million words, and this was the largest collection of electronically 

available spoken English until well into the nineties (Kennedy 1998:31ς32). This corpus was made up of the 

ǎǇƻƪŜƴ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ vǳƛǊƪΩǎ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ¦ǎŀƎŜ ό{9¦ύ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ƛn 1959 and which recorded both 

written and spoken English, sampled according to genres and contexts (McEnery and Hardie 2012:74).  

 

By far the most important of the second-generation corpora were the COBUILD Project, the Cambridge 

International Corpus (CIC) and the British National Corpus (BNC). The COBUILD Project was the first major 

mega-corpus project and was a joint venture between the publishers Collins and a research team from the 

English Department of the University of Birmingham, whence its name, COBUILD (Collins-Birmingham 

University International Lexical Database). It provided data for the development of a new English dictionary 

and began in 1980 under the leadership of John Sinclair (McEnery and Hardie 2012:80). Unlike its 

predecessors such as the Brown Corpus (Francis and Kuőera 1964) and the LOB and the Lund Corpora, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǳǎŜŘ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ǘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ŀ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘŜȄǘǎΣ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ COBUILD Corpus included only whole 

texts.  

2.2.2.3 Mega or third-generation corpora 

In 1991, owing to the success of the COBUILD project, the development of a huge monitor corpus began, 

known today as the Bank of English corpus. ! ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƛǎ ΨŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎƪ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ 

ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ ƛƴ ǎƛȊŜ ŀǎ ǘŜȄǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛǘ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅΣ ƳƻƴǘƘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜn daily (Hunston 

2002:16). By 1997 this corpus was reported to contain over 300 million words, and to be still growing 

(Kennedy 1998:47; McEnery and Hardie 2012:80). This belongs to what Moon (1997) has referred to as the 

ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀΦ 

 

Today, there are many huge electronic text databases containing hundreds of millions of words available to 

researchers, besides the ones already mentioned ς in fact, too many to estimate a number at this point. 

These are electronic collections of machine-readable text, usually unstructured in that they have not been 

compiled to represent specific categories of text, or annotated in any way, but available, often freely, for 

researchers to use should they so wish. Examples are the seven corpora created by Mark Davies, professor 

of Linguistics at Brigham Young University, and used by more than 100 000 people a month. These corpora 

include the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA), comprising 450 million words, the Corpus of 

Historical American English (COHA), 400 million words, and the new Corpus of American Soap Operas with 
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100 million words. Also available online are the British Academic Spoken English Corpus (BASE), developed 

at the Universities of Warwick and Reading, under the directorship of Hilary Nesi, and made up of over one 

and a half million words from 160 lectures and 39 seminars in various disciplines, and available from the 

Warwick Centre for Applied Linguistics.8 The British Academic Written English (BAWE) corpus was created 

through collaboration between the Universities of Warwick, Reading and Oxford Brookes, funded by the 

Economic and Social Research Council. It is made up of 6.7 million words in texts written by British 

students.9 As Kennedy (1998) observes, it is impossible to predict how these huge databases may be used 

in thematic, stylistic, lexicographical, historical or other linguistic studies in the future. 

 

2.3 CORPORA FOR SPECIFIC PURPOSES 

Many different types of corpora have been developed over more recent years as corpus linguistics has 

become more and more widespread. The sections below discuss corpora designed for specific purposes; 

these include corpora of varieties of English and learner corpora. The latter are not always concerned 

merely with L1 versus L2 learners; as in the present study, learners may be categorised uniquely according 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ Lƴ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ΨƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ the students in the sense that they are 

novice writers learning to write in the academic idiom. In fact, they come from a variety of language 

backgrounds, as discussed in Chapter 1 (§1.2). Flowerdew (2001:363) observes that, since the beginning of 

the 1990s, corpus linguistics has expanded in two directions: there are now more and much bigger (mega) 

corpora (§2.2.2.3), but at the same time there are also many more smaller corpora, often genre-based and 

designed for specific purposes, many initiated by Biber (1988, cited in Flowerdew 2001:364). These smaller 

corpora generally consist of between 20 000 and 200 000 words and tend to be more specific than larger 

corpora as far as topics or genre are concerned (Aston 1997), and are mostly scientific or technological in 

nature and feature written academic discourse.  

 

It is increasingly common today for researchers to make use of smaller corpora that can be stored and 

analysed on a personal computer and still provide reliable and useful information about language. Kennedy 

(1998) believes that there is certainly a place in the discipline for corpora of fewer than one million words, 

and that these can provide useful insights, particularly for the teaching and learning of language. This 

provides some justification for the use of smaller corpora in the present study, as will be discussed in more 

detail in Chapter 5 (§5.10). 

 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊΣ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ŀǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊ ƻǊ ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ς 

not many learner corpora are as yet available commercially, and teachers and researchers have been 

                                                           

8
 http//www.reading.ac.uk/AcaDepts/ll/base_corpus/index.htm 

9
 http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/al/research/collect/bawe/ 

http://www.esrc.ac.uk/


Chapter 2 

24 

obliged to collect their own. However, Flowerdew (2001:364) and others (Guillot 2005; Nesselhauf 2005; 

Shirato and Stapleton 2007) feel strongly that the only way to gain insight into learner difficulties and to 

design materials that really address their needs is to use learner corpora in addition to expert ones. Learner 

corpora are discussed in more detail in §2.3.2 below. 

 

2.3.1 Corpora of varieties of English 

Today there are many corpora of varieties of English, spoken and written by speakers with first languages 

other than English. The International Corpus of English (ICE) is the largest corpus currently available for the 

comparative study of varieties of English (McEnery and Hardie 2012:74) and was started by a team led by 

Sidney Greenbaum, Director of the Survey of English Usage (SEU, see §2.2.2.2) at University College London 

(UCL) in 1988. At its inception it was envisaged that there would be 20 parallel corpora, each of a million 

words of English used by adults over the age of 18 who had received formal education through the medium 

of English. Today this corpus represents varieties of English which Kachru (1986, cited in McEnery and 

Hardie 2012:100) referred to ŀǎ ΨƛƴƴŜǊ ŎƛǊŎƭŜΩΣ that isΣ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǎǇƻƪŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΣ ΨƻǳǘŜǊ ŎƛǊŎƭŜΩΣ ƻǊ 

9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǎǇƻƪŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ΨŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƛǊŎƭŜΩ English, that is, English spoken as a foreign 

language (Kennedy 1998:54ς55). To date, while there is an East African corpus there is as yet no complete 

South African component, although Van Rooy (2005, 2006; Van Rooy and Schäfer 2003) has compiled the 

Tswana Learner English Corpus (TLEC) that forms part of the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE). 

Currently, the following sub-corpora of ICE are available online:10 Canada, Jamaica, Hong Kong, East Africa, 

India, Singapore, Philippines, Great Britain, New Zealand and Ireland.  

 

In recent years, there has been a great deal of work using corpora in South Africa. Some of this has focused 

on issues of learner language, but the majority of the studies have been concerned with the nature and 

characteristics of black South African English (BSAE) as a variety of English, and the comparison of various 

South African varieties with each other and with varieties of English elsewhere in the world. Van Rooy 

(2013:10) observes that in South Africa, BSAE has received more attention than any other variety. His own 

Tswana Learner English Corpus (TLEC) project and DŜ YƭŜǊƪΩǎ όнллнύ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ ǎǇƻƪŜƴ ·Ƙƻǎŀ-English are the 

best known corpora in South Africa to date and were both started in the early years of the millennium. 

{ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƴΣ ƻǘƘŜǊΣ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ tƛŜƴŀŀǊΩǎ όtienaar and De Klerk 2009) 

ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ LƴŘƛŀƴ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ όL{!9ύ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƘŜǊ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ 

studies such as the one discussed here.  

 

±ŀƴ wƻƻȅΩǎ ¢[9/Σ which forms part of the ICLE and which has since been used in several studies (Henning 

2006; Van Rooy 2005, 2006; Van Rooy and Schäfer 2003; Van Rooy and Terblanche 2006), was a 

collaborative project by Van Rooy and his colleagues at tertiary institutions in Mafikeng, Potchefstroom and 

                                                           
10

 http://ice -corpora.net/ice/avail.htm [accessed 18 February 2011] 

http://ice-corpora.net/ice/avail.htm
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Kimberley. It is made up of argumentative essays of between 400 and 1000 words written by students with 

a Tswana L1 background (Van Rooy 2006:46). Tswana is one of the nine official indigenous African 

languages in South Africa. This corpus is particularly relevant in the light of the present study in that it is 

made up of learner writing. In studies Van Rooy has conducted using this corpus (2005, 2006; Van Rooy and 

Schäfer 2003; Van Rooy and Terblanche 2006) he used this and other learner corpora from ICLE to 

investigate, for example, the extension of the progressive aspect in BSAE and the involved aspects of 

student writing.   

 

The Xhosa-English Corpus (De Klerk 2002) is made up of spoken English transcribed from conversations 

between Xhosa-English speakers from the Eastern Cape. These conversations were completely 

unrehearsed, taking place face-to-face and recorded between 2000 and 2004 (De Klerk 2006b:128). The 

corpus contains about 540 000 running words of spoken English. 

 

2.3.2 Corpora of learner language 

Developments in corpus studies and a greater focus on learner language have led to the compilation of 

important corpora of learner language in the last few decades. One of the most influential today is the 

International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) developed at the Université de Louvain in Belgium in 1990 

under the leadership of Sylviane Granger. The ICLE comprises comparable corpora made up of writing in 

English by students from specific L1 backgrounds (McEnery and Hardie 2012:81ς82). In order to be able to 

compare such writing to writing by native speakers of English, Granger and her team compiled the Louvain 

Corpus of Native English Essays (LOCNESS), made up of argumentative essays by British and American 

writers, and comprising about 324 000 words. McEnery and Hardie (2012:82) note that this work by 

Granger has had a dramatic impact on English corpus linguistics (ECL). A great deal of corpus research into 

learner language has come out of engagement with the ICLE and LOCNESS corpora, including some in South 

Africa, such as Henning (2006) and Van Rooy (2006) (mentioned in §2.3.1 above). These are discussed in 

§2.5.2 below.  

 

Another important corpus of learner writing is the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology 

(HKUST) Learner Corpus, established by John Milton and made up of texts written in English by Chinese 

students and high school pupils with Cantonese as L1 (Pravec 2002). Flowerdew (2001) notes that various 

studies have been carried out using subsections of ICLE and HKUST, comparing non-native speaker or 

learner writing (or spoken English) with a parallel corpus of expert writing (the approach taken in this study) 

or with a larger reference corpus of expert writing, in order to determine for example which grammatical 

structures, lexis or discourse items are underused or overused by students in their academic writing 

(Flowerdew 2001:365). However, there are still not enough learner corpora available for research, with the 

result that, as in the case of the present study, many researchers are forced to compile their own. Most 
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corpora used in the development of English for Academic Purposes (EAP) materials, for instance, are made 

up of native speaker or expert writing or speech. Flowerdew suggests various reasons for the absence of 

learner corpora until fairly recently, but makes a strong argument for their usefulness in teaching: 

 

In spite of the difficulty of accessing learner corpora, I would still like to suggest that for materials to 

ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦƛŎƛŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŦǳƭƭȅΣ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ƎƭŜŀƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 

employed to complement those from expert corpora for syllabus and materials design (Flowerdew 

2001:364). 

 

2.4 WHAT IS CORPUS LINGUISTICS? 

Now that the concept of the corpus has been explained and some background to the development of 

corpora has been provided, this section returns to the central issue: what is corpus linguistics? McEnery 

and Hardie (2012:1ύ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀǎ Ψŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ǳǇƻƴ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΣ ƻǊ 

ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΣ ŦƻǊ ǎǘǳŘȅƛƴƎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩΦ Tognini-.ƻƴŜƭƭƛ όнллмΥнύ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜǎ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ό/[ύ ŀǎ Ψŀƴ 

empirical approach to the description of language use; it operates within the framework of a contextual 

and functional theory of meaning; it makes use of new ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΩ ώŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎϐΦ /ƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ 

has allowed researchers to explore theories of language that have emerged from findings based on actual 

language (McEnery and Hardie 2012:1). Thompson and Hunston όнллсΥуύ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƛǎ ŀ 

ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘǿƻ Ƴŀƛƴ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ 

that have emerged from corpus linguistics: the theory that meaning is not located in single words but in 

ǿƘŀǘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ όмффмύ Ŏŀƭƭǎ Ψǳƴƛǘǎ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƛǘǘŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŀ ΨǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ŦƛȄŜŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎΩ όThompson and Hunston 2006:11ς12).  

 

Corpus linguistics is thus a method or an approach which is used in many branches of linguistics, such as 

lexicography, descriptive linguistics, applied linguistics, studies of language variation, dialect, register, style 

and more. The unifying factor in these diverse fields is the use of computerised corpora of texts or 

spontaneous speech (Léon 2007:1). There has been much argument ς stretching from at least the time of a 

publication by Aarts and Meijs (1984 (Eds), cited in Taylor 2008:179), who first used ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ 

ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎΩ in a book title, to the present day ς on whether corpus linguistics is, for instance, a discipline, a 

methodology, a theory, a paradigm or all of these (Taylor 2008). Tognini-Bonelli (2001) and Mahlberg 

(2006) refer to corpus linguistics as a discipline. This has necessitated changes to the linguistic studies 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΥ ŀǎ aŀƘƭōŜǊƎ όнллсΥотлύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎΣ ΨƴŜǿ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾŜ ǘƻƻƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ 

of real text, and ideas of theoretical frameworks to ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƻƻƭǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜΩΦ 
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2.4.1 The starting point 

¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǿŀǎ ΨƻōǎŜǊǾŀōƭŜ ŘŀǘŀΩ ό¢ƻƎƴƛƴƛ-Bonelli 2001:51), that 

ƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ όŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀ ΨōƻŘȅΩύ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

description of language is not a new phenomenon: historical linguistics has always been corpus-based and 

Tognini-Bonelli (2001:50) notes that as far back as a century ago, the study of language was equated with 

the observation of data. At the beginning of the twentieth century, however, the focus of modern 

linguistics moved from a data-based approach to one based on intuition and introspection (Biber and 

Finegan 1991). Although in the United States a decade or so later, Bloomfield (influential in American 

ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ мфолǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ мфслǎύ ǊŜƧŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ΨƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ 

ǎǇŜŜŎƘΩ ό{ǘǳōōǎ мффоΥуύΣ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƘŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ Ƙƛǎ ƭŜŀŘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ 

invented sentences, and it was common in the studies of that time to discuss only very small numbers of 

such sentences.  

 

With Chomsky in the late 1950s, however, came a return to the rejection of observable data as the basis for 

linguistic statements. He believed that a large body of language in use, a corpus, could not be regarded as 

relevant to linguistic enquiry mainly because it could not be relied upon as evidence of how the language 

faculty is organised (Chomsky 1962, cited in Léon 2007:4). Chomsky believed that inductive discovery 

procedures from a corpus of observed data could only observe surface phenomena: descriptions obtained 

by such methods were limited to the data which had been collected, and could not lead to any insights into 

the nature of language (Léon 2007:1). He separated his theory of language from usage by proposing the 

contrasting notions of competence (what one can do in theory) and performance (what one can do in 

practice) ς ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ {ŀǳǎǎǳǊŜΩǎ langue/parole and syntagmatic/paradigmatic dualism (Stubbs 1993:2). 

Chomsky believed that corpora could not be used to study competence and neither observed data nor 

inductive procedures from observed data could provide reliable information on the linguistic intuition of 

native speakers. For Chomskyans, the source of insights into the structural nature of language is 

introspection (Chomsky 1956, cited in Léon 2007:2).  

 

At much the same time, scholars such as Firth, Halliday and Sinclair became very influential in the 

development of the British school of corpus linguistics. In contrast to the Chomskyan perspective, they 

focused on the use of authentic language. These developments are discussed in more detail in the following 

section. 

 

2.4.2 Modern corpus linguistics 

As has been pointed out by Stubbs (1993), at around the same time as Chomsky was establishing 

transformational generative grammar in the late 1950s, linguistics across the Atlantic was continuing to 

develop rather differently under the influence of Firth, Halliday and Sinclair. This work gave rise to 
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principles which became central to neo-Firthian linguistics, one of the most important of which for corpus 

linguistics was ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ƛƴ ŀǘǘŜǎǘŜŘΣ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǳǎŜΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ƛƴǘǳƛǘƛǾŜΣ 

invented sentences; the language should be studied as whole texts, not as isolated sentences or text 

fragments; and [Χ] ǘŜȄǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀΩ ό{ǘǳōōǎ мффоΥнύΦ  

 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘǎ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ ΨŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΩ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΣ ŀƴd that 

ŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǎŜǇŀǊŀōƭŜΤ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ΨƭŜȄƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǎȅƴǘŀȄ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΩ ό{ǘǳōōǎ мффоΥнύΦ 

CǊŀƴŎƛǎ όмффоΥмпоύ ŜŎƘƻŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ōŜƭƛŜŦΥ ΨǎȅƴǘŀŎǘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƛǘŜƳǎ όƻǊ ǎǘǊƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƛǘŜƳǎύ ŀǊŜ 

co-selected, and [Χ] it is impoǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ƻƴŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ 

means that syntax and lexis are ultimately inseparable. The best way to study meaning, then, is through the 

use of a body of authentic, continuous texts, or a corpus.  

 

Modern corpus linguistics has its roots in British corpus-based research. Léon (2007) argues that, in order to 

legitimise their claim to be an autonomous and unified linguistic field in spite of their obvious 

heterogeneity, and to ensure their theoretical position, corpus linguists developed arguments against 

Chomskyan generative grammar. Stubbs (1993) and Léon (2007) believe there are in fact two camps in the 

origins of British corpus linguistics. There is the Firth-Halliday-Sinclair line of development and the Quirk-

Leech line. Stubbs observes that while the SEU in the 1960s collected large corpora of written and spoken 

ŘŀǘŀΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ vǳƛǊƪ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όмфур) A comprehensive grammar of the English 

languageΣ ΨǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǾŀƎǳŜΩ (Stubbs 

мффоΥфύΦ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ƭŜȄƛŎƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ΨŀǘǘŜǎǘŜŘ ŘŀǘŀΩ ό[éon 

2007:12).  

 

Rotimi (2006), in his discussion of the birth of Hallidayan linguistics, explains how this developed out of the 

work of Firth, who stressed that meaning is inseparable from context, both social and cultural, and that 

words are not independent. As Firth (1957, cited in Moon 2008:244) put it:  

 

The complete meaning of a word is always contextual, and no study of meaning apart from a complete 

context can be taken seriously.  

 

Halliday, hugely influential in the late twentieth century, was a student of Firth and developed what he 

learnt from him into Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL). Halliday and his followers, often also referred to 

as the neo-Firthian linguists,11 ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ Ψƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 

ŜƴŎƻŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘΩ όwƻǘƛƳƛ нллсΥмртύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ of 

                                                           
11

 A group of scholars including John Sinclair, Michael Hoey, Susan Hunston, Michael Stubbs and Elena Tognini-Bonelli, many of 
whom were associated with the University of Birmingham, where Sinclair was Professor of Modern English from 1965 to 2000 
(McEnery and Hardie 2012:122). 
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SFL is on how people interact and use language to make meaning. It emphasises the syntagmatic aspect of 

lexis, that is, the tendency of individual lexical items to co-occur habitually ς in other words, collocation. 

IŀƭƭƛŘŀȅ ΨƳŀŘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŜȄƛǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩ όwƻǘƛƳƛ нллсΥмрфύΦ IŀƭƭƛŘŀȅ 

challenged the distinction between grammaticalness and acceptability which Chomsky had proposed, and 

asked whether non-occurrence or low occurrence in a corpus was due to chance or was evidence of the 

ungrammaticability or rarity of a structure. He believed that, as far as corpora are concerned, the linguistic 

system is inherently probabilistic ς ΨŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƛƴ ǘŜȄǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘŀƴǘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǊΩ 

(Halliday 1991:30; Halliday 1992, cited in Léon 2007:12ς13). He also believed that there is no fundamental 

difference between lexis and grammar. 

 

Evidence from larger corpora in the 1980s and 1990s threw the descriptions of language based on pre-

corpus studies into question. In the late 1970s, Sinclair began to collect the first computerised corpus of 

spoken British English at Edinburgh University (Sinclair, Jones and Daley 1970, cited in Tognini-Bonelli 

2001:51) (see §2.2.2.2 above). The first study in lexicography using corpora was the COBUILD project 

(McEnery and Hardie 2012:123; Sinclair 1987, cited in Tognini-Bonelli 2001:51) and ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ 

attitude to language theory and descriptive methodology. He continued in the belief of loose boundaries 

between lexis and grammar, that is, that collocation is a pattern of co-occurrence between two words 

which often occur in proximity to each other but not necessarily next to or in a fixed order (McEnery and 

Hardie 2012:123), which is the view of collocation taken in the present study. Sinclair assumed that, rather 

than using isolated words in rule-governed sequences, speakers tend to use ready-made linguistic forms, 

pre-packaged chunks  ŀ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ό[Şƻƴ нллтύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ Ƙƛǎ ΨƻǇŜƴ ŀƴŘ 

ŎƭƻǎŜŘ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΩ, which will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4.  

 

{ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ words are interconnected, that meaning is derived from context, and that 

ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƪŜȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ όaƻƻƴ нллуΥнпоύΦ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƭŜȄƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ 

and, like Firth, he was interested primarily in patterning and the meaning of text patterns (Moon 2008:244).  

 

Sinclair Ψprioritises a method, or group of methods, and a kind of data rather than a theoryΩ όIǳƴǎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

Francis 2000:14). This approach to linguistics became known as corpus linguistics, the investigation of 

language throǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƭŀǊƎŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ-occurring, electronically-stored discourse, 

ǳǎƛƴƎ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘǎΣ ǎƻǊǘǎΣ ƳŀǘŎƘŜǎΣ Ŏƻǳƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜǎΩ όIǳƴǎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ CǊŀƴŎƛǎ нлллΥмрύΦ ¢ƘŜ 

data which are used in this approach differ from those used with other methods of linguistic investigation 

in that they are authentic and were not selected on linguistic grounds. In other words, they were not 

selected because they illustrate some specific aspect of language, because if this were the case, as Sinclair 

όмффмΥмллύ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻǳǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ΨƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ Ƴƛǎǎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊΣ 
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ƘǳƳŘǊǳƳ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΩΦ Iǳƴǎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ CǊŀƴŎƛǎ όнлллΥмрύ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

regarded as the principles underlying corpus linguistics.  

 

Generally, the focus in language investigation now falls on performance (rather than on competence) and 

description, and on qualitative as well as quantitative analysis (Granger 1998a:3), although as will be shown 

below (§2.4.3), different approaches to dealing with corpora have emerged since they first appeared (cf. 

McEnery and Gabrielatos 2006). The trend has become one of investigating language in discourse, mostly 

authentic language, gathered both ŦǊƻƳ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎΩ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿǊiting and from that of learners 

from various language backgrounds. This allows for a more holistic and realistic view of how learners 

acquire language structures and also of how they use this language in real-life situations. Now, more than 

ever, lexis is seen as the central principle of language and it is now almost universally accepted that much 

ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ΨƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƳƻǊǇƘŜƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ŦƛȄŜŘ ƛƴ ŦƻǊƳΩ όIǳƴǎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ CǊŀƴŎƛǎ 

2000:7). 

 

McEnery and Gabrielatos (2006:34) note that although it has been debated whether corpus linguistics 

should be regarded as a theory or as a methodology, they and many other researchers (cf. Tognini-Bonelli 

2001) generally agree that corpus linguistics is more than simply a methodology. They quote Leech (1991), 

ǿƘƻ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ƛǘ ŀ ΨƴŜǿ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜΩ ŀƴŘ Ψŀ ƴŜǿ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΩΦ IŀƭƭƛŘŀȅ όмффоΣ 

cited in Tognini-Bonelli 2001:1) ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ΨǊŜǳƴƛǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

ǘƘŜƻǊƛǎƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩΦ  

 

What is generally agreed is that corpus linguistics is empirical, as it examines authentic language use and 

draws conclusions from it rather than from intuitions. Tognini-Bonelli (2001:1) argues, too, that it has 

theoretical status because researchers observe language facts which lead to the formulation of hypotheses 

and generalisations, allowing linguists to use new parameters to explain data. These hypotheses and 

generalisations are then brought together in a theoretical statement. This theoretical status means that 

corpus linguistics can contribute to applications such as lexicography, language teaching, translation, 

stylistics ς the list is a long one ς but the present study confines itself to the use of corpus linguistics and 

corpora in the context of second language learning, and second language writing in particular. 

 

In summarising this section, then, it can be said that the differences between Chomskyan assumptions and 

British neo-Firthian principles, the foundation of corpus linguistics as we know it today, are fundamental. 

Stated very briefly, these differences are, firstly, that Chomskyan linguists believe that linguistic study could 

be based on intuitive data and isolated sentences, while neo-Firthian linguists believe that language should 

be studied in actual attested and authentic instances of use; and secondly, that Chomskyans believe that 

grammar is autonomous and independent of meaning (Chomsky 1957, cited in Stubbs 1993:13), while neo-
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Firthians believe that linguistics is concerned with the study of meaning; hence, form and meaning are 

inseparable. 

 

One of the most crucial principles on which neo-Firthian linguistics was premised and one that is central to 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǳǎŜ ƛǎ ŀ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

άǊƻǳǘƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǳǎŜ ƛǎ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜΩ ό{ǘǳōōǎ мффоΥнύΦ  

 

2.4.3 Debates in corpus linguistics  

So far, this chapter has focused mainly on the neo-Firthian approach to corpus linguistics but, as McEnery 

and Hardie (2012:147ς149) point out (§2.4), this is not the approach followed by all corpus linguists today. 

Tognini-Bonelli (2001:177), taking her cue from DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ όмффуŀύ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ of a continuum of corpus 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΣ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ΨƴŜǿ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ 

ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΦ {ƘŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎΩ ό/5[ύΣ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ-based 

ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎΩ ό/.[ύΦ These approaches are termed, perhaps more usefully, by McEnery and Hardie (2012:147) 

as ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ-as-ǘƘŜƻǊȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ-as-ƳŜǘƘƻŘΩ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ 

 

According to the neo-Firthians, in corpus-based research, or corpus-as-method, data (that is, the corpus) 

are used to test or provide examples for the theories which were formulated before large corpora became 

available to inform the study of language (Tognini-Bonelli 2001). Römer (2005) believes that corpus-based 

linguists, or those who follow the approach of corpus-as-ƳŜǘƘƻŘΣ ΨŘƻ ƴƻǘ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ ƻŦ 

their research but see it as a welcome tool which provides them with frequency data, attested illustrative 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎΣ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƛǘȅ ƻǊ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ όнллрΥфύΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿords, in 

corpus-based linguistics (CBL), corpora are used as instruments together with other strategies and other 

data. On the other hand, in corpus-driven linguistics (CDL), or a corpus-as-theory approach, the linguist 

attempts to explore the language, maƪƛƴƎ ƴƻ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭŜȄƛǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǊΣ ΨŦǊŜŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴǘǳƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ όaŎ9ƴŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ 

Gabrielatos 2006:36), and for this reason, unreliable. It is for these reasons that corpus-based linguists tend 

to use annotated corpora while corpus-driven linguists do not. 

 

Annotation allows the researcher to easily quantify categories, such as parts of speech or semantic roles. 

McEnery and Wilson (1996:32) believe that the annotation of ŀ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƛǘǎ ΨǳǘƛƭƛǘȅΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

categorisation of the data into word classes sometimes results in the meaning of certain lexical items being 

obscured (Römer 2005:9). Annotation is conceived by corpus-driven linguists as being influenced both by 

theory and by the intuitions of the individual annotating a corpus. They believe, as Römer (2005:10) 

expresses it, that annotation does not necessarily make the data any richer. Corpus-driven linguists allow 

the data to do the talking, as it were (Granger 1998a), and search by word forms rather than by annotated 
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ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΦ ΨCƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀΤ ƴƻ ŦƛƭǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜŘ 

ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜΩ όwǀƳŜǊ нллрΥмлύΦ  

 

CDL tends to avoid, though not entirely ignore, intuition; the evaluation of the data does demand 

subjective judgements from the researcher which are based on experience as a language user and learner 

(Römer 2005:10), but the evidence from the data should always come before intuitions. Römer (2005:10ς

11) believes that taking a corpus-driven approach implies that the evidence cannot ever be ignored; 

ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ΨŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƴŜǿ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎΦ bŜǿ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 

the dŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΩΦ aŎ9ƴŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ IŀǊŘƛŜ όнлмнΥмпуς149) 

sum up the differences in these approaches as follows: 

 

While corpus-as-theory rejects any explanation of language patterns that does not derive from the 

analyǎǘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ-as-method considers corpora and corpus techniques to be 

sources of empirical data that may be deployed in support or refutation of any explanatory theory 

about language ς even a theory devised in whole or in part without reference to corpus data. 

 

What is clear, though, is that these dichotomies are not clear-cut. McEnery and Hardie (2012:150) point out 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ-ŘǊƛǾŜƴΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ΨƛƴŘǳŎǘƛǾŜΣ ōƻǘǘƻƳ-up research using raw 

ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŘŀǘŀΩΣ ǊŜgardless of whether the researcher subscribes to the neo-Firthian theoretical stance. They 

mention that Biber (2009) uses this term for his approach although it is obvious that he does not follow 

neo-Firthian theories. Other sources such as Gries (2010) and Gilquin and Gries (2009) also use this term in 

a somewhat different way from Tognini-Bonelli (2001). Gilquin and Gries (2009:10) describe the corpus-

ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŀǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƻŦ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘǎ ǿƘƻ ΨŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴΣ ƛΦŜΦ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ 

ǊƛƎƻǊƻǳǎƭȅ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘŜŘ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎŜǎΩΦ  

 

In the final analysis, McEnery and Hardie (2012) believe that the terms CBL and CDL are really misleading in 

that they imply that the main difference between the two approaches is the extent to which researchers 

rely oƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΣ ǿƘŜƴ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ΨǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƛǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƭƻǎŜǎǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎΩ 

(McEnery and Hardie 2012:151). In fact, they believe that the distinction between the two approaches 

ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ŀ ΨǎƭƛŘƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜΩ (McEnery and Hardie 2012:151) or as Granger (1998a) expresses it, that these 

approaches should not be seen as polar opposites, but rather as the two end points on a continuum. At the 

corpus-based end, the analysis starts from a hypothesis based on the research literature on, for example, 

second language acquisition (SLA) research and uses a corpus to test this hypothesis (Granger 1998a:15). At 

the other end of the continuum is the corpus-driven approachΣ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎ 

ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ό{ŎƘƻƭŦƛŜƭŘ мффрΣ cited in Granger 1998a:15): recurrent patterns and frequency 

distributions observed in the corpus data are used to form insights about language, without the influence 
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of pre-existing theories and frameworks and with the purpose of developing a purely empirical theory 

(McEnery and Gabrielatos 2006:36). In the end, perhaps what best separates these two schools of thought 

is their stance on the conceptual status of the corpus and of corpus linguistics ς as having theoretical status 

versus being regarded as a linguistic methodology (McEnery and Hardie 2012:151).  

 

According to the definitions provided above, the present study can best be defined as a hybrid (Biber 

2009:281), something which Biber believes is quite acceptable. Tognini-Bonelli (2001:87) explains that the 

corpus-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ΨŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǊƛǾŜ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

the frequency distributions that emerge fǊƻƳ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΩΦ wǀƳŜǊ όнллрΥтύ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛǘ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƳƻǊŜ 

simply, perhaps: a study which takes the corpus-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ Ψƛǎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛǘ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ 

from and [...] tries to derive observational and theoretical findings from there, always trying not to lose 

ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ǘƘis study starts with a particular lexico-grammatical structure in 

mind, and selects three verbs with which to investigate the structure, it can be said to take a corpus-based 

approach initially, or a corpus-as-method approach, in that I have used the data to provide me with 

examples of these verbs as they occur in MWUs. 

 

2.5 SOME CORPUS RESEARCH RELEVANT TO STUDENT WRITING 

Phase 2 of this study is concerned with the use of computerised language corpora (CLCs) to investigate an 

ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ their use of MWUs containing the delexical verbs 

have, make and take in their writing, and to compare ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ use of these combinations to that of expert 

writers. Various studies have been conducted specifically in the area of learner12 writing, both abroad and 

in South Africa. Some of these are mentioned in the following sections, while Chapter 4 focuses on those 

ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ a²Us and delexical verbs.  

 

Computerised language corpora (CLCs) ŀƭƭƻǿ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΣ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

errors (Granger 1998a:6). Corpora have other advantages too; for instance, they allow materials designers 

to prioritise the grammar and vocabulary that is most frequently used (Hunston 2002) and corpora provide 

researchers, test designers and teachers with examples of authentic language (Jaén 2007). In this way, too, 

learner corpora offer potential insights for both syllabus design and methodology (Liu and Shaw 2001). 

Biber and Conrad (2001:332) make two generalisations from their findings from corpora which they believe 

are vital to ESL and EFL teaching. Firstly, quantitative corpus analyses have revealed that register is of 

paramount importance ς linguists must consider patterns of use across registers if they are to provide a 

complete analysis of grammatical patterns. Secondly, they confirm the generally held view that intuition is 

                                                           
12

 ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ ΨƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƴƻǾƛŎŜΩ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǳƴiversity 
student academic writing, but the group includes speakers of English as a first language, as well as those for whom it is not. Thus 
ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ΨƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ DǊŀƴƎŜǊ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ όƛΦŜΦ ǘƻ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻǊ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ƭŜŀrners). 
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unreliable (cf. McEnery and Gabrielatos 2006), noting that corpus studies show that intuitions about use 

are often incorrect.  

 

2.5.1 International corpus studies 

Flowerdew (2001) notes that various studies have been carried out using subsections of the ICLE and 

HKUST Learner Corpus (see §2.3.2), comparing non-native speaker or learner writing (or spoken English) 

with a parallel corpus of expert writing (as is the case in this study) or with a larger reference corpus of 

expert writing, in order to determine aspects such as which grammatical structures, lexis or discourse items 

are underused or overused by students in their academic writing (Flowerdew 2001:365). 

 

Flowerdew (2001) describes a study she did using the HKUST Learner Corpus. She based it on an earlier 

study by Pickard (1994, cited in Flowerdew 2001), who examined the vocabulary used in reports by second 

and third-year undergraduate students in a Technical Communications Skills course. Flowerdew focused on 

key items such as findings, research, survey, questionnaire, respondents and so forth. Using the KWIC (key-

word-in-context) tool, her findings were that although students knew and used the key vocabulary, they 

were not aware of the lexico-grammatical environment in which these words usually occur. This echoes 

research by Howarth (1998a, b), which is described in greater detail in the following chapters. He drew up a 

collocational framework and found that the restricted collocation category, including such combinations as 

make a claim or take a decision, was the one which caused learners the most difficulties. This has reference 

to the present study, where the MWUs in question can be regarded as restricted collocations as described 

by Howarth (1998a) (see Chapter 4).  

 

Contrastive studies have also been done by Granger (1998b, discussed in Chapter 4), the founder of the 

ICLE project, using the French component of the ICLE corpus and the Louvain Corpus of Native English 

Essays (LOCNESS) (see §2.3.2) as the control corpus. Granger and Rayson (1998), for instance, examined 

patterns of over- and underuse of various word categories, such as articles, determiners, pronouns and 

ǇǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƻǾŜǊǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ 

personal pronouns, but an underuse of prepositions, a category often associated with nominalisations in 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΩ όCƭƻǿŜǊŘŜǿ нллмΥосрύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ 

conclude that the learner data in their study had many of the stylistic features of spoken English, but 

Ψpractically none of the features typical of academic writingΩ (Granger and Rayson 1998:129). This is an 

aspect that is discussed in greater detail with reference to the present study in Chapter 4. 

 

Similar studies making use of learner corpora include those by Granger and Tyson (1996) on connector 

usage, by Granger (1998b) on formulaic sentence builders, by Altenberg and Granger (2001) on the lexical 

and grammatical patterning of the verb make, by Nesselhauf (2005) on collocations in her corpus of texts 
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by German advanced learners of English and by Kaszubski (2000) on aspects of phraseology of high-

frequency verbs among Polish learners of English. These and other studies are discussed in detail in Chapter 

4. 

 

2.5.2 Corpus studies in South Africa 

As mentioned above (§2.3.1), in recent years a great deal of work has been done in South Africa using 

corpora. Most of these studies have investigated characteristics of BSAE as a variety of English, or have 

compared various South African varieties with each other and with varieties of English elsewhere in the 

world.  

 

In South Africa, a number of studies have been conducted using the ICLE with the LOCNESS as the control 

corpus. Van Rooy has conducted several studies (Van Rooy 2005, 2006; Van Rooy and Terblanche 2006) 

using the Tswana Learner English Corpus (TLEC) which forms part of the ICLE (see §2.3.1). In a study with 

Terblanche (Van Rooy and Terblanche 2006), the authors used the TLEC and LOCNESS corpora to 

ΨŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴǘ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǿǊƛǘing produced by second 

ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǳǎŜǊǎ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƻǿƴǎƘƛǇ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΩ 

(2006:мснύΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ōŜƎŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

features which are out of place in academic writing. As in the present study, they used the software 

WordSmith Tools in their analysis.  

 

Their findings revealed that the student writing in the TLEC was indeed more informal and colloquial than 

that in the LOCNESS and had more conversational features such as reduction phenomena. Information 

tended to be more fragmented and writers were more cautious in the claims they made. They also found 

that cohesive devices were used in a more general way by these students and were more likely to be 

ambiguous than in the writing in the control corpus (Van Rooy and Terblanche 2006:175). But, contrary to 

generally held views, the two corpora were more alike than they had expected and the differences 

between them were not as pronounced as the differences between student writing, regardless of first 

language, and other registers such as academic writing, personal letters, face-to-face conversation and 

general fiction (Van Rooy and Terblanche 2006:175ς176). This last point is particularly relevant to the 

present study, which investigates writing by students from several language backgrounds in South Africa, 

but which does not focus specifically on BSAE, as many South African studies have tended to do.  

 

In another South African study, Henning (2006) investigated linking adverbials and their influence on 

cohesion and coherence in the academic writing of English native speakers (what she calls ENL), ESL and EFL 

speakers. She used student texts from the LOCNESS corpus (her ENL sample), texts from the Tswana 

Learner English corpus (TLEC) as the ESL sample, and the Dutch English component of the ICLE as the EFL 
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component. She adopted a corpus-based approach, using a tagger developed by Henning and Badenhorst 

(2004, cited in Henning 2006:75). She found that the writing by the South African students (TLEC) revealed 

fewer linking adverbials than the writers in the LOCNESS corpus, which she interpreted as a gap in the 

language proficiency of the BSAE speakers. In her study, the ESL data differed from both the ENL and the 

EC[ ŘŀǘŀΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ .{!9 ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ΨƳŀǊƪŜŘƭȅΩ ŦǊƻƳ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ όIŜƴƴƛƴƎ нллсΥмнтύΦ 

 

As noted above (§2.3.1), De Klerk, then at Rhodes University in Grahamstown, did a great deal of corpus 

work among Xhosa-English speakers in the Eastern Cape. She subsequently compiled a corpus of 

spontaneous English spoken by Xhosa L1 speakers (De Klerk 2002, 2006a, b) and used this in several 

ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΦ 5Ŝ YƭŜǊƪ όнллсōύ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ ΨǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎΩ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ-talk in 

English by mother-tongue Xhosa teachers in classrooms in Grahamstown to compare language use in the 

two cases. She was particularly interested in how the discourse patterns of these teachers reflected those 

used by L1 teachers. She found that there were differenŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ǳǎŀƎŜΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ·Ƙƻǎŀ-

9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ /ƻǊǇǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƎŀǘŜƪŜŜǇŜǊǎΩ 

(2006b:133). She found that the teachers mostly used Standard English with very few of the distinctive 

features of the Xhosa-English conversations: the features which were shared by the two corpora included 

the high usage of progressives and of can be able. She ascribed these findings to the fact that Grahamstown 

is a small university city and an educational centre; teachers were more likely than their rural counterparts 

to come into regular contact with L1 Standard English speakers and could thus be expected to use a variety 

of English that was closer to the standard. 

 

In a study of a sub-variety of South African English (SAE), Pienaar and De Klerk (2009) describe the 

compilation of a corpus of Indian South African English (ISAE). This is a 60 000-word corpus of 30 speech 

samples, each made up of about 2000 running words. They decided to use speech and not written texts 

because ISAE is chiefly an oral dialect (Pienaar and De Klerk 2009:359). The data were gathered from 49 

South African-born Indians. In preliminary investigations using WordSmith Tools they were able to confirm 

that features which had been identified by other researchers in this sub-variety of SAE existed in their own 

corpus (2009:366).  

 

BSAE has generated interest beyond our borders, too. Minow (2010), a German scholar, collected a corpus 

of speech from 45 informants, mostly L1 Xhosa speakers and some L1 Tswana and Southern Sotho 

speakers. The aim of her study was to identify which features of BSAE, identified by researchers but not 

always quantified, had become stable features of the variety. She focused on four features of BSAE (past 

tense marking, progressive aspect usage, article omission and left dislocation), analysing her data manually. 

Her findings led her to believe that, despite the small number of speakers in her sample, there was 

evidence for several BSA Englishes, not just one, a claim which De Klerk (2002:25) supports.  



Chapter 2 

37 

It would seem that there is scope for a great deal of corpus research in the South African context, and it is 

hoped that the present study will add to this body of knowledge.  

 

2.6 CONCLUSION 

This chapter set out to review what the literature has revealed about the advent and development of 

corpus linguistics and its significance in the field of linguistic, and particularly vocabulary, studies. As 

tƛŜƴŀŀǊ ŀƴŘ 5Ŝ YƭŜǊƪ όнллфΥорпύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜΣ ΨǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƘe sine qua non in many areas 

ƻŦ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŜƴǉǳƛǊȅΩΣ ŀ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘ ŜŎƘƻŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊΦ Lƴ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ 

linguistics has revolutionised vocabulary studies, and in particular the study of words and their relationship 

with each other in context. Corpora today are computerised and huge amounts of data can easily be 

submitted to a range of software tools, providing a quantitative approach to learner language which was 

far more difficult to achieve before the advent of CLCs and the tools that have been developed to analyse 

them. Studies are now easier to replicate and more likely to be statistically reliable (Granger 1998a:3; 

McEnery and Gabrielatos 2006:34). This type of research includes quantitative information ς measures such 

as frequency counts and statistical measures of strength of lexical co-occurrences ς as well as the 

qualitative analysis of word patterns in different sentence contexts. Qualitative analysis of this nature 

includes the manual investigation of concordance lines, the identification, extraction and exploration of 

patterns and the classification of particular words or groups of words in the corpus, among others. 

 

This chapter has dealt with the development of the discipline of corpus linguistics and has focused 

particularly on work done with learner corpora. In the following chapter, the focus is on vocabulary ς 

research in this field of linguistic studies and its importance to academic proficiency.  
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ о 

±ƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ 

Vocabulary is an essential building block of language and, as such, it makes sense to be able to 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘΦ (Schmitt, Schmitt and Clapham 2001:55) 

  

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The number of words that scholars believe a learner needs to be successful in academic study has varied 

ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ Ƙŀǎ ȅŜǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘΣ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƭǳƛŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 

ŀ ǿƻǊŘΦ !ǎ ±ŜǊƳŜŜǊ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎΣ ΨώǘϐƘŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜs reported in the literature are largely determined by what is 

ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ ŀ ǿƻǊŘΩ ό±ŜǊƳŜŜǊ нллмΥннлύ ŀƴŘ aƛƭǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŜŦŦŜǊǎ-5ŀƭƭŜǊ όнлмоΥмрпύ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ 

vocabulary size need to be treated with great caution because of the methodologies involǾŜŘΩΦ ±ŜǊƳŜŜǊ 

ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ǘƻ ΨƪƴƻǿƛƴƎΩ ŀ ǿƻǊŘΥ ΨYƴƻǿƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ǿƻǊŘǎ Ƴŀȅ ǎŜŜƳ 

like a dichotomous distinction, but there is, in fact, a continuum ranging from not knowing, to recognizing, 

to knowing roughly, to describiƴƎ ǾŜǊȅ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜƭȅΩ όнллмΥннмύΦ {ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ мфулǎΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ 

quantify the vocabulary needed to read competently and with ease: researchers such as Hazenberg and 

Hulstijn (1996), Schmitt et al. (2001), Schmitt and Zimmerman (2002), Morris and Cobb (2004) and Milton 

and Treffers-Daller (2011, 2013) have all made suggestions about the size of vocabulary required for 

proficient reading, and by extension then, success in academic studies. 

 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ is approached from the perspective of both discrete 

item knowledge (breadth or size of vocabulary) and depth of word knowledge, that is, the degree of 

knowledge of particular words, specifically, how certain high-frequency words can be used in certain types 

of multiword units (MWUs). In Phase 1, the VLT (Laufer and Nation 1995) is used to measure the number of 

words known productively; in Phase 2 an aspect of the depth of knowledge of a particular type of word is 

assessed with the help of corpus analysis. Phase 3 brings these two aspects of word knowledge together in 

an investigation of the links between word knowledge and the use of MWUs, and academic performance. 

In this phase, the study examines the relationships between various aspects of discrete and MWU 

vocabulary knowledge on the one hand and academic performance on the other. The focus of the study 

moves thus from individual word knowledge to knowledge of MWUs, bringing the two together in the third 

phase. 
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In this chapter, a brief overview of research which has been conducted in the area of vocabulary studies is 

provided, particularly studies on the vocabulary students need to succeed in academic study, that is, the 

number of words they need to know, the type of words and the type of knowledge of these words. This 

necessarily draws on research in the fields of reading as well as writing, given that studies have long shown 

that vocabulary knowledge is vital to proficiency in both. This chapter focuses thus on what research has 

revealed about foundational knowledge of high-frequency words on the one hand, and knowledge of lower 

frequency academic vocabulary on the other. 

 

The following section presents a discussion of what research has found about the importance of size or 

breadth of vocabulary. The chapter moves on to a discussion of the concept of depth of vocabulary 

knowledge, and this is followed by a section which deals with word lists and academic vocabulary. The final 

section of this chapter discusses the relationship between vocabulary and academic performance, both at 

school and at university level. 

 

3.2 ESTABLISHING THE SIZE OF STUDENTSΩ VOCABULARY 

Research has long indicated a relationship between vocabulary size and the ability to use language in 

various ways. Size implies measurement, and a common measure in vocabulary studies is the word, or 

more specifically, the word family. In this study, ΨǿƻǊŘΩ (unless otherwise specified) refers to a word family 

or lemma, comprising a base word and both its inflected and derived forms (Qian 2002; Read 2004, 2007; 

Schmitt and Zimmerman 2002). For example, the word family or lemma HAVE includes all the derived 

forms of this word such as have, has and had. Knowledge of the most frequent 2000 words in English 

provides the bulk of the lexical resources required for basic everyday oral communication (Schonell et al. 

1956, cited in Schmitt et al. 2001:55). The next 1000 words (3000-word level) are useful for spoken 

discourse but, more importantly perhaps, this level of knowledge is the threshold at which beginning 

readers can start to learn from context (Nation and Waring 1997:11) and at which second language learners 

are able to transfer language skills learnt in their L1 to their L2 reading and to begin to read authentic texts 

(Cooper 2000; Schmitt et al. 2001:56). Laufer (1997) confirms this in her findings that a vocabulary of 3000 

word families, or about 5000 words, is necessary for general reading comprehension and should allow 

readers coverage of 90 to 95% of the running words, or tokens, in a text. This is supported by Schmitt et al. 

(2001:56), who note that most research has suggested that knowledge of the most frequent 5000 words 

should provide learners with enough vocabulary to read authentic texts. However, and more importantly 

for this study, it is commonly believed that for learners to be able to achieve a 95% coverage of academic 

texts they need to have mastered far more than the 2000 high-frequency words of a language (core 

vocabulary): they need also to have knowledge of some academic words and technical terms (Paquot 

2010:9ς10).  
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3.2.1 Measuring breadth: the Vocabulary Levels Test 

The VLT (see Appendix A, where the full test is provided) was designed by Nation (1983) Ψǘƻ provide an 

ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜ ŦƻǊ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ό[нύ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƻǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΩ ό{ŎƘƳƛǘǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 

2001:56). Most instruments designed to test vocabulary make a distinction between receptive (passive) 

and productive (active) vocabulary. Laufer (1994) defines productive knowledge as what a learner needs to 

know about a word to use it in speaking and writing. Although reading is not a passive activity, and readers 

participate actively in the reading process, it is generally accepted that more knowledge is required for 

productive language performance (Nation 1990:31), because productive usage means that learners must 

understand the connotations as well as the denotations of the words they use, whereas reading and 

listening do not always demand such detailed or specific knowledge. Laufer and Nation (1995) identify two 

ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 

use a word when forced to do so by a teacher or researcher, for instance in a restricted context such as a 

fill-in task where a sentence context is provided and the missing target word has to be supplied. The second 

ǘȅǇŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŦǊŜŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ǳƴǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǎuch as a 

sentence-writing task. 

 

The VLT (Nation 1983, 1990) assumes that the vocabulary of English or any language consists of Ψa series of 

ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜΩ ό[ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴ мфффΥорύΦ This test provides a useful way of 

estimating a learneǊΩǎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜ ŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ όнллл-, 3000-, 5000- and 10 000-

word levels) as well as academic vocabulary, based on the University Word List13 (Xue and Nation 1984, 

discussed in more detail in §3.4 below). Because of this variation in frequencies and therefore usage, a 

distinction is made in most vocabulary studies between the high-frequency words represented by the most 

frequent 2000 words (Nation and Hwang 1995, in Laufer and Nation 1999:35; Paquot 2010; Read 2004) and 

the large number of low-frequency words. Paquot (2010:10) defines high-frequency words, what she refers 

ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨŎƻǊŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩΣ ŀǎ ΨƘƛƎƘ-ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǿƻǊŘǎΩΦ 

{ǘǳōōǎ όмфусΥмлпύ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻǊŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ΨǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭΩ ƻǊ ΨƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ 

no particular connotations and no associations with specific contexts, nor are they found only in specific 

types of discourse or exclusively in formal language or informal language. They occur in both spoken and 

ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ Ψƴƻ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘƛƴŀƭΣ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ό{ǘǳōōǎ 

1986:104). 

 

The distinction between high- and low-frequency words was the motivation behind the construction of the 

original VLT and its productive version: to allow teachers to determine the stage where their learners were 

in their vocabulary development, and to help them decide what they needed to teach (Laufer and Nation 

                                                           

13
 This list provides coverage of 87% of words in the university level academic texts that these authors included in their study. It is 

made up of 808 words grouped into 11 frequency levels. 
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1999:36). The most frequent 10 words account for about 25% of the tokens in spoken and written 

language. Altogether, the 1000 most frequent words account for about 75% of the running words in formal 

written texts and about 84% of informal spoken use. On the other hand, the least frequent words (the 

10 000-word level, that is the 5000 words between 5001 and 10 000) make up less than 1% of the running 

words in a text (Laufer and Nation 1999:35). It should be noted here that these estimates vary from 

researcher to researcher ς as noted below, Hirsch and Nation (1992) arrived at slightly different figures, as 

did Read (2004) ς but these figures are all fairly similar. 

 

The list of high-frequency, core words that is still most commonly used today is the General Service List 

(GSL) compiled by West (1953). This contains about 2000 word families and was compiled from a five 

million-word corpus of written English. The GSL has been tested in several studies and has been found to 

provide coverage of up to 92% of fiction texts (Hirsch and Nation 1992:691) and up to 68% of academic 

texts (Coxhead 2000). Although the list is criticised by some for being old-fashioned, and containing words 

that today have only a limited use (Paquot (2010:11) mentions words such as crown, coal, ornament and 

vessel in this regard), and Engels (1968, cited in Paquot 2010:11) found that the second 1000 word families 

in the GSL provided under 10% coverage of the 10 texts of 1000 tokens that he analysed, many researchers 

still use it and believe that it provides useful information (Nation and Waring 1997:13) and it is the basis of 

the first level of the VLT. 

 

As Read (2004:148) observes, only a small proportion of the words in the English language make up a 

relatively huge proportion of the running words in any text. It therefore makes sense that learners should 

concentrate at first on learning the 2000 most frequent words which account for at least 80% of running 

words in a text (Read 2004:148). Thus, a distinction in teaching is usually made on the basis of cost and 

benefit ς the cost of the time and effort spent on teaching these words, and the benefit of the number of 

opportunities the learner is likely to have to use them (Laufer and Nation 1999:36). Laufer and Nation 

(1999) cite the VLT as useful to teachers when deciding what aspects of vocabulary to focus on with 

particular groups, particularly because teaching low-frequency vocabulary requires different approaches to 

those used to teach high-frequency vocabulary. 

 

Phase 1 of this study starts with a measurement of ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ 

ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƴƻǾƛŎŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƛƴ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΣ ōȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǎŜǘ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŜȅ 

know (can recognise and use productively, in this case in a controlled productive test). To this end, a 

version of the VLT, the controlled-production vocabulary-levels test, that is, the Active Version of the 

Vocabulary Levels Test (Laufer and Nation 1995), which is freely available to researchers on the internet, is 

used. Laufer and Nation (1999:33ςопύ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŜǎǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǊŜƭƛŀōƭŜΣ ǾŀƭƛŘ όƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŜŘ 



Chapter 3 

42 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎύ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

proficiency of language learners can be useful for diagnostic purposes and in curriculum design. 

 

To sum up, and notwithstanding the various views on the size of vocabulary needed to speak fluently, listen 

well, read generally, and read academic texts with understanding (discussed in more detail below in §3.5.1 

and §3.5.2), the VLT is a test which many researchers have found useful, valid and reliable to use, and 

above all, practical. It has been a most influential instrument and has been used regularly from its 

emergence in the early 1980s to the present day, with several new versions being compiled by later 

researchers such as Schmitt et al. (2001). For these reasons it was used in the first phase of this study. 

 

The following section discusses the concept of depth of vocabulary knowledge, that is, the kind of 

knowledge of a word which learners need to have. 

 

3.3 DEPTH OF VOCABULARY KNOWLEDGE  

{ŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ ǿƻǊŘΩ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ ¢ŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ƻŦ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǘŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ identify the written 

form of a word with a simple statement of its associated meaning; depth involves knowing much more 

ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜȄƛŎƻƴ όwŜŀŘ нллтΥммоύΦ {ǳŎƘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

includes knowledge of collocations, word associations, how to use words in context, and their related 

meanings (Laufer and Nation 1999:34), such as derivations and inflected forms, and of course today the 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ et al. (2008:460) call lexico-knowledge; ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ Ψƛƴǘerlocking of systems 

ŀƴŘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ΨǊŜŀƭƭȅ άƪƴƻǿƛƴƎέ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ means knowing a lot of other wordsΩ όIŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ et al. 

2008:474). Read (2004:155) observes that 

 

depth of knowledge focuses on the idea that for useful higher-frequency words learners need to have 

more than just a superficial understanding of the meaning; they should develop a rich and specific 

ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘΩǎ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΣ ǎȅƴǘŀŎǘƛŎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎΣ 

collocational possibilities, register characteristics, and so on. 

 

In addition to knowledge of the most frequent words, however, learners need to be able to use lower 

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅ ƛƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǘŀǎƪǎ όIŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллуΥпсмύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ 

having some depth of knowledge about these words. Knowledge of connotations allows advanced readers 

to make judgements about diction and register, vital aspects of fully understanding an academic text. 

IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуΥпсмύ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŀ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΣ ΨƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜpth become 

ŜǾŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΩ όнллуΥпсмύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǇŜǊǘƛƴŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

present study, given its focus in Phases 2 and 3 on vocabulary use in academic writing.  
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Thus, as Laufer and Paribakht (1998:367) exprŜǎǎ ƛǘΣ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ Ψŀ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳ 

ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩΣ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ΨǾŀƎǳŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅΩ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ 

ǿƘŜƴ ƻƴŜ ƳŜŜǘǎ ƛǘΣ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎŜŜƴ ƻǊ ƘŜŀǊŘΣ ǘƻ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ Ψǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ correctly in 

ŦǊŜŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΩΦ 

 

3.3.1 Measuring depth of word knowledge 

The trend in research on depth of vocabulary knowledge has been for researchers to focus on specific 

ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ΨƪƴƻǿΩ 

a word. Studies have dealt with aspects such as collocational knowledge (Bahns and Eldaw 1993; 

Nesselhauf 2003, 2005; Qian 2002), derivational knowledge (Schmitt and Zimmerman 2002) and knowledge 

of polysemy and synonymy (Qian 2002). Shin and Nation (2008) (see §3.4) have substantiated the 

importance of collocational knowledge, for instance, through their study of collocations of the 1000 most 

frequent spoken word types in the BNC in order to establish those collocations which would be most useful 

for learners in an elementary conversational English course (2008:339).  

 

[ŀǳŦŜǊ όмффуΥнртύ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ŀ ΨƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǘŜǎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΩ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ŀs there is no single test to 

measure both vocabulary size and depth: different instruments are required to test different aspects of 

word knowledge (Laufer and Nation 1999; Qian 2002; Qing 2009; Read 2004). For instance, the VLT treats 

vocabulary as a trait, a mental characteristic of a learner and one which can be described and measured 

without the words being used in any particular context. Corpus investigations, on the other hand, are 

founded on an interactionist view of vocabulary, one which assesses leŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŜȅ 

know appropriately in particular contexts (Read 2007:115). As noted in the section above, it is often 

difficult to entirely separate breadth and depth, and most researchers see the value of testing both 

dimensions of word knowledge. Vermeer (2001) asserts that breadth and depth are closely related and that 

ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŜǇŜǊ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǾƛŎŜ ǾŜǊǎŀΦ {ƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎ 

ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ important factor in language proficiency and 

school success ς ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜȄǘ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴΩ όVermeer 2001:217). Qian (2002) 

believes that it is important that both aspects, breadth and depth, are kept in mind as both are important 

for reading comprehension. IŜ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ±ŜǊƳŜŜǊΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ 

with Dutch L1 and L2 children between the ages of four and seven, reminds us that the foundations of 

vocabulary knowledge must be laid in pre-school and primary education. 

 

In his study, Qian (2002:520) set out to establish the contribution of vocabulary size and three aspects of 

vocabulary depth (synonymy, polysemy, and collocation) to basic reading comprehension (2002:520), using 

a sample of ESL students from 19 language backgrounds at the intermediate level at a Canadian university. 

Qian used four measures for this purpose: the Reading for Basic Comprehension Measure, a version of the 
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TOEFL reading comprehension subtest, as the criterion measure of reading for basic comprehension 

(TOEFL-RBC) (Qian 2002:523), and three vocabulary measures as the independent predictor variables: the 

Depth-of-Vocabulary-Knowledge Measure (DVK), which tests depth of receptive English vocabulary 

knowledge by measuring three elements of vocabulary: synonymy, polysemy, and collocation (Qian 

2002:524); the Vocabulary Levels Test (labelled VS) (Nation 1983), which measures vocabulary size by 

testing single meanings of content words; and the TOEFL Vocabulary Item Measure (TOEFL-VIM), which 

measures knowledge of English synonyms in a limited context, and contains 30 discrete vocabulary items 

developed for TOEFL administrations before July 1995. 

 
Qian (2002:531) found that scores on all three predictors, that is, DVK, VS (the VLT) and TOEFL-VIM, were 

ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘŜŘΩ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴ 

predicting reading performance, the DVK was superior ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ΨǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǿŀǎƘōŀŎƪΩ 

(Qian 2002:532) effect on teaching and learning of new vocabulary because it assessed knowledge of 

polysemy and collocation rather than of single meanings of target words. He also concluded that using 

measures of depth and size of vocabulary together, rather than one or the other on their own, would 

increase the ability to predict reading performance (Qian 2002:532). Qian thus concluded that vocabulary 

assessment could be enhanced by using questions based on both vocabulary size and vocabulary depth.  

 

In their study, Schmitt and Zimmerman (2002:146) expand on the notion of vocabulary knowledge as a 

continuum (Laufer and Paribakht 1998; Vermeer 2001). Vocabulary knowledge is incremental because 

ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊŜŘΥ Ψƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎe components 

Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǿƻǊŘΩ ό{ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ ½ƛƳƳŜǊƳŀƴ нллнΥмпсύΦ CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ 

Zimmerman (2002) found that although ESL university students had a partial knowledge of the derived 

forms of words, this knowledge could not be taken for granted, suggesting that scholars may actually 

underestimate the number of words that must be learnt for successful reading of academic texts. Using a 

version of the Test of Academic Lexicon (TAL), Schmitt and Zimmerman (2002) investigated studeƴǘǎΩ 

productive derivational knowledge of members of word families in relation to more global knowledge of 

target words. Their subjects were English NS and ESL students from universities in the US and the UK. 

Selecting target words and word families from CƻȄƘŜŀŘΩǎ όнлллύ !ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ²ƻǊŘ [ƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ урл 

academic words, with which they expected their students to be familiar, Schmitt and Zimmerman (2002) 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ōȅ ŜƭƛŎƛǘƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǿƻǊŘ 

knƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǘƘŜƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŘŜǊƛǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ōȅ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ 

to provide the appropriate derivative form of the target word, or to indicate that no derivative existed 

(Schmitt and Zimmerman 2002:153ς154). Their findings suggested that global mastery of derivative forms 

may increase with general proficiency, although even very advanced users of English were unlikely to know 

all derivations of a target word (Schmitt and Zimmerman 2002:162). They found that, like the knowledge of 

vocabulary in general, derivational knowledge appears to be incremental, and learners typically know some 
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but not all the derivative forms making up a word family. As was perhaps to be expected, the ESL 

undergraduates in their study knew the lowest number of derivative forms, the proficient ESL graduate 

students knew more than this group and the NS students knew the highest number of all.  

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ ½ƛƳƳŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ όнллнύ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-ratings, 

could of course be questioned; self-rating exercises and questionnaires are notoriously flawed as far as the 

reliability of their results is concerned. In a South African study, Coetzee-Van Rooy (2011) (see §1.2) found 

that students tended to have an inflated view of their own proficiency in English and did not believe that 

they had any problems in this regard, rating their proficiency as good, when their actual performance in the 

language belied this. Stephan et al. (2004:42) also observe that many South African university students 

believe that they have few difficulties with English even though their lecturers see English as the main 

ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎΦ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎ ōȅ hȅŜǘǳƴƧƛ όнлммύ ŀƴŘ [ǳƪƘŜƭŜ όнлмлύ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

self-assessments wŜǊŜ ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜΦ Lƴ hȅŜǘǳƴƧƛΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 

reading strategies, their performance did not bear this out (2011:155). Lukhele (2010) found that although 

the questionnaire scores indicated that her subjects appeared to have positive attitudes to reading, their 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǘŜǎǘǎ ΨŦŜƭƭ ǎƘƻǊǘ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ όнлммΥмрн оύΦ  

 

Nonetheless, Schmitt and ZimmermanΩǎ (2002) investigation of knowledge of derivational forms can be 

seen as having some relevance to the present study in that it investigates indirectly the use by novice 

writers of inflected and derived forms of the words they know through an analysis of their use of MWUs 

such as to decide versus make a decision. In their study, Schmitt and Zimmerman (2002:163) suggest that 

ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ Ƴŀȅ ΨǇƭŀǘŜŀǳΩ ŀǘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŘŜǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻǊƳǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 

they can communicate quite easily without a working knowledge of all the derivative forms in a word 

family. This ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŀŎƪ ǿƘŀǘ [ŀǳŦŜǊ όмффмΥппмύ Ƙŀǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ƴŜŜŘΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳƛƎƘǘ 

drive them to learn additional words. This may relate particularly to derivational forms where learners can 

make themselves understood quite adequately when using the wrong form of a particular word. The 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ ½ƛƳƳŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ όнллнύ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ [ŀǳŦŜǊΩǎ ΨŀŎǘƛǾŜ 

ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎΩΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

lives, but thŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǿƛƭƭ ƎǊƻǿ Ψƻƴƭȅ ǳƴǘƛƭ ƛǘ ǊŜŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

ώǘƘŜȅϐ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴΩ ό[ŀǳŦŜǊ мфф1:445).  

Besides the number of words known, the present study also investigates, albeit in some cases indirectly, 

ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇƻƭȅǎŜƳȅ ŀƴŘ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳȅΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ƴƻǾƛŎŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ a²¦ǎ 

featuring delexical, high-frequency verbs which are regarded as being highly polysemous. As noted above 

(§1.3.2) scholars such as Viberg (1996, cited in Altenberg and Granger 2001) and Altenberg and Granger 

(2001) have referred to delexical verbs as polysemous, as do Biber et al. (1999:412) (see §5.9.3.3). In this 

sense it contributes to the body of research on depth of vocabulary knowledge.  
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In the following sections the focus moves from depth and breadth of vocabulary knowledge to the issue of 

vocabulary lists and the debates surrounding the use of these in teaching and learning. 

 

3.4 WORD LISTS AND ACADEMIC VOCABULARY 

Electronic corpora have brought new lƛŦŜ ǘƻ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǘƘŀǘ ²ŜǎǘΩǎ 

(1953) General Service List (GSL) (see §3.2.1) ƻŦ ōŀǎƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǾŜǊȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ όIŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 

2008:460). Since its development in the 1950s, this list has been followed by further specialised lists of 

ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ·ǳŜ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎΩǎ όмфупύ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ²ƻǊŘ [ƛǎǘ ό¦²[ύ ŀƴŘ /ƻȄƘŜŀŘΩǎ !ŎŀŘemic Word List 

(AWL) (Coxhead 2000). 

 

The question of what and how many words a learner needs to know to succeed in academic study 

continues to be debated. In an effort to establish more clearly what words language learners in an L2 

environment need in order to cope with academic studies, HancƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуύ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ D{[ ŀƴŘ 

the AWL, not only because these lists are very commonly ǳǎŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ΨōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŦƻǊ 9{t ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǘƘŜȅ 

offer a package more or less suggesting that the basis for survival in an academic environment is knowledge 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ нллл ǿƻǊŘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ D{[ Ǉƭǳǎ ǘƘŜ ртл ǿƻǊŘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !²[Ω όнллуΥпсмύΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳǎ ƻŦ 

their study (2008:462) was to refine the GSL, creating a stronger and more relevant list. They also examined 

the AWL (Coxhead 2000) which has come in for a fair amount of criticism over the years as attitudes to and 

ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘΦ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуύ ǘƻƻƪ ŀ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ-informed 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΩ ǘƻ ŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ D{[Σ ŀ ǊŜŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !²[ ōȅ ƛƴǘŜƎrating it into the 

ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ D{[Σ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŦƻǊ ΨƭŜȄƛŎƻ-ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ōŀƴƪǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΣ 

particularly the teaching of thesis writing to postgraduate NNS language learners (2008:465). 

 

In one aspect of the study reported on ƛƴ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуΥпсфŦŦύΣ ǘǿƻ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘǎ 

from theses were compiled, the target abstract corpus (TAC) and the learner abstract corpus (LAC). The LAC 

abstracts came from the disciplines in which postgraduate students in an advanced thesis writing course 

were enrolled: Arts and Humanities, Sciences, Social Sciences and Architecture. The abstracts in the TAC 

were taken from universities in countries where English was the native language, but no distinction was 

made between native and non-native speakers of English. A list of the 165 most frequent sub-technical 

ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǿƻǊŘǎ όǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨƪŜȅǿƻǊŘǎΩύ ǿŀǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ 

that they came from both the AWL (85 word families, including analyse, design, process) and the GSL (59 

word families, including apply, consider, aim, combine), with 21 words unaccounted for by either list (such 

as dissertation, interview, collaborateύ όIŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллуΥпсу); the GSL contained some words which 

were common in academic usage, while the AWL in its turn featured words which were frequently found 

ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǘŜȄǘǎ όIŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллуΥптлςмύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуΥпсрύ 
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ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŏŀƭƭ ΨǎŎŀŦŦƻƭŘƛƴƎΩ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ tŀǉǳƻǘ όнлмл) and Schmitt et al. (2001) would call 

sub-ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ōǳǘ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуΥптмύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻ-ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ 

Ψƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƎŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘ ƛǘǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǘŜȄǘǳǊŜΩΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ǊŜŀƭ 

ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ D{[ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ !²[ όIŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллуΥптмύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ 

that these findings  

 

confirmed the initial hypothesis that teaching academic writing needed to be based on analyses of how 

lexical items collated and combined to achieve specified moves for specified purposes within particular 

genres, and that many lexico-structural building blocks that were emerging were cross-disciplinary 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ όIŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллуΥптмύΦ  

 

This remark poǎŜǎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ IȅƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ¢ǎŜΩǎ όнллтύ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ƎŜƴǊŜ-based lists 

ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜ /ƻȄƘŜŀŘΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ !²[Σ ŀǊƎǳƛƴƎ 

that her list is biased in favour of certain academic fieƭŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ Ψŀ 

ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘǎΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ 

the existence of a single category of academic vocabulary, and that one list of academic words will suit all 

students, regardless of their discipline (Hyland and Tse 2007:236). They found that the AWL covered Ψŀƴ 

ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ млΦс҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ нллл ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ D{[ ƛǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴ 

accumulative [sic] coverage of 85%, meaning that readers would encounter about one unknown word in 

ŜǾŜǊȅ ǎŜǾŜƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǘŜȄǘΩ όнллтΥнплύ. They conceded that this was good overall coverage but found that 

there was not an even distribution: the combined AWL and GSL failed to account for 22% of the words in 

their science corpus; students with this level of knowledge would thus encounter an unknown item on 

average once in every five words, which might make the text incomprehensible. Hyland and Tse (2007) 

argue thus for lists for specific domains or disciplines which contain more specialised and technical 

vocabulary, or for a general core of academic vocabulary together with specialised lists which are discipline 

ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎ ΨǎƘŀǇŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǳǎŜǎΩ όнллтΥнплύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ 

hampers any attempts to create a list of core academic vocabulary. They conclude that 

 

a perspective which seeks to identify and teach such a vocabulary [that is, a general list of academic 

vocabulary] fails to engage with current conceptions of literacy and EAP, ignores important differences 

in the collocational and semantic behavior of words, and does not correspond with the ways language 

is actually used in academic writing (Hyland and Tse 2007:236-7).  

 

Although this is suppƻǊǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ōȅ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуΥптмύ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Ψŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ lexical items collated and combined to achieve specified moves for 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƎŜƴǊŜǎΩΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΩǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜr ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƳŀƴȅ ƭŜȄƛŎƻ-structural building 

blocks that were emerging were cross-ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΩ όIŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 
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2008:471) would seem to dispute it. But despite this lack of agreement in the approach to and content of 

acŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊŘ ƭƛǎǘǎΣ IȅƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ¢ǎŜΩǎ όнллтύ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ Řƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜǊ-increasing awareness of the 

importance of studying not just words as discrete, isolated entities, but rather how these words behave in 

context, in a corpus.  

 

Paquot (2010) has also joined the debate on the usefulness of established, itemised wordlists in the 

teaching and learning of vocabulary in the development of her Academic Keyword List (AKL), ŀ ΨǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ 

ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǇŀǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !²[ ό/ƻȄƘŜŀŘ нлллύΩ όнлмлΥнмнύΦ {ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǿŜƭƭ-established frequency-based 

ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊŘǎΩ (Paquot (2010:212), and instead includes 

in the procedure used to identify words for her AKL the first 2000 core vocabulary words as well as 

academic words. She belieǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ΨǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ 9!t ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ώƻǊ 9{[Σ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊϐ ƪƴƻǿ 

ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ нллл ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΩ ς these words are very important, especially to academic writing, as they 

ƘŀǾŜ ΨŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ-ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ (2010:212).  

 

In compiling her AKL, Paquot extracted keywords from corpora of both professional and student academic 

ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ΨŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŦƛǾŜ ōǊƻŀŘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎΩΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ όtŀǉǳƻǘ нлмлΥомύΦ 

Those words she selected for her AKL met the definition of acadeƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΥ Ψŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ 

to those activities that characterize academic work, organize scientific discourse and build the rhetoric of 

ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǘŜȄǘǎΨ όtŀǉǳƻǘ нлмлΥнуύΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƻŦ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ 

distribution through the corpora. This resulted in a list of 599 potential academic words, including nouns 

such as conclusion, extent, significance, verbs such as prove, appear, discuss, adjectives such as significant, 

effective, similar, and adverbs such as particularly, conversely, highly (Paquot 2010:52).  

 

In tŀǉǳƻǘΩǎ (2010) view these words should in fact be the focus of teaching, especially teaching which is 

aimed at writing activities. She also believes that there needs to be a clear distinction between the 

vocabulary which is needed for academic reading and that which academic writing requires. This difference 

may be quantitative rather than qualitative: perhaps it is not a case of different vocabulary, but rather the 

quantity of words recognised and known in depth; students may be able to get by with fewer words in their 

writing than in their reading (see §3.2.1). 

 

The debate on the usefulness of established word lists, and the compilation of new ones, has also led to 

increased questioning of the value of lists of single words on their own. Of particular relevance to the 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ IȅƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ¢ǎŜ όнллтΥнпсύ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ōǳƴŘƭŜǎΩΣ ƻǊ ǎǘǊƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ΨŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ Ǝƻ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩ, also contribute to meaning-making in academic contexts. 

These fixed or semi-ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǿƻǊŘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƴ ΨƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜϥǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŀƭ 

ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ōǳǘ ŜƴƻǊƳƻǳǎƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƴƎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǿƻǊŘ ƭƛǎǘǎΩ ό.ƛōŜǊΣ WƻƘŀƴǎǎƻƴΣ 
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Leech, Conrad and Finegan 1999:990). However, breaking these into single word items which can be more 

easily learnt as wholes misrepresents discipline-specific meanings and misleads students (Hyland and Tse 

2007:241). 

 

Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ of not only individual words, but also a 

ƎǊŜŀǘ ŘŜŀƭ ƻŦ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ όaŀǊǘƛƴŜȊ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ нлмнΥн99), Shin and Nation (2008), Simpson-Vlach 

and Ellis (2010) and Martinez and Schmitt (2012) have all compiled lists of MWUs which they believe should 

form part of teaching materials and practice. Citing researchers such as Pawley and Syder (1983) in their 

assertion that collocations are useful to learners both in developing fluency and in choosing the sort of 

collocations native speakers would use, Shin and Nation (2008:340) set out to establish criteria to 

distinguish collocations from other MWUs and to identify the most frequent collocations and the 

commonest collocation patterns in order to derive a list of spoken collocations that would be most useful 

ŦƻǊ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΣ ŀ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ψŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ 

ǿƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǿƻǊŘ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎΩ όнллуΥопмύΦ 

9ŀŎƘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ΨǇƛǾƻǘΩ ǿƻǊŘΣ ƻǊ ŀ Ŧocal word, and Shin and Nation (2008) used these when searching 

for collocations. Using the spoken section of the BNC and WordSmith Tools, they applied six criteria to 

identify the collocations they wished to extract. These criteria included the frequency of these collocations 

ς each pivot word had to occur within the most frequent 1000 words of English, and each collocation had 

to occur at least 30 times per 10 million words (2008:341ς342). 

 

Their most striking finding was the large number of collocations that met the six criteria, and the fact that a 

large number of these would qualify for inclusion in the most frequent 2000 words of English if no 

distinction were made between single words and collocations. Moreover, many of these collocations could 

be useŦǳƭƭȅ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ΨƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǿŜƭƭ-

ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƘƛƎƘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ό{Ƙƛƴ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴ нллуΥопоύ in their corpus, and the higher the 

frequency of the pivot word, the greater the number of collocates it formed. Conversely, only a few pivot 

words accounted for a large number of the tokens of collocations. Lastly, the shorter the collocation, the 

greater its frequency (2008:344). Comparing their findings to those of a study conducted by Shin (2007, 

cited in Shin and Nation 2008:344), they found that collocations were far more frequent in spoken than in 

written language, underlining the importance of including these MWUs in language teaching courses 

focusing on spoken language.  

 

Simpson-Vlach and Ellis (2010:487) compiled a list which they called the Academic Formulas List (AFL), 

comprising formulaic sequences which occur frequently in academic speech and writing. This list was 

intended to be comparable to the AWL. In their study, they combined quantitative and qualitative criteria, 

corpus statistics, psycholinguistic processing metrics and insights from teachers to establish a measure of 
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ǳǘƛƭƛǘȅ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊǘƘΩ όнлмлΥпууύ ǘƻ Ǌŀƴƪ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƛǎǘΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ 

point in choosing the sequences for their list was frequency of occurrence, they believe that their approach 

ǿŀǎ Ψǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǊƻōǳǎǘΩ όнлмлΥпфлύ ǘƘŀƴ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ-based methods in that it included a mutual 

information (MI) score, a statistical measure of collocational strength between items. They used the 

MICASE corpus14 ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ .b/ ŦƛƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΣ ŀƴŘ IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ όнллпΣ cited in Simpson-

Vlach and Ellis 2010:490) research article corpus and selected BNC files of academic writing from which to 

extract their data. They also used the Switchboard (2006, cited in Simpson-Vlach and Ellis 2010:490) corpus 

of non-academic speech and the FLOB and Frown corpora of non-academic writing for comparison 

purposes (ICAME 2006, cited in Simpson-Vlach and Ellis 2010:490). They included in their data strings of 

three, four and five words, and used a lower cut-off range of 10 occurrences per million words. Once 

overlapping data had been removed, they were left with a list of about 14 000 sequences. In ordeǊ ǘƻ ΨǎƛŦǘ 

ƻǳǘΩ όнлмлΥпфнύ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴ-academic 

discourse, so that they could extract those that were characteristic of academic writing, Simpson-Vlach and 

Ellis (2010) used the log-likelihood (LL) statistic to compare the relative frequency of the sequences across 

registers. 

 

The final AFL comprises those sequences which were found to occur most frequently in academic 

discourse. Once items that occurred in both academic speech and academic writing had been identified, 

the distribution of these words across the academic subdivisions of the corpora was established: the 

ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ мл ǘƛƳŜǎ ǇŜǊ Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ΨŦƻǳǊ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŦƛǾŜ ƻŦ 

the academic diǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΩ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΣ that is Humanities and Arts, Social Sciences, Biological 

{ŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ tƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ψƴƻƴ-departmental or ƻǘƘŜǊΩ (Simpson-Vlach and Ellis 2010:491), resulting in 

a Spoken AFL of 979 items, and at least 10 times per mƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ Ψthree out of four ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΩΣ 

that is Humanities and Arts, Social Sciences, Natural Sciences/Medicine and Technology and Engineering. 

for expressions which occurred mainly in writing, making a Written AFL of 712 items (Simpson-Vlach and 

Ellis 2010:493). Items which occurred in both speech and writing had to occur at least 10 times per million 

in at least six of the corpora, resulting in a list of 207 Core AFL items. Finally, these researchers used the 

ΨŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊǘƘΩ όC¢²ύ (Simpson-±ƭŀŎƘ ŀƴŘ 9ƭƭƛǎ нлмлΥпууύ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ Ψŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ 

ǳǘƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōƻǘƘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŀōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎΩ όнлмлΥрлуύ ǘƻ 

identify those formulas which would be most useful for English for academic purposes (EAP) teaching. This 

score compares MI and frequency.  

                                                           

14 The Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE), a collection of nearly 1.8 million words of transcribed speech from 

the University of Michigan (U-M) in Ann Arbor. Original compilers: Rita Simpson-Vlach (project manager 1997 to 2006); John Swales 
(faculty advisor); Sarah Briggs (testing advisor). Available online at http://quod.lib.umich.edu/m/micase/ [Accessed 7 March 2014] 

 

http://www.umich.edu/
http://www.lsa.umich.edu/umich/v/index.jsp?vgnextoid=70b59efa385d4110VgnVCM1000009db1d38dRCRD&vgnextfmt=default
http://www.lsa.umich.edu/umich/v/index.jsp?vgnextoid=8f590295328b4110VgnVCM1000009db1d38dRCRD&vgnextfmt=default
http://quod.lib.umich.edu/m/micase/
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Simpson-Vlach and Ellis (2010:508) found that items which achieved the highest scores on the FTW 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŘƛŘ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨƳƻǊŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎΣ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǎŀƭƛŜƴǘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǳǘƘors thus 

used the FTW scores as the basis for the selection of items for the Core and top 200 Written and Spoken 

formulas. One important point which emerged clearly from this study was that there are certainly enough 

lexical bundles that occur across multiple disciplines and from which a core list of formulas can be 

compiled, contrary to what Hyland (2008) claims. Simpson-Vlach and Ellis succeeded in compiling a list of 

common core academic formulas which transcends the boundaries of academic disciplines. 

Subsequent to this research study by Simpson-Vlach and Ellis (2010), Martinez and Schmitt (2012) compiled 

their PHRASal Expressions (PHRASE) List. They, too, argue that such formulaic language should form a part 

of language teaching textbooks and practice (2012:301). They make the point that many formulaic 

sequences are difficult for learners to understand, even when they appear simple to native speakers, and 

like Simpson-±ƭŀŎƘ ŀƴŘ 9ƭƭƛǎ όнлмлύΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘǳǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ƭƛǎǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ΨƘŀǾŜ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǳǘƛƭƛǘȅΩ 

(2012:302). Informed by research by Nation (2006), who found that 6000 to 7000 word families were 

required to comprehend a range of spoken discourse, and 8000 to 9000 for written discourse, Martinez and 

Schmitt compromised between these requirements and those of a list of the size of 2000 words like the GSL 

and decided to include phrases which were of the same frequency as words up to the 5000-word level, 

which represents, as Read (2000, cited ƛƴ aŀǊǘƛƴŜȊ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ нлмнΥолоύ ƴƻǘŜǎΣ ΨǘƘŜ ǳǇǇŜǊ ƭƛmit of general 

high-ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩΦ Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻŦ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ǳǎŜΣ aŀǊǘƛƴŜȊ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ όнлмнΥолоύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ 

those ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ΨǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎǎ ƻǊ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

criteria. They also included only those phrases that were ΨǳƴŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ, that is, where the meaning 

could not easily be derived from the meaning of the individual words. Their chief criteria were thus 

frequency, meaningfulness and relative non-compositionality (2012:304). In naming their list, Martinez and 

{ŎƘƳƛǘǘ όнлмнΥолпύ ŎƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǇƘǊŀǎŀƭ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ 

 

a fixed or semi-fixed sequence of two or more co-occurring but not necessarily contiguous words with 

a cohesive meaning or function that is not easily discernible by decoding the individual words alone. 

 

Once they had decided on their criteria for selection, Martinez and Schmitt (2012:310) selected the BNC as 

their data source as it represents both written and spoken language and, despite minor limitations, is large 

and has a history of use in research. Using a mixed-method corpus analysis, they compiled a final PHRASE 

List of 505 multiword items which, if treated as part of the 5000 most frequent word families would make 

up over 10% of the total items on the list (2012:313). This they believe is evidence of the pervasiveness of 

formulaic language, and counters assertions by researchers such as Moon (1998a:63) and Grant and Nation 

(2006, cited in Martinez and Schmitt 2012:313) ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ occurring opaque multiword 

ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƛǎ ƭƻǿΩ όaŀǊǘƛƴŜȊ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ нлмнΥомоύΦ aŀǊǘƛƴŜȊ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ όнлмнΥомоύ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ 

that these 505 phrasal expressions were made up almost entirely of words from the top 2000 words of 
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English, the majority of which were from the 1000-word level, bolstering arguments that these high-

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ΨƳŜǊŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǘƛǇǎ ƻŦ ǇƘǊŀǎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛŎŜōŜǊƎǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

investigation of high-frequency verbs in the present study. Martinez and Schmitt (2012:313) also note that, 

when these phrasal expressions (or MWUs) are taken into account in the analysis of an academic text, the 

ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƻƴ ŀƴȅ ƭƛǎǘ ǊƛǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŀōƭŜΩ тΦпс҈ ǘƻ ŀ ΨƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ 

onerous 26.8т҈ΩΦ wŜŀŘŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǘƘǳǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǊ 

percentage of text coverage. 

 

As far as academic vocabulary is concerned, scholars have disputed how much students should know. 

Hyland and Tse (2007) have challenged the use of decontextualised lists of words, supposedly equally valid 

items, for student writers across the disciplines. They believe that although some words appear to be more 

generally used in academic texts, ranging across several disciplines, these items are not used in the same 

way and do not mean exactly the same thing in different disciplinary contexts. As Biber et al. (1999) note, 

words are often associated with different meanings and uses across registers and there are similar 

variations across different disciplines. Hyland and Tse (2007:249) suggest instead that we regard academic 

ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀǎ Ψŀ ŎƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƭƻŀŘŜŘ ƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ 

a particular discipline to those which share some features of meaning ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƛŜƭŘǎΩΦ 

They believe that we should identify and address students' target language needs by making sure they are 

introduced to and have opportunities to use the specialised vocabulary in their disciplines (Hyland and Tse 

2007:249). This supports the point which Hyland and Tse (2007) make about the importance of context, 

and the implication that the words with which a word keeps company often affect its meaning. 

 

¢ŀƪƛƴƎ IȅƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ¢ǎŜΩǎ όнллтύ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀ ǎǘŜǇ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 

όнллуΥпсрύ ǿŀǊƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ΨŘƛǎŎŀǊŘƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜ !²[ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǳǊ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƭƛǎǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜΣ Ƴŀȅ 

ƘŀǾŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ōȅ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀǿŀȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀ ǎŎŀŦŦƻƭŘƛƴƎ 

role in English. They believe that what students really need are those more general words which are used 

for writing and writing about academic tasks (ǘƘŜȅ ŎƛǘŜ aŎ/ŀǊǘƘȅ ŀƴŘ hΩ5Ŝƭƭ όнллуΣ ŎƛǘŜŘ ƛƴ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 

2008:463) in this regard). Paquot (2010) believes too that learners need both high-frequency words as well 

as core academic vocabulary that occurs across disciplines. Hunston (2002:135) agrees that it is what she 

Ŏŀƭƭǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳƛƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ŎƻǇŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜmands of 

academic writing, rather than the technical words specific to their field. She believes that this is particularly 

relevant to academic experts who write papers in languages other than their own, but could apply equally 

to students such as the novice writers in this study.  

 

The jury is still out on the usefulness of single-word lists such as the AWL and the GSL, but these continue 

to be used in research and to provide reliable results. For instance, the present study could provide further 



Chapter 3 

53 

insight iƴǘƻ IȅƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ¢ǎŜΩǎ όнллтΥнпфύ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ Ψŀ ŎƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƭƻŀŘŜŘ ƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘ 

ǿƻǊŘǎΩΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦²[ ό[ŜǾŜƭ п ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅύ 

could provide some indication of where on this cline students are, and how this relates to their production 

ƻŦ a²¦ǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƘƻǇŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ƴŜǿ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

knowledge and use of MWUs in academic writing, the focus of much recent research. What is clear, 

though, is that despite the debates on what vocabulary should be presented to learners and how, it 

remains a vital aspect in the mastery of a language, and electronic corpora are changing the ways this is 

ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘŀǳƎƘǘΦ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуΥпсмύ ǎǳƳ ƛǘ ǳǇ ǘƘǳǎΥ ΨǿƻǊŘƭƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ǳƴǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŀōƭȅ 

ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀ ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘǊƛŎŀǘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƛǘŜƳǎΩΦ  

 

The following section addresses what research has revealed about the effects of an inadequate vocabulary, 

both at school and at university. 

 

3.5 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VOCABULARY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE  

This section attempts to throw some light on the importance of vocabulary, both academic and high-

frequency words, for learners in the formal learning environment. By the time they reach university, 

students should have not only a good receptive command of the vocabulary of English, in order to read and 

understand the literature in their discipline, but also a productive command of the language to allow them 

to master the writing of academic essays, articles, dissertations and theses (Paquot 2010:1). Paquot (2010), 

Reynolds (2005), Nation and Waring (1997) and Evans and Green (2007) all stress the importance of an 

ΨŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜΩ ŦƻǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ ŀ ΨǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ 

ǎƪƛƭƭǎΩ όtŀǉǳƻǘ нлмлΥмύΦ  

 

3.5.1 The role of vocabulary at school 

In the light of the above, this section focuses on what is occurring in schools, as this is where the 

foundation of a vocabulary that allows a student to read with comprehension should be laid. McCormick 

(1995) describes reading performance according to four levels: the independent level (at which learners are 

able to read on their own, recognising, that is, being able to decode15, 99% of the words in context and 

enjoying 90% comprehension); the instructional level (at which readers can profit from instruction, 

recognising 95% of words in context, and enjoying 75% comprehension); borderline (90ς94% decoding 

accuracy and 55ς74% comprehension accuracy); and the frustration level (at which readers are unable to 

cope with the reading matter, recognising fewer than 90% of words in context, and comprehending about 

                                                           
15

 Decoding refers to automatic word recognition, a phonological-graphemic process, and not lexical access. This means that a 
student may be able to decode a word, without necessarily understanding what it means. 
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50% or less of the meaning of the text). Reading comprehension feeds naturally into the ability to write 

competently, but without enough words, learners are unlikely to read independently or to build their 

vocabulary in this way. Nation and Waring (1997:11), referring to beginning learners and readers, observe 

ǘƘŀǘ ΨƛŦ ƻƴŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ of the words on a page and have comprehension of what is being read, 

ƻƴŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ƭŜŀǊƴ ώǿƻǊŘǎϐ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΦ Lƴ Ƙƛǎ 

study, Reynolds (2005:27) investigated the development of linguistic fluency in the writing of American fifth 

ǘƻ ŜƛƎƘǘƘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŜƴǊƻƭƭŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ 9{[ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ ΨǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǊǘǎΩ ƻǊ w[! 

course (many of whom indicated Spanish as a second language spoken at home). He found, in support of 

previous stǳŘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎƛȊŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǇƘƛǎǘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜȄƛŎƻƴΩ όнллрΥпмύΥ ǘhe writing of the ESL group lacked the informational density of the RLA group, and 

as far as narrative was concerned, the RLA studentǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘƛŎŜŀōƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ESL students.  

 

In a study of South African Grade 7 ESL learners16 in an immersion situation, Scheepers (2003) found, 

contrary to expectations, that although there were significant differences in receptive vocabulary scores (as 

measured by the VLT) between late and early immersion students, and between immersion students and 

those who were NSs of English, these differences (in favour of early immersion and NSs) were not reflected 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŘuctive vocabulary. In a free productive writing exercise very few of the children, from 

any of the three groups, early immersion, late immersion or NSs of English, used vocabulary from levels 

more advanced than the 2000-word level. Whatever the reasons for this ς including possibly the fact that 

the writing test was a free productive exercise and that the participants wrote very little on the whole ς all 

the children in this particular study, regardless of their language background, revealed a limited productive 

vocabulary, comprising predominantly words from the 1000- and 2000-word levels, that is, basic high-

frequency vocabulary. This suggests that the classroom activities in which these learners were engaged did 

not require extensive reading, which would have exposed them to words beyond the 2000-word level, nor 

were writing activities in the classroom sufficiently demanding. This was particularly concerning as these 

children were in their final year of primary school; they would soon be entering high school, where the 

demands on their reading and writing skills would increase significantly.  

 

The PIRLS 2011 study (Howie et al. 2012) found that, as in PIRLS 2006, the quality of reading instruction in 

South African schools still requires interrogation. Both prePIRLS and PIRLS 2011 revealed that South African 

children at Grade 4 and 5 level, even those at the best schools, performed consistently lower in reading 

literacy than the International Centre point score of 500. This has implications for vocabulary development: 

if learners are reading so poorly, they will not develop their vocabulary to a level at which they will be able 

ǘƻ ǊŜŀŘ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅΦ Lƴ {ŎƘŜŜǇŜǊǎΩǎ όнллоύ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭƻǿ reading expectations were reflected in the 

                                                           
16

 Ψ[ŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ΨǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǇǳǇƛƭǎΩΣ ŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ŀǎƛŎ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
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number of words children in Grade 4 were expected to know: 1000 to 2500 words. Since that study was 

conducted, the vocabulary requirements for Grade 4 First Additional Language have been set at a more 

realistic level of 2000 to 3500 words (Curriculum and Assessment Policy Statement (CAPS) n.d.:27), with 

learners expected to know 6000 words by the time they reach Grade 7.  

 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƭŜƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ tŀǉǳƻǘΩǎ όнлмлύ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ 

cut across the board; both novice and advanced L2 learners and novice L1 writers experience them (Paquot 

2010:2). Hinkel (2002, cited in Paquot 2010:3) believes, too, that the difficulties begin at school level as NNS 

students are unprepared for academic writing when they arrive at higher education institutions; he 

reported that the focus in the classroom is on a process writing approach, with little direct teaching of 

grammar and the frequent neglect of academic vocabulary. Sun and Feng (2009) cite Stanley (in Sun and 

CŜƴƎ нллфΥмрлύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǘǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ Ψŀ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

requires time and feedback to bŜ ŘƻƴŜ ǿŜƭƭΩΦ {ǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŜǇǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

creation of a written text, while the more traditional, product writing approach focuses on producing texts 

that are coherent and free of errors (Sun and Feng 2009:151) 

 

That vocabulary knowledge is vital to reading has thus long been accepted. Laufer (1986:69) believes that 

Ψώƴϐƻ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŜȄƛǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨώǊϐŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ 

strongly related to vocabulary knowledge, more strongly than ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎΩ ό[ŀǳŦŜǊ 

1997:20). Also, vocabulary size has proved to be a good predictor of reading success in second language 

studies (Cooper 1999; Laufer 1992; Qian 2002). Coady et al. (1993) showed that greater proficiency in high-

frequency vocabulary also led to improved reading proficiency. Milton and Treffers-Daller (2013) cite others 

(Biemiller 2001, cited in Milton and Treffers-Daller 2013; Hart and Risley, 2003, cited in Milton and Treffers-

Daller 2013) who support the claim that vocabulary size can have significant implications for subsequent 

school attainment. Morris and Cobb (2004:79) ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜ 

more they acquire. The more time spent on grammatical explanations, the more proficient thŜȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜΩ. 

But the reverse may also be true: if children are not given the tools to develop into independent readers, 

they will be unable to build their vocabulary and their knowledge through reading. This could be 

particularly pertinent to the sample in the present study, many of whom may have come from home and 

school backgrounds which are print poor, and where reading is not regarded as a priority. Also, their 

models in the classroom may not have been NS or near-NS in proficiency. Implicit in this is the value of 

extensive reading for success in academic pursuits, both reading and writing. This is an aspect which is 

often neglected in South African schools, as has been highlighted by studies such as PIRLS 2006 and 2011 

(Howie et al. 2012; Howie 2010). This is not directly addressed in this study but it is a reality which certainly 

ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛŜǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΦ  
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The following section focuses on the importance of vocabulary for university students, investigating in 

greater depth the link between vocabulary knowledge and academic success, which is the particular focus 

of Phase 3 of this study. 

 

3.5.2 Vocabulary knowledge and success at university 

Research has shown a relationship between vocabulary knowledge (more with regard to breadth, though 

occasionally also regarding depth) and success at university, that is, academic performance. For instance, 

Cooper (1999, 2000), in an examination of the writing by first level ESL university students at a South 

African institution, found that there was a relationship between the breadth of the vocabulary knowledge 

these students had and their academic performance: weaker students had small receptive vocabularies and 

lacked knowledge of lower frequency (academic) words. These students mostly had neither the high-

frequency word knowledge nor the knowledge of academic vocabulary (as reflected in the University Word 

List [UWL]) ǘƻ ŎƻǇŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǘŜȄǘǎ ό/ƻƻǇŜǊ мфффΤ нлллΥнуύΦ /ƻƻǇŜǊΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ŦƛǊǎǘ-year course 

material for the development of vocabulary tests in her study revealed that academic vocabulary made up 

9.7% of the running words in a text, and 20.3% of the total number of lexemes. She illustrated her findings 

on the relative proportion of academic vocabulary to basic (the 1000 and 2000 word level) and advanced 

vocabulary όǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψƭƻǿ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅΣ ƴŀǊǊƻǿ ǊŀƴƎŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƻƴƭȅ ŀǎ 

technical terms in a specialised field, for example, cataphora, phoneme, sintisoidal and thixotropyΩ ό/ƻƻǇŜǊ 

2000:20) as follows:  

 

Frequency list Percentage of tokens Percentage of types 

1000 77.1 37.0 

2000 6.5 13.3 

UWL 9.7 20.3 

Other 6.7 29,4 

(Cooper 2000:21) 

Table 3.1: Proportion of academic to basic and advanced vocabulary 

 

From this breakdown, Cooper concluded that high-frequency words (the 1000- and 2000-word levels), what 

she terms basic vocabulary, make up 83.6% of the running words of a text and half the lexemes. The tests 

ƻŦ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ /ƻƻǇŜǊ όмфффύ ǳǎŜŘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ [н ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ΨƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƎǊŀǎǇΩ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 

vocabulary was not adequate in meeting the lexical demands of their reading at university level (Cooper 

2000:19). She found that almost half (45%) of the students who failed the academic vocabulary test failed 

the year (Cooper 1999:88). Her study supports the notion that receptive vocabulary must reach a level, or 

ΨǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘΩΣ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ [м ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ [н ό/ƻƻǇŜǊ нлллΥмфΤ bation and 

²ŀǊƛƴƎ мффтύΦ bŀǘƛƻƴ όмффоΥмомύΣ ǘƻƻΣ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇǊŜǊŜǉǳƛǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎƪƛƭƭ ƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǳǎŜΩΦ !ǎ ƛǘ ƎǊƻǿǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƪƛƭƭ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ 

[academic ability] through the competent use of the language. If this knowledge is to increase, vocabulary 
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must also increase. Thus, skill in language use, which includes reading comprehension, is vital to success at 

university and is dependent on vocabulary size (Nation 1993:120).  

 

Regarding the number of words needed by students to succeed in university studies, Schmitt et al. 

(2001:56) believe that L2 learners with a knowledge of the most frequent 10 000 words in English can be 

considered to have a wide vocabulary, and agree that a learner may need a vocabulary of this size to cope 

with university study in a second language; however, such learners will also need knowledge of academic 

ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ όǿƘŀǘ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллмΥрсύ ŀƴŘ tŀǉǳƻǘ όнлмлύ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǎǳō-technical vocabulary that 

ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ IȅƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ¢ǎŜ όнллтύ Ŏŀƭƭ ŀ ΨŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ 

ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩύΦ This underlines the caution with which we should view estimates of the size of 

vocabulary required by learners at university, voiced by both Vermeer (2001) and Milton and Treffers-

Daller (2013); such estimates range from as few as 9000 words to as many as 155 000 words.  

 

More recently, Milton and Treffers-Daller (2011, 2013:165) have queried {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όнллмΥрсύ ǾƛŜǿ 

that L2 learners with a knowledge of the most frequent 10 000 words in English have a wide vocabulary. 

Milton and Treffers-Daller (2011, 2013) note that Nation (2006) suggests that 8000 to 9000 words are 

necessary for general reading of newspapers and novels; Nation uses a figure of 98% coverage as the basis 

for this estimate. On the other hand, in their study of Dutch-speaking and English NS students, Hazenberg 

ŀƴŘ IǳƭǎǘƛƧƴ όмффсΥмруύ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨώƛϐƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƻŦ ŦŜǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘŜƴ ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘ ōŀǎŜ ǿords 

Ǌǳƴ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ƴƻǘ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΩΦ 

With these estimates in mind, Milton and Treffers-Daller (2011, 2013) investigated how many words a 

group of first-, second- and third-year students between 18 and 19 years of age at three universities in 

South West England needed to read their textbooks. They were also interested in investigating any 

relationship between the number of words their students knew, their reading habits, and their academic 

ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘΦ Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘǿƻ ǘŜǎǘǎΣ ƻƴŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ŀ 

50-worŘ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ƘƻǊƴŘƛƪŜ ŀƴŘ [ƻǊƎŜΩǎ όмфппΣ cited in Milton and Treffers-Daller 2013:160) frequency 

lists and the other comprising ннм ǿƻǊŘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦŜƭƭ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ¢ƘƻǊƴŘƛƪŜ ŀƴŘ [ƻǊƎŜΩǎ нр 000 word range, 

ǎŀƳǇƭŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ²ŜōǎǘŜǊΩǎ 5ƛŎǘƛƻƴŀǊȅΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ were asked to complete a questionnaire 

providing information on how many books per year and newspapers per day they were in the habit of 

reading. 

 

Milton and Treffers-Daller (2013) found that, on entering university, these students had smaller 

vocabularies than had been suggested by earlier studies; they knew about 10 000 words, and about 11 000 

in their final year, a much smaller number than earlier studies they cite, such as Nagy and Hermann (1987, 

cited in Milton and Treffers-Daller 2013:165). The students in their study represented three language 

groups: non-native English, bilingual and monolingual English. The non-ƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǿŀǎ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 
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different from the other two groups; the difference between the native and bilingual groups was too small 

to be statistically significant. As far as the link between vocabulary size and reading habits was concerned, 

there was no correlation ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ŎƻƴŎŜŘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ΨƻǳǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ 

Ƙŀōƛǘǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŎǊǳŘŜΩ όMilton and Treffers-Daller 2013:167ς168). 

 

As far as the present study is concerned, Milton and Treffers-5ŀƭƭŜǊΩǎ όнлмоύ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻ 

significant correlations between vocabulary size and reading is interesting as it may suggest that literacy 

levels are dropping, even in countries where education systems are for the most part functional. Are 

undergraduates reading less, and are they also required to read less for their degrees? These questions are 

certainly relevant to the situation in South Africa, where literacy levels in schools are very low (as discussed 

in §1.2) and where students at university also exhibit difficulties in reading and writing stemming from a 

lack of vocabulary (Cooper 2000:29). The fact, too, that Milton and Treffers-Daller (2011, 2013) found that 

native speaker vocabulary size appeared much smaller among their undergraduates than had been 

previously assumed and that scores were comparable in scale to able L2 learners (Schmitt 2008) may also 

be an indication of a drop in reading practice. However, it is possible, of course, that these findings are the 

result of their methods. Questionnaires can be notoriously unreliable and social desirability effects in 

reading questionnaires may skew relationships; in other words, respondents may provide the type of 

answers that they perceive as desirable in the circumstances, rather than their true feelings or opinions. As 

noted above (§3.3.1), Lukhele (2010) and Oyetunji (2011) both found discrepancies between their 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-evaluations and their performance on reading and vocabulary tests.  

 

Qian (2002:517ς518) (see §3.3.1) argues that both vocabulary size and depth dimensions are important in 

reading comprehension. He believes, as do many others (Hazenberg and Hulstijn 1996; Laufer 1991; Milton 

and Treffers-Daller 2011, 2013; Morris and Cobb 2004; Schmitt and Zimmerman 2002; Vermeer 2001), that 

vocabulary is acquired in an incremental fashion, with those words which are acquired at the beginning of 

the learning process likely to be learnt in more depth than those learnt later in the process; and the more 

words a learner knows, the deeper the knowledge of all these words is likely to be. Depth of vocabulary 

knowledge is also likely to improve ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƎǳŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǳnfamiliar words in context, 

and so the two dimensions of lexical knowledge support each other (Qian 2002:518). 

 

In a study that relates closely to that of Qian (2002) and Vermeer (2001), Akbarian (2010) investigated 

whether there was a relationship between vocabulary size and vocabulary depth among Iranian 

postgraduates enrolled in an English for Academic Purposes (EAP) course. Using a passive version of the VLT 

to measure ǎƛȊŜΣ ŀƴŘ wŜŀŘΩǎ όмффоΣ cited in Akbarian 2010) Word Associates Test (WAT) to measure aspects 

of depth of vocabulary knowledge such as synonymy and collocation, he found that the two tests 

correlated strongly when the results for the group as a whole were calculated. In order to achieve a clearer 
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idea of whether size and depth correlated across levels of proficiency, Akbarian also reported the results of 

the high and low performers in his group. This division was based on whether students had achieved 

mastery of the 2000-ǿƻǊŘ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ hƴƭȅ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ΨƘƛƎƘ 

ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΩ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŘŜǊ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ Ψƭƻǿ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΩ ƎǊƻǳǇ ό!ƪōŀǊƛŀƴ нлмлΥоффύ. 

 

Using linear regression analysis, Akbarian found that vocabulary size was a strong predictor of vocabulary 

depth for the high proficient group. As far as the low proficient group was concerned, although there was a 

strong correlation between the VLT and the WAT, vocabulary size was not as strongly predictive of 

vocabulary depth as it had been in the stronger group. In other words, the more words students knew, the 

greater the depth of their vocabulary knowledge was likely to be. Akbarian (2010) found that his students 

as a group lacked both size and depth of vocabulary knowledge; weaker students lagged further behind 

than the stronger group in vocabulary size, but even in the stronger group, only two students had mastered 

the 3000-ǿƻǊŘ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ IŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ψƭƻǿ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƭŜǾŜƭΩ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ 9{tκ9!t ƭŜarners at 

his institution was a cause for grave concern (Akbarian 2010:399).  

 

Akbarian (2010) posits the notion that learners such as those in his study first learn a number of words and 

ǘƘŜƴ ōŜƎƛƴ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ǳǇ ŀ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ  ōǳt this can only occur once their 

ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ IŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿƘƛƭŜ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ 

knowledge might converge when language learners are relatively advanced, the dimensions are more 

distinct at lower levels ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΩ ό!ƪōŀǊƛŀƴ нлмлΥпллύΦ 

 

Morris and Cobb (2004:78) mention several studies (Cobb and Horst 2001, Coxhead and Nation 2001, cited 

ƛƴ aƻǊǊƛǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻōō нллпΤ [ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴ мффрΤ [ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ tŀǊƛōŀƪƘǘ мффуύ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƪŜȅ 

ǊƻƭŜΩ ǇƭŀȅŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƛƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ-language 

ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΦ aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ΨǇƭŀȅ ŀ ƳŜǘŀƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ƻǊ ƳŜǘŀŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜΩ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ όaƻǊǊƛǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻōō 

2004:79), which is vital to success in academic studies. In a study to test the viability of vocabulary size as a 

predictor of academic success, Morris and Cobb (2004) used Vocabprofiler (Cobb n.d.) to analyse the 

vocabulary and to predict the linguistic and academic ability of bilingual or multilingual Canadian TESL 

(Teaching English as a Second Language) trainees in a BEd programme. These students all had native-like or 

near native-like proficiency in spoken English and high levels of proficiency in written English and, as in the 

case of the students in my study, they came from a variety of L1 backgrounds. 

 

In order to establish the vocabulary profiles of their students, Morris and Cobb (2004) used a corpus 

ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǘǊŀƴŎŜ ŜȄŀƳ ŜǎǎŀȅǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ олл ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ Ŝǎǎŀȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŜƴǘŜǊed into 

Vocabprofiler (Cobb n.d.) and the type-token ratio (TTR) and percentage of words in various groups were 

calculated. In order to measure academic success, the researchers used the marks achieved by students on 
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two compulsory grammar courses, which they called G1 (an introduction to English grammar focusing on 

knowing that, or declarative knowledge) and G2, the second pedagogical grammar course focusing on 

knowing how (Morris and Cobb 2004:81). They then measured the correlations between the various 

frequency ranges of the vocabulary profiles and the different grammar course results.  

 

Morris and Cobb (2004) found that the highest correlation (r = 0.37) was between academic words (the 

AWL) and grades in G2, or procedural knowledge. Two other significant correlations were found between 

the first thousand words and the G2 scores, and between function words and the G1 course scores (r = 0.34 

in both cases). Although these correlations were not high enough to justify using a vocabulary profile as a 

ΨǎǘŀƴŘ-aƭƻƴŜ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘΩ όнллпΥунύ ŦƻǊ ¢9{[ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

researchers that the correlations occurred with grades in the course which dealt with teaching grammar. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜǊ ƻŦ IƛƴƪŜƭΩǎ όнллнΣ cited in Paquot 2010:3) view that grammar and vocabulary teaching 

ŀǊŜ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘǊƛƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ όsee §3.5.1).  

 

From a correlation of all the vocabulary profile scores of these students with their academic grades, Morris 

and Cobb (2004) established the ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ texts which resulted in academic 

success: a score on the first thousand words of at least 85%, a score on the AWL of over 5%, and a score on 

function words of over 50%. The NSs outperformed the NNSs on every comparison, achieving higher marks 

and using fewer words from the first thousand level and function words and more from the AWL (Morris 

ŀƴŘ /ƻōō нллпΥун оύΦ They found that, according to this standard, NNSs were 50% less likely to do as well 

as NSs ς ΨǘƘŜ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻƴŜ ŦƻǊ b{ ŀƴŘ bb{ǎΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ 

to have been had the analysis beeƴ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƻǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΩ όнллпΥуоύΦ [Ŝǎǎ 

than half the group of NNSs (46%) achieved the ideal profile on the AWL, suggesting that academic words 

present a particular stumbling block to ESL learners. It is also significant that the authors believe that the 

profile would have been very different had they confined their data to oral interviews, as BICS, or basic 

interpersonal communicative skills, require a different type of vocabulary, distinct from CALP (cognitive 

academic language proficiency), that is, the ability to read and write in an academic register. This relates to 

[ŀǳŦŜǊ όмффмύ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ ½ƛƳƳŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ όнллнύ ǊŜƳŀǊƪǎ ŀōƻǳǘ [н ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƭŀǘŜŀǳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

language, a plateau which sometimes only becomes noticŜŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΦ aƻǊǊƛǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻōōΩǎ όнллпύ 

study adds further weight to the widely held belief that academic vocabulary is vital to success in university 

studies. 

 

In a study of Cantonese-speaking students at an English-medium university in Hong Kong, Evans and Green 

(2007) found that students had difficulties with academic reading, particularly with understanding subject-

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ όƻǊ ΨǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭΩύ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ΨŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǿƻǊŘǎΩΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǳō-ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ΨŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŎƻǊŜΩ 

academic lexical items found in most disciplines (Evans and Green 2007:11; Paquot 2010). Like Hyland and 
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Tse (2007) and Paquot (2010), Evans and Green (2007:14) concluded that EAP programme design should 

place more emphasis on the teaching and learning of both subject-specific and common core lexis.  

 

In addition to academic vocabulary, Paquot (2010:4ς5) stresses the importance of English core vocabulary 

(high-frequency words) to academic prose (§3.4). For this reason, she included the first 2000 words in her 

Academic Keyword List (2010), together with 930 potential academic words. This marks a difference from 

/ƻȄƘŜŀŘΩǎ όнлллύ !ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ²ƻǊŘ [ƛǎǘ ό!²[ύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ урл ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊŘǎΦ tŀǉǳƻǘ 

ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ψŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ нллл words of English is not very 

ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƛƴ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎΩΦ {ƘŜ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ΨŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ-ōŀǎŜŘΩ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ όtŀǉǳƻǘ нлмлΥфύΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуύΦ  

 

In her study, Paquot (2010) used 10 ICLE sub-corpora of writing in English by learners with different 

European language backgrounds. These learners were all novice writers of English and of their own L1. She 

compared these texts with a sub-set of the BNC containing texts by specialists in the Humanities in order to 

ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΦ General 

ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ tŀǉǳƻǘΩǎ analysis (2010:125) were that 

the writing by learners in her corpus featured a limited lexical repertoire, with almost 50% of the words in 

her AKL being underused by the writers in the ICLE corpus. She also observed a lack of register awareness 

(cf. wŜŀŘ нллпΤ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллуύΣ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ōȅ the overuse of lexical items that were more 

typical of speech than of expert writing; semantic misuse, for example of adverbials, or connectors, such as 

on the contrary and on the other hand that were overused in the ICLE and often used inappropriately; 

leŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ 

unmarked position, such as sentence initially (2010:150). In his study, Lake (2004:137) also found that 

international ESL EAP students had difficulty using prefabricated sequences (prefabs), often confusing the 

connective phrase on the contrary with on the other handΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎΩ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ 

Granger and Tyson (1996), who found an overuse of for instance, and also those of Henning (2006), who 

found that South African ESL students had trouble using connectors.  

 

When she investigated exemplification in learner academic writing, Paquot (2010:125ς126) found that 

exemplificatory lexical items, such as the adverbials for example and for instance, the noun example and 

the preposition like, were used significantly more often in the novice writing than in the professional 

corpus. She also observed that a limited set of clusters or prefabs such as it depends were learner-specific 

ŀƴŘ ΨƳŀǎǎƛǾŜƭȅ ƻǾŜǊǳǎŜŘΩ όнлмлΥмррύΦ DǊŀƴƎŜǊ όмффуōύ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ΨƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŎƛǘƛƴƎ 

Dechert (1984, cited ƛƴ DǊŀƴƎŜǊ мффуōΥмрсύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ IŀǎǎŜƭƎǊŜƴΩǎ όмффпύ ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǘŜŘŘȅ 

ōŜŀǊǎΩΦ tŀǉǳƻǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ όмффуōΥмрсύ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ-

soundingness may be due in large part to their overuse, rather than their underuse, of prefabs (Paquot 
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нлмлΥмррύΦ {ƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ is [Χ] typically recognizable by a whole range of co-occurrences 

ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇǊƻǎŜ ƛƴ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘŜǊƳǎΩ όtŀǉǳƻǘ нлмлΥмррύΦ  

 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ wŜŀŘΩǎ όнллтΥмнлύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ 

level in particular, knowledge of academic register and vocabulary is crucial to success.  

 

3.6 CONCLUSION 

This chapter has provided a brief review of aspects of vocabulary research which are relevant to this study. 

Although focusing predominantly on breadth of vocabulary, the studies reviewed here have underlined the 

value of a study such as the one reported on in this thesis by pointing to the need for further research on 

the role of vocabulary knowledge, both breadth and depth, in academic performance. Studies of learners 

both at school level (Nation and Waring 1997; Scheepers 2003; Vermeer 2010) and, more importantly in 

the case of my study, at university level (Cooper 1999, 2000; Qian 2002; Morris and Cobb 2004; Paquot 

2010; Milton and Treffers Daller 2013) thus contextualise my study. In the following chapter I review 

studies of MWUs and prefabricated language, as it is in terms of such phenomena that I explore a very 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ŀǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΦ  
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ п 

CƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǿƻǊŘ ǳƴƛǘǎ 

The realisation that words act less as individual units and more as parts of lexical phrases in 

interconnected discourse is one of the most important new trends in vocabulary studies (Schmitt 

2000:78). 

  

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter forms the final part of the literature review in this study. It discusses what is, in effect, the 

main focus of Phase 2, the delexical multiword unit (MWU). Accordingly, the chapter starts by providing 

some background to the growth in interest in the phenomenon of formulaic language in general in research 

over the last 30 years or so (§4.2). It documents the move from an awareness of the fixedness, or 

ΨŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎƛǘȅΩ ό²Ǌŀȅ ŀƴŘ tŜǊƪƛƴǎ нлллΥмύΣ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ 

ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ψŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΩ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŦǊŜŜƭȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǊǳƭŜǎΣ 

but rather a tŜǊƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ŀƭƭ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ όHowarth 1998a:25).  

 

In the next section, the focus moves to collocation, a specific type of word combination which relates 

closely to the type of delexical MWU investigated in this study. Issues of definition of this construct and 

learning issues are discussed and influential studies reviewed (§4.3). In the last section, the focus narrows 

to the circumscription of the main construct under investigation in this study, the delexical MWU (§4.4). 

The definition of this combination as it is used here and the researchers who were most influential in this 

process are discussed, and the section ends with a review of the research studies on high-frequency verbs 

in general and on delexical uses of such verbs in particular that have informed this study. 

 

By focusing on formulaic language in general and on MWUs containing delexicalised high-frequency verbs 

in particular, this chapter ties together the discussions in the previous two chapters: it reflects on the shift 

that has taken place in vocabulary studies, from discrete-item tests and the view of lexis as individual words 

towards the notion that words are integral parts of larger discourse, and it documents the influence that 

corpus studies have had on this move and the way in which corpus analysis has allowed researchers to 

isolate the type of delexicalised MWU studied in this chapter.  
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4.2 FORMULAIC LANGUAGE  

As noted in Chapter 3 (§3.4), one of the most important findings to come out of studies of vocabulary in the 

ƭŀǎǘ ŦŜǿ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 

ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŘŜŀƭ ƻŦ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ όaŀǊǘƛƴŜȊ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ нлмнΥн99). This section provides 

some background to this development by discussing the growing awareness of the all-pervasive nature of 

formulaicity in language (§4.2.1), the challenges scholars have faced when trying to define formulaic 

language (§4.2.2) and the difficulties formulaic language poses for learners of English (§4.2.3).  

 

4.2.1 The ubiquity of formulaic language 

Research into formulaic language and MWUs has increased significantly in the last three decades, 

influenced in no small part by the increased use of computerised methods and corpora in linguistic studies 

(see Chapter 2). The focus of vocabulary studies has changed; a great deal of research has been devoted to 

explaining various lexical patterns (formulaic sequences, idioms, collocations, sentence stems, for example) 

based increasingly on corpus evidence. Software has been developed which allows researchers to 

lemmatise their corpora, to establish frequencies and generate concordances of specific words, and to 

identify collocational tendencies and many other aspects of their corpora. As Kaszubski (2000:2) observes, 

ΨǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ-based practice have shown that aspects of lexicon, phraseology and style are 

ƛƴǘŜǊǘǿƛƴŜŘΩΦ  

 

Researchers have focused on MWUs and formulaic language, what Granger (1998b:145) calls prefabricated 

ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻǊ ΨǇǊŜŦŀōǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ όмффуōΥмпсύΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ŧrequency and 

because they are important to the native-like production of language (Cowie 1992; Fan 2009; Granger 

1998b; Hunston and Francis 2000; Nesselhauf 2003; Wray 2002). Such chunks of language are also 

important to idiomaticity, which Kaszubski (2000:1) says is operationalised in the literature by the 

ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ Ψƴƻƴ-ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ώΧϐ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƴŜǎǎΩΣ ƻǊ 

salienceΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ tŀǿƭŜȅ ŀƴŘ {ȅŘŜǊ όмфуоΥфмύΣ ΨŦƭǳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ control of a language rests to a 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ άǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǎǘŜƳǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ άƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŜŘέ ƻǊ 

άƭŜȄƛŎŀƭƛǎŜŘέΩΦ /ƻǿƛŜ όмффнΥмлύ ŀŘŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ψƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŀǘ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǳǎŜǊǎΣ ƛƴ 

writing or in speech, without contrƻƭƭƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƳǳƭǘƛǿƻǊŘ ǳƴƛǘǎΩΦ !ƴŘ wŜƴƻǳŦ ŀƴŘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ 

όмффмΥмпоύ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ΨŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ 

ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǊŘ ŀǘ ŀ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ōƭŜƴŘ ǎǳŎƘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩ.  

 

{ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /h.¦L[5 ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ό{ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ мффмύ όǎŜŜ §2.2.2.2) made his approach to phraseology 

familiar to researchers in the field of English language and linguistic studies. Sinclair focused on recurrent 

co-occurrences of words in a body of ǘŜȄǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘǊŜǿ ƻƴ CƛǊǘƘΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ōȅ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ 

(Howarth 1998a:26). The more frequent such an occurrence, the more significant it was considered to be in 
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the language; for this reason, larger corpora that provided more data produced more reliable results. 

Howarth (1998aΥнсύ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ƻŦ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻƴ ƘŜǊŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ψŀ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ 

ƻƴ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǳƴǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άƘŀǾŜ 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴέΩΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜarcher needs to establish criteria to identify exactly what sort of 

combination qualifies as a meaningful, non-ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΤ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭΣ ΨǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

phraseological significance needs to take into account the differences between phraseological types and to 

consider how they are processed by native and non-ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΩ όIƻǿŀǊǘƘ 

1998a:27).  

 

{ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ όмффмύ ƻǇŜƴ-choice and idiom principle helped to concretise the growing awareness of the 

formulaic nature of language. This principle is based on the notion that, on the one hand, a language user 

has a huge choice of what words to use when saying or writing something, restricted only by the 

grammatical acceptability of the production, but that, on the other hand, there are also a large number of 

semi-preconstructed phrases, constituting single choices, which the language user could choose (Sinclair 

1991:109ς110). This is now supported by research findings: although studies differ hugely in the 

proportions of formulaic language they report, it is now generally accepted that there is far more lexical 

patterning and widespread collocation in language than was previously realised (Howarth 1998b; Hunston 

and Francis 2000). For instance, Altenberg (1998:102) estimates that over 80% of the words in the London-

Lund Corpus Ψform part of recurrent word-combination in some way ƻǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩ. While Moon (1998b), on 

the other hand, found that only 4% and 5% of the Oxford Hector pilot corpus of over 18 million words was 

made up of fixed expressions and idioms respectively; part of this discrepancy may lie in her more narrowly 

defined concepts. In a study conducted by Erman and Warren (2000) to explore the impact that 

prefabricated language has on the structure of a text and on the effort involved in encoding and decoding 

it, the authors found that there were large amounts of prefabricated language in both spoken and written 

texts (making up on average around half of the texts they investigated: 58.6% and 52.3% respectively). This 

ΨƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƛŘƛƻƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-ǿƻǊŘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴŀΩ 

(Erman and Warren 2000:29). These variations in the estimates of the proportion of formulaic language in 

any given corpus are a reminder of the complexities of formulaic language and its research: there is a host 

of definitions, many of which are superficially very similar. 

 

Such formulaic expressions are often difficult for learners to understand, even when native speakers would 

regard them as fairly transparent (Martinez and Schmitt 2012). They also occur frequently in academic 

discourse, making them particularly important for learners of English in higher education contexts. Studies 

in phraseology such as those by Altenberg (1998), Gläser (1998) and Howarth (1998a, b) have revealed the 

blurring of the boundaries between grammar and lexis. Because of their functional importance, knowledge 

of MWUs is essential for pragmatic competence (Schmitt 2000:101). Shirato and Stapleton (2007), citing 
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McCarthy and Carter (2002, cited in Shirato and Stapleton 2007:409), claim that many high-frequency 

clusters occur with greater frequency than some common single words and pose great difficulties for ESL 

learners (see §4.2.3).  

 

Thus, scholars are in agreement on the importance of formulaic language, but as they have used different 

criteria to establish exactly what makes something formulaic and may apply different terminology to these 

units, studies in this area are very difficult to compare (Wray 2002:28). For this reason, in the next section 

of this chapter ŀƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘ 

combinations in general and to provide a clearer picture of the definitions and explanations these scholars 

have settled on.  

 

4.2.2 Pinning down the phenomenon  

As observed above, research in the last three decades or so has seen growing consensus on the formulaic 

ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŘŜŀƭ ƻŦ ǘŜȄǘ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ Ψƴƻƴ-arbitrary and non-random 

ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΩ όYŀǎȊǳōǎƪƛ н000:2) is generally accepted by scholars. With this consensus has come 

increased research and a plethora of terms and definitions for such patterns. Some studies have focused 

mainly on spoken data, and Wray (2000, 2002) is a particularly authoritative voice here. Studies in this area 

(Nattinger and De Carrico 1992; Schmitt and Carter 2004; Wray 2000, 2002; Wray and Perkins 2000) tend to 

focus on the pragmatic aspect of what are often termed formulaic sequences. Then there are those 

scholars who have focused more on written data, and in these studies a great deal of work has been done 

on lexical collocations. Such studies include those by Howarth (1998a, b), Granger (1998a, b), Altenberg and 

Granger (2001) and Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 2005). Then there are manȅ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ 

(1991) many studies and those by later scholars such as Biber et al. (1999) and Biber (2009), where both 

spoken and written data have been investigated.   

 

Over the years, these studies of various manifestations of formulaic language have given rise to many 

different names and definitions for these combinations. In fact, Wray (2002:9) found more than 50 terms to 

describe these chunks of language. These include prefabricated patterns (Hakuta 1974); chunks (Peters 

1983, cited in Shirato and Stapleton 2007:395); lexical phrases (Nattinger and De Carrico 1992); recurrent 

sequences (De Cock 1998; De Cock and Granger 2004); prefabricated language ƻǊ ΨǇǊŜŦŀōǎΩ όDǊŀƴƎŜǊ 

1998b); recurrent word-combinations (Altenberg 1998); lexical bundles (Biber et al. 1999); multiword units 

(MWUs) (Schmitt 2000); formulaic sequences (Schmitt and Carter 2004; Wray 2000, 2002); as well as 

idioms, collocations, formulas, formulaic speech, prefabricated routines, and ready-made utterances.  

 

However, as Wray (2000:464) points out, these are not simply different names for the same phenomenon: 

Ψ! Ŧǳƭƭ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 
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single phenomenon but rather with a set of more and less ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ƻƴŜǎΣ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ǘȅǇŜǎΩΣ 

including data from first language learners, second language learners, adult native speakers and even those 

with linguistic disabilities, and including both spoken and written data. Thus, in the light of developments in 

ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŦŜǿ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΣ ²ŜƛƴŜǊǘΩǎ όмффрΥмунύ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿƘƛƭŜ ƭŀōŜƭǎ ǾŀǊȅΣ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ 

ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ƛƴ ƳƛƴŘΩ ƛǎ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜŘ ōȅ both Howarth (1998a:25) and Wray (2000). 

Howarth feels that Weinert ignores the problems associated with the categorisation of these combinations 

ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ Ψǘƻƻ ƭƻƻǎŜƭȅΩ ǘƻ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƘǳƴƪǎ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ 

significantly different from each other (Howarth 1998aΥнрύΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ²ǊŀȅΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ŜŎƘƻŜǎ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ 

words (see §4.1) ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ψŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΩΣ ōǳǘ ƻƴŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ŀƭƭ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 

ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ όIƻǿŀǊǘƘ 1998a:25). 

 

Howarth (1998a) believes that several phraseological features or processes can be identified in the terms 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ²ŜƛƴŜǊǘ όмффрΥмунύ ǳǎŜǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ǎƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǎ Ψmulti-ǿƻǊŘ ώΧϐ 

or multi-ŦƻǊƳ ǎǘǊƛƴƎǎ ώΧϐ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƻǊ ǊŜŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƘǳƴƪΣ ƳǳŎƘ ƭƛƪŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ 

ƛǘŜƳΩ ό²ŜƛƴŜǊǘ мффрΥмунύ. For instance:  

¶ ²ŜƛƴŜǊǘΩǎ ΨƳǳƭǘƛ-word or multi-ŦƻǊƳ ǎǘǊƛƴƎǎΩ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ΨǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 

ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ όǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ έŦƻǊƳ-ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǇŀƛǊƛƴƎǎέ όtŀǿƭŜȅ ŀƴŘ {ȅŘŜǊ мфуоύ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ 

ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ όIƻǿŀǊǘƘ м998a:25); 

¶ ²ŜƛƴŜǊǘΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴΣ ΨǊŜŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΩΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ƳŜƳƻǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ όǿƘƛŎƘ IƻǿŀǊǘƘ ώмффуa] regards 

as a characteristic of the individual language user); 

¶ ²ŜƛƴŜǊǘΩǎ Ψŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƘǳƴƪΩ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ   Ψwhen a multiword item becomes stored and 

processed unanalysed as if it were a simple lexical itemΩ (Howarth 1998a:25); 

¶ Howarth adds a fourth feature which is not mentioned by Weinert but which he believes is implicit in 

ƘŜǊ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ŦƛȄŜŘƴŜǎǎ όΨŦƛȄŜŘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩΣ e.g. Moon 1992) (Howarth 1998a:25).  

 

There is considerable overlap between the bulleted categories in terms of most features applying to one 

and the same piece of formulaic language. This suggests that Howarth (1998a) and Wray (2000) are clearly 

more concerned to isolate and categorise properties than Weinert (1995); thus, although she was aware of 

the features that are taken up by Howarth (1998a), she tends to use the terms interchangeably at times. So 

Howarth (1998a) is reluctant to say, as Weinert (1995) does, that formulaic language is one all-

ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎƛƴƎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΦ IŜ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǊŜ ΨƎǊŀŘŀōƭŜΩ (Howarth 

(1998a:25ς26) ς some combinations that are used by children as unanalysed chunks will become 

analysable in adult speech, for iƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎƻƳŜ ΨǳƴŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘΩ ŎƘǳƴƪǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǳƴŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘ ōȅ ŀ 

native speaker (NS), but compositionally by a non-native speaker (NNS). It is clear, then, that part of the 

difficulty in providing a comprehensive definition of these combinations lies in their very diversity (Schmitt 

and Carter 2004:2). They differ in length and function, they may be totally fixed in form or may include 
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ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ΨǎƭƻǘǎΩ ƛƴǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƴǎŜǊǘŜŘΦ /ǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ a²¦ǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 

institutionalisation, fixedness and non-compositionality (Howarth 1998a; Moon 1997:44; Schmitt and 

Carter 2004:2). Howarth (1998a:27) believes ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƘǊŀǎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ 

into account differences between phraseological types and to consider how they are produced by native 

and non-ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΩ ς something which this study sets out to do with regard 

to delexical MWUs. 

 

Drawing on Russian lexicography in particular, Howarth (1998a) established a set of features as a basis for 

the categorisation of word combinations. For Howarth (1998a) it is vital that researchers use the criteria he 

lists (as indicated below in Figure 4.1) to distinguish between categories of combination, avoiding the use of 

ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ōǊƻŀŘ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǎΩΥ 

 

Word combinations 

 

functional expressions    composite units 

         

non-

idiomatic 

 idiomatic   grammatical 

composites 

 lexical 

composites 

 

         

    non-

idiomatic 

idiomatic  non-idiomatic idiomatic 

 

Figure 4.1: Phraseological categories (Howarth 1998a:27) 

 

IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜ ǳƴƛǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ǘƻ 

ƘƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ Ψŀ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ǘǿƻ-ǿŀȅ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴΩ ōǳǘ Ψŀ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ 

criteria as restricted collocability, semantic specialization, and idiomaticity, each of which is ƎǊŀŘŀōƭŜΩ 

(Howarth 1998a:28).  

 

Later, Wray chose as her definition for these combinations a term which she believes does not have 

ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ΨōŀƎƎŀƎŜΩ όнллнΥфύ ς formulaic sequences. Formulaic Ƙŀǎ ΨŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άǳƴƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ άŎǳǎǘƻƳέ 

ŀƴŘ άƘŀōƛǘέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ sequence indicates that there is more than one discernible internal unit, of whatever 

ƪƛƴŘΩΦ {ƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ƘŜǊ ǘŜǊƳ ǘƘǳǎΥ 

 

A sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other elements, which is, or appears to be, 

prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved whole from memory at the time of use, rather than being 

subject to generation or analysis by the language grammar (Wray 2002:9).  
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Like Wray (2000, 2002), Schmitt and Carter (2004:4) also settle on the term formulaic sequences because 

this describes the two aspects of the phenomenon they wish to emphasise: (a) these sequences are not just 

any sequence of words but phrases; and (b) they are lexical items just as words are, with the same 

properties that words would have. They list characteristics of these formulaic sequences rather than 

identifying specific criteria which define them, as they are so diverse. These include: 

 

¶ ΨCƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǘƻǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŘ ŀǎ ƘƻƭƛǎǘƛŎ ǳƴƛǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ 

in an all-or-ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΩ (Schmitt and Carter 2004:4). 

These sequences fall on a continuum, with idioms at the most opaque end and transparent 

sequences at the other. This may affect the ease with which they are learnt. This is similar to what 

Howarth (1998a, b) found when he categorised verb and noun collocations into three main levels of 

restrictedness (free collocations, restricted collocations and idioms). These categories are illustrated 

ƛƴ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΣ ŀǎ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōŜƭƻǿΥ 

 

 Free 

combinations 

Restricted 

collocations 

Figurative idioms Pure idioms 

Lexical composites 

Verb + noun 

Blow a trumpet Blow a fuse Blow your own 
trumpet 

Blow the gaff 

Grammatical 
composites 
Preposition + noun 

Under the table Under attack Under the 
microscope 

Under the 
weather 

 

Table 4.1: HowarthΨǎ (1998a:28) collocational continuum 

 

Schmitt and Carter (2004:6ς7) also observe that these sequences may allow some flexibility in their 

composition. 

¶ ΨCƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎ ǇǊƻǎƻŘȅΩ 

Those learners who are proficient in the language will understand this ς they will know that certain 

ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŎŎǳǊ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ψ{ha9¢ILbD ¦b59{Lw!.[9 ƛǎκŀǊŜ ǊƛŦŜ ƛƴ 

[h/!¢Lhbκ¢La9Ω ό{ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ /ŀǊǘŜǊ нллпΥуύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎƛǘȅ ς a sense of the 

ΨǎŀƭƛŜƴŎŜΩΣ ŀǎ DǊŀƴƎŜǊ όмффуōύ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ 

ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ όYŀǎȊǳōǎƪƛ нлллΥмύΦ 

¶ ΨCƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǘƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǳǎŜΩ (Schmitt and Carter 2004:9). 

These include functions such as speech acts ς apologising, requesting, etc. Formulaic sequences are 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ΨǎƳŀƭƭ ǘŀƭƪΩ ό{ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ /ŀǊǘŜǊ нллпΥрς

10). This criterion also distinguishes their definitƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƻŜǎ 

not involve communicative function. In fact, Howarth suggested two fundamental phraseological 

categories, functional expressions, which play a role in discourse, such as gambits and catchphrases 
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(similar ǘƻ {ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ /ŀǊǘŜǊΩs ώнллпϐ ΨǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŀŎǘǎΩύΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜ ǳƴƛǘǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 

which have a syntactic function (described in the table above). Both these types can be idiomatic or 

non-idiomatic (Howarth 1998a:27). 

 

Biber argues that there are Ψǘǿƻ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎΥ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-word lexical collocations versus 

multi-ǿƻǊŘ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎΩ όнллфΥнттύΣ ŀƴŘ Ψǘǿƻ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊǎΩ όнллфΥолмύ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΥ ΨŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-word formulaic sequences, and fixed 

Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ŦǊŀƳŜǎ όǿƛǘƘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǎƭƻǘǎύΩΦ IŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ƘŜ ǘƻƻƪ Ψŀ 

radical corpus-driven approach to investigate the ways in which high-frequency sequences of words pattern 

in terms of ŦƛȄŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǎƭƻǘǎΩ όнллфΥнттύΣ ŘƛŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ wŜƴƻǳŦ ŀƴŘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ όмффмύΣ 

which included a corpus-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ΨǇǊŜ-ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ нллфΥнтсύ ǘƘŜ 

collocational frameworks they searched for. Instead, Biber identified the patterns that occurred most 

commonly in his corpus, determining the different ways in which those patterns were variable or fixed, and 

contrasting the overall patterns used in speech and writing (Biber 2009:291).  

 

Biber (2009) analysed two corpora, a corpus of American English conversation comprising 4.5 million 

words, and one of academic prose, containing 5.3 million words. Considering only four-word sequences, he 

found that some of these sequences were fairly formulaic (such as on the other hand) while others were 

more variable, such as are likely to be (Biber 2009:292). His analysis revealed unexpected trends: the 

preference in conversation for continuous fixed sequences as opposed to the preference in writing for 

formulaic frames with inteǊƴŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǎƭƻǘǎ ό.ƛōŜǊ нллфΥоллύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ .ƛōŜǊΩǎ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǘƻ ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ōǳƴŘƭŜǎΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ 2006), leading him to the conclusion that formulaic language is 

extremely important in both conversational and written academic discourse, Ψōǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǾŜǊȅ 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǿŀȅǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΩ όBiber 2009:301), making the grammar of speech fundamentally different from 

the grammar of writing.  

 

.ƛōŜǊ όнллфΥнтрύ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ΨƳǳƭǘƛ-word formulaic sequences (incorporating both function and content 

ǿƻǊŘǎύΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨƳǳƭǘƛ-ǿƻǊŘ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ όŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǿƻǊŘǎύΩ όŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ Ƙƛǎ 

definition of a collocation is somewhat narrower than the one I use), supporting the implication that there 

are two strands to the study of formulaic word combinations, and that the use of such combinations differs 

in speech and writing. In the light of this, I focus in §4.3 on collocations. This is the area into which my own 

study best fits, as I investigate the use of MWUs in academic writing, and most work in this area has been 

done with written data. However, references are made to studies dealing with spoken language and multi-

word formulaic sequences where necessary. For this reason, too, the next major section (§4.3) is devoted 

to defining the notion of collocation and to research relating to these combinations. Before this, however, 
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difficulties learners experience when they encounter MWUs and formulaic language in general are 

discussed. 

 

4.2.3 Challenges posed by formulaic language to learners of English 

Whatever we choose to call these word combinations, it is clear from the studies mentioned above and 

elsewhere in this thesis that, far from consisting of an infinite number of creative utterances, a native 

ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ǎǇƻƪŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ output is made up of a significant number of prefabricated, multiword items. 

²Ǌŀȅ όнллнΥмоύΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎƛǘȅ ƛǎ Ψŀƭƭ-ǇŜǊǾŀǎƛǾŜ ƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŘŀǘŀΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǊŘǎ 

belong with other words at the most basic level, what Sinclair (1991:1млύ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǳƴǊŀƴŘƻƳƴŜǎǎΩΦ 

Many researchers (e.g. Erman and Warren 2000; Sinclair 1991; Wray 2002) believe that neither an 

ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ƴƻǊ ŀ ƘƻƭƛǎǘƛŎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƭƻƴŜ Ŏŀƴ ΨŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀƭ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ 

speaker and listeneǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩ ό²Ǌŀȅ нллнΥмрύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

Ƴŀȅ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ tŀǿƭŜȅ ŀƴŘ {ȅŘŜǊ όмфуоΥмфоύ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǳȊȊƭŜ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛǾŜƭƛƪŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ ς a native 

ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ǳǘǘŜǊŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ōƻǘƘ ΨƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜƭƛƪŜΩΣ ōǳǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ΨǎƳŀƭƭ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

well-formed sentences are native-ƭƛƪŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ΨǊŜŀŘƛƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƴǘǎ ŀǎ ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 

ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ. Harwood 

(2002:140) agrees that speakers ς and of course learners of the language ς use both what he calls 

ΨŀǳǘƻƳŀǘƛȊŜŘΩΣ ǇǊŜŦŀōǊƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜΣ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΥ ǿƘŀǘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ όмффмύ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎ 

ΨƛŘƛƻƳΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǇŜƴ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǎǇectively (see §4.2.1ύΦ {ǳŎƘ ǿƻǊŘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ΨƛƴŜȄǘǊƛŎŀōƭȅ 

related to style ς the appropriateness and/or naturalness of selection and co-ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘŜƳǎΩ 

(Kaszubski 2000:2). This is a vital aspect of academic success; university students in particular must be able 

to master the appropriate academic style and register. 

 

Formulaicity in language, particularly in speech, is ubiquitous because it makes processing much easier and 

quicker. The all-pervasive nature of formulaicity that corpus studies have revealed reflects the processing 

ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ΨŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƻŦ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΩ όSinclair 1991:110; ²Ǌŀȅ ŀƴŘ tŜǊƪƛƴǎ нлллΥммύΦ ΨώLϐǘ ƛǎ ƻǳǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ 

ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦƭǳŜƴǘ όbŀǘǘƛƴƎŜǊ ŀƴŘ 5Ŝ /ŀǊǊƛŎƻ мффнΥонύΤ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ǘƻ ōŜ 

fluent because we can convey more information, speed up processing of input, gain the centre of attention 

in a conversation more easily, and cope better with our short-term memory limitations. Wray (2002:18) 

sums it up as follows: the analytic system allows us to create new expressions and to interpret new input 

we receive. The holistic system reduces the processing effort ς but this is much more than simply a system 

to retrieve idioms.  

 

Among second language learners, formulaic sequences are relied on initially as a quick way to 

communicate, particularly in speech (Schmitt and Carter 2004:11; Wray 2002:ix). This may aid integration in 

ŀ ǇŜŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀŘ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΥ ΨώǘϐƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ 
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doubt that the automatic use of formulaic sequences allows chunking, freeing up memory and processing 

ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΩ όYǳƛǇŜǊ мффс, cited in Schmitt and Carter 2004:12; Ellis 1996, cited in Schmitt and Carter 

2004:12). These resources can then be used to cope with conceptualising and meaning. Wray (2002:ix) 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘƛǎΣ ƴƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǎ Ψŀƴ Ŝŀǎȅ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴ 

learners rely a great deal on formulaic language but, paradoxically, formulaic language seems to be the 

biggest obstacle to achieving native-like fluency for intermediate and advanced L2 learners ΨōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ 

learner lacks the necessary sensitivity and experience that will lead him or her unerringly away from all the 

ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƛŘŜŀ ŜȄŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎΩ ό²Ǌŀȅ нлллΥпсоύΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨƳƻǎǘ 

ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ ǿŀȅΩΣ ǾŜǊȅ ƻŦǘŜƴΣ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ŀƴ a²¦Φ 

 

Many authors report on the challenges MWUs may present to successful language learning, particularly at 

advanced levels where students are expected to adhere to the constraints of academic genres. Nesselhauf 

(2003, 2004, 2005), Granger (1998b), Howarth (1998b), Fan (2009), Farghal and Obiedat (1995), Shirato and 

Stapleton (2007), Stubbs (2001), Altenberg and Granger (2001) and Laufer and Waldman (2011) have all 

shown the difficulties learners experience with collocations. For instance, Shirato and Stapleton (2007:409) 

ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƘŀǘ WŀǇŀƴŜǎŜ 9C[ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎation revealed only a limited use of high-frequency 

words and a lack of multiword clusters, making their speech sound blunt and pedantic (2007:410). They 

suggest that multi-word clusters are neglected in Japanese teaching to the detriment of the learners. Like 

Shin and Nation (2008), they stress the importance of high-frequency collocations.  

 

These difficulties are compounded by the all-pervasive nature and the variety of these combinations. For 

ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ IȅƭŀƴŘ όнллуύ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ΨōǳƴŘƭŜǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ specific to or predominated in particular 

ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƴŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ ǎƛƎƴǇƻǎǘŜŘ ΨŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴǘ 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ όнллуΥрύΦ !ǎ IȅƭŀƴŘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎΣ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ 

these clusters of words might result in a lack of fluency and native-like idiom. He puts it thus: 

 

Χ ƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ŀ ƴŜǿ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻǊ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ 

certain sequences of words over others that might seem equally possible (Hyland 2008:5). 

 

The sections above have provided some background to research on types of formulaic language and 

MWUs. The importance of these units to learners of the language and the challenges this presents was also 

touched on. This latter aspect is covered in greater detail below, where relevant research studies are 

discussed (§4.3.2). In the following sections the discussion focuses on collocation where definitions of this 

type of word combination are discussed, and ESL issues related to collocations are considered.  
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4.3 COLLOCATION 

In this section collocation in general is considered, along with how various scholars have explained and 

defined this type of word combination. The reason for this focus on collocations is that the delexical MWUs 

investigated in this study fit best within the term collocation. Schmitt (2000:76) believes that one of the 

major insights to have been gained from the study of corpora concerns collocations, which have been 

investigated almost exclusively through corpus evidence (Schmitt 2000:68). Simply put, collocation is the 

tendency of two or more words to co-ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ όмффмύ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜƴ-

choice principle and the idiom principle is relevant here (see §4.2.1 above). The open-choice principle is the 

notion that language is creative, and in most instances a wide variety of words could be inserted into a 

ƎƛǾŜƴ ΨǎƭƻǘΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΣ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀƭǎƻ Ƙŀǎ ŀ 

systematicity that restricts vocabulary choice in discourse (Schmitt, 2000:7). Much of this systematicity is 

strictly linguistic ς there are regularities in how words co-occur with each other; collocation is one term 

that covers this notion. 

 

4.3.1 Defining collocation 

As Bahns (1993) points out, collocation is expressed differently by various scholars: he makes a distinction, 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ YƧŜƭƭƳŜǊΩǎ όмффмύ ōŜƭƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ όмффуŀΣ 

b) (see §4.2.2). As Bahns (1993) defines them, grammatical collocations comprise noun/adjective/verb + 

preposition or a grammatical structure such as an infinitive or a clause (by accident, to be afraid that), while 

lexical collocations are combinations of noun/adjective/verb/adverb such as inflict a wound, withdraw an 

offer (Bahns 1993:57).  

 

In a ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ YƧŜƭƭƳŜǊ όмффмΥммнύ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ψŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƭŜȄƛŎƻƴ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ 

combinations of words that customarily co-occur. The occurrence of one of the words in such a 

combination can be said to predict the occurrence of the otherόǎύΩΦ [ƛƪŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

he believes that categorisation is difficult and that boundaries between any categories we devise will 

ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ ŀǘ ǘƛƳŜǎΦ IŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŦƻǎǎƛƭƛǎŜŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎΩ όΨǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǊŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ǳƴŜǉǳƛǾƻŎŀƭƭȅ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩ ώYƧŜƭƭƳŜǊ мффмΥммнς113], 

such as arms akimbo, from afarύ ŀƴŘ ΨǎŜƳƛ-ŦƻǎǎƛƭƛǎŜŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎΩ όǿƘŜǊŜ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǊŘ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘǎ ŀ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ 

of words, such as by and by/by and large, moot point/moot question). He believes that idioms belong 

chiefly to this latter category and suggests examples such as have a weak/soft spot for, get off on the 

right/wrong foot (1991:113), noting however that in his definition a sequence representing a grammatical 

ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƛǎ ΨŀŘƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴƭȅ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƳŜŜǘǎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ 

lexically selected (1991:118). Kjellmer uses the term colloŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ΨǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŎǳǊ 

ƛƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƻǊƳΩ όмффмΥммсύΦ Lƴ Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƘŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ŀ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǎŜ ǘƻ Ψŀ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ 

ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ όмффмΥммсύ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ .Ǌƻǿƴ /ƻǊǇǳǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ур 000 collocational types. He 
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ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŜǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ώŦƛȄŜŘϐ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǿƘƻǎŜ ŦƻǊƳ 

ŀƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǾŀǊȅƛƴƎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ōȅ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ όмффмΥмнлύΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

collocations are not always a clearly distinguishable category ς Kjellmer, like Howarth (1998a, b) and 

{ŎƘƳƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ /ŀǊǘŜǊ όнллпύΣ ǘŀƭƪǎ ƻŦ ŀ ΨŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳΩ όмффмΥмнмύ ƻŦ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ 

as subject to and all kinds of, at one end, ŀƴŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜƴŘ ΨǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŘƻǳōǘŦǳƭ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴΩ όмффмΥмнмύ 

such as possible criteria and linguistic situation, where free choice, or open choice (Sinclair 1991), and a 

more productive element operate. 

 

Renouf and Sinclair (1991) also explored collocations, but of a type that differs from KjeƭƭƳŜǊΩǎ όмффмύ 

ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǿŀǎ ƻƴ ΨŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎΩ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ŀ ΨŘƛǎŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǿƻ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀǘ ŀ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǊŘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩ όwŜƴƻǳŦ ŀƴŘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ мффмΥмнуύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎ ǊŜƭȅ 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ΨǎŜƭŦ-ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΩ (1991:128) on the word which comes between them. Examples of the 

frameworks they investigated are a + ? + of (a kind of), an + ? + of (an act of), be + ? + to (be able to), and 

too + ? + to (too late to).  

 

Renouf and Sinclair (1991) based their investigation of these frameworks on a one-million word corpus of 

spoken British English and a 10-million word corpus of written British English, both sections of the 

Birmingham Corpus of English Text, part of the COBUILD corpus. They believe that their findings showed 

ǘƘŀǘ Ψǘǿƻ ǾŜǊȅ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ƻƴŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜΣ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀ ŦƛǊƳ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǘǳŘȅƛƴƎ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ 

(1991:143). Their findings revealed that these frameworks were statistically important in their corpora. 

Evidence of this statistical significance lƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƘƛƎƘ ǘȅǇŜ-ǘƻƪŜƴ ǊŀǘƛƻΩ όмффмΥмпоύΤ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘΣ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ Ψŀ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ 

ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǘƻƪŜƴǎΩ όмффмΥмолύΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎ ŀǊŜ ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǎŜƭŜctive in their 

ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘŜǎΩόмффмΥмолύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘŜ ƛǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΣ ŀƴŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŜŘ ōȅ ōƻǘƘ 

ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩ όмффмΥмпоύΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅΣ wŜƴƻǳŦ ŀƴŘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ ǇǊŜǎŀƎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ 

research which supports the notion ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ŦƻǊ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǳǎŜǊǎ ǘƻ ΨǎŜƭŜŎǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǊŘ ŀǘ ŀ 

ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ōƭŜƴŘ ǎǳŎƘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩ όwŜƴƻǳŦ ŀƴŘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ мффмΥмпоύΦ 

 

As Schmitt and Carter (2004) note, multiword formulaic sequences are not necessarily continuous fixed 

sequences of words. Rather, as Renouf and Sinclair (1991:129) showed in their study of collocational 

frameworks, they may be made up of different pairings of high-frequency grammatical words, such as a + ? 

+ of, be + ? + to (as in a lot of, be allowed to), and the word that comes between them, which they refer to 

as the collocate; the two grammatical words in these examples are also in a relationship with one another, 

but this would more usually be regarded as colligation. There may also be discontinuous frameworks 

comprising fixed slots filled by a single function word together with variable slots filled by many different 

content words, such as a/n + ? + of + the (Biber 2009:290ς291).  
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In his study, Howarth (1998a, b) also distinguishes lexical collocations from grammatical collocations. 

Lexical collocations consist of two open-class words such as V + N or Adj + N, while grammatical 

collocations are combinations of N/V/Adj + closed class word such as a preposition. Schmitt (2000:77), 

much like Howarth (1998a, b), also suggests different categories of collocation and identifies two basic 

kinds: (1) grammatical/syntactic collocations and (2) semantic/lexical collocations. In the first type, a 

ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ǿƻǊŘ ΨŦƛǘǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΩ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊŘ όƭƛƪŜ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ ώ1998a] grammatical composites). 

These are typically a verb, noun or adjective followed by a preposition ς abide by, access to. In the second 

ǘȅǇŜ όƭƛƪŜ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎύΣ ǘǿƻ ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ΨŜǉǳŀƭΩ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƴƻǳƴ Ҍ ǾŜǊō όthe ball bounces), 

verb + noun (spend money), adjective + noun (cheerful expression) combine, with both words in the 

combination contributing to meaning. However, Schmitt notes (2000:78), like Renouf and Sinclair (1991), 

that it has become increasingly clear that there are also collocations made up of strings of words. Nattinger 

and DeCarrico (1992), for instance, believe that one needs to look more than five words away from the core 

word to find every collocational relationship.  

 

Schmitt (2000:89) observes that although it is not clear how collocational knowledge is acquired, it seems 

to be relatively difficult to achieve, and collocational ability is often one of the aspects of speech or writing 

that distinguishes native speakers from non-native speakers. This has been borne out in other studies such 

as those by Bahns (1993), Granger (1998b) and Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 2005). Howarth, too, believes that 

collocations  

 

are not optional stylistic adornments on the surface of text; they are essential for effective 

communication, and their use by non-native writers is a clear sign that these learners have made an 

essential adjustment to the academic culture they are entering (Howarth 1998b:186). 

 

This is further motivation for the focus on these combinations in my study. 

 

In an investigation of collocational use by NNSs and NSs, Howarth (1998a) took his NS data from sections of 

the LOB, while his NNS data comprised 10 essay assignments by postgraduates completing an MA in 

applied linguistics. He subsequently compared the use of lexical collocations comprising transitive verb + 

object noun combinations in formal written English. He chose these specific combinations because he 

viewed them as important as far as the propositional content of an academic argument is concerned. 

ΨaǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜ procedural vocabulary of academic disciplines can be found in such predicate 

structures as make a claim, reach a conclusion, adopt an approach, set out criteriaΩ όHowarth 1998a:34), 

many of which are delexical MWUs like the ones analysed in the present study. Howarth believes that the 

ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ b{ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ Ψŀ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ 

proficiency across the boundary between native and non-ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜΩ (Howarth 1998a:38), 

something which my own study hopes to illustrate.  
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Howarth (1998b:169ς170) categorised collocations into five levels, from least to most restricted. The levels 

which pertain to the MWUs discussed in my study are:  

¶ Level 2, where some substitution of both verb and noun is allowed, that is, a small group of nouns 

can be used with the verb as it is used in the particular sense and there is a small number of 

synonymous verbs, e.g. introduce/ table/bring forward a bill/an amendment (Howarth 1998b:169); 

¶ Level 3, where some substitution of the verb is allowed but the choice of noun is completely 

restricted, that is, only the specific noun can be used with the verb in the given sense, and there is a 

small group of synonymous verbs, e.g. pay/ take heed (Howarth 1998b:170); and 

¶ Level 4, where the choice of the verb is completely restricted but some substitution in choice of noun 

is allowed, that is, a small group of nouns can be used with the verb in the particular sense but there 

are no synonymous verbs, e.g. give the appearance/ impression (Howarth 1998b:170). 

 

Level 1 covers free combinations while at Level 5 the choice of both verb and noun is completely restricted; 

such combinations are conventionally termed idioms.  

 

As is the case in most research in this area, Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 2005) also grappled with issues of 

ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΦ {ƘŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ Ψƛƴ ŀ ǇƘǊŀǎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ ŀ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ-

ōŀǎŜŘ ǎŜƴǎŜΩ όнллоΥннпύΣ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘs, to indicate a particular combination of words rather than words 

which co-occur in a particular span (cf. {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ мффмύΦ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ ǳǎŜǎ Ψƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ 

defining criterion for collocations [Χ] namely arbitrary restriction on substitutabilƛǘȅΩ (2003:224ς225). She 

thus makes her distinction between free combinations (Cowie 1994, cited in Nesselhauf 2003:225; Howarth 

мффуŀύΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǎǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƭƛŜǎ ƻƴ ΨǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ 

substitution is ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ΨŀǊōƛǘǊŀǊȅΩ όнллоΥннрύΦ ¢Ƙǳǎ ƘŜǊ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǎŜƴǎŜΩ όNesselhauf 2003:225) 

is at the core of her definition of collocations and, like Howarth (1998a, b) before her, she has developed a 

system of restriction applied to verb-object noun combinations. The sense of the verb (or noun) is regarded 

as restricted if one of the following applies: (1) the sense of the verb (or noun) is so specific as to allow 

combination with only a small set of nouns (or verbs), or (2) the verb (or noun) cannot be used in the 

particular sense with all nouns (or verbs) that are syntactically and semantically possible (Nesselhauf 

2003:225). She provides as an example the combination read a newspaper, where substitutions such as 

drink a newspaper or read water are unacŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊō ΨǊŜŀŘΩ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀ ƴƻǳƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎ 

ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ ǿƘƛƭŜ drink ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀ ƴƻǳƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛǉǳƛŘΩΦ 

In a combination such as reach a decision, however, decision can be replaced by several other nouns with 

ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ Ψŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀƛƳΩΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ conclusion or goal, but not aimΣ Ψŀ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀǊōƛǘǊŀǊȅ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ όNesselhauf 2003:225). 
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On the basis of her definition of restriction, Nesselhauf defines three classes of word combination: 

¶ Free combinations ς in which both verb and noun can be freely combined as their senses are 

unrestricted (want a car); 

¶ Collocations ς ǘƘŜ ƴƻǳƴΩǎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƛǎ ǳƴǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊōΩǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǘ 

is used, the verb can be combined with certain nouns only (take a picture/photograph but not take a 

movie/ film); 

¶ Idioms ς the sense of both noun and verb is restricted. Substitution is impossible or extremely limited 

(sweeten the pill) (Nesselhauf 2003:226).  

 

bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ όн003) definition has informed my own definition of the combinations I have focused on in this 

study. 

 

In the following section, studies on issues related to collocation in the context of ESL are explored. 

 

4.3.2 ESL issues related to collocation 

Scholars mentioned above, such as Howarth (1998a, b) and Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 2005), have pointed to 

the difficulties learners have in mastering these restricted or semi-restricted combinations or collocations, 

such as those considered in this study. Teachers also find them difficult to explain because they are not all 

ƭŜŀǊƴǘ ŀǎ ΨƛƴŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ǿƘƻƭŜǎΩ όIƻǿŀǊǘƘ 1998a:38), as idioms or more restricted collocations would be. But 

ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ΨŦǳƭƭȅ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭƛǎŜŘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊefore form a part of 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪ ŀ ǇƛŜŎŜ ƻŦ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΩ όHowarth 1998a:38). 

!ǎ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ όнллоύ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜǎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ΨǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴŀƭƻƎȅΩ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ 

ΨŀǊōƛǘǊŀǊƛƭȅ ōƭƻŎƪŜŘ ōȅ ǳǎŀƎŜΩ όIƻǿŀǊǘƘ мффуa:37). Howarth (1998a, b) and Nesselhauf (2003) believe that 

difficulty in selecting appropriate co-occurring items is part of the much more general phenomenon of 

arbitrary lexical and/or grammatical restriction. Collocates, or the words with which a particular word keeps 

company, are often not arbitrary at all but are in fact what Howarth (1998a, b) refers to as part of 

ΨǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘΩ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ pay/take heed and give the appearance/impression). In his study, Howarth 

(1998a, b) observed that the largest group of errors made by NNS writers in his data fell into the category 

ƻŦ ΨǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΦ IŜ found that the proportion in the NS corpus of the two categories of 

restricted collocations and idioms which could be regarded as conventional was 38%. This finding is an 

indication of the collocational density and the degree of stylistic conventionality (an important aspect at 

university level) of academic writing and also allows comparison with analyses of other registers. The NNS 

writers, on the other hand, produced a much lower density of conventional combinations (25%), which 

suggests either a generally lower level of knowledge of collocations, or a lack of awareness of how to use 

them appropriately, or both, a finding confirmed by Granger (1998b) (Howarth 1998a:34ς36).  
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It seems that learners do not always understand the notion of restriction ς the fact that, although a 

sentence might be grammatically correct, a native speaker would never use it ς but Ψknowledge of arbitrary 

restriction on collocation is requiredΩ to conform to the expectations of the academic community and to 

comply with the conventions of academic style (Howarth 1998b:162; Nesselhauf 2003, 2005). Learners 

need to understand thŀǘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǇ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ 

production in both speech and writing. IƻǿŀǊǘƘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ΨǳƴŘŜǊŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ άǎŀƭƛŜƴŎŜέΩ (Granger 1998b:152). This is an aspect 

ǿƘƛŎƘ L ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ƻǿƴ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǎƻƳŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ 

conforming to stylistic conventionality in their writing. This is an area in which teachers themselves require 

guidance and I hope the study will shed further light on this aspect of language learning.  

 

Lƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ 9{[Σ {ȅƭǾƛŀƴŜ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀǘ [ƻǳǾŀƛƴ ƻƴ 

word combinations was part of the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) project, the aim of which 

was to gather and computerise a corpus of EFL writing from learners of various mother-tongue 

backgrounds (Granger 1998b:146). Employing ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ Ψ/ƻƴǘǊŀǎǘƛǾŜ LƴǘŜǊƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩ ό/L!ύΣ 

Granger compared a corpus of native English writing and a similar corpus of writing by advanced-level 

French-speaking learners of English taken from the ICLE. Her hypothesis was that learners would make less 

use of prefabs, or conventionalised language, in their writing than their NS counterparts, given that the use 

ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭƭȅ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ-ƭƛƪŜΩ όDǊŀƴƎŜǊ мффуōΥмпсύΦ {ƘŜ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎŜŘ 

ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƻǇŜƴ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΩ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ό{ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ мффмύΦ  

 

In this investigation, Granger (1998b:154) makes a distinction between two types of word combination, 

ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀŜ ƻǊ ΨǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ōǳƛƭŘŜǊǎΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ 

syntactic function. This again supports the notion that there are two fundamental types of MWU or 

prefabricated expression, namely, those with a pragmatic function (such as good morning, as I was saying) 

ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ ǎǇƻƪŜƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǎ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎŀƳōƛǘǎΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ ό²ǊŀȅΩǎ ώнлллΣ 

нллнϐ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ [1998b:152] 

examples blissfully happy and highly significant), what Howarth (1996, 1998a, b) would call collocations. 

Granger (1998b:146ςтύ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ŀǎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŀ ΨƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 

word is found together with an item other than its synonyms because of restriction of usage rather than of 

syntax or conceptual meaning.   

 

L ǿƛƭƭ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƘŜǊŜ ƻƴ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇŜǊǘƛƴŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ a²¦ǎ L ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ {ƘŜ ǳǎŜǎ ±ŀƴ wƻŜȅΩǎ όмффлΣ cited in Granger 1998b:146ς147) 

ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΥ ΨǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƛǘŜƳ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ 

ƻŦ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛǘŜƳ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƛǘǎ άǎȅƴƻƴȅƳǎέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎȅƴǘŀȄ ƻǊ 
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ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ōǳǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǳǎŀƎŜΩΣ or what Howarth (1998a, b) and Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 2005) 

ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǊƎǳŜ ŀǊŜ ΨŀǊōƛǘǊŀǊȅΩΦ  

 

Granger (1998b) selected one category of intensifying adverbs: amplifiers which end in -ly and function as 

modifiers (perfectly normal, closely linked, deeply in love), because these involve semantic, lexical and 

stylistic restrictions and range from restricted collocability ς bitterly cold ς to more open collocability ς as in 

completely different/new/free (Granger 1998b:147). Her analysis of the two corpora revealeŘ ŀ ΨǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

ǾŜǊȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƳǇƭƛŦƛŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ bb{ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΣ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƻƪŜƴǎΩ 

(1998b:147). But learners overused completely and totally in a way which suggested that they may have 

ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǎ ΨǎŀŦŜ-ōŜǘǎΩ όDǊŀƴƎŜǊ мффуōΥмпуύ όǿƘŀǘ IŀǎǎŜƭƎǊŜƴ ώмффпϐ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŏŀƭƭ ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǘŜŘŘȅ 

ōŜŀǊǎΩύ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ǎƻǊǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ highly was underused. The fact that the words completely and 

totally ƘŀǾŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ CǊŜƴŎƘΣ ƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴƎǊǳŜƴǘΩ όDǊŀƴƎŜǊ 1998b:150; cf. Bahns 

мффоΥрфύ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǾŜǊǳǎŜ όDǊŀƴƎŜǊ мффуōΥмпуύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘǎ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ 

(2003) findings of the influence of congruity between L1 and L2.  

 

²ƘŜƴ DǊŀƴƎŜǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŜŘ ŀƳǇƭƛŦƛŜǊǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀǎ ΨƳŀȄƛƳƛǎŜǊǎΩ όŜȄǇǊŜssing the highest degree, such as 

absolutely, entirely, totallyύ ƻǊ ŀǎ ΨōƻƻǎǘŜǊǎΩ όŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻƴƭȅΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ deeply, strongly, highly), 

she found an underuse of boosters by NNSs significant enough to explain the general underuse of 

amplifiers remarked on above (1998b:149). Boosters made up two-thirds of the amplifiers in the NS corpus, 

compared to only a third in the NNS corpus. Granger found that boosters which were used exclusively by 

NSs fell into two categories: stereotyped combinations (acutely aware, keenly felt, painfully clear) and 

creative combinations such as ludicrously ineffective and ruthlessly callous (Granger 1998b:150). Both types 

were significantly underused by NNSs; thus she found that although NNSs were using collocations, they 

were underusing native-ƭƛƪŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ΨŀǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊŘ-ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ό1998b:152). This may be 

due to an undeveloped sense of salience for what constitutes a significant collocation (Granger 1998b:152; 

Howarth 1998a). This interpretation is supported by the finding of her investigation of sentence-builders in 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ-ǎƻǳƴŘƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

lack ƻŦ ǇǊŜŦŀōǎΣ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳΩ όDǊŀƴƎŜǊ мффуōΥмррύΦ  

 

Nesselhauf (2003), like Granger (1998b), found that congruity between L1 and L2 exerted an influence on 

the use of collocations; she investigated the use of verb-object noun collocations (see §4.3.1), such as take 

a picture, draw up a list, by advanced German-speaking learners of English, and the difficulties they 

experienced. She supports the contention that collocations are important to second language learners as 

they enhance not only accuracy (particularly important for students who wish to succeed academically in 

the second language) but also fluency (Boers, Eykmans, Kappel, Stengers and Demecheleer 2006; Gledhill 

2000, cited in Laufer and Waldman 2011:648; Nattinger and De Carrico 1992 Stubbs 2001; Wray 2002). She 
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took her data, 32 essays written by German-speaking students of English in their third or fourth year of 

university, from the German sub-corpus of ICLE. Her method was to manually extract all examples of verb-

noun combinations from the data, to classify these according to the degree of restriction and to evaluate 

the acceptability of these combinations in English (Nesselhauf 2003:227).  

 

bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ όнллоύ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŜƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ 

collocation, most errors being the wrong choice of verb, which she says is not surprising as in her definition 

of collocations the sense of the verb is restricted. But while the degree of restrictedness certainly 

ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ the native speaker, the 

first language exerts a much greater influence on the acceptability of the word combinations a learner 

produces ς if the combination is directly translatable from English into, in this case German, the learner is 

much more likely to produce an acceptable combination of words (Nesselhauf 2003). She thus suggests 

that certain criteria be considered when deciding which collocations should be taught:  

 

¶ They should be acceptable to native speakers.  

¶ They should be frequent in any material which a student might be expected to encounter. 

¶ Non-congruent combinations and those combinations which are less restrictive should receive 

particular attention.  

 

Another interesting detail which the study revealed was that, contrary to common belief, restrictedness 

was less important than Nesselhauf had expected, but verbs in less restricted combinations presented 

learners with considerable challenges, particularly those which were not congruent with their first language 

(Nesselhauf 2003), such as in the case of the incorrect make homework (correct do homework), which was 

influenced by the German expression Hausaufgaben machen (Nesselhauf 2003:235).  

 

bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ ό2003) findings support what Bahns (1993:56) found, namely, that learners encounter 

difficulties in learning the collocational properties of new vocabulary, especially where there is no direct 

translational equivalent in their mother tongue. It is these collocational errors in particular which mark a 

ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ƻǊ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴΦ CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ōȅ .ŀƘƴǎ ŀƴŘ 9ƭŘŀǿ όмффоύΣ ǘƘŜ 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ DŜǊƳŀƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ 9C[ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀŘ ƴƻǘ ƪŜǇǘ ǇŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

knowledge of vocabulary in general. Bahns (1993) believes that collocational errors, which impede the 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘǊǳƭȅ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΣ ŀǊƛǎŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ 

(Bahns 1993:61; see also Nesselhauf 2003, 2004, 2005), and can be traced back to the influence of 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ [мΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻōŀōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ƘŜǊŜΥ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ƭŀŎƪ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ 

to texts in the target language do not develop their vocabulary through reading. This is an aspect of 
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particular importance to my own study, where many students come from print-poor environments and 

may lack a reading habit (see §1.2).  

 

!ǎ ƛƴ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ όнллоύ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ 

corpora such as the BNC or LOCNESS. But many of the studies mentioned in this thesis (Fan 2009; 

Flowerdew 2001; Nesselhauf 2005) have been done recently using smaller, teacher/researcher collected 

ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ- or 

overuse of both spoken and written vocabulary, and can also reveal how far NNSs deviate from NS norms.  

 

One such study was conducted by Fan (2009) in an attempt to form a clearer understanding of the 

competence in L2 collocational use of ESL secondary school leavers in Hong Kong. Fan (2009:112) defines 

collocations ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ Ŏƻ-occurrence of two or more words within a short space of each other in a sentence 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊŘǎΩΦ IŜǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ 

ŦƛȄƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅ ƛƴ ǎȅƴǘŀȄ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΩ όCŀƴ нллф:112). Fan believed that by using what she calls a 

ΨƭƻƻǎŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΩ ǎƘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳ ŀ ŘŜŜǇŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ 

learners and some of the problems they encounter. 

 

Cŀƴ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛn a writing task, using a NS ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ сл ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘΩ Ŝǎǎŀȅǎ 

from a specially arranged essay competition at a school in England and a NNS corpus compiled from essays 

written under examination conditions by 60 Cantonese-speaking Hong Kong students (2009:113). Fan 

identified all lexical words (i.e. nouns, adjectives, verbs and adverbs), before considering how these were 

used together or how they collocated with grammatical words, starting from the assumption that L2 

ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳǎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ from that of native speakers. Fan concentrated on language 

that was overused, underused or not used at all by these learners when compared to the British learners 

(Fan 2009:113). Findings revealed that, in general, the two groups used nouns and adjectives more 

frequently than verbs and intensifiers. Range of use of nouns, adjectives, verbs and intensifiers was on the 

whole higher in the British corpus ς only three intensifiers (types) were found in the Hong Kong corpus, 

compared to the wide variety of types in the British corpus (Fan 2009:115). Hong Kong ESL learners tended 

to use more general and simple words instead of specific ones and seemed to have a preference for the 

amplifier (intensifier) very (see Granger 1998b for similar findings), where the British learners used the 

downtoner quiteΦ CŀƴΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ IƻƴƎ YƻƴƎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǎ 

ǘƘŜƛǊ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǇŀǊǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳǎŜ ǿŀǎ ΨǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘΩ όCŀƴ нллфΥммуύ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

lack of knowledge of the vocabulary and grammar of English. They used fewer collocations than the NS 

students, and tended to overuse a smaller group of collocating words. She also found that the Hong Kong 

ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ [м ƘŀŘ ŀ ŘŜǘǊƛƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƴŜǎŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ 

knowledge of English grammar and vocabulary restricted their use of collocations (Fan 2009:118). This 
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highlights the importance of vocabulary knowledge in collocational use and is particularly pertinent to the 

present study which explores, among other aspects, the link between vocabulary size or breadth 

(productive knowledge in this case) and use of MWUs, an aspect of depth of vocabulary knowledge. 

 

This section has described various studies of collocation, using data from both NSs and NNSs, and the light 

they have cast on the difficulties learners have with these combinations. The findings of these studies 

underline the fact that prefabs, particularly collocations, should play a greater role in both ESL and EFL 

learning and teŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƘƛǘƘŜǊǘƻΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǇƘǊŀǎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀǊŜ 

often severely limited. This is a point that informs the present study ς the ability to use the right 

combination of words is something which non-native speakers of a language frequently find difficult, for 

many reasons but particularly because these combinations are often based on arbitrary or idiomatic rules. 

However, in order to design effective pedagogical tools, we need more empirical data on prefabricated 

lanƎǳŀƎŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ a²¦ǎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ΨƎƻƻŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ 

ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊŜŦŀōǎΩ όDǊŀƴƎŜǊ мффуōΥм59). Hopefully the present study will provide this type of evidence.  

 

In the following section, the process of defining the particular type of MWU analysed in this study is 

discussed. 

 

4.4 DELEXICAL MWUS 

This section of the chapter deals with the specific type of collocation or MWU that is the focus of this 

thesis. One of the challenges in this study was arriving at a definition of this very specific type of 

combination; in the formulation of my definition, I was guided particularly by the work of Algeo (1995), 

Biber et al. (1999), Stubbs (2001), Langer (2004) and Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 2005).  

 

4.4.1 Defining delexical MWUs 

In her study, Nesselhauf (2004, 2005) refers to these combinations as ΨǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜŘ ǾŜǊō ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ό{±/ǎύ 

(2005:211), that is, combinations of a delexical verb and eventive noun such as make a decision. She 

ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴs is that the noun is derivationally related to a verb 

that is roughly synonymous with the whole combination: the meaning of make an arrangement, for 

example, largely corresponds to the meaning of ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜΩ (Nesselhauf 2005:20). As the verb carries very 

litǘƭŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΣ ƻǊ ƛǎ ǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŜƳǇǘȅΣ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭΩ όbŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ нллпΥмлфύ ƻǊ ŀǎ ŀ 

ΨƭƛƎƘǘΩ ǾŜǊō όbŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ нллрΥнмύΦ {ƘŜ ǊŜƳŀǊƪǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛǾŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ώƻŦ ǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜŘ ǾŜǊō 

constructions] only include combinations of one of the verbs make, take, give, and have with an indefinite 

article and an eventive noun that is identical in form to the verb with which the whole construction is 

ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎΩ όbŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ нллрΥнмύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ L ǳǎŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƻǊŜ delexical MWUs in 
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ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ !ƭƎŜƻ όмффрύ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǎŜǎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ΨŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ 

ǇǊŜŘƛŎŀǘŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭΩΦ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ όнллрύ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

combinations have been the subject of a great deal of research, their relation to collocations is not often 

discussed, another reason for investigating them in my study. However, Nesselhauf makes it clear by her 

definition that, although some of these combinations may fall within her definition of restricted collocation, 

others may not. In many cases in her corpus these combinations are regarded as deviations, used where 

single-word verbs would have been more appropriate; she found that in many instances the learners in her 

study used these SVCs ǿƘŜǊŜ Ψŀƴ άǳƴǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜŘέΣ ƛΦŜΦ ŀ ŘŜǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǾŜǊōΩ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ 

idiomatic. She provides as an example give me relaxation, instead of the more appropriate relax me 

(Nesselhauf 2005:112).  

 

The MWUs investigated in this study are combinations featuring one of three high-frequency verbs, HAVE, 

MAKE and TAKE, ǳǎŜŘ ŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ΨŜǾŜƴǘƛǾŜ objectΩ ό!ƭƎŜƻ мффрΥнлпύ ƻǊ ΨŘŜǾŜǊōŀƭ ƴƻǳƴΩ ό[ƛǾŜ 

1973:35). Stein (1991:5) describes the eventive object (the noun in the combination, that is) as 

ΨǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊō Χ ώǘƘŀǘϐ ōŜŀǊǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΩΦ [ƛǾŜ όмфтоΥонς3) 

ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ΨŘŜǾŜǊōŀƭ ƴƻǳƴΩ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ƛƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨōŜars the lexical load of the phrase. This 

word has the formal attributes of a noun [Χ] and has been referred to as a deverbal (or as a zero-derivation 

ƴƻǳƴύΩΦ These are combinations such as have a look, make a claim, take a walk. In these combinations, the 

verb is used delexically; that is, it carries little semantic content of its own while the noun carries the weight 

of the meaning. In examples such as the ones above, the meaning appears to be mostly carried by the 

noun, and many such phrases mean the same or almost the same as corresponding single-word verbs. For 

instance, the examples above could be replaced by the verbs look, claim and walk. Such delexical 

combinations are very common in speech and writing. Stubbs (2001:32ς33) made a search for the lemma 

TAKE in a corpus of over two million words and while he found 400 examples, this lemma was used in its 

ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ΨƎǊŀǎǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘŀƴŘΩ ƛƴ ƻƴƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜǎΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƘŜ ŘƛŘ ŦƛƴŘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

was that by far the most common use of the verb TAKE was in delexical combinations such as take a deep 

breath, take a photograph, take a decision (Stubbs 2001:32). He emphasises that delexicalisation is 

common in English, and quotes Sinclair (1992, cited in Stubbs 2001:33), who claims that the meaning of 

words when they are chosen together is different from their independent meaning; they are at least partly 

delexicalised. 

 

Algeo (1995), in his detailed study of this aspect of phraseology, agrees with Stein (1991) and others 

researching in this field tƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀǎ ȅŜǘ Ψƴƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ŦƻǊ 

ΨǘƘŜ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭκƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭƻƻƪΩ (1995:203)Φ IŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ƛǘ ŀƴ ΨŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ ǇǊŜŘƛŎŀǘŜΩΤ 

ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ Ψŀƴ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ ǾŜǊō-object construction in which the verb (e.g. do, give, have, make or take) is 

semantically general and the object is semantically specific (such as somersault, nod, rest, promise, or 
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walkύΩ ό!ƭƎŜƻ мффрΥнлоςнлпύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜŜƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨƭƛƎƘǘ ǾŜǊōǎΩ ƛƴ ŀ ΨǇƘǊŀǎŀƭΩ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ 

(Live 1973:32), Ψperiphrastic verbal constructionsΩ (Wierzbicka 1982), Ψphrasal verb typesΩ (Stein 1991), 

ΨǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜŘ ǾŜǊō ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ όbŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ нлл4, 2005:20ςнмύ ŀƴŘ ΨǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΩ ǾŜǊō ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ό[ŀƴƎŜǊ 

2004).  

 

[ŀƴƎŜǊ όнллпΥоύ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ΨŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŜŘƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ƴƻǳƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

ǿŜŀƪκǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǾŜǊōǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǳƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜǎ ǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊō ǎȅƴǘŀŎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΩΦ IŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ŀ 

predicative noun (called an eventive noun in the present study) as one which signifies an action or state. 

Ψ¢ƘŜ ƴƻǳƴ Ƙŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ƛΦŜΦ ƛǘ ǎǳōŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜǎ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƻƴŜ ǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩ (Langer 

2004:6)Φ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎǎ όƳŜŀƴƛƴƎύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǾŜǊō Ψƛǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǾƻƛŘ ƻǊ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǎŜǘ ƻf semantic 

ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǾŜǊȅ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǎǳōŎƭŀǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǾŜǊōǎΩ όLanger 2004:6). In his paper, Langer discusses 

the difficulty of finding these constructions by tagging, a point which I take as added support for taking an 

essentially corpus-driven approach to these combinations myself.  

 

In the opinion of Biber et al. (1999), these combinations are restricted MWUs which occur habitually (see 

[ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŘƳŀƴ нлммΥспуύ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƛƴ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ΨǎŜƳƛ-ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ό9ǊƳŀƴ 

and Warren 2000; Langer 2004:6). The combinations Biber et al. (1999) refer to, like those investigated in 

this study, differ thus from free combinations, where individual words can easily be replaced by other, 

grammatically appropriate words; although most allow for some replacements, these restrictions are 

sometimes seemingly arbitrary. Biber et al. (1999:1026) explain the phenomenon thus: have, take and 

make, ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ Ψŀ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƴƻǳƴ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

ΨŦƻǊƳ ŀ ŎƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎƛǘȅΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ have a look, make a 

killing, take timeΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǾŜǊōǎΩ, as in Ψwe have an extra one, he 

made a sandwich, you can take a snack in your pocketΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ Ƙƻǎǘ ƻŦ Ψrelatively idiomaticΩ 

phrases Ψsuch as have a chance, make a statement, take a walkΩ (p. 1027). Biber et al. (1999:1027) also note 

that although the Ψcore meaningΩ of the individual words is retained, all these types of expression do tend 

to take on a more idiomatic meaning. These scholars, like Stubbs (2001), also note that most of these 

expressions can be replaced by a single verb.  

 

This last aspect is particularly critical to my own study, in that these combinations are regarded as core 

(Algeo 1995) delexical MWUs only when the single-word verb and the noun are identical, both in form and 

in meaning, e.g. have a sleep = sleep, make a mess = mess, take a walk = walk. If the form of the noun is 

different in any way, for instance because it is plural, or because it is a derivation formed by affixation, or in 

the passive voice, or if another single-word verb is required to provide the same meaning as the V + N 

combination, the combination is classed in my study as a pseudo delexical MWU (Algeo 1995), for example, 

have the disgrace, make love, take a decision. Similarly, if a definite article is used instead of the indefinite 
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article, or no article, as in have control, either because that is the grammatically acceptable usage or 

because it has been used in error instead of the indefinite article, the combination is classed as a pseudo 

delexical MWU in my analysis because it is in most cases impossible to judge whether this is simply a slip of 

the pen or the way in which the student habitually uses the combination. As far as errors as opposed to 

mistakes are concerned, I investigated the corpus and extracted all delexical combinations. Thus, if such an 

MWU was not a core delexical MWU it was in almost all other cases a pseudo delexical MWU; but whether 

this came about through a mistake or through misunderstanding the rules of the combination (an error) or 

by the restrictions of usage was not always clear. For this reason I did not take the analysis any further than 

simply distinguishing core from pseudo delexical MWUs. As far as restriction of these MWUs is concerned, 

IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ ό1998b:169ς170) category of restricted collocations (Levels 2 to 4) applies here (see §4.2.2).  

 

According to this definition, then, these MWUs are collocations made up of monotransitive17 verb patterns 

όǾŜǊō Ҍ ƴƻǳƴύ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƻƴ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ όмффуŀΣ ōύ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳΣ ƻǊ ƻƴ 9ǊƳŀƴ ŀƴŘ ²ŀǊǊŜƴΩǎ όнлллύ ŎƭƛƴŜΣ 

somewhere between free combinations and idioms. Some of the expressions, such as take care, are 

regarded by Biber et al. (1999) as pure idioms, others simply as idiomatic. These combinations are more 

transparent than idioms, but this does not mean that they are always compositional (Erman and Warren 

2000:54). The fact that they are not always compositional is what makes them so difficult for learners to 

master.  

 

The following two sections focus on studies of MWUs featuring high-frequency verbs and the challenges 

these pose for learners.  

 

4.4.2 Studies investigating high-frequency verb-noun combinations 

This section deals with studies which have investigated MWUs comprising combinations of high-frequency 

verbs and nouns. As already indicated in Chapter 3, two seemingly contradictory observations have 

emerged about high-ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǾŜǊōǎΥ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǾŜǊōǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻǾŜǊǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΥ ΨŎƻǊŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ς learnt 

early, widely usable, and above all safe (because they do not show up as errors) are hugely overused, even 

among learners sufficiently advanced to have been weaned ofŦ ǘƘŜƳΩ όIŀǎǎŜƭƎǊŜƴ мффпΥнрлΤ ŦƻǊ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ 

findings, see Altenberg and Granger 2001; Kaszubski 2000; and Ringbom 1998). However, learners also 

experience particular difficulty with these words, especially when they are used in multiword combinations 

that are restricted or semi-restricted (see §4.4.3ύΦ Lƴ Ƙƛǎ ΨǳƴŘŜǊǳǎŜ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎΩ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ 

learners avoid these high-frequency verbs, especially where they are part of idiomatic phrases, making use 

ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ΨƭŀǊƎŜǊΣ ǊŀǊŜǊ ƻǊ ŎƭǳƳǎƛŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǿƘich make their language sound stilted aƴŘ ŀǿƪǿŀǊŘΩ ό{ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ 

1991:79).  

                                                           
17

 A monotransitive verb takes one object.  
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IŀǎǎŜƭƎǊŜƴΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ όмффпΥнпнύ ŦƻǳƴŘΣ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ǘƻ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ όмффмύ ǳƴŘŜǊǳǎŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƛƎƘ-frequency 

words such as get όǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ΨŎƻǊŜΩ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ƘƛƎƘ ƛƴ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅΣ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ƛƴ ƳŜaning and collocating 

widely) were significantly overused, resulting in mismatches and dissonances which are primarily 

collocational. Often these utterances are not wrong or inappropriate in meaning but in usage. She explains 

ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ Ψŀƴ ƛǘŜƳ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŦŜƭǘ ǘo be inappropriate simply through disharmony with the words around it 

ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘŜǾƛŀƴǘ ƛƴ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǎǘȅƭŜΩ όIŀǎǎŜƭƎǊŜƴ мффпΥнпоύΦ  

 

.ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ .ƛǎƪǳǇΩǎ όмффнύ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ [н ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƘŀŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ǾŜǊōǎ ŀƴŘ 

objects, HŀǎǎŜƭƎǊŜƴ όмффпΥнррύ ǇƻǎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŦŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

tendency will be to use a core item. Using a task she designed herself, Hasselgren investigated the use of 

transitive core verbs by advanced learners of English and native speakers. She provided subjects with the 

direct objects treatment, identity, reputation and sympathy and asked them to complete the sentence by 

filling in a verb. On examination of the verbs the respondents provided, she defined the following as core 

words: give, get, take, have, know, keep, tell and make. She found that although both groups preferred to 

use these core words rather than more native-like collocations, such as administer treatment, for example, 

learners used them significantly more than native speakers, underlining once again the overuse of familiar 

items by learners (Hasselgren 1994:255ς256). She also found that the types of wrong word choices learners 

made tended to lead to wrongness of collocation or style rather than of meaning (1994:256); learners 

seemed to have little intuition when it came to native speaker patterns. This, Hasselgren (1994:256ς257) 

felt, provides a convincing argument for teaching language in chunks rather than focusing on words as 

isolated items. This also supports the argument for encouraging more extensive reading which would 

provide learners with greater exposure to written language, a point which is expressed elsewhere in this 

thesis and one which is particularly relevant to learners in South Africa. Like Nesselhauf (2004, 2005) and 

Granger (1998b), Hasselgren found that the overuse of wrong core words and synonyms was clearly 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ [мΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ IŀǎǎŜƭƎǊŜƴ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ψŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ тл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ 

environment of divergence; in other words, both the wrong synonym and the correct alternative are 

translations of the L1 ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƛǘŜƳΩ όмффпΥнрлύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ Ǝƻ ǎƻƳŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƘȅ 

teachers are more aware of some lexical problems than others. It may also explain why they are less aware 

of the problems caused by the wrong selection of synonyms or by errors in association (1994:249ς250). 

What Hasselgren concludes, and what I hope my study will show too, is that words do not have to be 

ΨǿǊƻƴƎΩ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻǊ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ place, unidiomatic or unnative-like. Such words are what Hasselgren calls 

ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǘŜŘŘȅ ōŜŀǊǎΩ όмффпΥнрмύ ς words that are familiar because there are direct translations in the L1, or 

because they have been learnt early on in the process of language learning and learners cling to them 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǎŜƭŘƻƳ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ΨǿǊƻƴƎΩΦ  
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Ringbom (1998) used seven western European learner corpora from the ICLE database and found that most 

of the top 100 most frequent words were function words with grammatical meaning. His findings revealed 

that learners tend to overuse auxiliary verbs such as be, have, do and can. NSs used fewer of these high-

frequency verbs but their usage also revealed a different distribution of these words from NNSs. Only four 

verbs (make, use, believe and feel) had a frequency of 10 or more per 10 000 words in the NS corpus, with 

make the most frequent of these. NNSs also made great use of make, but they tended to use verbs such as 

think and get even more than other high-frequency verbs, and their use of high-frequency verbs in general 

was on the whole much higher than that of the NSs (1998:43). The overuse of the verb get was particularly 

ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ L/[9 ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜΤ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ 

inclined to use words in contexts where NSs would not choose them (see Hasselgren 1994). 

 

Ringbom (1998:50), like Fan (2009), remarks on the limited vocabulary of advanced learners: although 

frequency lists revealed that a few common words were underused by learners, a lot more were overused, 

ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ [мΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƻǾŜǊǳǎŜ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘ 

ŀǎ ŘǳƭƭΣ ǎǘŜǊŜƻǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƎǳŜΣ ƛƴ wƛƴƎōƻƳΩǎ ǾƛŜǿΦ Lƴ Ƙƛǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ƴƻƴ-native features of the ICLE 

corpus arŜ ΨƭŜǎǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŜǊǊƻǊǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊŜŎƛǎŜΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ŜǊǊƻƴŜƻǳǎΣ ǳǎŜ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΩ όмффуΥрмύΦ   

 

IŀǎǎŜƭƎǊŜƴΩǎ όмффпύ ŀƴŘ wƛƴƎōƻƳΩǎ όмффуύ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅ ς it has become 

clear that it is not always the meaning of a word that is problematic for learners, but rather how this word 

is used, particularly those simple, high-frequency words that are so taken for granted by both learners and 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ƳŀƪŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇǊŜssion, spoken or written, sound unidiomatic and lacking in fluency. 

 

!ƭǘŜƴōŜǊƎ ŀƴŘ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ όнллмύ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ōȅ IƻǿŀǊǘƘ όмффуŀΣ ōύΣ Kaszubski (2000), Lee and Chen 

(2009), Liu and Shaw (2001), Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 2005) and Wang and Shaw (2008), show that this 

difficulty is a universal one, although error types do seem to be partly L1 specific. !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨŎƻǊŜΩ 

verbs (Kaszubski 2000; Paquot 2010) appear to be monosemic, in actual fact they are polysemic because 

ΨǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ƻōǎŎǳǊŜŘ ƻǊ ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭΣ ƛƴŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎǎΩ ό/ŀǊǘŜǊ мфутΣ cited in Liu 

and Shaw 2001:173; Altenberg and Granger 2001). These words also attract more collocates because of 

their polysemy (Kaszubski 2000:15).  

 

By taking a contrastive corpus analysis approach to the investigation of the use of the word make in two 

main corpora ς the CSLE (Chinese-speaking Learners of English) and the NSE (Native Speakers of English) 

corpora ς Liu and Shaw (2001:174ύ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƛŘƛƻǎȅƴŎǊŀǎȅΩ ƻŦ 9C[κ9{[ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǿƻǊŘ usage in an effort 

to suggest strategies for vocabulary teaching. They support the analysis of these words in a study such as 

the one described in this thesis because they are not usually the focus of ESL/EFL vocabulary instruction. 
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They found that learners of English used make (and its various inflections and derived word forms) far more 

frequently than native speakers, regardless of the category of text considered (Liu and Shaw 2001:176). 

These scholars question whether this overuse is unique to Chinese learners or a feature of all NNS learners 

writing at this level. This is an aspect which the present study will also address: will the writers in the 

student corpus show the same tendency to overuse high-frequency, more familiar lexical items to convey 

their meaning?  

 

Liu and Shaw (2001) do not specify a delexical verb category when looking at make ς they distinguish 

several categories according to the grammatical properties of the word, but they call this particular usage 

ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎΩ όmake + n + prep), such as make use of, make fun of, make a mockery of, which 

they include with their definition of phrasal verbs (which they describe as make followed by an obligatory 

particle, an adverb, a preposition or both, such as make out, make off with [Liu and Shaw 2001:177]). The 

present study takes something from Liu and Shaw (2001), but develops the category of delexical 

combinations further and focuses on that. But these scholars repeat the point made by so many 

researchers mentioned in this thesis: that verbs like make, take and have tend to co-occur with other words 

ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳ ǇǊŜŦŀōǊƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ΨƳǳǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀƴǘΩ (Liu and Shaw 

2001:183)Φ ¢ƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ΨǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƭƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǾŜǊōǎ ό[ƛǳ ŀƴŘ 

Shaw 2001:183). Thus they would regard the MWUs in this study as restricted or semi-restricted 

combinations; there is a degree of freedom in what words may be combined, such as make a 

decision/mistake/speech, but there is a restriction on the number of items that can be combined with these 

verbs (2001:184). It is thus idiomatic and acceptable to native speakers to say make a decision or a choice 

or a selection, but not make an option or make a determination. Liu and Shaw (2001) found that the senses 

of make were more specific and more varied in idioms and phrasal verbs than in freer combinations. They 

ŀƭǎƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎense of make is to its core or root meaning, the 

more objects it can combine with, and the more metaphorical, the more fixed it is the less freedom it 

ŀƭƭƻǿǎΩ ό[ƛǳ ŀƴŘ {Ƙŀǿ нллмΥмуоύΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ study thus deals with high-frequency vocabulary but also provides 

insights into delexical verbs, which the studies discussed in the next section have taken further. 

 

In a comparison of the collocational errors of Swedish and Chinese university students learning English, 

Wang and Shaw (2008) noted that advanced learners, in particular, experienced difficulties with 

ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘΣ ƘƛƎƘ-ǳǘƛƭƛǘȅ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ǾŜǊōǎΩ όнллуΥнлоύΣ ŎƛǘƛƴƎ 

wƛƴƎōƻƳ όмффуύΣ ǿƘƻ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊō get. .ƻǘƘ ²ŀƴƎ ŀƴŘ {ƘŀǿΩǎ όнллуύ ŀƴŘ 

RingōƻƳΩǎ όмффуύ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ 

language backgrounds when using this verb. 
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It is clear from this section that certain high-frequency verbs can be a source of difficulty for learners. As 

Partingtƻƴ όмффуύ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛǘΥ ΨǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΩ ƛƴ ŀ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ΨŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ /ƘƻƳǎƪƛŀƴ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜΩ 

ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŜŘ ōȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜΣ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ΨŀǊŜ 

context-related, that is, they are knowledge systems which permit language users to make certain decisions 

ŀōƻǳǘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǳǎŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜΩ 

(Partington 1998:18). In other words, while grammar governs what could occur in language, this will be 

limited by what is psychologically feasible, sociolinguistically appropriate and actually frequent, but also 

typical, among speakers of the language (Stubbs 2001:61).  

 

In the following section, empirical studies which have focused specifically on delexical uses of high-

frequency verbs are discussed, as it is this type of MWU which is the focus of this study. 

 

4.4.3 High-frequency verbs used delexically  

Stubbs (2001) believes that such MWUs as those investigated in this study, though they may not be idioms, 

are idiomatic, in that they are used in a particular way, sometimes arbitrarily, by native speakers. That is, 

they are what he calls transparent (see Erman and Warren 2000:54): they are more transparent than 

idioms, but this does not mean that they are always compositional ς they are not difficult for learners to 

decode (read and understand) but they cause difficulties when it comes to encoding them ς because the 

learner simply has to know the conventional way of saying these things (Fan 2009:111; Farghal and Obiedat 

1995; Martinez and Schmitt 2012; Nesselhauf 2003:224). 

 

¢Ƙŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǾŜǊōǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ a²¦ǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ΨŜǊǊƻǊ-ǇǊƻƴŜΩ ό!ƭǘŜƴōŜǊƎ ŀƴŘ DǊŀƴƎŜǊ нллмΥмтфΤ 

Stubbs 1991; Yan 2006) in learner language, both written and spoken (Laufer and Waldman 2011; Howarth 

1998a, b; Lennon 1996) is well documented. For instance, using a computerised corpus of EFL writing made 

up of two samples from the ICLE database, one of writing by advanced French-speaking learners of English 

and the second, of a comparable size, made up of writing by Swedish learners, Altenberg and Granger 

(2001) focused on the grammatical and lexical patterning of the verb make ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ 

particularly interested in whether learners overused or underused high-frequency verbs like make. They 

also wished to investigate whether high-frequency verbs were particularly likely to cause errors, and the 

part played by L1 transfer in the misuse of these verbs (Altenberg and Granger 2001:178). They note the 

following characteristics of high-frequency verbs which might make them problematic for learners: they 

express basic meanings; they have equivalents in most languages; they are highly polysemic because they 

tend to be used delexically (an important point in the light of the present study); but they also have 

language-specific, specialised meanings, especially in collocational and idiomatic uses.  
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Altenberg and Granger (2001) found that the Swedish and French learners underused the verb make in 

delexical structures, while conversely overusing the same verb when it was used causatively (e.g. to make 

somebody believe something). They examined collocates of make that occurred at least twice in the 

corpora; one of the main differences between the NS corpus and the two learner corpora was in the 

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ΨǎǇŜŜŎƘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊōŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘŜǎ ς argument, claim, point, statement, case. 

Almost a third of NS tokens belonged to this category of speech nouns, while only 9 to 13% of learner 

instances did. The learner corpora also conŦƛǊƳŜŘ {ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊΩǎ ΨǳƴŘŜǊǳǎŜ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎΩ ό{ƛƴŎƭŀƛǊ мффмΥтфύΣ 

revealing that learners may simultaneously overuse a high-frequency verb and underuse its delexical 

structures.  

 

NNSs also misused these delexical structures. This was in fact the category that accounted for the majority 

of learner errors with make in the corpus, some of which could be explained in terms of interlingual 

interference. These errors also illustrated the difficult choice between make and do facing EFL learners. 

Results of this study show that, even at an advanced level of proficiency, EFL learners have great difficulty 

with high-frequency verbs such as make ό!ƭǘŜƴōŜǊƎ ŀƴŘ DǊŀƴƎŜǊ нллмΥмуфύΦ !ƭǘŜƴōŜǊƎ ŀƴŘ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ όнллмύ 

findings are particularly relevant to the present study, as they support the very premise of the choice of 

MWUs for investigation in this study.  

 

More recently, Laufer and Waldman (2011) also noted the importance of these delexicalised verbs and 

their collocations in their study of verb-noun collocations in the writing of three groups of Hebrew-speaking 

second language learners at different proficiency levels. They found that the NNSs used fewer collocations 

overall, using significantly fewer of these combinations than the NSs, revealing that collocation poses 

difficulties even for advanced learners (2011:664ς665). As in Altenberg ŀƴŘ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ όнллмύ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ [ŀǳŦŜǊ 

and Waldman (2011:664) found that, compared to native speakers, learners tended to underuse 

ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨŎƻǊŜΩ ǾŜǊōǎ όbe, have, make) or those with particular 

amplifiers (very, completely, highly, strongly).  

 

[ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŘƳŀƴ όнлммύ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ a²¦ǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ΨŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ 

component of second-language (L2) lexical competence in addition to thŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƻǊŘǎΩ 

(Laufer and Waldman 2011:648), and they underline the now commonly accepted view that knowledge of 

MWUs improves both the quality and the fluency of language, both spoken and written. They mention 

studies which have found that learners who have control of the idiomatic dimension of language sound 

both proficient and fluent; these constructions are an aid to fluency and idiomaticity. Such control also sets 

advanced learners apart from intermediate ones (Thornbury 2002, cited in Laufer and Waldman 2011:648). 

Gledhill (2000, cited ƛƴ [ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŘƳŀƴ нлммΥспуύ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ψƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǎǎible for a writer to be 

ŦƭǳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ ǘƘƻǊƻǳƎƘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƘŜ ƻǊ ǎƘŜ ƛǎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ƛƴΩΦ 
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Laufer and Waldman (2011) note, like Howarth (1998a), that this has much to do with the fact that the 

procedural vocabulary18 of academic disciplines consists in large part of predicate structures such as make a 

claim, reach a conclusion, adopt an approach and set out criteria. Such structures are often made up of 

high-frequency verbs and eventive nouns. If learners are unaware of these conventions, the 

comprehensibility of their speech or writing may be affected: they may not be able to express what they 

know about a subject, either precisely or concisely.  

 

Laufer and Waldman (2011:651) observe that several corpus studies have investigated MWUs comprising 

collocations of high-frequency verbs and nouns through a comparison of learner data with native speaker 

corpora (Bahns and Eldaw 1993; Farghal and Obiedat 1995; Hasselgren 1994). For instance, Kaszubski 

(2000), looking at the high-frequency verbs often used in delexical structures (in this case be, have, make, 

take, do, get) and their various combinations in corpora of Polish, Spanish and French learners of English, 

found that delexical collocations were underused. 

 

As noted above, Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 2005) separates collocations from stretched verb constructions 

(SVC), while I do not (§4.4.1). She notes that SVCs, or delexical MWUs, have been found to be particularly 

difficult for language learners (2005:211), mentioning Altenberg and Granger (2001) as a study which has 

revealed this finding. In her study, she found that these combinations made up over 20% of all the 

collocations she identified in her German learner corpus (Nesselhauf 2005:211). Students used have, make, 

do, give and take most often (in that order), with a few occurrences of find, come to, live, put and pay. 

Almost a quarter of these SVCs were judged as unacceptable. When those which were questionable were 

added, 43% of all SVCs were deviant. She found that students were more inclined to make errors in 

combinations where the verb takes a relatively wide range of nouns, than where the number of nouns a 

verb can take is more restricted (what she terms RC1 restricted collocations), such as pay attention, take a 

picture (Nesselhauf 2003:233). This may be because such RC1 ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀǎ ǿƘƻƭŜǎΩ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ 

thus more potential errors (2003:233).  

 

This finding suggests that ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƛƴ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ όнллрΥнмнύΣ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ 

did not find these combinations as difficult as collocations which were not SVCs ς and she mentions 

IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ όмффуōύ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀŘ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΦ ¢Ƙǳs, SVCs with light verbs, especially those with high-

frequency light verbs, such as live a life  live, give solutions to  ǎƻƭǾŜΣ ŀƴŘ give them respect  respect, 

were not in the main produced incorrectly when they were used by learners ς but because learners used 

these structures often and because they often contain high-frequency verbs, they got them wrong in the 

                                                           

18
 PǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛǎ ΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ όRichards and Schmidt 2002), so procedural vocabulary would 

be that which expresses the how to aspect of particular disciplines. 
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ΨŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜΩ όbŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ нллрΥнмнύΦ In other words, her argument is that because learners tend to use 

these combinations frequently, their mistakes in using these high-frequency verbs are seen often, leading 

to the judgement that learners find them difficult.   

 

In a study of spoken English, Shirato and Stapleton (2007) compared a small corpus of spoken language 

from adult Japanese NNSs of English with an established NS corpus (conversational components of the 

BNC). The authors found that Japanese NNSs differed particularly in their underuse of, among other 

features, delexical verbs. Although much of the emphasis in corpus linguistics to date has been on written 

texts, Shirato and Stapleton (2007) showed that NNSs used delexical verbs relatively infrequently in their 

speech when compared to NSs, seemingly reluctant to use expressions such as get done and get locked in, 

for example, and unaware that such delexical words may be more appropriate in spoken language than 

more formal single-item verbs (Shirato and Stapleton 2007:407). These findings are supportive of those of 

Altenberg and Granger (2001) and Laufer and Waldman (2011) and show that even advanced EFL learners 

can have great difficulty with high-frequency verbs such as have, make and take.  

 

Similarly, in their study Lee and Chen (2009) also took a multiple-comparison approach to an investigation 

of words and phrases which were overused and underused by learners. They compiled Ψthree 

complementary types of corporaΩ (2009:151). The first corpus, the Chinese Academic Written English 

(CAWE), consisted of dissertations by Chinese undergraduates majoring in English linguistics or applied 

linguistics. In addition, they used the Expert Journal Articles (EXJA) corpus, made up of articles from various 

linguistics and applied linguistics journals. Their third corpus was a section of the British Academic Written 

English (BAWE) corpus, comprising high scoring student essays written by native English speakers, which 

they called the sub-corpus BAWE-L. This last corpus was used to validate results from the comparisons 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ /!²9 ŀƴŘ 9·W! ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀΤ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΣ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ of academic lexico-

grammatical features, a kind of half-way house between EFL learner texts and published journal articles 

ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ōȅ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ȅŀǊŘǎǘƛŎƪΩ όнллфΥмрнύΦ  

 

¦ǎƛƴƎ ŀ ƪŜȅǿƻǊŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ΨōƻǘǘƻƳ-up, corpus-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΩΣ [ŜŜ ŀƴŘ /ƘŜƴ όнллфύ ǳǎŜŘ 

frequency information to identify salient patterns for further investigation. This technique allowed them to 

identify both positive keywords, those that were overused when compared to the reference corpus, and 

ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƪŜȅǿƻǊŘǎ ƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƭŜǎǎ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ΨǳƴŘŜǊǳǎŜŘΩ όнллфΥмрнύΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

most of the overused words and phrases were closed-class or function words such as can, the, some, and 

very high-frequency common words such as make, besides, get, help. They observe that these words are 

ƴƻǘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴ 9!tΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻƴ ΨŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊŘǎΩ ƛƴ ƭƛǎǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ !ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ²ƻǊŘ 

List (Coxhead 2000). They then conducted qualitative investigations of concordances and collocations of 

the key items, focusing on five key items and their associated clusters. Like Altenberg and Granger (2001), 
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Lee and Chen (2009) found that the high-frequency verb make was used much more frequently by Chinese 

ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǘŜǊƳ ΨƭƛƎƘǘ ǾŜǊōΩ ƻǊ ΨŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭΩ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀƴ ōȅ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9·W! ŀƴŘ .!²9-L 

corpora. However, many of these expressions were in actual fact unidiomatic or non-nativelike; these 

scholars observed that the function words and so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜΩ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǎǘǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ƛƴ ΨǊŜŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 

ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ǊŀƴŘƻƳƭȅ ǳǎŜŘΩ ό[ŜŜ ŀƴŘ /ƘŜƴ нллфΥмрпύΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

make was often used by learners as a substitute for other causative verbs in usages which were ΨunnaturalΩ 

or Ψinformal or colloquialΩ όнллфΥмрсύΦ !ƭǎƻ ƴƻǘƛŎŜŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ [ŜŜ ŀƴŘ 

/ƘŜƴ όнллфΥмруύ Ŏŀƭƭ ΨƳŀǊƪŜŘΩ ǳǎŀƎŜǎΣ ōƻǘƘ ǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ-stylistic and collocational, which though not actually 

wrong, were awkward and unidiomatic. They cite the example of make a conclusion, which was used by the 

NNSs; the NSs used conclusion with other verbs such as draw, reach and arrive (2009:155). What they 

noted particularly was that Chinese learners need training in the Ψsubtle facetsΩ όLee and Chen 2009:159) of 

meaning of many of the academic expressions that they had been taught to use in their writing.  

 

This study by Lee and Chen (2009) supports the value of using learner corpora to identify difficulties in 

academic writing and attempting to rectify them. Chinese learners, like many South African learners, have 

little exposure to expert writing other than in their textbooks. Much of the time teachers of English in these 

contexts are not mother tongue speakers of the language and often lack the native speakeǊΩǎ ƛƴǘǳƛǘƛƻƴ 

ŀōƻǳǘ ΨǎǳōǘƭŜΣ ǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘȅƭƛǎǘƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΩ ό[ŜŜ ŀƴŘ /ƘŜƴ нллфΥмслύΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

study, however, is the finding that many of the patterns they identified as problematic contained common 

high-frequency words and function words that occur frequently in collocational patterns which we would 

do well to teach our students. In other words, academic vocabulary alone should not be the entire focus of 

our instruction.  

 

This section has provided a brief overview of some studies which have reflected the difficulties learners 

experience with the reception and use of MWUs containing delexical verbs. It therefore seems reasonable 

to examine the behaviour of this type of collocation in both expert and novice writing, and in this way to 

identify some of the difficulties that student writers may experience in the use and identification of these 

constructions. This should, it is hoped, lead to greater insight into the problems among South African 

university students in particular and may assist in developing strategies to assist learners in general in 

recognising and using these combinations. 

 

4.5 CONCLUSION 

In this chapter I have discussed formulaic language in general and delexical MWUs in particular. The 

findings of these studies make it clear that these word combinations pose challenges for learners. These 

units of language, in their many guises, are regarded as an essential component of lexical competence, 
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together with the knowledge of individual words (Laufer and Waldman 2011:648), and as particularly 

crucial for second language learners to master. Their use improves the fluency and quality of both spoken 

and written language (Fan 2009; Nesselhauf 2004; Pawley and Syder 1983; Shirato and Stapleton 2007; 

Wray 2002). Howarth (1998a:34) believes that phraseological competence is vital to successful style; clarity, 

precision and a lack of ambiguity are crucial to academic register, for instance. A student must develop an 

awareness of the arbitrary restrictions that exist on collocation (Howarth 1998b:162), particularly when 

writing in an academic context. Learners need to understand that such restricted collocations make up a 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŦŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

non-native writer and speaker is knowing which range of collocational options are restricted and which are 

ŦǊŜŜ όIƻǿŀǊǘƘ мффуŀΥосύΥ ΨǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘƛƴƎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛǎŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ 

what is collocational and thus highly ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΩ όIƻǿarth 1998a:42). 

 

The current study fits into this area of linguistic study, in that it investigates the production by a group of 

student writers, both NSs and NNSs, of delexical verb + noun collocations, and their ability to distinguish 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŀǊōƛǘǊŀǊȅ 

restrictions that idiomatic English places on collocations, in an effort to establish whether the 

restrictedness or semi-restrictedness of these MWUs and their non-compositional nature makes for greater 

difficulties for students with less adequate vocabularies. This is an aspect of vocabulary studies which has 

been addressed relatively infrequently by researchers and I hope that my study will add value to the body 

of knowledge on MWUs, particularly in the context of student academic writing. I hope in this study to shed 

more light on the difficulties experienced by the students in my sample in the use of MWUs, and in this way 

to add to what researchers in the field have revealed about this linguistic phenomenon. 
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ р 

aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ 

  

5.1 INTRODUCTION  

The focus of this chapter is the description of the methods and processes followed in this study. The 

chapter is organised according to the three phases of the study; these are briefly described together with 

the research questions driving each phase. Thereafter, the research design is explained, followed by issues 

of validity and reliability, that is, issues related to methodological rigour. The three phases of the study are 

then described in detail. Because Phases 1 and 3 involve similar quantitative methodologies, they are 

described first (§5.7 and §5.8), followed by Phase 2 (§5.9), which involves both quantitative and qualitative 

approaches. Finally, justification for the techniques used in this study is provided and ethical considerations 

are discussed. 

 

5.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND PHASES 

 

As indicated in Chapter 1 (§1.5), this study was designed to provide answers to six main research questions, 

each aligned with a research phase: 

 

Research Question 1 (Phase 1) 

What is the size of the productive vocabulary of undergraduate students? 

 

Research Question 1 was broken down into four sub-questions: 

Research Question 1.1: What is the size of the productive vocabulary of students at each level of the 

VLT, within and across two courses?  

Research Question 1.2: Are there significant differences in the size of the productive vocabulary of 

male and female students?  

Research Question 1.3: Are there significant differences in the size of the productive vocabulary of 

students from different age groups?  

Research Question 1.4: Are there significant differences in the size of the productive vocabulary of 

students from different language backgrounds?  
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Research Question 2 (Phase 1) 

What is the relationship between the size of the ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 

performance? 

 

Research Question 3 (Phase 2) 

How does the distribution of the functions of the three selected verbs compare within and across the 

Expert and Student corpora? 

 

Research Question 3.1: How does the distribution of the functions of the three selected verbs in the 

Expert Literature corpus compare with the distribution in the Expert Law 

corpus? 

Research Question 3.2: How does the distribution of the functions of the three selected verbs in the 

Student Literature corpus compare with the distribution in the Student Law 

corpus? 

Research Question 3.3a: How does the distribution of the functions of the three selected verbs in the 

Expert Literature corpus compare with the distribution in the Student 

Literature corpus?  

Research Question 3.3b: How does the distribution of the functions of the three selected verbs in the 

Expert Law corpus compare with the distribution in the Student Law corpus? 

 

The second part of the analysis involved a closer focus on the MWUs containing the selected delexical 

verbs, an analysis of these MWUs for deviance and a focus on the errors within the MWUs that gave rise to 

this deviance. These concerns are addressed in Research Question 4: 

 

Research Question 4 (Phase 2)  

Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŜ όƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ frequency and deviance) of selected MWUs compare with the use of 

these MWUs by expert writers within and across courses? 

 

This question was split into three sub-questions: 

 

Research Question 4.1: How does the use (frequency) of MWUs in the Student Literature corpus 

compare with their use in the Expert Literature corpus?  

Research Question 4.2: How does the use (frequency) of MWUs in the Student Law corpus compare 

with their use in the Expert Law corpus?  

Research Question 4.3: How does the use (frequency and deviance) of MWUs in the Student Literature 

corpus compare with their use in the Student Law corpus?  
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¢ƘŜ ΨEȄǇŜǊǘΩ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ is named thus because even though it is made up of writing by academics from several 

language backgrounds, this writing was put through stringent editing, peer review and critical reading 

stages before being published and can therefore be regarded as expert. Thus, in this study the actual 

language background of the individual authors is irrelevant; the writing in the Expert corpus is regarded as a 

model of the sort of academic writing to which undergraduates at this level should aspire. Because there 

were no deviations in the Expert corpus, deviations were only compared across the two Student corpora. 

 

The MWUs referred to in this study are described in greater detail later in this chapter (§5.9.2). The study 

attempts to highlight areas of difficulty in this sample of student writing, and the types of deviation and 

ŜǊǊƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜ ǎǳŎƘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ identify differences between 

student and expert writing. The differences in MWUs between the texts written by students studying 

Literature and those in the Law course were also investigated; the Expert and Student corpora were both 

split into two sub-corpora, one of Literature texts and one of Law, for this purpose. 

 

In the last phase, Phase 3, two research questions were addressed: 

 

Research Question 5 (Phase 3) 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

selected MWUs, within and across courses? 

 

Research Question 6 (Phase 3) 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ selected MWUs and their academic performance, 

within and across courses? 

 

5.3 RESEARCH DESIGN 

Research can be quantitative or qualitative, or a combination of the two. In quantitative research, data 

collection results in mostly numerical data which are analysed using statistical methods; in qualitative 

research, on the other hand, the data are usually non-numerical and are analysed by non-statistical 

methods. This might include the analysis of transcriptions of interview responses, for example. A third type 

of study may be mixed, employing both methods; mixed method research will combine aspects of 

quantitative and qualitative research in the data collection process or in the analysis of the data (Dörnyei 

2007:24). 

 

Quantitative and qualitative studies differ in another fundamental way. Quantitative studies, though they 

may include inductive, exploratory research and descriptive statistics as this study has done, tend to be 
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deductive in nature, and hypothesis driven, in that the researcher will develop a hypothesis based on 

known theory about the relationship between two or more variables. The empirical investigation then 

attempts to support or disconfirm this hypothesis. Qualitative research, on the other hand, is essentially 

inductive, in that theory is derived from the results of the study. It is thus exploratory and data driven. 

 

Research aims and questions determine the research design and so quantitative and qualitative studies will 

naturally differ in the way in which the aim of the study is specified and the way in which this is broken 

down into specific research questions. Quantitative research often explores relationships between 

variables and questions are thus specific and require specific methodological procedures (Dörnyei 2007:74). 

vǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǿƘŀǘ 5ǀǊƴȅŜƛ όнллтΥтпύ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ΨŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘΩ ƛƴ 

nature, meaning that research questions tend to be less specific than those in quantitative studies, and 

qualitative research often sets out to explore a particular phenomenon or idea in order to gain a better 

understanding of it and even to develop a new theory. 

 

This study is predominantly quantitative in design and method, although there is a strong element of 

qualitative corpus linguistic methodology in Phase 2. Phase 1 is quantitative in that it includes the 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ size and the relationship this has to factors such as 

academic courses, gender, age and language background, and to their academic performance, measured by 

their examination scores. Phase 3 is also quantitative in that it investigates the relationship between the 

student ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ a²¦ǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎize, as measured by the VLT, and 

their academic performance, as measured by their examination scores. 

 

Phase 2 is corpus-driven although it does include an element of corpus-ōŀǎŜŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ όǎŜŜ .ƛōŜǊΩǎ 

definitions and explanations, §2.4.3) ς ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǿƻǊŘΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ 

through corpus analysis [corpus-driven], but a preliminary stage exists where the linguist chooses 

interesting words [corpus-ōŀǎŜŘϐΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ нллфΥнтсύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ǘŀƎƎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ 

the concordance lines is inductive rather than deductive: the focus is on the patterns and clusters that 

emerge from a concordance of the corpora, although the particular constructs are identified at the outset, 

namely, the high-frequency verbs HAVE, MAKE and TAKE19, and the multiword combinations featuring 

these verbs used delexically. In this study, the high-frequency verbs that occurred most commonly in both 

corpora were, in frequency order, HAVE DO, MAKE, TAKE, GET and GIVE. Although frequency for DO, was 

high, I chose to include MAKE and TAKE instead of DO, because MAKE and TAKE are more productive of the 

type of MWU in which I was interested (cf Biber et al. 1999). All three of the verbs chosen for the study are 

also highly polysemous (see §1.3.2).  

                                                           

19
 From this point on, the capitalised forms, HAVE, MAKE and TAKE, indicate the word or lemma, while the words in lower case, 

such as have, has, had, indicate those specific word-forms of the lemma. 
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Such combinations make up propositional statements in academic writing and I assumed, prompted by 

findings by scholars such as Altenberg and Granger (2001), Howarth (1998a, b), Nesselhauf (2003, 2004, 

2005), Langer (2004) and Kaszubski (2000) among others, that because of their high frequency of 

occurrence in general and their documented problematic nature for learners they would be worth 

exploring more thoroughly. Biber (2009) observes that there are no hard and fast rules and it is quite 

acceptable to integrate corpus-based and corpus-driven approaches in this manner. What he calls a hybrid 

approach is generally regarded as acceptable. Like Biber (2009), I do not consider that one approach is 

ǎǳǇŜǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΤ L ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ L ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǘǿƻ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ΨǊŀŘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

different perspectives on language ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ нллфΥнтфύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ǘƘŜȅ 

require has strengthened this study. 

 

The analysis in Phase 2 required quantitative methods although much of this phase also involved qualitative 

analysis. The generation of wordlists for a corpus reveals how many times each word occurs in that corpus 

ς but the analysis of a concordance for a particular word reveals not only how many times that word is 

used in the corpus, but its context each time it is used, allowing for a qualitative investigation of each use of 

the word. In this study I searched the concordance lines manually for patterns and specific combinations, 

analysing each occurrence and placing it in a particular category. It is possible to use an automatic tagger to 

search a corpus, depending on the categories one is interested in, but in this case there was no tagger 

available which would have been able to isolate all the occurrences of the three verbs I was investigating in 

the detail I required. I focused on fine functional distinctions that apply to the three selected verbs, such as 

the identification of delexical uses of these verbs, and the tagsets I am aware of ς such as the Penn 

Treebank20 ς simply do not subcategorise so finely. I thus had no option but to do all categorisation 

manually. The identification and description of deviant MWUs was a qualitative process: although these 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜΣ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǘȅƭƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳŀǊƪŜŘΩ ǳǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ MWUs (cf. Lee 

and Chen 2009:151) were qualitatively investigated and analysed: 

 

Although corpus linguistics is often seen as a quantitative form of analysis, in fact human input is 

required at almost every stage, from corpus building (deciding what should go in the corpus) to corpus 

analysis (what research questions should be asked, what should be looked for, what analytical 

procedures should be carried out, how results can be interpreted) (Baker 2010:109). 

 

Once all the selected MWUs had been identified they were quantified and analysed statistically. Baker 

notes ǘƘŀǘ Ψƛƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ŘŀǘŀΣ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ 

ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ όнлмлΥмммύΣ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 

quantitative research.  

                                                           
20

 Available online at: http://www.cis.upenn.edu/~treebank/home.html [Accessed 4 February 2014]. 

http://www.cis.upenn.edu/~treebank/home.html
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In a nutshell, then, Phase 2 of this study investigates written language, combines methods of frequency 

counts, concordances, keywords and collocation searches (see §5.9.1.5 below), and approaches the data in 

an exploratory way, together with two important aspects which were more qualitative: firstly, the 

categorisation of the different functions of each of the target verbs and, secondly, the identification of 

deviant uses of the selected MWUs and the errors giving rise to this deviance. Although there was no 

explicitly stated hypothesis, my informal hypothesis at the outset was that there would be differences 

between expert and student MWUs, and between use by students in the Literature and Law courses; this 

was based both on intuition and on the experience of working with these and similar students. 

 

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ tƘŀǎŜ о ƛǎ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

of MWUs and their productive vocabulary size, as measured by the VLT, and their academic performance, 

as measured by their examination scores. 

 

Phase 1 involved the collection of both numerical and biographical data from students who made up the 

sample ҍ data which was essential to the aim of comparing different groupsΩ vocabulary knowledge in 

terms of a number of variables ҍ while Phase 2 is firmly grounded in the field of corpus linguistics. The last 

phase (Phase 3) brings together the data from the first two phases in various analyses. 

 

5.4 METHODOLOGICAL RIGOUR 

!ǎ 5ǀǊƴȅŜƛ όнллтΥпуύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎΣ ΨǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ άŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜŘέ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅΣ 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƻƴŜ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŀǇƘŀȊŀǊŘ ƻǊ ƭŀŎƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǊƛƎƻǳǊΩΦ {ǳŎƘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 

rigour can be enhanced by ensuring tƘŀǘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƻŦ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 

ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǎǳŎƘ ΨǊƛƎƻǳǊΩ ƛǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŎƻƴǘŜǎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎΩ 

(Dörnyei2007:48ς49). Dörnyei (2007:50) divides the discussion of these quality criteria into three parts: 

reliability, measurement validity and research validity. Put very simply, reliability is the extent to which the 

instruments and procedures that are used deliver the same results in the same population in different 

circumstances (Dörnyei 2007:50; Rasinger 2010:55). Measurement validity encompasses the concepts of 

the more traditional conceptualisation of validity, that is, criterion validity (the correlation of the particular 

test used with another, similar test), content validity (expert judgement about test content) and construct 

ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ όǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŜǎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ΨǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘΩ 

belongs) (Dörnyei 2007:51). 

 

Research validity goes beyond measurement validity in that it is conceǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭƴŜǎǎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

interpretations placed on the findings of a study by the researcher (known as internal validity), and how far 

these interpretations can be generalised to different situations (external validity) (Dörnyei 2007:52).  
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Reliability and validity are important constructs in traditional quantitative and qualitative research, 

although they are assured in different ways according to the type of study being conducted. The sections 

which follow explain how these criteria were met in Phases 1 and 3 (§5.4.1) and in Phase 2 (§5.4.2). 

 

5.4.1 Reliability and validity (Phases 1 and 3) 

tƘŀǎŜ м ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ [ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ όмффрύ Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) (Active Version) 

to measure vocabulary size, and was quantitative in design. Laufer and Nation (1999:44-45) conclude that 

ǘƘƛǎ ǘŜǎǘ ƛǎ ŀ ΨǊŜƭƛŀōƭŜΣ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ψŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ 

investigate other aspects of vocabulary knowledge [than simply meaning and strength of vocabulary 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜϐ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ƭƻƻƪ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀǘ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ƻŦ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ƛǎ 

one of controlled productive ability I have distinguished what it tests from what the corpus analysis reveals 

ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘhis as a test of vocabulary size, or breadth ς that is, of how many 

words students know how to use in particular, controlled circumstances. The investigation of the depth of 

their word knowledge with regard to a specific set of high-frequency verbs used delexically in MWUs comes 

in Phase 2. 

 

The VLT has been in the public domain for many years, and is freely available to researchers on the internet 

and in publications, with the result that its reliability and validity are generally accepted. Laufer and Nation 

(1999) report on a study they conducted to validate this test. They tested whether the VLT would 

ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘ ΨŀƳƻƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 

ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΩ όмфффΥоуύΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ the test was a valid measure of vocabulary growth 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ΨǘƘŜ ƎǊŀŘǳŀƭ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ŀǎ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎΩ ό[ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴ мфффΥпмύΦ Lƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǘhe entire test version A for all subjects had 

an internal consistency of .86 using the Kuder-Richardson formula KR21 (Laufer and Nation 1999:39). 

 

These researchers also compiled another three parallel versions of the test, which they checked for 

equivalence by establishing whether they would correlate highly with one another when administered to 

the same group of learners (Laufer and Nation 1999:41). Correlations between the four versions were 

generally moderate to high and were significant. These tests also led to equivalent decision-making 

regarding the individual test takers. The authors found that any of the four versions of the test could be 

used for diagnostic tests, but for the purposes of test-retest situations they recommend two new parallel 

versions compiled from pairs of tests at each level which were not significantly different. Laufer and Nation 

(1999:44) report the reliability of parallel version C only, namely, 0.91 on KR21. 

 

As noted above, Laufer and Nation (1999:44) found that this version of the VLT was a reliable, valid and 

practical measure of vocabulary growth. It can be printed on only three pages, which makes it economical 
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to administer, and it can also be computerised. In addition, it has a history of use in many research studies. 

As it is a modified cloze test, mŀǊƪƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ CƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀ ΨƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΩ ό[ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴ мфффΥотύ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŦŜǿ ƭŜǘǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǿƻǊŘ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ 

prevent test takers from inserting a word which may be semantically appropriate but not from the same 

frequency level. Laufer and Nation (1999:37) used the minimum number of letters required to 

ΨŘƛǎŀƳōƛƎǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎǳŜΩ (see Appendix A).  

 

An independent marker marked the tests; where words could be comprehended easily, spelling mistakes 

were not marked as incorrect and grammatical mistakes were also ignored where the meaning was not 

obscured. Each learner was awarded six scores, one for each level of the test and the total for the whole 

ǘŜǎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ό/ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ alpha), a test of the variance between these scores, in the main 

study was 0.934 (percentages)/0.816 (raw scores), which reflects a high level of consistency.  

 

In Phase 3 of this study, after the VLT tests had been administered and the examination scores obtained, 

the link between breadth of vocabulary knowledge, as tested by the VLT, and the use of MWUs by 

students, was investigated by extracting a sample of texts from the student sub-corpora. Using examination 

scores as the organising variable, the ten students whose scores fell closest to the 25th, 50th and 75th 

percentile groups respectively in both the Literature and Law groups were selected, resulting in a sample of 

60 students in all. This is a form of non-probability sampling (Dörnyei 2007:98) known as quota sampling, in 

which the size of the sub-groups within a particular sampling frame is defined, and the sample is then 

selected from the group of subjects available; thus I had six sub-groups in total, with ten participants in 

each: these were students who achieved scores that were closest to the respective percentile. There was 

thus a limited group from which these particular participants could be chosen. 

 

5.4.2 Rigour in corpus linguistics [Phase 2] 

Various criteria are used to establish methodological rigour in the field of corpus linguistics. As Kennedy 

όмффуΥслύ ƴƻǘŜǎΣ ΨƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ 

and reliability of research based on a particular corpus, including whether that corpus can serve the 

ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘΩΦ McEnery and Wilson (1996:22) sum it up as consisting of a sample that 

ƛǎ ΨƳŀȄƛƳŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƛǎ ŦƛƴƛǘŜ ƛƴ ǎƛȊŜΩΦ Lǘ is also in electronic 

ŦƻǊƳŀǘ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǊŜŀŘ ōȅ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ΨǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 

ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎΩ όaŎ9ƴŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭǎƻƴ мффсΥннύΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ 

methodological concepts which help to ensure validity and reliability in corpus linguistics are discussed in 

more detail.  
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5.4.2.1 Representivity and balance  

Gilquin and Gries (2009:6) observe that what is important to the validity of a corpus study is that the corpus 

is representative and balanced, containing data for each part of the variety/register/genre it is supposed to 

represent. Tognini-Bonelli (2001:57) sums it up thus: 

 

There seems to be general agreement among scholars who choose to work on a corpus that this 

should be representative of a certain population and that the statements derived from the analysis of 

the corpus will be largely applicable to a larger sample of the language as a whole. 

 

In other words, the results obtained from the analysis of the Student corpus in this study should be 

applicable to students of English at any South African university; the texts making up this corpus can be 

regarded as representative of the courses and population under study, comprising as they do writing by 

students studying English at a South African university through the medium of English. These students 

come from a range of language backgrounds including native, non-native and foreign language speakers of 

English. Although this university and others like it in South Africa use English as the medium of instruction 

in the main, this is not the language spoken by the majority of students in their day-to-day conversation 

and private lives. 

 

The Expert corpus, on the other hand, comprises writing by expert writers of English ς also both native and 

non-native speakers ς writing that is typical of study material at any English-medium university in South 

Africa. The writing in this corpus is regarded as a model of the sort of academic writing that undergraduates 

at this level would wish to emulate. 

 

Gilquin and Gries (2009) also believe that it is important that a corpus is balanced in that the parts of the 

corpus are proportional in size to the parts of the variety/register/genre the corpus represents, and that it 

Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǘŜȄǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΩ όнллфΥсύΦ The corpora in the 

present study can be regarded as fairly typical in that they are representative of the genre (student 

academic writing in two specific areas of English and expert academic writing from the same two fields), 

and the Student corpus comprises language produced in a natural communicative setting, although this 

writing was produced under timed conditions. Gilquin and Gries (2009:7) observe in this regard that writing 

examination essays under time constraints is natural in the university classroom context. The corpora are 

balanced in that they broadly represent one register ς academic writing (although student academic writing 

and lecturer academic writing are somewhat different in systematic ways) ς and both are split into two sub-

corpora according to the courses of English Literature and English Communication for Law. These courses 

were chosen firstly because they represented two different academic genres within the discipline of English 

studies and I wished to investigate course- or genre-related differences in student writing. Secondly, as I 
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work in the department where both these courses were housed I had easy access to both students and 

course material. Thirdly, I was teaching or had taught all three modules and I was thus familiar with the 

content and the approach to teaching both courses. The choice of these two variants of academic English is 

well supported by increasing recognition that the disciplinary variations in academic genres can provide 

researchers with useful insights (Lee and Chen 2009:150), and Hyland (2008) and Hyland and Tse (2007) 

have suggested that focusing on specific texts from a specific genre can be more rewarding pedagogically 

than analysing general academic English. 

5.4.2.2 Situational and linguistic criteria 

Tognini-Bonelli (2001:60ς61) notes that situational criteria (register and genre) and linguistic criteria (the 

selected linguistic features of the texts making up the corpus) are not independent of each other, and that 

one of the main uses of a corpus is to investigate relationships between them. She follows Biber (1994, 

cited in Tognini-Bonelli 2001:61) in suggesting that the best route to take is to base the initial selection of 

texts on situational parameters ς these can be identified in advance while linguistic types cannot. In the 

present study, I was confined to the writing of those students who had completed the VLT, although I based 

the initial selection of students on the courses in which they were enrolled for the reasons outlined above 

(see §5.4.2.1). Register was also predetermined by the fact that the corpora comprised academic writing. 

The same criteria applied to the compilation of the Expert corpus in that I used all the available writing 

pertaining to the two courses in question. In this way the situational and linguistic criteria were as 

rigorously adhered to as was possible in the circumstances, strengthening the validity of the study. 

5.4.2.3 Size of the corpus 

One of the most controversial issues related to the validity of corpus analysis is the size of the sample of 

language in a corpus. This issue has more to do with Ψthe theoretical stand on the nature of language than 

with computer storageΩ (Tognini-Bonelli 2001:62). Stubbs (1993:11) believes that the unit of study must be 

whole texts; Ψfew linguistic features of a text are distributed evenly throughoutΩ. Sinclair (1991:19) supports 

this ς Ψŀ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ƛǎ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ŀ ǿƛŘŜǊ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀƴ a collection 

ƻŦ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎΩΦ 

 

The corpora in this study were situationally defined and, as such, I had to work with the data I had. As the 

StǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƛǎ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǎƘƻǊǘΣ ŀƭōŜƛǘ ΨǿƘƻƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 

they were written by students under examination conditions with definite time constraints. Despite the fact 

that texts ranged in length from as few as 130 words to as many as over 2000, I anticipated that this corpus 

ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ a²¦ǎΦ The Expert corpus, 

on the other hand, consists of texts which vary in length from a few hundred words to several thousand. 
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!ǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŜǉǳŀŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭƛŀōƭŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ŀǎ YŜƴƴŜŘȅ όмффуΥсуύ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛǘΣ Ψŀ 

corpus is more or less adequate according to the extent to which [it] matches the purposes to which it is 

ǇǳǘΩΦ Exactly how big a corpus needs to be in order to do this is still the subject of some debate; various 

researchers have made claims about how large corpora should be to provide significant results. Kjellmer 

(1991:115), for instance, suggests that a corpus should be at ƭŜŀǎǘ ŀ Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǎƛȊŜ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŀ 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ƛƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǳǎŜΩΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ Barkema (1993, cited in Kennedy 1998:117) 

in his study revealed that even 20 million words was not enough to provide sufficient examples for research 

into particular collocations. 

 

Although some of the best known and best documented studies in the area of computer-assisted corpus 

analysis, or concordancing, in language teaching and learning have been done using huge corpora, for 

example by Sinclair and his colleagues on the COBUILD Project (Sinclair 1991, §2.2.2.2), many researchers 

have worked with small, self-compiled corpora of L2 or learner writing which have yielded very interesting 

findings. These include Granger (1998b), Laufer and Waldman (2011) (a learner corpus of about  300 000 

words), Lee and Chen (2009) (CAWE: 407 960 words; BAWE-L: 177 153 words; EXJA:  388 490 words), 

Nesselhauf (2005) (data from sub-corpus of ICLE [German]: 32 essays, average length 500 words), Pienaar 

and De Klerk (2009) (ISAE corpus: 60 000 words), Van Rooy (2006:46) (three comparable corpora from ICLE 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ΨƛƴƴŜǊΩΣ ΨƻǳǘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎΩ ǾŀǊƛŜǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢[9 ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ [h/b9{{ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ 

all of which were about 200 000 words in length) and Van Rooy and Terblanche (2006) (two corpora of just 

over 200 000 words each: TLEC: 519 essays, average length 400 words; LOCNESS: 166 essays, average 

length 1200 words). These research studies would seem to justify the use of the relatively small corpora in 

the present study; as far as size of the corpora used in studies is concerned, then, there seems to be no 

ƘŀǊŘ ŀƴŘ Ŧŀǎǘ ǊǳƭŜΦ !ǎ tƛŜƴŀŀǊ ŀƴŘ 5Ŝ YƭŜǊƪ όнллфΥоруύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜΣ ΨώǘϐƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƛŘŜŀƭ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ size, only an 

optimum corpus size determined by the research needs and pragmatic considerations such as the 

ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΩΦ 

 

This section has provided an explanation of the steps taken in this study to ensure the discipline of the 

ŜƴǉǳƛǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀŎȅΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ό5ǀǊƴȅŜƛ нллтΥпуύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ sections discuss the 

procedures followed in the study, starting with the pilot study. 

 

5.5 PILOT STUDY 

DörƴȅŜƛ όнллтΥтрύ ƭƛƪŜƴǎ ŀ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƻ ŀ ŘǊŜǎǎ ǊŜƘŜŀǊǎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ƻƴŜΩǎ 

ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ 

.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ΨǊŜƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƳŜǘǊƛŎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΩΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ 

assessments or questionnaires, piloting is essential to ensure that all variables have been adequately 
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covered by the questions (Dörnyei 2007:75). Qualitative studies do not require that same sort of piloting, 

but techniques to analyse the data, for instance, can be trialled before the main study begins. A pilot study 

can iron out problems at the outset and obviate later difficulties. 

 

In this case, the pilot study was conducted in 2008. The main purpose of this pilot was to test the viability of 

the data collection method and the instrument to be used in Phase 1. Collecting the data was a complex 

and potentially expensive issue and in order to secure funding from the 5ŜŀƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǳƴŘ for the 

process it was essential to test it out initially on a small scale. 

 

Participants 

I targeted students enrolled in two first-year English Literature modules and an English for Law module who 

were attending lectures at the main campus in Pretoria. This was one session of lectures that were offered 

once a semester at the main centres in South Africa (Pretoria, Polokwane, Durban and Cape Town) and 

attendance was voluntary. This group can be regarded as constituting a representative sample of students 

enrolled in these courses. I used convenience sampling as these students were available together in one 

place and willing to complete the test. The sample comprised 132 ENN106J (English Communication for 

Law) students, 37 ENN101D (English Studies: Approaching Literature and Writing) and 85 ENN102E (English 

Studies: Explorations in Reading and Meaning) students (a total of 122 literature students in all, as these 

two groups were later combined) (see §5.4.2.1). 

 

Vocabulary test and questionnaires 

The test I used was ±ŜǊǎƛƻƴ н ƻŦ bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ όмфуоΣ мффлύ ±ƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ [ŜǾŜƭǎ ¢Ŝǎǘ ό{ŎƘƳƛǘǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллмύ as it tests 

five levels of vocabulary, namely the 2000-, 3000-, 5000-, and 10 000-word levels and academic vocabulary 

and has been used as a predictor of academic success (measured in this study by examination results). This 

version of the VLT tests receptive (or passive) word knowledge by requiring students to choose a word from 

a list of possibilities in order to complete a given sentence. In other words, it tests whether students 

recognise the word and understand its meaning well enough to select it for use in a particular context. It 

does not, however, test whether students can produce the word in the correct context.  

 

At the same time, I asked students to complete a questionnaire eliciting biographical data such as 

information on the course in which they were enrolled. Further information on their gender, age, language 

background and ethnicity was obtained from their registration records. 

 

Procedures 

The test was administered in September 2008. In accordance with ethical procedures, students attending 

the lectures were given a letter explaining the nature of the study and providing evidence that the 
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researcher had permission from the university to conduct it (see Appendix B). They were also given the 

option not to take part. Those students who were willing (almost all the students present) completed the 

test and the questionnaire. Students took between 10 and 35 minutes to complete the test. 

 

Coding 

I marked the tests myself and captured the data using SPSS (IBM SPSS Statistics version 19), a program 

which allows the average researcher to engage in statistical analysis quite easily, using a personal 

computer. Once the end-of-year examination results had ōŜŜƴ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

also captured. As 51 of the original group did not write the exam, the final sample comprised 203 students. 

 

Results 

Table 5.1 ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ±[¢ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ. As can be seen, the general trend in 

these results is that the students were performing very well at all levels, except at the 10 000 word level. 

Even students at the 25th percentile of the VLT results had achieved mastery of the first two levels (i.e. 85% 

and above) and were close to this at Level 4. This suggested that the test had not discriminated well 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ΨŦƭŀǘΩ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ  ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜŎŜǇǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀbulary 

knowledge was on average very good, which was certainly not reflected in their examination results. These 

results could also be regarded as being rather skewed, since more motivated students are more inclined to 

attend extra lectures when these are offered.  

 
 Level 1 

2000  

Level 2 

3000  

Level 3 

5000 

Level 4 UWL Level 5 

10 000 

Total Exam 

N = 203        

Mean 92.71 90.44 78.05 81.76 43.09 76.94 52.53 

Sd 13.968 15.742 20.286 23.327 29.021 16.530 12.68
3 

5.6 Min-
max 

5.7 мл  
100 

5.8 мм  
133 

5.9 т  
100 

5.10 0
  млл 

5.11 0
  100 

5.12 7
  млл 

мф  
82 25

th
 percentile 90.00 88.89 66.67 73.33 23.33 70.07 45.00 

50
th

 percentile 96.67 96.30 83.33 90.00 36.67 78.23 53.00 

75
th

 percentile 100.00 100.00 96.67 96.67 60.00 87.76 62.00 

 

Table 5.1: tƛƭƻǘ ǎǘǳŘȅΥ aŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Receptive Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) (1983, 1990) and examination 
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The mean scores on the whole vocabulary test and the exam ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

course of study. These scores are reflected in Table 5.2: 

 

 Lit Vocab Law Vocab  Lit Exam Law Exam 

 N = 92 N = 111  N = 92 N = 111 

Vocab mean 82.74 72.13 Exam mean 51.33 53.53 

sd 14.198 16.837 sd 12.448 12.845 

5.13 m
in-max 

5.14 2
о  млл 

5.15 7
  фф 

5.16 m
in-max 

5.17 2
р  ун 

мф  тт 

25
th

 percentile 74.49 67.35 25
th

 percentile 45.00 50.00 

50
th

 percentile 82.99 74.15 50
th

 percentile 50.50 54.00 

75
th

 percentile 95.07 82.99 75
th

 percentile 59.00 63.00 

 

Table 5.2Υ tƛƭƻǘ ǎǘǳŘȅΥ aŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Receptive Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) (1983, 1990) and examination 

per course 

 

As is clear from Table 5.2 above, the Literature students performed better than the Law students on the 

VLT. UǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tŜŀǊǎƻƴ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƳƻŘŜǎǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

examination scores and academic vocabulary scores (r = 0.325, p < 0.0005).  

 

The lack of discrimination in the test of receptive vocabulary, as reflected in both Tables 5.1 and 5.2 above, 

ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ΨŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ±[¢ όŘŜǾƛǎŜŘ ōȅ [ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ мффр 

and revised in 1997) in the main study (see §5.6). As my assessment of vocabulary depth was based on 

written production, it was also more appropriate to use the productive version of the test for my 

vocabulary breadth measures. This latter version of the VLT tests the same five levels of vocabulary (2000-, 

3000-, 5000-word levels, academic vocabulary and the 10 000-word level) but requires students to 

complete words rather than simply to identify them; that is, it is a modified cloze test. I conducted this test 

among 16 Literature students at the Cape Town lectures in April the following semester. The results of this 

test are reflected in Table 5.3 below.  

 

 N 2000- 
word 

3000- 
word 

5000- 
word UWL 

10 000- 
word Total % 

Exam 
% 

Mean      16 97.43 84.72 71.88 74.65 50.69 75.72 55.67 

Std. Dev  4.79 16.79 30.62 21.37 34.06 20.35 13.94 

Min-max  88ς100 50ς100 6ς100 38ς100 0ς100 39ς97.70 28ς75 

Percentiles         

25th  95.58 79.16 46.87 52.77 11.11 56.89 45 

50th  100 88.88 84.37 

5.18 83.33 

58.33 83.33 57 

75th  100 98.61 98.43 94.44 77.77 93.38 68 

 

Table 5.3: Pilot study using Active version of Vocabulary Levels Test: Mean scores on levels test and examination 
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Given the small numbers in each group, a non-ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘǊƛŎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ {ǇŜŀǊƳŀƴΩǎ ǊƘƻΣ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ. Spearman 

rho correlations revealed a very significant strong correlation between scores at the UWL level and the 

total vocabulary score (rs = .85, p < 0.01) and between UWL scores and exam scores (rs = .88, p < 0.01). This 

suggested that there was a strong relatioƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜΣ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴ 

general and in terms of knowledge of academic words, and academic performance. Following these results, 

I went ahead with the data collection for the main study in 2010, using the active version of the VLT. 

 

5.6 MAIN STUDY 

The main study comprised three phases (see §5.2) with Phase 1 being conducted during the first semester 

of 2010. The methodological aspects of the study that apply to all three phases are discussed first; the 

three phases are then discussed one by one, in separate sections.  

 

5.6.1 Participants 

All 4500 students enrolled for these modules were sent the active version of the VLT and the questionnaire 

by post at the beginning of the first semester in 2010. The 346 students (161 enrolled in the Literature 

modules and 185 in the Law module) who made up the initial sample were identified by the fact that they 

completed and returned the test and questionnaire (an 8% return rate). Of these 346 students, a total of 

298 wrote the examination at the end of the semester. The scripts of these 298 students were identified 

and their examination essays were transcribed electronically and saved as Word documents. As was the 

case in the pilot study, the method used was convenience sampling: the sample was made up of those 

students who chose to return the questionnaires and tests and who then sat for the final examination in 

their respective modules. Although a common challenge in postal questionnaire administration, this last 

point suggests a limitation to this study: the sample was in effect self-selected, implying in this case that it 

was probably those students who were on average above the norm in their group in terms of commitment 

to their studies and motivation, possibly also in terms of performance, who were more likely to complete 

and return the test. This is an issue that needs to be borne in mind when assessing the internal validity of 

the study, and also the generalisability of its findings, which relates to external validity. In addition, the test 

was completed at home without any invigilation, which may have skewed results. However, the fact that 

many students performed poorly in the vocabulary test in the main study, despite the fact that they were 

ƴƻǘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎŜŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ 

knowledge fairly realistically. Scores were also all consistently lower than the pilot study receptive results, 

which is probably to be expected because of greater difficulty in the active test. This is discussed in more 

detail in Chapter 7 (see §7.5). 
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Of the initial sample of 346 students, almost three-fifths (57.9%) indicated in their questionnaires that their 

home language was not English. Of this 57.9%, 41.1% were mother tongue speakers of an African language. 

A quarter (25.5%) of those who indicated that their home language was English were, according to their 

university registration information, black students. This may be evidence of what Coetzee-Van Rooy 

όнлмнΥууύ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǿƛŘŜƴƛƴƎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǊŜǇŜǊǘƻƛǊŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎΩΦ 

In her study, Coetzee-Van Rooy (2012) investigated the language repertoires of students at a South African 

university, in an attempt to cast more light on the varying views on the perceived shift of speakers of 

African languages towards English. Her findings revealed extensive multilingualism amongst her 

participants. Perhaps the most pertinent finding of her study to mine is her finding that many students 

reported their home language as an African language, but their strongest language as English. Although she 

notes that this could be seen as evidence of a potential language shift to English among these participants, 

all her other findings seem to suggest that it ƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ŀ ΨŦƭƻǳǊƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳǳƭǘƛƭƛƴƎǳŀƭƛǎƳΩ 

(Coetzee-Van Rooy 2012:112). That is, for the students in her ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ΨǘƘŜ 

ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩ (Coetzee-Van Rooy 2012:112), while English was used for reading and writing.  

 

In a later study, Coetzee-Van Rooy (2014) interviewed some of the students who had taken part in the 

language repertoire study (Coetzee-Van Rooy 2012) ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘǊȅ ǘƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ Ψordinary magic of 

ǎǘŀōƭŜ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ƳǳƭǘƛƭƛƴƎǳŀƭƛǎƳΩ (2014:121). She found that those interviewed generally viewed 

multilingualism as very probable, confirming Coetzee-±ŀƴ wƻƻȅΩǎ όнлмпΥмнсύ impression that these 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ΨƳǳƭǘƛƭƛƴƎǳŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƳƻŘŜΩΦ Lƴ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŜǉǳŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

home language with their sense of their own identity, but also provided support for the notion that in order 

to fit into South African urban society one has to be multilingual; they expressed an awareness of the 

importance of English, while at the same time maintaining their home language (2014:129). The interviews 

confirmed the finding from ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ Řŀǘŀ ƻŦ ŀ ΨŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴΩ (Coetzee-Van Rooy 

2014:133) between those languages that are used socially and those used at school or university, although 

some participants did express an awareness of the strangeness of the fact that they were not equally 

proficient in reading and writing in both English and their home language. 

 

These studies by Coetzee-van Rooy (2012, 2014) have ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

phenomenon of multilingualism in South Africa (Coetzee-van Rooy 2012:113). This issue has already been 

discussed in some detail in Chapter 1 (see §1.2).  

 

{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ Ŧŀƭƭ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǘŜΩ ƻǊ ΨǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ 

(according to the research done in the National Benchmark Test Project21 [2009]), having had at least nine 

                                                           

21 ΨProficient: Performance in domain areas suggests that academic performance will not be adversely affected. If admitted, 
students should be placed on regular programmes of study. Intermediate: Challenges in domain areas identified such that it is 
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years, from Grade 4 to 12, with English as LoLT (language of learning and teaching). Students ranged from 

first-year students to those who had registered for the first time as many as thirty years before. Their ages 

ranged from 18 to 68, with 20% under the age of 20 at the time of the study. Almost half of the sample 

(48.5%) was under 40 years of age. It is thus clear that the student body from which the sample was drawn 

was more mature and more diverse in age than would probably be the case at a residential university. 

Registration information listed the ethnic group of the majority (57.0%) as ΨōƭŀŎƪΩΣ ол.9% were ΨǿƘƛǘŜΩ ŀƴŘ 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŘŜǊ ΨŎƻƭƻǳǊŜŘΩ ƻǊ Ψ!ǎƛŀƴΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ form a better idea of 

the varieties of English spoken by these students. Women outnumbered men, with the former making up 

almost three-fifths of the sample (59.3%). 

 

The student population at this university is multicultural and multilingual, but the medium of instruction is 

English and, in order to pass their degree, students must be able to read and write in English at a fairly 

advanced level. This sample, though small relative to the enrolment numbers at the university (approaching 

400 000), can be reliably regarded as representative of students registered in the Human Sciences at any 

{ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ Lǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ΨǘƘŜ Ŧǳƭƭ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǾŀǊƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩ (Biber 1994, cited in 

Tognini-Bonelli 2001:59), representing speakers of all 11 languages which have official status in South 

Africa, and foreign languages besides. The sample is taken from a specific population (students in the 

College of Human Sciences) but the sample can be said to include the full range of variability within that 

small target population. As this is an open and distance e-learning institution, many students are adults 

who have come late to higher education, but there are many, too, who are straight out of high school with 

very little life experience. 

 

As noted above, in the end only 298 of these students wrote the examination; for some reason or another, 

48 (13.8%) of the original group did not sit for their final examination. The final sample in this study was 

thus made up of 298 students, 139 enrolled in the Literature modules and 159 in the Law course. 

 

5.7 PHASE 1: VOCABULARY SIZE AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 

Phase 1 was driven by the first two main research questions (see §5.2), measurƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

productive vocabulary in relation to course, gender, age and language background, and exploring the 

relationship between vocabulary size and academic performance.   

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 

predicted that academic progress will be affected. LŦ ŀŘƳƛǘǘŜŘΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ educational needs should be met in a way deemed 
appropriate by the institution (e.g. extended or augmented programmes, special skills provision) (National Benchmark Test Project 
2009). 
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5.7.1 Research instruments 

In order to collect data for quantitative analysis, a questionnaire and a vocabulary test instrument were 

used in this phase. {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦ 

 

Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was designed to elicit biographical data only (see Appendix A) ς student number and 

course code and language background (that is, home language). Students were also asked to indicate when 

they had started and ended the test. This detail was included to elicit information for purposes of 

compariǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

test at one sitting. In the event, this information was discarded as too few students completed this part of 

the questionnaire.  

 

FurtƘŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ  gender, age and ethnicity  was taken from the information provided by each 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎŜŘ Ǿƛŀ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ. The university is required by the 

state to provide statistics on ethnicity and, for the purpose of this study, information on this and on 

language background was included to allow for the identification of any particular idiosyncrasies in student 

writing which might be the result of L1 transfer or of the variety of English spoken. The inclusion of 

language background also meant that NSs and NNSs of English could be identified in the sample, as Unisa 

has a heterogeneous student body with speakers of all 11 official languages as well as many foreign 

languages. This study compares student writers with expert writers and, although the L1 speakers of 

English in the student ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ΨƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ΨƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǾƛŎŜ 

writers of English in the academic idiom. It should be noted that this study is not primarily concerned with 

ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ, although this could be the focus of a further 

study.  

 

[ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ όмффрύ ±ƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ [ŜǾŜƭǎ ¢Ŝǎǘ ό!ŎǘƛǾŜ ±ŜǊǎƛƻƴύ  

{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǿŀǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƻƴ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜΣ ŀ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ŎƭƻȊŜ 

test, an active version of the VLT originally devised by Nation (1983) and used by Laufer and Nation (1995) 

(see Appendix A). This VLT is freely available to researchers and both the passive and active versions have 

been used or adapted in many studies (among others Laufer and Paribakht 1998; Laufer and Nation 1999; 

Lenko-Szymanska 2000). This instrument tests five levels of vocabulary, that is, the 2000-, 3000- and 5000-

word levels, the UWL and the 10 000-word level. Such word-completion exercises as this test contains are 

associated with the ability to use vocabulary productively (Laufer and Nation 1999). I accordingly used the 

test in this study to create a profile of studeƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǿƻǊŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ 
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End-of-semester examination marks  

In order to establish whether there was a relationship between vocabulary size and academic performance, 

that is, whether high scores on the VLT would be linked to higher examination scores, and vice versa, 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳŀǊƪǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ-of-semester examination in the English and Law courses they were enrolled in 

were collected. This was the same semester as that in which they had completed the VLT. 

 

5.7.2 Procedures 

At the beginning of the first semester of 2010 (which ran from January to June), having received permission 

from the university to conduct the study (see Appendix B), I sent out the questionnaire and the test, 

together with a covering letter explaining the project, to all 4500 students registered for the three modules, 

English Literature studies (ENN101D and ENN102E) and English Communication for Law Students 

(ENN106J). The covering letter explained the project to students and requested that they fill in the 

questionnaire and complete the vocabulary test, without using a dictionary (see Appendix A). They were 

asked to send both questionnaire and vocabulary test back to the university in the stamped addressed 

envelope provided once they had completed them. Those students who returned these documents also 

gave their permission for their results and examination scripts to be used in the study. Completed 

questionnaires were returned to the university by 346 students. 

 

5.7.3 Scoring and analysis 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǘŜǎǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀǊƪŜŘΣ 

scored and analysed. The information gathered from the questionnaires was saved in SPSS and all 

computations were made using this program. The biographical data were used to create a profile of the 

sample according to course of study, gender, age and language background. 

 

Once captured in SPSS, the test scores were computed using descriptive and inferential statistics. ANOVAs 

(to test for significant differences) and correlations (to test for relationships) between vocabulary results 

ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘΦ ¢ǿƻ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘΥ ǘƘŜ tŜŀǊǎƻƴ 

product-moment parametric test of correlation, a measure of association between two continuous 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛǎ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ {ǇŜŀǊƳŀƴΩǎ Ǌŀƴƪ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǊƘƻΣ ŀ 

nonparametric test of correlation, used when the group sizes were small and assumptions about normal 

distribution could thus not be met.  

 

Multiple regression analysis was also performed to identify which levels of the VLT would best predict 

academic performance, using the Enter22 method (Brace et al. 2003:214). Multiple regression is an 

                                                           

22
 The Ψ9ƴǘŜǊΩ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŜƴǘŜǊǎ ŀƭƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ŝǉǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎΦ The Ψ{ǘŜǇǿƛǎŜΩ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ƻƴƭȅ ŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

are good predictors into the final equation.ô 
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extension of simple linear regression and is a statistical technique that allows a researcher to predict a 

ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻƴ ƻƴŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ƻǊ ƘŜǊ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΦ Ψ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ 

άǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƻǊ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊes on another 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜέΩ (Brace et al. 2003:210). In other words, Ψmultiple regression 

ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǳǎ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƻǊ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ 

likely score on a ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΩ (Brace et al. 2003:214). 

 

5.8 PHASE 2: COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND EXPERT WRITERSΩ USE OF SELECTED 

VERBS AND MWUS WITHIN AND ACROSS ACADEMIC GENRES 

Phase 2 was driven by two research questions: the first related to the distribution of the functions of the 

three selected verbs in the Expert and Student corpora, and the second to the use of selected MWUs in the 

two corpora (see §5.2).This second phase of the study comprised the delimitation of the MWUs under 

study, and the compilation and analysis of the corpora. In this section, the compilation of the corpora is 

discussed, followed by the formulation of the analytical framework used to analyse the MWUs. 

 

The collection of the corpus data was informed by the theoretical thinking current in corpus linguistics and 

in the area of research dealing with MWUs. The analysis of the data subsequently revealed the relevant 

linguistic characteristics of the writing making up the Student corpus, and how these compared with the 

Expert corpus.  

 

In an attempt to fulfil the methodological requirements suggested by Tognini-Bonelli (2001), Nation (2001) 

and Gilquin and Gries (2009), this study has set out clearly the research questions (see §5.2), collected two 

corpora, a reference corpus of expert writing and a primary research corpus of student writing (see §5.8.1 

below), which are in electronic format and machine readable, representative of the genre under 

investigation, and collected in a natural, communicative setting. A reputable and proven computer 

software program, WordSmith Tools Version 5 (Scott 2008) was used to organise and analyse the data (see 

§5.8.1.5). 

 

5.8.1 Compiling the corpora 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ .ŀƪŜǊ όнлмлύ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŏŀƭƭ ΨǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŜŘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŀ 

specific type of language, namely, essays written by students under examination conditions on the one 

hand, and study material written by expert lecturers on the other, consequently involving inevitable 

restrictions on size and genre. As this study compares the use of combinations of words in English, no other  
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language is included. The Student corpus consists of student academic writing in English, much of it by NNS 

students. This is a diverse group, however, with wide variations in terms of age, language and educational 

background. Such a corpus should reveal correct usage, as well as common errors, areas of difficulty, and 

ΨƻǾŜǊ- and underuse of lexis or grammar when compared to an equivalent corpus of native speaker 

ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ ό.ŀƪŜǊ нлмлΥмллύΣ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ 9ȄǇŜǊǘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ 

obtained from the study material used in these Literature and Law courses (see Appendix C). 

5.8.1.1 The Student corpus 

The Student corpus was split into two sub-corpora, Student Lit, which contained examination writing from 

students enrolled in the two Literature modules, and Student Law, containing examination writing by 

students enrolled in the English Communication for Law course. 

 

Although I took cognisance of points made by various experts in this field in the corpus compilation process 

(see §5.4.2), circumstances dictated that I deviate on several fronts from the recommendations of 

researchers such as Biber and Tognini-Bonelli. As a teacher at a distance education institution, the only 

opportunity I had to elicit authentic writing from the study population was during examination time. This is 

the only time that students are seated in a venue writing their own, authentic responses to a question or 

questions ς albeit in different venues all over the world. Examinations are also the only time that students 

write under controlled conditions, with no access to reference material, the internet or other possible input 

such as tutor instruction. All other work they submit during the semester is completed beyond the confines 

of the university or its satellites and as such cannot be guaranteed as authentic. Because of this, I was 

bound to use the esǎŀȅǎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎǊƛǇǘǎΣ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ōǊƛŜŦΤ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

ŎŀƴΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ōŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǘŜȄǘǎΩΦ ¢ƘƛǎΣ L ōŜƭƛŜǾŜΣ makes these corpora authentic. 

 

In this study, the Student corpus is made up of a total of 206 173 words from 298 essays (139 Literature 

and 159 Law) written under examination conditions by a group of undergraduates. The rationale behind 

the compilation of this corpus was that the study focuses on a very specific group of participants (the 

sample drawn from the wider target population, see §5.6.2). When split into corpora according to genre, 

the Student Lit corpus comprised 142 655 words and the Student Law, 63 518. As there were no length 

stipulations for texts other than the requirements of the examination, that is, between 350 and 450 words 

per essay, and the time constraints of the examination, two hours in this case, texts varied quite 

dramatically in length among students and across courses, from 350 to over 2000 words in the Student Lit 

corpus and from 131 to over 800 words in the Student Law corpus. Literature students wrote an average of 

1026 words in their exam scripts, while Law students averaged 399 words. However, as the focus of the 

study is on the group of students rather than the individual, this was deemed acceptable. 
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The kinds of texts selected were controlled by the examination requirements in the modules concerned ς 

academic argumentative or discussion-type essays on either a legal type of question in the Law module 

(Immigration has contributed to a rise in international crime or Corruption is mainly practised by the rich or 

Laws are punitive and not corrective) or a question on a prescribed novel, poem or extract from a reader in 

the Literature course (see Appendix D for examples of the examination papers). The two sub-corpora are 

not identical in size ς this was an unavoidable and unforeseen result of the fact that the students in the Law 

course wrote much shorter essays in their examinations than had been anticipated. 

 

The Literature examination papers required students to answer two questions in total. There were five 

questions in the paper for ENN101D: poetry (comprehension-type questions set on a poem); 

comprehension questions on a passage from a novel; and an essay question on each of three novels, 

Nervous Conditions, Heart of Darkness and The Madonna of Excelsior. Even though there were two 

questions featuring comprehension-type questions, students were nonetheless required to write extended 

texts in answer to these questions. The question paper for ENN102E followed the same format, except that 

there were only four questions to choose from, there being no comprehension-type question: poetry, 

Disgrace, The Great Gatsby and The Merchant of Venice were examined. I used all answers in the scripts, 

whether they were answers to essay or comprehension questions.  

 

The question paper for the Law students comprised multiple-choice questions set on a legal case, and an 

argumentative essay. Only the essays were used for the corpus. There were three essay questions to 

choose from and students were required to write at least 450 words. A possible limitation here is that more 

marks, and potentially more time, were allocated to essays in the Literature examination papers; in the Law 

exam, the essay counted only half the marks towards the total, and the first section, the multiple-choice 

test, possibly took more than half of the allocated time to answer. This could also be an explanation for the 

brevity of the texts. 

5.8.1.2 The Expert corpus 

The Expert corpus, used as the reference corpus, was compiled from the study material and tutorial letters 

sent to students enrolled for the Literature and Law courses during the semester of study. This was made 

up of 25 texts in all, 21 Literature texts and four Law texts, with a total of 192 060 words (see Appendix C 

for a list of texts). This material included study guides for all three modules, tutorial letters containing 

general information, specific information and instructional material on prescribed works and course 

content, as well as supplementary teaching material in the form of feedback letters on assignments, extra 

notes on prescribed works and so on. The fact that there were so many more Literature than Law texts 

reflects differences in the sort of teaching conducted in the two courses; students in the Literature courses 

were required to read more and had more options to choose from in their assignments. As a result, they 

received more feedback letters. Students in these courses were also given the opportunity to attend 
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lectures once a semester in the main centres in the country. Notes from these lectures were then sent to all 

students registered for the course to accommodate those who had been unable to attend the lectures. The 

Law students were not given this opportunity. 

 

This writing, that is, this feedback to students from lecturers, is regarded as authentic and representative of 

expert academic writing, having been composed by several academics, experts in the fields of English 

Literature or English Communication for Law, and having undergone stringent editing, peer review and 

critical reading. The writing making up this corpus was written between 2004 and 2010 and was thus 

considered appropriate. I was part of the team responsible for some of these texts but as all of them were 

written before I started this study this had no influence on the outcomes. For purposes of comparison, this 

corpus was split into two according to course, resulting in Expert Lit (144 231) and Expert Law (47 829 

words) sub-corpora. 

 
Table 5.4 reflects the composition of the corpora: 

 

 No of 
Texts 

Tokens Mean 
Tokens per 

text 

Types 

Expert Corpus 25 192060 7682 11595 

Student Corpus 298 206173 691 9682 

Expert Lit 21 144231 6868 10094 

Expert Law 4 47829 11957 4867 

Student Lit 139 142655 1026 7475 

Student Law 159 63518 399 5255 

 

Table 5.4: Composition of the corpora 

5.8.1.3 Characteristics of the corpora 

As far as the situational criteria of register and genre are concerned (see §5.4.2.2 above), the texts making 

up the corpora in this study can be regarded as representative of an academic register and as belonging to 

the genre of written academic language. As such, the text type (that is, the linguistic perspective) should be 

formal and impersonal in the main rather than colloquial and interactive. In other words, as the Student 

corpus was derived from writing of an academic and formal genre produced under examination conditions, 

it was expected not to feature many elements of spoken language, such as contractions, colloquialisms or 

personal pronouns (Pennebaker 2011). As the study guides are designed to be interactive, in the sense that 

they engage students in activities and attempt to fulfil the role a lecturer would play in a conventional 

university lecture, the Expert corpus could, as a result, be expected to contain, in addition to formal 

academic writing, more instructional language and the use of more personal pronouns. 
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As to being representative, texts making up the Student corpus had to be ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ 

ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎǊƛǇǘǎΣ ŀǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΦ L ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǘŜȄǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ 

make do with whatever they wrote (see §5.4.2.3).  

5.8.1.4 Preparation of the corpora 

All the examination scripts were photocopied and typed. The electronic copies were checked against the 

photocopies of the originals to ensure that the typing was absolutely accurate. In the process, each essay 

was coded with the student number and course code, as indicated on the questionnaire by students, and a 

code for the essay question or questions answered by the student. An example of the coding is 

<12345678_ENN101D_P_NC>, where 12345678 is the student number, ENN101D the course code and P 

and NC indicate the type of question, such as P for Poetry and NC for Nervous Conditions. These are two of 

the five prescribed texts in this module on which students were examined (see §5.8.1.1 above). The angle 

brackets were used to separate this coding from the text, as WordSmith Tools (WST) can be set to ignore 

the contents of these brackets. This means that these codes did not show up in the results of the analysis 

but could be used by the researcher to identify certain groups or individual texts within the corpus. 

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƴŀƳŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΣ ŀǎ 

indicated by their vocabulary size, their examination scores and their use of delexical MWUs in Phase 3. As 

no comparable analysis was needed for the Expert corpus, no coding was applied to it (and WST 

automatically keeps texts separate). 

5.8.1.5 Analysis of corpus data 

Five steps were followed in the analysis of the corpora, using WST (version 5). These are discussed in detail 

below. WST is a ǎǳƛǘŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ό{Ŏƻǘǘ нллуύ ǿƘƛŎƘ {Ŏƻǘǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ Ψ{ǿƛǎǎ ŀǊƳȅ ƪƴƛŦŜΩ 

όнллмΥпуύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŀƭƻƎȅ ŀǎ ƛǘ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜǎ {ŎƻǘǘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ŘŜǎƛƎning the program ς it was 

devised with ease and convenience in mind for the ordinary researcher, language teacher or student to use 

ƻƴ ŀ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊΦ {Ŏƻǘǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǘƻƻƭǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ 

as opposed to specifƛŎΩ όнллмΥпуύΦ Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

program could be run using standard equipment and standard texts and that an affordable amount of 

ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ƳŜƳƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƴŘƻǿǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǘƻ Ǌǳƴ ƛǘΦ IŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƛǘ Ψǘo be able to handle virtually 

ŀƴȅ ǘŜȄǘ ƻǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ŀƴȅ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ ό{Ŏƻǘǘ нллмΥпфύΦ [ŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ 

ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴƴƻǘŀǘŜŘ ƻǊ ΨƳŀǊƪŜŘ ǳǇΩΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŀƎƎŜŘ ǘŜȄǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ 

separate marked-up text from the text proper. 
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Following Wang and Shaw (2008), the five steps in the process were as follows: 

 

Step 1 ς generation of wordlists 

Wordlists were generated for both corpora ς in their entirety and also as sub-corpora ς using the WordList 

application of WST. This allows the researcher to create lists of words ordered by frequency and 

alphabetically, both for the whole corpus and for the individual texts it comprises. In the present study, 

although individual word frequency was of less interest than multiword items, it was important to 

determine whether the identified verbs in question ςHAVE, MAKE and TAKE ς were in fact frequent in these 

corpora and this was therefore established at the outset. WordList was also used to establish the number 

of types and tokens in each corpus. 

 

Step 2 ς generation of keywords 

Keyword lists revealed which words were significantly more frequent (in my study, significance was set at 

p Җ 0.05) and those which were significantly less frequent in the Student corpus compared to the Expert 

corpus as a whole, and in the Student sub-corpora when compared to the relevant Expert sub-corpora. 

There must be two lists available for the Keyword (KW) application to be able to generate a list of 

ΨƪŜȅǿƻǊŘǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎǘŜǇ ǿŀǎ ǘƘǳǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9ȄǇŜǊǘ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΣ ŀƴŘ 

then the Student Lit and Law sub-corpora with the Expert Lit and Law sub-corpora respectively by 

generating keyword lists.  

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ Ψŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ όǘƘŜ 

ΨƴƻŘŜΩ ǘŜȄǘύ ƛǎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ό{Ŏƻǘǘ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊƛōōƭŜ нллсΥруύΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ΨŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΩ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŀ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ 

fairly large, probably containing many thousands, even millions, of words (Scott and Tribble 2006). In the 

present study the Expert corpus was used as the reference corpus, because this was the benchmark against 

which the Student corpus was investigated. This was considered acceptable by an expert in the field of 

statistics and in working with WST.23 

 

Step 3 ς generation of concordance lines 

The Concord application of WST was used in the generation of concordance lines. This tool allows the 

researcher to find all references to a given word or phrase within the corpus, and it shows these in standard 

concordance lines with the search word centred and a variable number of words ς co-text, commonly 

referred to by researchers as context ς on either side of it. Searches can be refined by searching again on 

the first word to the right, or the second to the left and so on, allowing the researcher to form a very good 

ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ōŜƘŀǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ŀƴŘ ΨǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ƛǘ ƪŜŜǇǎΩ όCƛǊǘƘ мфртΣ cited in Léon 2007:1). A 

                                                           
23

 Personal correspondence with Prof. D. Prinsloo, University of Pretoria. 
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separate concordance was generated for each word-form of each selected verb e.g., have, has, had and so 

on (what .ƛōŜǊ ώнллсΥопϐ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƻǊǇƘŜƳŜǎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜ ǿƻǊŘ ƻǊ ƭŜƳƳŀύΦ 

 

Thus Concord ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŀ ǿƻǊŘΩǎ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƭƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƛǘǎ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ 

ŀ ΨƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻǎƻŘȅΩ ό{Ŏƻǘǘ нллмΥрпύΣ ƻǊ ŀ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ ōȅ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

clusters featuring a particular word or phrase, such as 

 

his times. In other words, he has doubts about the stereotype (Exp Lit) 

 
Step 4 ς investigation of concordance lines 

In order to identify all occurrences of these three verbs, concordance lines were generated for each word-

form of each verb, e.g. hav*, has, had. The forms hav*, mak* and takϝΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǿƛƭŘ ŎŀǊŘǎΩ ƛƴ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ 

linguistics, were used instead of have, make and take, as the use of the asterisk identifies all words starting 

with the three letters and allows the researcher to identify forms such as having, ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ, making, taking 

and taken. The use of such wild cards can, however, generate anomalies and did so in this study. These 

ŀƴƻƳŀƭƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ōȅ ΨŎƭŜŀƴƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘΦ ¢his step was 

completed by using the Concord application of WordSmith Tools (§5.9.1.5). In this respect, the Concord 

function was arguably the element of the program most useful to this study in that it allowed me to focus 

on how a word or phrase was used or behaved in context, or as Flowerdew (1998:542) observes, Ψƛƴ 

ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ǘŜȄǘΩΦ 

 

Once the concordance lines had been generated, the manual aspect of the investigation began, regarded in 

this study as a qualitative aspect of the analysis. This was the first step in the comparison of uses (functions) 

of the three verbs in the Expert and Student corpora, as part of addressing Research Question 3. The 

framework for the categorisation of the uses of each verb is explained in detail in Chapter 5 (see §5.8.3). 

This framework was used to code all the functions or categories of use of these verbs so that comparisons 

could be made within and across corpora. A very important function in this study was /ƻƴŎƻǊŘΩǎ ability to 

provide evidence, such as the previous example, of the delexical use in the corpora of the three verbs, 

focusing as it does on how a word or phrase is used or behaves in context. 

 

WST allows the researcher to insert codes into the concordance, which makes it possible to generate a 

graphical picture of the percentages of the various functions of a word in a corpus, using a program such as 

Microsoft Excel to do the calculations and generate the graphs or diagrams. In this step, each occurrence of 

each particular word-form was categorised according to the framework discussed below (§5.8.3). 

 

Each function of the verb was classified and coded in Concord by assigning it a particular number in the 

ΨǎŜǘΩ ŎƻƭǳƳƴΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǎŀǾŜŘΣ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ ǘƻ ǊŜŀǊǊŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻŘŜǎ 
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(see Appendix E). Codes were assigned according to whether the verb was used as an auxiliary, as a lexical 

verb, as a semi-modal, as a phrasal verb or the category I was focusing on specifically, in a restricted or 

semi-restricted combination of delexical verb + noun/noun phrase. These categories are explained in more 

detail for each of the three verbs below (see §5.8.3.1ς§5.8.3.3). These functions were then quantified using 

Microsoft Excel and pie charts were generated to indicate the proportion each function represented of the 

total occurrence of each verb. This element of the analysis dealt with the corpora as sub-corpora ς Expert 

Lit and Law and Student Lit and Law. 

 

Although this study does not purport to be a study of the entire grammatical workings and patterning of 

the three verbs in question, the functions and categories of use of these verbs were classified in order to 

isolate the focus of the study ς the delexical uses of the verbs ς from the rest. This process, involving the 

identification and explanation of each function of each of the three verbs, a search for these in the 

concordance of each word-form, and the coding of each word accordingly, has provided useful background 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǾŜǊōǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳǎŜ ōȅ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƴ 

aspect which has not been covered by any other researchers I could find, although Biber et al. (1999) 

provide information on all uses of these three verbs, which was invaluable to my study. 

 

Finally, the lines containing core and pseudo delexical verb combinations featuring the three verbs in 

question were extracted.  

 

Step 5 ς analysis of delexical verbs 

After the delexical combinations had been identified they were analysed in depth for frequency, 

appropriateness and differences across genres. This analysis meant establishing whether each example was 

a pseudo or a core delexical combination, as well as whether it was deviant in any way. If it was deviant, the 

errors were categorised and quantified.  

 

Deviant MWUs were then identified and the errors they contained categorised and quantified. Once I had 

identified all the errors in these MWUs, two independent NS judges, colleagues from the Department of 

English Studies, both experienced, expert teachers of English language and literature, were asked to 

establish the degree of acceptability of combinations. The categories of acceptability were adapted from 

those used by Nesselhauf (2005): Clearly Unacceptable * ; Largely Unacceptable (*); or Marginally 

Acceptable ?. I compared their ratings to my own, and arrived at a final, considered total for each category.  
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5.8.2 Classification of delexical MWUs 

Based on studies by Algeo (1995) and Nesselhauf (2003, 2005) in particular, combinations were considered 

to be MWUs featuring a core delexical verb + noun/noun complement if they consisted of HAVE, MAKE or 

TAKE occurring 

¶ with an eventive noun, where the verb carried little lexical weight or was semantically void or empty; 

¶ where the noun carried the bulk of the semantic weight and where there was a verb, identical24 in 

form, which could replace the whole combination, e.g. lŜǘΩǎ have a look, where have a look could be 

replaced with the verb look; he took a walk where walk could be replaced by the verb walked, since 

this definition allows for inflectional changes in tense and number.  

¶ where the eventive noun was preceded by an indefinite article (a/an). For example, 

study the literature if you do not have a love for reading per se. Some of you may (Exp Lit)
25

 
purpose as a whole is to make a comment on the problem 

 

An explanation of the classification of verb+noun combinations as delexical MWUs is provided in Chapter 4 

(see §4.4.1). Combinations were considered pseudo delexical MWUs when they failed in some way to fulfil 

one or more of the requirements for core delexical MWUs: 

¶ Where the replacement verb was not identical to the noun, but morphologically related as in he made 

a decision and he decided ό[ŀƴƎŜǊ нллпΥмтύΣ ǿƘŀǘ !ƭƎŜƻ όмффрύ ǘŜǊƳǎ ΨŀŦŦƛȄŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ but which is usually 

ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨŘŜǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ŀŦŦƛȄŜǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 

part of speech of the word, such as in the verb decide which can be changed to a noun, decision, by the 

addition of a suffix -ion. In contrast, as noted above, inflection changes a word grammatically, as in the 

inflection of the verb to indicate third-person singular in English (Richards and Schmidt 2002). Examples 

of this type from the Student corpus included  

at we are going to examine. He makes a very interesting observation (Stud. Lit) 

¶ Where there was Ψŀ Ŧƭŀǿ ƛƴ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ ǇǊŜŘƛŎŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ 

ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ǾŜǊōΩ ό!ƭƎŜƻ мффрΥнлсύΣ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀŦŦƛȄŀǘƛƻƴΣ e.g. make a decision  decide, modulation 

(change of prosodic phonemes) and phonological modification (change of segmental phonemes), e.g. 

make a prótest = protést, take a breath = breathe (Algeo 1995:205), as in the example from the Student 

Lit corpus The poet suggests that London has a calming effect on him, or pluralisation, or deviations 

where the definite article is used instead of the indefinite article, or where the article is absent, or 

where there was no corresponding single-word verb in everyday use, e.g. have a game, make an effort, 

have an affair, or where there was only an equivalent non-cognate single-word verb, e.g. take cover = 

hide (Algeo 1995:206).  

                                                           

24
óLŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭΩ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭȅ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŀǎ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ǘŜƴǎŜ όŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴύΦ 

25
 The source applies to the concordance line at the end of which it occurs and to any following lines. Where a different source is 

used in the same set of examples, a space is inserted and the rule applied accordingly. Corpora are referred to as Exp (Expert) or 
Stud (Student) Lit (i.e. Literature) or Law. 
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¶ Where the eventive noun was morphologically related to a simple verb, but the delexical MWU differed 

semantically from that verb, e.g. ƳŀƪŜ ƭƻǾŜ ґ ǘƻ ƭƻǾŜ, ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ōƛǘŜ ґ ǘƻ ōƛǘŜ (Algeo 1995:206), as in the 

example aƴŘ ǿŀǘŎƘŦǳƭέΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŜ takes care to note weaknesses (Stud. Lit), where take care ґ 

care. 

¶ Where the corresponding simple verb was passive rather than active, e.g. have a fright = be frightened 

(Algeo 1995: 206).  

 

Lƴ [ŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ όнллпύ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǳƴ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƛȄŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ Ƴŀȅ 

vary, and attributes (adjectives, intensifiers) may also be added. Negatives are allowed; and the phrase may 

also contain possessive pronouns. Such ŀƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ !ƭƎŜƻΩǎ όмффрύ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ of 

such MWUs would be classified as pseudo delexicals in my study.  

 

I analysed all combinations carefully ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ !ƭƎŜƻΩǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ discussed above, following the three 

rules for core delexical MWUs and the four rules for pseudo delexical MWUs in order to classify them. For 

instance, if the indefinite article was missing (for whatever reason) before the eventive noun in the target 

form, the combination was classified as a pseudo delexical MWU: 

 

the first eight lines, the poet makes use of similes in order (Exp Lit) 
the beginning and then ends up making love to her. He gets a 

The second example here also illustrates the semantic difference between the MWU and the simple verb.  

 

Once the delexical MWUs had been identified and categorised as core or pseudo with due consideration of 

their target forms, these combinations were investigated for possible deviations. 

 

The following section discusses how the three verbs were categorised in terms of their functions. This is the 

focus of Research Question 3.  

 

5.8.3 Analytical framework for analysis of HAVE, MAKE and TAKE 

The frameworks for the analysis and categorisation of the uses of each of the verbs in question are 

presented in the following three sections, starting with HAVE. 

5.8.3.1 HAVE 

HAVE is a complex verb and has several functions. It is one of the three primary verbs (Biber et al. 1999) in 

English (the others are BE and DO), which means it can act as an auxiliary or a lexical (main) verb. It may 

also be used as an operator, a semi-modal and, according to the terminology used in my study, as a core or 

a pseudo delexical verb.  
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HAVE as auxiliary verb 

HAVE is a primary auxiliary: it has inflections like lexical verbs, but these are frequently unstressed as 

ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ωve. As a primary auxiliary, HAVE specifies the way in which the lexical verb, or the 

whole clause, is to be interpreted. The auxiliary HAVE is used to form the perfect aspect. The perfect aspect 

designates events or states taking place during a period leading up to the specified time (Biber et al. 

1999:460): 

Perfect aspect present tense (passive): 

the norm. They, the Europeans, have been given this false (Stud Lit) 

Perfect aspect past tense: 

The deceased did not report that he had recovered his vehicle. (Stud Law) 

The most common use of HAVE in the corpora in this study was as an auxiliary verb: 

o Gatsby. Even though that may have been true, he neglected (Stud Lit) 

away her purity. This may not have happened if the apartheid 

air, putting things where they have gone wrong, for it is a 

the speaker and the neighbour have been closed. As indicate 

between him and Melanie should have taught him a lesson but 

between Gatsby and Daisy, but have not yet confronted. He i 

 st what these other characters have said. He is definitely p (Exp Lit) 

 

HAVE as operator 

In general, operators are found in finite clauses only, and are used in special structures, particularly in 

independent interrogative clauses and clauses negated by not. The operator is realised in the following 

ways: by the first auxiliary in the verb phrase: Are you joking? and also by the insertion of the auxiliary do, 

as in these examples with HAVE: 

insight into his own character? Does he have ŀƴȅ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ {ƻǊŀȅŀΩǎ? (Stud Lit) 
is suddenly terminated? Does Lurie have the potential for sustaining; 

 

and by the copular verb be and, less commonly, transitive have. The examples below are provided from 

Biber et al. (1999:134), as there were none in my corpora:  

Have you any money? 
I have a lot of feeling ς right? 

I haven't any money.  
 

¢ƘŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǳƴŘŜǊƭƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜŘΦ LŦ ƴƻǘΣ 

the auxiliary do ƛǎ ƛƴǎŜǊǘŜŘΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ мфффΥ 134): 

 of the allusion to the hero Oedipus? Does it have to do with the manner in which Lurie embarks (Exp Lit) 

an insight into his own character? Does he have ŀƴȅ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ {ƻǊŀȅŀΩǎ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎΚ LŦ ȅŜǎΣ  

is suddenly terminated? Does Lurie have the potential for sustaining certain relation  
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There were very few examples of HAVE as operator in the corpora. 

 

HAVE as semi-modal 

HAVE can be used as a semi-modal verb, which is a use related to modal auxiliary verbs (can, could, may, 

might, must, shall should, will, would). Modal auxiliary verbs differ from other verbs in that they have no 

non-finite forms. These modal auxiliaries express a wide range of meanings, having to do with concepts 

such as ability, permission, necessity and obligation. Although they can convey meanings that relate to time 

differences (e.g. can vs could), the differences among them relate primarily to modality rather than to 

tense. The verbs dare (to), need (to), ought to, and used to are on the borderline between auxiliaries and 

lexical verbs and can be regarded as marginal auxiliaries. These vary with respect to do-insertion. HAVE, 

which is related in meaning to modal auxiliaries, occurs as part of a multiword verb as in have to, (had) 

better, (have) got to and in this use is called a semi-modal (Biber et al. 1999:73). Biber et al. (1999:484) 

describe these semi-ƳƻŘŀƭǎ ŀǎ ΨŦƛȄŜŘ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ƳƻŘŀƭǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 

expressions are commonly contracted, ŀǎ ƛƴ Ψd better. Expressions with HAVE as a semi-modal, as in have 

to, express obligation or necessity: 

oman is a burden on which some have to overcome it and some (Stud Lit) 

urs make good friendship. They have to close the gaps and bo 

abamukuru is often praised for having to take care of both t 

bamukuru in telling submission have to be married women whil 

ighed again. The two recording have to agree and if not, it 

ect, feel for each other. They have to help without limits a 

d up by what he sees, it would have to be a dull person. The 

e neighbours, at one time they have to meet and let each oth 

 

HAVE as lexical verb 

HAVE as a transitive lexical verb occurs as commonly as the most frequent lexical verbs in English. Biber et 

al. (1999:429) found that across their four registers of conversation, fiction, academic prose and news, 

HAVE was most common in conversation and least common in academic prose. However, within academic 

prose, HAVE was more common than any of the lexical verbs. The main verb HAVE can be used with various 

meanings indicating different logical relations, including physical possession, family connection, food 

consumption, states of existence, linking a person to some abstract quality, marking causation. Below is a 

sample from the concordance lines for hav* as a lexical verb in the Student Lit Corpus: 

 

 implies that as long as they have the wall, they will be (Student Lit) 

at they all go to the City and have some fun. They booked a 

ne that these neighbours would have an idea on how these ten 

not see light. I think if you have gift from God you will n 

and absence of light; his eyes have no light to even create 

is not fair as if it does not have anything fair to human e 

hat he does makes him free and have a clear conscience. Yes, 
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rced to use their own toilets, have their own doors that the 

ƭƭΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊƛǾŜǊ ƛǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ having its own will (line 12) 

talks to Agnes. He is said to have shadowless eyes and cada 

 

HAVE as delexical verb 

The main focus of this study was those occurrences where HAVE was used delexically (Altenberg and 

Granger 2001:174ff) with an eventive noun. Algeo (1995:204; cf. Quirk et al. 1985:750) explains an 

ΨŜǾŜƴǘƛǾŜΩ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ ΨŘŜǾŜǊōŀƭ ŀƴŘ ώΦΦΦϐ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘŜΩΦ There are two 

types of delexical construction identified in this framework, which I have called ΨŎƻǊŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǇǎŜǳŘƻΩ 

delexical MWUs respectively, borrowing the terms from Algeo (1995). 

 

HAVE as core delexical verb 

Biber et al. (1999:1026) explain that verbs like HAVE, MAKE and TAKE are often found in combination with a 

ƴƻǳƴ ǇƘǊŀǎŜΣ ŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ ƻŦǘŜƴ 

be replaced by a single-word verb with essentially no loss of meaning. In this study, the kind of 

ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ .ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όмфффύ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ŀǎ ΨƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎΩΣ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƻǊ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ όǎŜŜ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ пΣ 

§4.4.1), I have coded as core delexical verbs. Below are examples from the Expert Lit and the Student Lit 

corpora: 

the literature if you do not have a love for reading per se. Some (Exp Lit) 
in the examination, to have a grasp of the basic ideas, and aspects  

en kept secret for so long? He has a newfound respect and ap 

 ourage and love of animals and has a respect for her and her (Stud Lit) 

touches the speaker deeply and has a spiritual impactΦ Ψ¢ƘŜ 

 

HAVE as pseudo delexical verb 

Where the eventive noun or expanded predicate and the corresponding simple verb are not identical either 

through affixation, modulation and phonological modification or pluralisation (although grammatical 

changes to accommodate tense and person are allowed), or where the definite article is used instead of the 

indefinite article, or where the article is absent, these are termed pseudo delexical combinations (after 

Algeo 1995). The example below  

present life? You may not have much respect for a character (Exp Lit) 
 

explains one of the difficulties of analysis some of these MWUs presented. This example contrasts with the 

one for the core delexicals above in that it does not take an article, partly because of much, which requires 

a non-count interpretation. Thus, quantification, an aspect of the grammar, can determine whether a 

structure is regarded as pseudo delexical or not. In the examples below, the combinations can be replaced 

by single-word verbs but these are not identical in form to the eventive noun: 
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dd looking guy. He is tall and has a ghostly appearance; his (Stud Lit) 

at the narrator is speaking of has no comparison in the natu 

and realises the effect Uriah has on her father. Uriah Heep 

ƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨƳŀƧŜǎǘȅΩ Ƙŀǎ ŀ Ŏƻƴƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ of our almi 

explains clearly that the man has no feelings and is always 

tive and thoughtful person who has logical thinking when awk 

tive if someone ignore him. He has an aggressive behaviour w 
 

 

5.8.3.2 MAKE  

MAKE is a lexical verb only, never acting as an auxiliary and never used intransitively (that is, without an 

object). MAKE can be classified as an activity verb according to its core meaning, which is to create 

something, but it may also be causative in meaning ς to make something happen, to make (force) someone 

to do something. As an activity verb, Biber et al. (1999:367) found that it occurred more commonly across 

all four registers (and over 1000 times per million words in the academic register) than any other of the 

activity verbs ς ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƻǇǇŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ΨƭƛƎƘǘΩ ǾŜǊōǎ GET, GO, GIVE and TAKE. MAKE, TAKE and GIVE occur 

often with the progressive aspect (i.e. more than 10 times per million words) (Biber et al. 1999:471). 

 

In addition to functioning as a lexical verb, MAKE can function as a phrasal verb, a prepositional verb and a 

phrasal prepositional verb. It can also be used delexically as a core or pseudo delexical verb. Biber et al. 

(1999:403) observe that MAKE is used in relatively idiomatic units that function like single verbs, that is, 

phrasal verbs, prepositional verbs and phrasal-prepositional verbs.  

MAKE as phrasal verb  

A phrasal verb is made up of a verb (in this case MAKE) with an adverbial particle, e.g. make up, make out. 

The core meaning of the adverbial particle indicates location or direction. There were only a few examples 

of phrasal verbs in the corpora in this study, including: 

ŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ƘƛƳΩΦ IŜ made up people to be more imp (Stud Lit) 

ous rules and regulations that make up the apartheid regime. 

 rds and actions the playwright made up, that she chose becau (Exp Lit) 

something that is, literally 'made-up', which is what 'fict 

that a few fleeting encounters make up a substantial relation 

 a because those immigrates are making out our country overcr (Stud Law) 

 

MAKE as prepositional verb 

Prepositional verbs consist of a verb followed by a preposition, such as in make for; made of, made from: 

t to rebuild the roof of house made of grass. During winter (Stud Lit) 

ƴŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘǊǳƴƪ aǊ {ƳƛǘΩǎ ōǊŜǿ made of strawberries. This wa  
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Philip, my infant tongue could make of both names nothing lo (Exp Lit) 

cut out all the 'frills' which make for an attractive paragraph  

 ibery, or where allowances are made for others based on many (Stud Law) 

 

MAKE as phrasal prepositional verb  

Phrasal prepositional verbs contain an adverbial particle as well as a preposition, for example, make up for, 

and be made up of. There were only a few occurrences of MAKE as a phrasal-prepositional verb in these 

corpora: 

the body of the essay should be made up of a series of linked (Exp Lit) 
resent tense, its main verb is made up of a helping verb ('a 

 climax. The English sonnet is made up of an octave and a se(Stud Lit) 

 he many societies of the world made up of the good and the b (Stud Law) 

 

MAKE as single-word lexical verb  

As noted above, MAKE can be classified as an activity verb according to its core meaning, but it may also be 

causative in meaning. MAKE belongs to the group of activity verbs that occurs with transitive patterns only. 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ά!ƴŘ makes gaps even two can pass (Stud Lit) 

is kind and considerate. If he makes a partner or rather whe 

ōƻǳǊǎέΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƎƻƻŘ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ make good son. Definition: It 

ƴŘ ōŜƭƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άƎƻƻŘ ŦŜƴŎŜǎ make good neighboursέΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǘ 

s able to soften her heart and make her believe that he was 

edient is, she did not want to make her father angry. She di 

of male dominance (her father) makes her more question the w 

bƛƪƛΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƘŜǊ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ to make her baby more acceptable 

ple, appeals to our senses and makes us imagine that we are 

 

MAKE as core delexical 

Where relatively idiomatic combinations with MAKE could be replaced by a single-word verb with 

essentially no loss of meaning, these were classified as core delexical MWUs. Together with HAVE and 

TAKE, MAKE ƛǎ ΨǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƴƻǳƴ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ 

idiomatƛŎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ мфффΥмлнсς1028). These expressions form what Biber et al. (1999:1026) 

ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŎƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎƛǘȅΩΦ !ǘ ƻƴŜ ŜƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ make a 

killing. At the other end of the cline are expǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǾŜǊōǎΥ he 

made a sandwich (Biber et al. 1999:1027). Between these extremes, there are a number of expressions 

where the meaning of the individual words is to some degree retained but the whole expression has a 

more idiomatic meaning: make a deal, make a statement. These can in many cases be replaced by a single 

verb which is identical in form (although allowing for changes necessitated by tense or number) to the 

(deverbal) noun in the combination (Biber et al. 1999:1026ς1027). In my study, only these combinations 
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are categorised as core delexical MWUs. Below are examples of core delexical combinations with MAKE 

from the corpora: 

in Africa because they want to make a profit. He sees the de (Stud Law) 

ermore, the person in (a) must make an offer to the person I  

 in their imagination. The poet makes a contrast between the (Stud Lit) 

e. There again Tom should have made a plan to protect Jay. I 

 ng of your work. It is wise to make a list of words you freq (Exp Lit) 

'solves' his sexual problem by making a weekly visit to Sora 
tet's purpose as a whole is to make a comment on the problem 

 

 

MAKE as pseudo delexical 

MAKE as a pseudo delexical verb is classified according to the same criteria as discussed for HAVE above. 

Biber et al. (1999:1027) provide a list of noun phrases which combine with MAKE in their corpus of 

conversation or fiction: an appointment, arrangements, a/the bed, a (clean) break, a decision, a/any/no 

difference, an/every effort, eyes, a fool of (one)self, fun, a fortune, a bad/good impression, a killing, a living, 

love, matters (worse), a mistake, money, a move, a noise, a nuisance, a pest of oneself, plans, a point, a 

sound, a speech, a statement, time, work. 

 

Noun phrases combining with MAKE in news and academic prose that are listed by Biber et al. (1999:1027) 

and which would be classified as pseudo delexicals in this study include: amends, assumptions, choices, 

comparisons, demands, headlines, his/her appearance, her/his comeback, her/his debut, history, 

judgements, predictions, provision, recommendations, reference, use of. If these are used in the plural form 

idiomatically, such as make amends, I regarded these as pseudo delexical combinations. Where the nouns 

were derivations or affixed forms and could not be replaced by a single-word verb with the same form 

(other than changes necessitated by tense and person) and meaning, these were also classed as pseudo 

delexical combinations. 

 

Biber et al. (1999:1028) observe that although it is generally believed that formulaic language occurs 

predominantly in conversation, their corpus showed that idiomatic phrases including HAVE, MAKE and 

TAKE are much more common in written registers, and several such expressions are common only in news 

reportage and/or academic prose. They found that, in particular, idiomatic phrases with MAKE and TAKE 

occurred frequently in written exposition. Pseudo delexical uses of MAKE in the corpora in my study 

included: 

ty which has not yet woken. He makes reference ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨǎƳƻƪŜ ό{ǘǳŘ [ƛǘύ 

nd did have the opportunity to make independent choices and 

without him. She is willing to make sacrifices in order to r 

en Lurie is cross-examined, he makes some startling statements 

he had done and an attempt to make reparation, something he 
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ot be a fair choice to have to make, but it is a choice none 

to the autobiographical, to make explicit the link between 

text, yourself, and the author make connections to yourself, 

 

5.8.3.3 TAKE 

TAKE belongs to the group of activity verbs (like MAKE and GIVEύΣ ǾŜǊōǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨƳŀƛƴƭȅ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŀƎŜƴǘΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ 

al. 1999:361). TAKE is the fifth most common of the 12 lexical verbs which occur over 1000 times per one 

million words across .ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όмфффΥотоύ ŦƻǳǊ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊǎ and it is one of six verbs in this group which are 

from the activity semantic domain. These verbs are most common in conversation and least common in 

academic prose, accounting for only 11% of lexical verbs in this register (Biber et al. 1999:373). The reason 

for this is that academic prose mostly 

reports relationships between entities ς both concrete and abstract ς using simple statements of 

existence/relationship or occurrence. Academic prose reports relatively few physical, mental, or 

communication activities ς and when such activities are reported, they are often attributed to some 

inanimate entity as subject of the verb (Biber et al. 1999:372). 

 

In academic prose TAKE, like MAKE, occurs commonly with an inanimate subject that is in some way 

instrumental to the meaning of the verb. In addition, instead of describing an activity or process, the verbs 

in these uses tend to describe static situations or relationships, becoming existence verbs, as in the 

following examples: 

ΨώTesting] usually takes the following three steps 

Social [science], [religion], and the [arts], make ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ (Biber et al. 1999:379). 
 

TAKE is one of those activity verbs which occur with transitive patterns only, although exceptions do occur 

in colloquial speech: e.g. ƛǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ǘŀƪŜ Χ . It can also occur as a phrasal verb, as a prepositional verb and as a 

phrasal prepositional verb. The occurrences of TAKE in the corpora in this study were coded according to 

the following functions or classifications: 

 

TAKE as phrasal verb  

Phrasal transitive verbs with TAKE include take up (occurs over 20 times in fiction and academic prose and 

over 40 times per million words in news reportage) (Biber et al. 1999); take on (over 20 times per one 

million words in fiction and academic prose, and over 40 times in news); take off (over 40 time per million 

words in fiction); take over (over 40 times per million words in news) (Biber et al. 1999:410). Take up and 

take on are more common in writing than in conversation, which is contrary to the norm for phrasal verbs 

(Biber et al. 1999:412). TAKE, as one of the most common lexical verbs, is also most productive in 

combining with adverbial particles to form phrasal verbs. This is because TAKE ƛǎ Ψǳƴǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǇƻƭȅǎŜƳƻǳǎΩ 

(Biber et al. 1999:412), meaning that it is able to combine with several adverbial particles: take + apart, 
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back, down, in, off, on, out, over, up. In fact, TAKE forms seven common phrasal verbs (i.e. over ten per 

million), and nine phrasal verbs with TAKE are listed in the Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English 

(LDOCE). The following are examples of TAKE functioning as a phrasal verb, taken from the Student Lit 

corpus: 

 

 

 

 

TAKE as prepositional verb  

TAKE can also be a prepositional verb when it takes a prepositional object, e.g. take NP as, take NP for, take 

NP from, take NP to, take by: 

 

purity. The word Excelsior is taken from Latin word excelsi (Stud Lit) 

by her father These injustices take us to a point where Niki 

ndent on Babamukuru because he takes her into his home, pays 

e is a metaphor, the river was taken as a human being specif 

 David could suddenly see what taking by force meant. Lucy e 

guru was a sacrifice women who take Tambu as her child and t 

 

TAKE as phrasal prepositional verb  

TAKE, like MAKE, occurs as a phrasal prepositional verb, with an adverbial particle as well as a preposition, 

e.g. take NP away from, take NP out of: 

ǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǎƘŀŎƪΦ {ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ƻŦ taking her mother out of that (Stud Lit) 

looked down upon and finally taken away from him. The weal 

ght in shining armour who will take her away from all her mi 

 

TAKE as single-word lexical verb  

TAKE occurred in my corpora with transitive patterns only:  

m is fast and the rhyme scheme takes a division of two group (Stud Lit) 

n life capacity of renewal. He take a job at the animal shel 

lamed for his actions. He does take a degree of responsibilies 

resist temptation and chose to take their relationships with 

nhuman, bigoted people who had taken power, wealth, educatio 

he is in Cape Town, he is still taking prostitutes though he 

change. She realises she must take her own turn and be allo 

s his. (Never mind that he was taking several mistresses.) T 

 

TAKE as core delexical 

TAKE, like MAKE and HAVE, is what Biber et al. (1999:428) call a semantically light verb, meaning that it can 

combine with noun phrases to form a set verbal expression. In the case of TAKE, these include clear 

wrong deed was for Antonio to take away {ƘȅƭƻŎƪΩǎ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƭƛ ό{ǘǳŘ [ƛǘύ 

Niki when she tried to scream. Taking off her underwear and 

hat his mental health has also taken on a dark state of mind 

lised person who is seen to be taken over by greed and the p 
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idiomatic expressions such as take time. Then there are those expressions that keep the core meaning of 

this word (Biber et al. 1999:1027): you can take a snack in your pocket. Between these expressions are the 

ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ take a walk where the meanings of the individual words are to 

some extent preserved, but the expression as a whole also assumes a more idiomatic meaning. The 

commonest of these combinations in academic writing with TAKE are: take place; take part; take 

advantage (of); take (the) form (of) (ibid: 1028), all of which would be classified as pseudo delexical verbs in 

my study. Biber et al. (1999:1028) found that, contrary to popular perception, these idiomatic phrases are 

far more common in written registers than in conversation, and several of them occur only in academic 

prose and news reportage. Below are examples of core delexical combinations from the corpora:  

 

eedy. Greed is from the devil; take a look of the following (Stud Law) 

l problem but worldwide. If we take a look around the world 

do believe that if corruption take a lead it will takes us 

s are presented to the people. Take a look at the top manage 

 allousness, she feel strong to take a step forward for her (Stud Lit) 

through the window while Lucy took a shower. David saw him 

 

TAKE as pseudo delexical 

As noted above, oƴƭȅ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ .ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όмфффΥмлнтύ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀǎ ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎΩ ŀǊŜ 

categorised as core delexical verbs in my study: those which cannot, for the same reasons as discussed for 

HAVE and MAKE above, belong in the group of pseudo delexical MWUs. Examples of pseudo delexical 

MWUs with TAKE from the corpora include: 

 

aƴŘ aŀŘŀƳ /ǊƻƴƧŜΩǎ ƘǳǎōŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ take part. The eventual result (Stud Lit) 

example where changes in rhythm takes place. The full stop at 

he was interested to see Agnes taking the step because after 

skyscrapers, that people do not take the time to appreciate t 

is love. Because he decided to take the fall for the accident 

 

These combinations were then extracted and the errors were categorised and analysed. This study makes a 

ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ΨŘŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜǊǊƻǊΩΥ ΨŘŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ a²¦ǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ 

ǿŀȅ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ΨŜǊǊƻǊǎΩ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ǿŀȅ in which such MWUs were deviant. The following section 

provides a detailed explanation of the framework for the analysis and categorisation of these errors. 

 

5.8.4 Classification of errors 

Errors in deviant MWUs were classified and are discussed here in detail with reference to examples from 

the concordance lines. The classification is bŀǎŜŘ ƭƻƻǎŜƭȅ ƻƴ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ Ψ¢ȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ 

(Nesselhauf 2003:232) but with sub-categorisations included, and with the category of adjective (ADJ) 
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added. Thus, seven main categories of error were identified, namely, those concerning chiefly the verb (V), 

the determiner (D), the noun (N), the preposition (P), the adjective (ADJ), those involving structure (S) and 

those involving stretched verb constructions (SVC). These are discussed in more detail below (and the full 

list of deviations is provided in Appendix F): 

 

¶ !5W  ŀŘƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ collocation errors as in the example below where the adjective is 

not a fully appropriate collocate with living (ADJ ς coll): 

1. d with drugs. Drug dealers are making a wealthy living out o (Stud Law) 

 

¶ D ς determiner. Deviations in the determiner include errors in the article (D ς article), as in (1) 

missing article (D ς article missing), where the indefinite article a is missing after has (has a life); (2) 

incorrect article (D ς article incorrect), where the wider context revealed that a should be replaced 

by the definite article the (has the connotation), or (3) present but inappropriate article (D ς article 

inappropriate). In the example below, besides the error in the verb (concord), the article is present 

but inappropriate in have the disgrace:  

1. They make the city of London has life like a living being. (Stud Lit) 
2. title The Madonna of Excelsior has a connotation of the women 
3. aŜƭŀƴƛŜΩǎ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΦ [ǳǊƛŜ ǎŀȅǎ ƘŜ have the disgrace for his who 

 

Deviations in the determiner also include errors to do with the pronoun (D ς pronoun): (1) missing 

pronoun, in this case the possessive pronoun her; (2) incorrect pronoun, present but unacceptable, 

in this case his should be replaced by her:  

1. alerting Agnes to stand and make voice be heard. The narr (Stud Lit) 
2. a councillor meanwhile she is making his way to the top by  

 

Finally, deviations in the determiner included errors to do with the demonstrative (D ς 

demonstrative): (1) incorrect demonstrative, in this case where this should be replaced by these, to 

agree in number with the plural notes:  

1. they come with this technology of making this notes this lead to (Stud 
Law) 

 

¶ N ς noun. Errors in the noun concerned number: (1) plural where singular was required and vice 

versa, as in the example below where mistake ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇƭǳǊŀƭ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ Ψŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦΩ: 

1. got in this world. David made a lot of mistake in life (Stud Lit) 

 

¶ P ς preposition (P). Errors also occurred in prepositions: present though incorrect, as in the examples 

below, where off should be replaced with of in (1) and to should be for in (2). These prepositions are 

determined by the MWU in each case and so these examples are identified as errors:  

1. at she and her family would be taken care off if she does no (Stud Lit) 
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2. oom. He has changed because he has sympathy to his daughter. 

 

¶ S ς structure (S). These were errors of syntax where (1) the structure of the whole expression was 

incorrect. In this case interpretation is not straightforward. The italicised expression could be 

replaced with If a bribe is what it takes? or If it takes a bribe (to somebody): 

1. o anything achieve that. If it take to bribe somebody in order (Stud Law) 

 

¶ SVC (SVC) ς ǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜŘ ǾŜǊō ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ όнллрύ ǘŜǊƳ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƘŜǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ 

to as delexical MWUs. In my study, these deviations comprise cases where a simple verb would be 

more appropriate than an SVC (i.e. MWU):  

1. this fellow Uriah. He does not have any trust towards this  (Stud Lit) 

 

In this example, a single verb trust would have been preferable to the SVC have any trust towards  

 

¶ V ς verb. Deviations involving the verb included: (1) tense (V ς tense), in most cases the overuse of 

the progressive aspect present tense (to be having buzzing activities instead of to have); (2) concord 

(V ς concord), such as subject-verb agreement; (3) errors in collocation (V ς coll), such as make 

corruption; and (4) errors in choice of verb (V ς word).  

 

In example (1) below there is an error in the tense of the verb, where the progressive aspect present 

tense should have been replaced by the present tense has:  

1. lines sestet where the poet is having a solution of his problem (Stud Lit) 

 

Example (2), in addition to other errors, contains an error of concord, where have should be 

replaced by has: 

2. and the people was dying. He have no hope of the universe (Stud Lit) 

 

The next type of verb error (3) was problematic collocation between verb and noun in the MWU:  

 
3. ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΦ LƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ has had a great contribution (Stud Law) 

 
In this example, the student has collocated has incorrectly with contribution. Contribution 

collocates with make (make a contribution). 

 

In Example (4), the choice of verb is incorrect (heed should have been selected rather than hid). 

This may simply be a spelling error, however, as there is no distinction between long and short 

vowels such as heed and hid in the pronunciation of many BSAE speakers. 

4. away, advice that he does not take hid of. Gatsby could also (Stud Lit) 
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In many cases there was more than one error in the MWU, which sometimes had the cumulative effect of 

making interpretation difficult. In all cases, each error was coded and explained. Where, occasionally, one 

error caused another, such as in the example 

 
awful. Yes I agree some of them have connection with our guys (Stud Law) 

 

where there is an error in the determiner (D ς missing indefinite article after have) and an error in the noun 

(N ς connection should be plural), only one error was counted, in this case the lack of a determiner. Choices 

in such cases were sometimes not easy, but here the rationale had to do with the key role that the 

determiner plays in the definition of the focal structures of this study, the delexicals.  

 

In other cases, such as in the example below, errors occurred close to, but outside the MWU. Such errors 

were not included in the analysis or discussion:  

 
ntion that their are coming to make better living. But not a (Stud. Law) 

 

In this example, the possessive pronoun their has been inappropriately used instead of they but as it occurs 

outside to make a better living it is not included in the error count.  

 

Once all deviations had been classified, frequencies could be computed and compared across corpora (see 

§5.3). 

 

5.9 PHASE 3: THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STUDENTSΩ VOCABULARY SIZE, 

PRODUCTION OF MWUS AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE  

This part of the analysis was completed using SPSS and WordSmith Tools. A smaller group of 60 students 

was selected for this part of the study, using a form of non-probability sampling (Dörnyei 2007:98), known 

as quota sampling (see §5.4.1). In this type of sampling, the size of the sample selected within a particular 

sampling framework is predefined. Using examination scores as the organising variable, ten students whose 

scores fell closest to these percentiles were drawn from each of the 25th, 50th and 75th percentiles for both 

the Literature and Law groups. The texts of these 60 students were extracted from the Student sub-corpora 

and concordance lines were generated for all word-forms of HAVE, MAKE and TAKE. The delexical MWUs in 

these concordance lines were extracted, deviant MWUs were identified and errors categorised. In 

addressing Research Question 5, scores on the 5000-word level, the UWL and the total vocabulary scores of 

these 60 students (30 from Literature and 30 from Law) were compared to the number of MWUs and 

errors. Correlations were performed in this phase of the analysis. In addressing Research Question 6, I 
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investigated students MWUs and errors in relation to their academic performance. The results of these 

analyses are presented and discussed in detail in Chapter 6. 

 

5.10 JUSTIFICATION OF TECHNIQUES  

As this chapter has indicated, each phase employed several methods which have been well documented in 

other studies, with good results (e.g. Wang and Shaw 2008). The study makes use of quantification and 

statistical analysis in the first and third phases of the analysis, and of quantitative and qualitative analysis of 

texts in the second phase, again following in the tradition of similar studies (Altenberg and Granger 2001; 

Boers et al. 2006; Cobb 2003; De Cock, Granger, Leech and McEnery 1998; Granger 1998b; Hasselgren 

1994; Laufer and Waldman 2011; Lee and Chen 2009; Nesselhauf 2003, 2004, 2005). 

 

The second phase of the study follows a recognised methodological trend in the field of corpus linguistics 

and has a place as a corpus-driven study dealing with MWUs. The use in this study of a smaller corpus, in 

this case of writing by learners, is also well supported by studies as noted above (§2.3.2). Scholars such as 

Flowerdew (2001) Nesselhauf (2005) and Shirato and Stapleton (2007) advocate the use of smaller, often 

self-ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜŘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ƛŦ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘŦǳƭƭȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎed. In South Africa in 

recent years there has been an increase in studies of both learner (Van Rooy 2006) and non-learner 

varieties of language (De Klerk 2002; Pienaar and De Klerk 2009) and several smaller corpora of language 

have been collected in this regard.  

 

The focus of Phase 2 on word combinations featuring high-frequency delexical verbs is also well supported 

by research studies which reinforce the assumption explored here that these seemingly unimportant words 

often form part of problematic and recurrent word combinations in learner writing (Altenberg and Granger 

2001; Laufer and Waldman 2011; Lee and Chen 2009:154, Nesselhauf 2005; Wang and Shaw 2008). This 

study has included a further dimension to the study of these words, however, in its analysis and 

comparison of the distribution of these words in the Expert and Student corpora and in the Lit and Law 

corpora. In addition to the manual analysis of the concordance lines and the categorisation of errors, log-

likelihood calculations were the chief statistical measure used in this part of the analysis, used to determine 

the difference in frequency of use of MWUs in the different corpora.  

 

5.11 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The ethical considerations are touched on in Chapter 1. As I tested the vocabulary size of individuals, there 

were ethical considerations regarding anonymity and confidentiality. No names appeared anywhere on the 

questionnaire or test scripts, or on the examination scripts. Students were assured from the outset that no 
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names would be used, and that student numbers would at no point be linked to student names; student 

numbers were used only to distinguish one file from another in the Student corpus and to link vocabulary 

test scores to examination scores, but these files or scores were not linked to individual students in the 

ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ±[¢ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ 

proficiency levels of the sample as a whole and, again, individual students were not named anywhere in the 

discussion of the results. Smaller samples of texts were extracted from the corpus in Phase 3, but these 

ǿŜǊŜ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƴŀƳŜǎ ƴƻǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀǘ ŀƴȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴΦ 

Students were consulted at the outset, through a letter attached to the questionnaire and test which was 

sent to them by post (see Appendix A), and were asked to give permission for their test scores and 

examination results, as well as their examination scripts, to be used in the study. They were assured that 

they would be free to withdraw their consent at any time should they so wish; none of the students did so, 

however. .ŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǎŜǘ ƛƴ ƳƻǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ 9ǘƘƛŎǎ 

Committee and Dean of the College of Humanities at the university also gave her permission for the study 

to proceed (see Appendix B). 

 

As far as the Expert corpus is concerned, I was at one point several years ago involved in the tuition of both 

the Literature and the Law courses. This meant that I contributed to some of the study material and 

examination papers at the time. As these texts were all written before the study was conceptualised, 

however, and since I no longer teach these courses and do not set any of their examination papers, my 

prior involvement had no influence on the content of either Expert or Student corpus and would not have 

resulted in bias. 

 

5.12 CONCLUSION 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ Ƙŀǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ Ψƴǳǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōƻƭǘǎΩ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ς 

the practicalities and key problems involved in gathering and analysing the data in an effort to provide 

answers to the research questions. Problems included the difficulties involved in getting tests and 

questionnaires back from a sample of students, of whom the majority study at a distance from the 

university campus. This chapter has also provided a description of the sample from which the data were 

collected and has explained the methods used to analyse these data. In Phases 1 and 3 this analysis was 

quantitative and involved the use of SPSS to perform the correlations and other statistical procedures (see 

Appendix G for a sample of SPSS output). In Phase 2, WordSmith Tools, most particularly the Concord tool, 

was used to explore the corpora. Statistical tests such as log-likelihood calculations were also used in this 

phase. This chapter has also laid out the frameworks for the analysis of the concordance lines for each verb, 

and for the classification of the delexical MWUs and the errors which occurred in deviant combinations. 

Finally, the ethical considerations were discussed. 
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ с 

!ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ 5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ CƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ  

  

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the findings of the analysis of the data collected in this study. The findings of each of 

the three phases and for each research question (RQ) are presented and discussed in turn. To recap, in 

tƘŀǎŜ мΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ size was measured using a version of the VLT (RQ1). The relationship 

between vocabulary size and course, gender, age and home language examination scores was investigated. 

Phase 2 of the study comprised an investigation of the use of three high-frequency verbs in terms of their 

functions by student writers and expert writers, using WordSmith Tools (WST). The use of these MWUs by 

students, and the errors they made in their production, was investigated and compared to their use in the 

Expert corpora. Lƴ tƘŀǎŜ оΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ 

appropriate and idiomatic MWUs containing these high-frequency delexical verbs was investigated, as well 

ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƪ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ a²¦ǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦ 

 

6.2 PHASE 1 SIZE OF PRODUCTIVE VOCABULARY (RQ1) AND ITS RELATIONSHIP 

TO ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE (RQ2) 

Phase 1 is quantitative in design as it ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ±[¢ 

and relates their scores on this test to their examination scores. The first part of the analysis in this phase 

addresses ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀbulary knowledge. This question is broken down into four 

sub-questions, which are addressed in turn. The second part of this phase addresses the relationship 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ. Statistical analysis in 

this phase was carried out using SPSS version 19 (see §5.7.3).  

 

6.2.1 Questionnaire data 

The first step in the analysis was to examine the biographical data provided in the questionnaires and 

obtained from registration records. In this study I focused on only a selection of biographical aspects, 

namely, course of study, gender, age, and home language, though data on ethnicity is sometimes also 

referred to. 
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6.2.1.1 {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ course of study and gender  

Table 6.1 indicates the make-up of the students who returned completed questionnaires, according to their 

course of study and gender:  

 

 Course of study  

 Literature 

(%) 

Law 

(%) 

Total  

(%) 
Male 28 

(20,1) 

95 

(59,7) 

123 

(41,2) 
Female 111  

(79,8) 

64 

(40,2) 

175 

(58,7) 
Total 139 159 298 

 

Table 6.1: {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘȅ 

 

This reflects a split of approximately 20:80 between male and female students in the Literature course, and 

60:40 in the Law course. This suggests that women may be more likely to favour the arts than men, who 

may be more vocationally driven than women students. This is discussed further in §6.2.2. 

6.2.1.2 Student age 

Students varied widely in age: a third of the 284 students who provided their age on the questionnaire 

(35.2%) were 25 years of age or younger, and 10.2% of the sample was younger than 21, as shown in Table 

6.2 below: 

 

Age 
Bands 

Course type  

 Literature 
(%) 

Law 

(%) 

Total 

(%) 
< 20ς29 69 

(51.1) 

69 

(46.3) 

138 

(48.5) 
30ς39 36 

(26.6) 

50 

(33.5) 

86 

(30.2) 
40ς49 16 

(11.8) 

17 

(11.4) 

33 

(11.6) 
> 50 14 

(10.3) 

13 

(8.7) 

27 

(9.5) 
Total 135 149 284 

 

Table 6.2: Student age bands 

 

Almost half the students in the sample were under the age of 30 (51.1% of the Literature students and 

46.3% of the Law students, that is), certainly what one would expect from typical university students. 

However, these are distance education students and it is perhaps surprising that so many of them were 

younger: 10.2% were under the age of twenty and 25.0% between the ages of 20 and 25. The students in 

the 30 to 39 year age group are probably more typical of distance education students, possibly starting 

their university studies some years after leaving school. At the other end of ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜΣ ΨƳŀǘǳǊŜΩ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ 

40 years or older made up about a fifth of the sample (21.1%), with almost half of this group being over the 

age of 50. The oldest student in the sample was 68 years old and the youngest, 18. Almost a third of the 

sample (30.3%) was aged between 30 and 39 years and almost 80% of students in both groups were under 
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the age of 40 (77.7% in the Literature group and 79.8% in the Law group). This is an indication of the degree 

to which institutions such as this cater for individuals who, through various life circumstances, may have 

had to defer higher education for some years after leaving school, but for this very reason it is also 

somewhat surprising that there was not a larger group of older students, over the age of 40. 

 

There is a fairly even spread of students across the age bands in the two courses, except in the 30 to 39 

group, where more Law than Literature students were represented. In both genres, there is an almost 50ς

50 split between students under 30 years of age and those above 30 (51.1% and 48.9% respectively in the 

Literature course and 46.3% and 53.7% in the Law course).  

6.2.1.3 Student home language and ethnic group 

South Africa has 11 official languages and it was anticipated that the students in this sample would be 

representative of the national profile which is, according to data from the 2011 census, as illustrated in 

Table 6.3: 

 

Language Percentage of speakers* 

Afrikaans 13.5 

English 9.6 

IsiNdebele 2.1 

IsiXhosa 16.0 

IsiZulu 22.7 

Sepedi 9.1 

Sesotho 7.6 

Setswana 8.0 

SiSwati 2.5 

Tshivenda 2.4 

Xitsonga 4.5 

Other 1.6 

* Spoken as a home language 

Source: Census 2011 

Table 6.3: Percentage of speakers of South African languages 2011 

 

The language profile of students in the present study was as follows (arranged in descending order of 

frequency): 

  

http://www.statssa.gov.za/census01/html/default.asp
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Language Number of speakers* Percentage of total 

English 119 39.9 

Afrikaans 37 12.4 

isiZulu 30 10.1 

Sepedi 23 7.7 

Setswana 21 7.0 

isiXhosa 19 6.4 

Other 14 4.7 

Sesotho 8 2.7 

Xitsonga 8 2.7 

SiSwati 3 1.0 

Tshivenda 3 1.0 

isiNdebele 2 0.7 

     * Spoken as a home language 

Table 6.4: Languages spoken by students in the study 

 

There was a high percentage of English speakers (39.9%, as opposed to the national average of 8.2%), and 

this is to be expected as it is the language of learning and teaching (LoLT) of the majority of schools in the 

country, and of this university. 

 

The home language according to ethnic group is reflected in Table 6.5 below. Although this information is 

included here merely to allow further insight into the language background of students in the sample, it is a 

requirement of the South African government that students state their race on their registration forms. The 

main purpose behind this requirement is the redress of past inequalities and injustices through affirmative 

action. The official groups used by the government are white, black, coloured and Asian.  

 

Language Asian Black Coloured White Total % 

English 21 29 7 62 119 41.4 

Afrikaans 0 1 7 29 37 12.8 

isiZulu 0 30 0 0 30 10.4 

Sepedi 0 23 0 0 23 8.0 

Setswana 0 21 0 0 21 7.3 

isiXhosa 0 19 0 0 19 6.6 

Other 0 11 0 3 14 4.8 

Sesotho 0 8 0 0 8 2.7 

Xitsonga 0 8 0 0 8 2.7 

SiSwati 0 3 0 0 3 1.0 

Tshivenda 0 3 0 0 3 1.0 

isiNdebele 0 2 0 0 2 0.6 

Total 21 158 14 94 287  

 

Table 6.5: Languages spoken by student sample according to ethnic group 
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As noted earlier (§5.6.2), there is evidence from research that suggests that black students such as those in 

this study, who stated in their questionnaires that their home language was English, are in the main likely 

to be multilingual (Coetzee-Van Rooy 2012, 2014). Such students would be speakers of an African language 

as home language, but would frequently regard English as their strongest language, and the language used 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΤ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨƘƻƳŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ that they 

wished to indicate that they regarded this as their strongest language in terms of study at university. 

According to Coetzee-±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ όнлмнΥммнύΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ΨŦƭƻǳǊƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳǳƭǘƛƭƛƴƎǳŀƭƛǎƳΩ 

where the home language is used more for social communication and English is the language of education.  

 

Asian students were probably mostly of South African Indian descent and thus first language speakers of 

English, albeit perhaps the variety of South African Indian English (SAIE, identified by Pienaar and De Klerk 

[2009] and Mesthrie [1992]). A discussion of the characteristics of this variety goes beyond the scope of this 

study but Mesthrie (1992) deals with this in some detail. The status of these students as NSs or NNSs is an 

aspect which is impossible to determine, however, without conducting personal interviews and one which 

made identifying L1 and L2 speakers particularly difficult in this context. The L1/L2 language factor is not 

the main focus of this study, however, and the sample is primarily regarded as representing novice writers 

of academic English, regardless of language background. 

 

6.2.2 Research Question 1: Size of productive vocabulary of undergraduate students 

Having provided some background information on the overall profile of the students by way of descriptive 

frequency statistics, in this section my attention is on the research questions driving Phase 1. The first of 

these was broken down into four sub-questions (see §5.2). In order to answer these, I set out to calculate 

the mean scores of students on each level of the vocabulary test and their total mean score for the whole 

test, according to the relevant variables, that is, course, gender, age and home language. 

 
Research Question 1.1: What is the size of the productive vocabulary of students at each level of the VLT, 

within and across two courses? 

Table 6.6 below reflects the mean scores (percentages) and percentiles on the VLT according to the two 

courses which the students represented, Literature and Law, in answer to Research Question 1.1. 
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Course type  Level1% 

2 000 

Level2% 

3 000 

Level3% 

5 000 

Level4% 

(UWL) 

Level5% 

10 000 

Total % 

Literature Mean 91.41 79.50 64.21 66.23 40.41 68.18 

 Std dev. 19.32 15.85 24.15 19.48 30.45 18.08 

 25
th
perc 82.35 72.22 50 50 11.11 52.87 

 50
th
 perc 94.12 83.33 68.75 66.67 33.33 70.11 

 75
th
 perc 100 94.44 81.25 83.33 66.67 83.91 

Law Mean 86.20 69.78 52.32 58.91 27.36 58.75 

 Std dev. 12.76 20.48 25.83 20.56 24.35 18.54 

 25
th
perc 82.35 55.56 31.25 44.44 5.56 44.83 

 50
th
 perc 88.24 72.22 50 61.11 22.22 58.62 

 75
th
 perc 94.12 88.89 75 72.22 44.44 73.56 

Total Mean 88.63 74.31 57.86 62.32 33.45 63.15 

 Std dev. 16.34 19.05 25.71 20.36 28.09 18.89 

 

Table 6.6: Scores on VLT according to course (RQ1.1) 

 

In order to examine the differences between academic course and vocabulary levels, a one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was applied. The results showed significant differences between course and vocabulary 

levels: these differences were highly significant at Level 2 (F (1, 296) = 20.545, p < 0.0005), Level 5 (F (1, 296) = 

16.867, p < 0.0005), Level 3 (F (1, 296) = 16.694, p < 0.0005) and very significant at Levels 4 and 1 (F (1, 296) = 

9.865, p = 0.002; F (1, 296) = 7.710, p = 0.006 respectively). It is clear from these scores that the Literature 

group outperformed the Law group at every level of the VLT. These results also reflect that neither group 

had reached mastery level (85%) at anything other than Level 1, the 2000-word level. The gap between the 

ǘǿƻ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ [ŜǾŜƭ 2 (high-frequency words) and on Levels 3 (5000-word level) and 4 (the 

University Word List words or academic words) was particularly noteworthy as these are important levels ς 

students need to have mastered high-frequency words and should be approaching mastery of the academic 

words if they are to cope with the demands of academic reading and writing (see §3.5.2). 

 

Research Question 1.2: Are there significant differences in the size of the productive vocabulary of male 

and female students? 

In order to address Research Question 1.2, vocabulary scores according to gender were calculated. Table 

6.7 reflects descriptive results and the results of the ANOVA for vocabulary differences according to gender:  
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Gender Level1 Level2 Level3 UWL Level5 Total  

Male 

N = 123 

Mean 84.70 66.58 48.42 56.78 24.53 56.05 

N = 123 Std dev 13.551 20.628 24.711 20.088 23.612 18.217 

Female 

N = 175 

Mean 91.39 79.75 64.50 66.22 39.71 68.14 

N = 175 Std dev 17.554 15.815 24.354 19.686 29.319 17.777 

F value 
df 1, 296 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  1.091 16.356 22.668 32.717 Sig  .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 

 

Table 6.7: Scores on VLT according to gender (RQ1.2) 

 

These results indicate that female students outperformed males consistently across all levels of the VLT, in 

some cases by more than 10%. ANOVAs revealed that these differences were very significant (p Җ 0.005) at 

all levels. When means according to course and gender were compared, the results were as follows:  

 

Course type Gender Mean N Sd 

Literature Male 64.12 28 19.326 

 Female 69.20 111 17.694 

Law Male 53.67 95 17.272 

 Female 66.29 64 17.909 

 

Table 6.8: Total vocabulary scores according to gender within courses 

 

It is clear from the table above that gender differences have emerged, particularly in the case of the Law 

students, where differences between male and female students appear to be greater than in the case of 

the Literature students. In order to test for significant differences, an independent t-test was included 

between male and female total vocabulary results within each course. These tests indicated that there 

were no significant differences between means in the case of the Literature students; however, the 

difference between male and female scores in the Law course was significant (F = .243, p = 0.000). Thus 

these results suggest that reading literature does help male students to build their vocabulary when 

compared with their counterparts in the Law course. This is an area that could be further researched.    

 

Research Question 1.3: Are there significant differences in the size of the productive vocabulary of 

students from different age groups?  

In answer to Research Question 1.3, Table 6.9 reflects the vocabulary means according to age bands and 

the results of ANOVAs. 
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Age Bands  Level1% Level2% Level3% UWL% Level5% Total % 

 

 

       

Җ 20ς29 Mean  86.83 73.27 53.71 57.97 29.15 60.03 

(N=138) Std dev. 13.458 20.597 26.652 20.656 27.124 19.430 

30ς39 Mean 87.14 71.38 57.63 62.53 30.88 61.72 

(N=86) Std dev. 11.851 18.485 24.823 18.518 25.260 17.563 

40ς49 Mean 95.01 75.59 62.69 66.67 37.88 67.36 

(N=33) Std dev. 34.304 16.950 23.670 20.926 27.585 18.112 

җ 50 Mean 93.03 83.54 71.99 74.28 57.82 76.03 

(N=27) Std dev. 6.734 15.522 23.345 20.099 31.812 17.792 

F value 

 

  

 

 2.746 3.310 3.279 3.812 5.420 4.403 

df 5, 278        
Sig  .019 .006 .007 .002 .000 .001 

 

Table 6.9: Scores on VLT according to age bands (RQ1.3) 

 

All age groups achieved mastery at Level 1. There was a gradual and fairly consistent increase in scores 

from the youngest age group through to the oldest, with the 50+ group outperforming all the others and 

approaching mastery at Level 2 (3000-word level). This trend could be partly the effect of experience as 

well as maturation ς the youngest group had simply not had as much exposure to linguistic input as the 

older groups. Whatever the reasons for these differences in scores, the ANOVAs showed very significant 

differences between scores of the oldest age group and the rest of the sample at all test levels and test 

totals. 

 

Post hoc Scheffé tests26 revealed that the 50+ age group performed significantly better than several of the 

age groups: the 30 to 39 year age group at Level 2 (p = 0.042) and at Level 5 (p < 0.0005); the 20 to 29 year 

age group at Level 3 (p = 0.01), at Level 4 (p = 0.002) and at Level 5 (p < 0.0005); and the 40 to 49 age group 

at Level 5 (p = 0.047). The 50+ group also performed very significantly better than the 20 to 29 year group 

(p = 0.001) and the 30 to 39 group (p = 0.008) on the Total vocabulary score. 

 

Research Question 1.4: Are there significant differences in the size of the productive vocabulary of 

students from different language backgrounds? 

The last question to be addressed in this part of the study investigated the effect of language background 

on vocabulary scores. As this particular sample had only a few representatives of some indigenous 

languages, it made more sense for statistical purposes to group these according to their language families. 

                                                           

26 An ANOVA test reflects whether there is an overall difference between groups, but post hoc tests show which specific groups 

differed. Because post hoc tests are run to confirm where the differences occurred between groups, they should only be run when 
there is an overall significant difference in group means (i.e. a significant one-way ANOVA result). 
https://statistics.laerd.com/statistical-guides/one-way-anova-statistical-guide-4.php There are several types of post hoc tests; the 
Scheffé is used very commonly. 
 

https://statistics.laerd.com/statistical-guides/one-way-anova-statistical-guide-4.php
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Two South African languages, Venda and Tsonga, are direct descendents of the Narrow Bantu group. 

Ndebele, Xhosa, Zulu and Swati are further classified into the Nguni group, and Sepedi, Sesotho and 

Setswana belong to the Sotho-Tswana group of languages (Lewis, Simons and Fennig 2013). 

 

The last table in this section (Table 6.10) reflects the mean scores on the VLT according to home language, 

and the results of one-way ANOVAs:  

 

Language 
groups 

Level1% Level2% Level3% UWL Level5% Total % 

Afrikaans Mean 97.46 83.78 67.06 65.92 39.34 70.49 

n = 37 Std dev. 31.42 13.05 19.91 18.53 25.30 14.79 

English Mean 91.70 80.58 69.43 69.84 48.13 71.77 

n = 119 Std dev. 10.68 16.84 23.65 18.51 30.10 17.92 

Nguni Mean 81.48 66.77 45.83 54.84 19.86 53.62 

n = 54 Std dev. 13.68 21.49 24.01 19.34 19.53 17.32 

Sotho Mean 86.09 67.52 47.72 55.13 20.09 55.13 

n = 52 Std dev. 10.74 16.29 23.44 20.43 20.62 15.70 

Tsonga  Mean 79.14 57.07 33.52 47.47 13.64 46.08 

Venda Std dev. 16.29 20.95 24.25 18.65 10.93 16.20 

n = 11        

Other Mean 92.02 81.35 57.14 72.22 28.97 66.26 

n = 14 Std dev. 8.82 8.04 16.60 12.89 15.59 9.29 

F value  3.701 5.880 7.842 5.596 4.893 8.457 

df 5, 281        
Sig  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

 

Table 6.10: Scores on VLT according to language groups (RQ1.4) 

 

The general trend reflected in Table 6.10 is that the indigenous language groups did not perform as well as 

the other three language groups. All groups except the Tsonga/Venda group had achieved, or were close to 

achieving, mastery at Level 1. However, the differences in mean scores at the lower frequency and UWL 

levels between the English and Afrikaans groups on the one hand, and the other language groups on the 

other were more pronounced.  

 

The ANOVA results revealed very significant differences at all levels (p < 0.001): the scores of the Afrikaans, 

English and Other groups are markedly higher than the remaining groups, especially on academic 

vocabulary (Level 4). Post hoc Scheffé tests on the total vocabulary score revealed very significant 

differences between Afrikaans and all three indigenous language groups (Nguni p = 0.001, Sotho p = 0.003, 

Tsonga/Venda p = 0.003) and between English and these three groups (Nguni p = 0.000, Sotho p = 0.000, 

Tsonga and Venda p = 0.000). Post hoc Scheffé tests on the scores for the UWL showed very significant 

differences between English and Nguni (p = 0.000), English and Sotho (p = 0.001) and significant differences 
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between English and Tsonga/Venda (p = 0.016). Possible explanations for these inequalities in vocabulary 

knowledge are discussed in more detail in §6.2.4. 

 

6.2.3 Research Question 2: Vocabulary size and academic performance 

Once the mean scores and the areas of significant difference had been established according to the 

variables of course, gender, age and home language, Research Question 2 could be attended to. 

 

Research Question 2: What is the relationship between the size ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ 

their academic performance?  

 

Course type  Level1% 
2000 
 

Level2% 
3000 

Level3% 
5000 

Level4% 
(UWL) 

Level5% 
10,000 

Total 
Vocab% 
 

Exam % 

Literature Mean 91.41 79.50 64.21 66.23 40.41 68.18 52.73 

 Std dev. 19.32 15.85 24.15 19.48 30.45 18.08 12.22 

 25
th 

perc 82.35 72.22 50 50 11.11 52.87 45 

 50
th
 perc 94.12 83.33 68.75 66.67 33.33 70.11 53 

 75
th
 perc 100 94.44 81.25 83.33 66.67 83.91 62 

Law Mean 86.20 69.78 52.32 58.91 27.36 58.75 56.38 

 Std dev. 12.76 20.48 25.83 20.56 24.35 18.54 13.21 

 25
th 

perc 82.35 55.56 31.25 44.44 5.56 44.83 47 

 50
th
 perc 88.24 72.22 50 61.11 22.22 58.62 57 

 75
th
 perc 94.12 88.89 75 72.22 44.44 73.56 66 

Total Mean 88.63 74.31 57.86 62.32 33.45 63.15 54.68 

 Std dev. 16.34 19.05 25.71 20.36 28.09 18.89 12.87 

 

Table 6.11: Scores on VLT and Examination according to course (RQ2) 

 

Table 6.11 ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŀƳ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ Neither of the two groups 

performed particularly strongly in the examination, with the Law students doing marginally better than 

those in the Literature group. The better performance by the Law students could be the result of the fact 

that the Law examination paper was made up of a multiple-choice component, counting 50% towards the 

final mark, and an essay, while the Literature papers required two answers of extended writing. The sample 

thus comprised students who had written either one or two essays; I did not separate those who had 

written one essay from those who had written two, and I analysed whatever the Literature students had 

written, whether essays or extended answers to shorter questions. Unfortunately, I had no access to the 

breakdown of marks for the two components of the Law exam paper. 

 

In order to test for a relationship between size of vocabulary and academic performance, as reflected in 

exam scores, Pearson correlations were performed for the whole group of 298 students. A correlation 

matrix between the various word levels as well as total vocabulary score and the examination scores is 
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provided in Table 6.12. The results reveal a robust relationship between overall knowledge of vocabulary 

(Vocab Total%) and performance in the examination (r = .63, p < 0.000). It is interesting to note that 

knowledge of words at the 5000-word level and the UWL also showed strong correlations with exam 

performance (.62 and .60 respectively). 

 

N = 298 Level1 

2 000 

Level2 

3 000 

Level3 

5 000 

Level4 

UWL 

Level5 

10 000 

Vocab 

Total 

Level2 3000 .589**      

Level3 5000 .490** .804**     

Level4 UWL .427** .766** .802**    

Level5 10 000 .396** .712** .810** .756**   

Exam .342** .570** .623** .605** .551** .637** 

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

Table 6.12: Correlations between VLT and examination scores 

 

In order to determine which of these word levels best predicted examination scores, a multiple regression 

analysis was then performed on the group as a whole. The relative contribution of each predictor variable, 

in this case, the different vocabulary levels, can be assessed in several different wŀȅǎΦ ΨLƴ ǘƘŜ 

άǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎέ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ όǿƘƛŎƘ {t{{ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǘƘŜ Enter method), the researcher specifies the set of predictor 

variables that make up the model. The success of this model in predicting the criterion variable is then 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘΩ (Brace et al. 2003:214). Using this method, a significant model emerged: adjusted R2 = .413 (F5, 292 

= 42.87, p ғлΦлллрύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƻǊ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǿŜǊŜ [ŜǾŜƭ о όʲ27 = .276, p = 0.046) 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦²[ όʲ Ґ ΦнмфΣ p = 0.052). 

 

When a multiple regression was done separately on each of the courses, using the stepwise28 method, a 

significant model emerged in each case: for Literature, the adjusted R2 = .514 (F5, 133 = 135.341 p < 0.0005) 

and for Law the adjusted R2 = .498 (F5, 153 = 150.121 p < 0.0005). For each group, the Total Vocabulary score 

was a predictor for exam performance, but the vocabulary levels that were predictor variables for the two 

courses differed, with Level 3 the strongest predictor variable for Literature and Level 4 (UWL) the 

strongest predictor variable for Law. This is reflected in Table 6.13: 

  

                                                           

27
 ΨThe beta value is a measure of how strongly each predictor variable influences the criterion variable. The beta is measured in 

units of standard deviation [Χ]. The higher the beta value the greater the impact of the predictor variable on the criterion variableΩ 
(Brace et al. 2003:212). 
28

 ΨEach variable is entered in sequence and its value assessed. If adding the variable contributes to the model then it is retained, 
but all other variables in the model are then re-tested to see if they are still contributing to the success of the model. If they no 
longer contribute significantly they are removed. Thus, this method should ensure that you end up with the smallest possible set of 
ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƻǊ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ (Brace et al. 2003:214)  
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 Predictor variable ōŜǘŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ όʲύ  Sig. 

Literature Level 3 .355 0.01 

 Total vocab .386 0.005 

Law Level 4 .300 0.027 

 Total vocab .426 0.002 

 

Table 6.13: Predictor variables: stepwise method 

 

These results indicate that Levels 3 (the 5000-word level) and 4 (the UWL) are particularly important when 

it comes to explaining the link between academic performance and vocabulary size; it is these levels which 

are vital to success in academic study.  

 

6.2.4 Discussion of Phase 1 results 

This first phase of the study revealed a demographic picture of the students whose writing made up the 

Student corpus. There were more women than men in the group and more women were represented in 

the Literature course than in the Law course. There were more students in total in the Law course (159) 

than in the Literature course (139). Just under half of the students in the sample were young people under 

the age of 30, a third were over the age of 30, and the remainder fairly evenly divided between the 40 to 49 

year age group and the over 50 group. While a substantial number of students fell into the expected age 

group for first-year university students, this breakdown reflects the fact that this university caters 

particularly for individuals who, for whatever reasons, may not wish to attend or may not be in a position 

to attend a residential university or to continue their studies immediately after completing their schooling. 

 

In answer to Research Question 1.1, there was a significant difference in performance on the VLT in terms 

of course, with the Literature students outperforming the Law students consistently at every level of the 

ǘŜǎǘΦ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ нллл-word level and the UWL are 

particularly worth noting as these are important levels. In addition, research (Cooper 2000; Laufer 1997; 

Nation and Waring 1997:11; Paquot 2010; Schmitt et al. 2001:56) has revealed that as well as mastering the 

first 2000 words, students need to have mastered at least the 5000-word level to be able to read fiction 

and academic texts with ease (see §3.5.1). The results from this study are consistent with previous studies, 

especially with regard to the Literature students; that is, it is generally accepted that if learners are to read 

fiction and academic texts with a coverage of 95%, they require mastery of the 2000 high-frequency words 

of language (core vocabulary) and a beginning knowledge of words at the 5000-word level, as well as some 

academic words and technical terms (Paquot 2010:9-10). If students do not have this vocabulary 

knowledge they are likely to find university study particularly challenging. That students were not 

approaching mastery level at the 5000-word level is a particular cause for concern. One can pick up words 

through oral discourse (that is, basic interpersonal communicative skills, or BICS) up to the 3000-word level 
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ς but knowledge of words at the 5000-word level is essential if cognitive academic language proficiency or 

CALP skills are to develop (see §1.2) (Cummins 1999). These are words not typically encountered in 

everyday conversation but in written texts, and the findings suggest that students who knew these words 

had had a fairly extensive exposure to written language, that is, through reading, and reading for pleasure 

beyond the confines of the classroom. The findings also suggest that students who did not know many 

words at this level would be likely to encounter difficulties in their reading at university. 

 

In answer to Research Question 1.2 and the effect of gender on scores on the VLT, women performed more 

strongly on all levels of the VLT and in the examination than their male counterparts. This finding may also 

be related to the fact that Literature students outperformed Law students: there were more women 

students in the Literature course, and more men in the Law course with a 60:40 ratio of men to women in 

Law. When means according to course and gender were compared, although gender differences were 

underlined, particularly among the Law students, no significant differences were found between means in 

the case of the Literature students; however, the difference between male and female means in the Law 

course was significant. Thus although differences between male and female students in the Literature 

course were not significant, these results do suggest that reading literature does help male students to 

build their vocabulary when compared with their counterparts in the Law course, where differences 

between genders were significant. It would seem that not only did women students know more words than 

men in both courses, but also that reading literature does seem to assist male students in building their 

vocabulary knowledge. This is an area that could be further researched.  

 

In South Africa, where there is not a strong culture of reading, it is possible that gender stereotyping also 

played a role in these results. There are few reading role models for children in many South African schools, 

and it may be that reading is not regarded as particularly important, or as a manly pursuit. These results 

may suggest that the study of literature and the reading of fiction are more attractive to women than to 

men.  

 

As far as the relationship between age and scores on the VLT and the examination are concerned, and in 

answer to Research Question 1.3, it is clear that maturity has a positive effect on vocabulary. The two 

oldest groups achieved mastery (85%) at Levels 1 and 2 (2000-word and 3000-word levels) and had a 

superior command of academic vocabulary as well as of words at the 10 000-word level; those words which 

are rare and very often have to do with technical matters and the jargon associated with various 

professions, are the types of words not typically associated with oral discourse. It may be that exposure to 

linguistic input accrues over the years with a cumulative effect on these ƳŀǘǳǊŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ language 

proficiency, and especially on their vocabulary. It is also possible that the over-forties, having grown up and 

attended school before the influence of television and the electronic revolution became all-pervasive, 
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tended to read more than younger students. The positive effects of extended reading on vocabulary were 

discussed in Chapter 3. 

 

Conversely, the particularly low vocabulary scores at Level 5 of the 20 to 29-year-olds, and in particular the 

under-20s, may be accounted for in terms of their immaturity and the fact that they have simply not had 

time to read as much as the other groups. Whatever the reasons, the ANOVAs showed high significance in 

the differences between the scores of age bands at all test levels and in the examination. 

 

The questionnaire results revealed that English was the language reported as most spoken as a first 

language (differing substantially from the national average), an expected finding as this is the language of 

learning and teaching (LoLT) at the majority of schools in the country and of this university. Two-thirds of 

the sample consisted of black, Asian or coloured students. With regard to the black students, this may be a 

reflection of what Coetzee-Van Rooy (2012, 2014) found in her study, namely that black speakers of African 

languages may report their home language as an African language but English (for these learners usually a 

non-native variety) as their strongest language, what she explains as a ΨŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

languages in a multilingual repertoire, between those languages used socially and those used at school or 

university (Coetzee-±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ нлмпΥмооύΦ Lƴ aŜǎǘƘǊƛŜΩǎ όнлмлύ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƘŜ ǎƘƻǿǎΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ 

sociolinguistic changes among young middle-class South Africans across the ethnic spectrum, how they 

ƘŀǾŜΣ ǘƻ ǾŀǊȅƛƴƎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎΣ ΨŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǘƛƎŜ ²ƘƛǘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ-class norms, adapting them or resisting 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜΩ όнлмлΥоύΦ LƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛƻ-phonetics, Mesthrie (2010:28) found that the 

group most prone to adopting the norms of white South African English (WSAE) were young black women, 

with the Coloured group being most resistant to adopting these linguistic traits. Among the Indians, one 

ƎǊƻǳǇ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŜŘ Ψŀ Ŧǳƭƭ ŎǊƻǎǎ-ƻǾŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ά²ƘƛǘŜέ ǾƻǿŜƭ ǎǇŀŎŜΩ όнлмлΥнуύΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ƛǘ 

to some degree. This Mesthrie (2010) believes occurs because ISAE had developed into a sub-variety used 

ōȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ όwƛŎƘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƳƛŘǘ нллнΥрллύ ƭƻƴƎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

end of apartheid, and thus had status within the community.  

 

Black speakers of English, on the other hand, lacked any such reference. Mesthrie (2010:4) argues that this 

ǎƻŎƛƻƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ŀ ΨŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŘŜǊŀŎƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀΣ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

relaliƎƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǿ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ aŜǎǘƘǊƛŜ όнлмлΥнфύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ΨƴŜǿ ŘŜǊŀŎƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ 

ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŀōŜƭǎ ƭƛƪŜ ά.ƭŀŎƪ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘέΩΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŜǿ ŜƭƛǘŜǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ IŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǎǳŎƘ ȅƻǳƴƎ ōƭŀŎƪ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 

ŀǎ Ψ.ƭŀŎƪ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎΩΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ΨŎǊƻǎǎ-over variety with almost no overlap with the norms of 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ  
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In the case of the effect of home language on the total vocabulary and examination scores (RQ1.4), the 

ANOVAs revealed highly significant differences between the language groups and their knowledge of 

English words. Afrikaans, English and Other groups had greater vocabulary knowledge than the indigenous 

language groups. In addition, the indigenous language groups had not yet achieved mastery of high-

frequency vocabulary. These results suggest that the three indigenous language groups may be the more 

marginalised groups, an issue which is linked to the inequalities and dysfunction within the school system; 

ǎǳŎƘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ΨǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ who read for pleasure, they may attend 

schools with fewer written resources, and may have had less exposure to the printed word and to a culture 

of reading than the other groups. The fact that Afrikaans speakers outperformed the English speakers at 

Levels 1 and 2, even though the differences were not significant, is surprising at an English university but 

not easy to explain. As noted in chapter 1 (§1.2), the notion of English as home language and as strongest 

language has been discussed in some detail by Coetzee-Van Rooy (2011). This may be linked to her claims 

that while black students in her study specified English as their dominant language, they tended to inflate 

their own proficiency in English; there were 29 Afrikaans students in the study, and 29 black L1 students. 

This may thus have affected the mean scores. The distinction Coetzee-Van Rooy (2011) discusses could be 

fruitfully applied in further research which may reveal interesting insights into this superior performance by 

Afrikaans speakers at these levels. From Level 3 onwards the pattern reverts to what one would expect, 

with the English speakers outperforming the Afrikaans speakers as well as those of the other groups.  

 

The indigenous language groups also scored lower in the examination than the other language groups. This 

may ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψǘǿƻ-ǘƛŜǊΩ or bimodal system of education in this country (referred to earlier in 

more detail in Chapter 1) where the majority of children are still schooled at institutions, rural and in 

townships, which are poorly managed, lack resources, and have inadequately trained teachers. Such 

schools may be characterised by low morale and high absenteeism among staff (NEEDU 2013). By contrast, 

children attending suburban, materially well-resourced and more efficiently administered schools, both 

government and private, with motivated and well-trained teachers, are at an advantage. Children in the 

latter system, irrespective of their language background, perform better on the national school-leaving 

examination and are better prepared, both intellectually and socially, for tertiary education (Fleisch 2008; 

Howie 2010; Howie et al. 2012; Machet and Tiemensma 2009; Mthombeni 2010; Pretorius and Ribbens 

2005:146; Reddy et al. 2012) (see §1.2). This is an issue of some complexity in South African education 

today, but not one which this thesis addresses directly. 

 

Thus, the findings of the first part of the analysis in Phase 1 answered the first main research question and 

established variations in ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΦ 
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Research Question 2 investigated the relationship between ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ 

(measured by their scores on the VLT) and their academic performance. Examination scores, for better or 

for worse, are what allow students access to university in the first place and then to advance up the ladder 

to graduation. In a sense, in this study the examination was the great leveller ς all students, regardless of 

course or gender, age or language background, fared rather poorly. Somewhat surprisingly, perhaps, the 

Law group outperformed the Literature group in mean exam performance, with the ANOVA reflecting a 

significant difference in scores. However, this may be the result of the nature of the examination paper; the 

Law paper contained a multiple-choice component, which made up 50% of the final mark, and an essay, 

while the Literature students had to write more extended texts. This may have placed Literature students 

at a disadvantage, being assessed as they were purely on a more subjective test with no objective 

component (multiple-choice test) to possibly boost their scores, and also by having to write extended texts 

under pressure.  

 

Results of Pearson correlations revealed a robust relationship between overall knowledge of vocabulary 

ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ CƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ 

regressions revealed that Levels 3 (5000-word level) and 4 (UWL) were the predictor variables for Literature 

and Law students respectively. In other words, these levels were markers of academic performance in 

these groups: knowledge of words at the 5000-word level predicted success in the exams for the Literature 

students, while the predictor variable for success among the Law students was knowledge of academic 

words. TƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻƴŜ ƪƴƻǿǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦²[ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǘƘŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ: 

in this study, however, not even the 50+-year-olds had approximated mastery at the UWL level. There were 

significant differences between the two course groups at the academic word level (Level 4) and highly 

significant differences at the 10 000-word level, which suggests that the Literature students would be more 

likely to outperform the Law students in academic reading. These levels are thus significant in explaining 

the link between vocabulary knowledge and academic performance, as measured by the examination 

scores. 

 

The findings of Phase 1 support research by scholars such as Laufer (1997), Nation and Waring (1997), 

Reynolds (2005), Coady et al. (1993) and Cooper (1999), all of whom have stressed the importance of size 

of vocabulary to reading comprehension and academic performance. The importance of vocabulary to 

reading has long been accepted (Hazenberg and Hulstijn 1996; Laufer 1986; Qian 2002; Read 2007); 

vocabulary size has been found to predict reading success in second language studies (Cooper 1999; Laufer 

1992). Unlike most studies that rely on correlations between vocabulary size and academic performance, 

however, this study used a more powerful statistical tool to determine the effect of vocabulary knowledge 

on academic performance, namely multiple regression analysis. Although total vocabulary knowledge was a 

significant predictor of academic performance, the results also revealed a more nuanced vocabulary profile 
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for the different courses. Academic performance is dependent to a great extent on reading skill, and 

ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƪƛƭƭΦ /ƻƻǇŜǊΩǎ όмфффύ {outh African study found a 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ [н ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ. 

The finding in this study that scores on the 5000-word level and academic vocabulary level in the VLT were 

predictors of academic proficiency suggests that students with higher scores at these levels will be more 

proficient readers and more likely to succeed academically.  

 

These findings also underline the usefulness of the VLT in identifying levels at which students have 

difficulties, allowing teachers to focus on areas of vocabulary that need particular attention (Laufer and 

Nation 1999). 

 

6.3 PHASE 2 CORPUS ANALYSIS: FUNCTIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED 

VERBS (RQ3) AND THEIR DELEXICAL USE IN MWUS (RQ4)  

This section deals with Phase 2, and moves away from discrete word knowledge and measures of breadth 

of vocabulary knowledge to MWUs and an investigation of one aspect of depth of word knowledge. As 

much of the corpus analysis was qualitative, results and discussion are presented together in this phase. 

The ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǎǘŜǇǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ  ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊŘ ƭƛǎǘǎΣ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊŘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎƛŜǎ 

and identifying keywords, generating concordances in order to identify occurrences of the verbs in 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǾŜǊōǎ  ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘŀǎŜΦ !ǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ 

this part of the analysis and its findings are addressed in Research Question 3. The findings of the second 

part of the analysis, that is, the use of MWUs containing delexical verbs, and the identification and the 

analysis of errors made in these MWUs by students, are addressed in Research Question 4 

 

6.3.1 Research Question 3: Distribution and functions of HAVE, MAKE and TAKE  

This section addresses Research Question 3: How does the distribution of the functions of the three 

selected verbs compare within and across the Expert and Student corpora? In order to do so, it was 

essential to capture all occurrences of the three target verbs in question ς HAVE29, MAKE and TAKE ς and to 

establish how frequently they occurred in the different corpora. In achieving this, certain preliminary steps 

had to be taken. The first of these was using the WordList application of WordSmith Tools to generate word 

lists for the corpora in their entirety, that is, Expert and Student corpora, and also as sub-corpora. Statistics 

for the Expert corpus and the Student corpus were generated using the entire list, all 25 texts (that is, 21 

literature and four law texts) in the case of the former, and all 298 texts in the case of the latter. These lists 

                                                           

29
 To recap, the capitalised forms, HAVE, MAKE and TAKE, indicate the word or lemma, while the words in lower case, such as have, 

has, had, indicate those specific word-forms of the lemma. 
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were not lemmatised because each word-form of the verbs in question (what Stubbs [2001:25] calls the 

inflectional forms of the lemma or lexeme) was analysed separately.  

6.3.1.1 Comparison of Expert and Student word lists 

This preliminary step frames the bigger picture of this study. In the Expert and Student corpora, of the six 

high-frequency verbs which are most commonly used delexically, that is, DO, GET, GIVE, HAVE, MAKE and 

TAKE, HAVE occurred most commonly (Expert corpus: frequency 1744; Student corpus: 2416). MAKE 

occurred 485 times in the Expert corpus and 651 times in the Student corpus; and TAKE 287 times in the 

Expert corpus and 481 in the Student corpus. Although frequencies for DO, GET and GIVE were high (Expert 

corpus: 895, 88 and 395 respectively; Student corpus: 1343, 455 and 356 respectively), I chose to include 

MAKE and TAKE instead of DO, which was the second most frequent of the group after HAVE, because 

MAKE and TAKE are more productive of the type of MWU in which I was interested (see §1.3.2). Table 6.14 

below reflects the numbers of each lemma in the respective corpora and the percentage of the corpora 

these figures represent: 

 

 Expert     
Lit 

% Expert 
Law 

% Student 
Lit 

% Student 
Law 

% 

HAVE 1345 0.93 399 0.83 1626 1.13 790 1.24 

MAKE 350 0.24 135 0.28 493 0.34 158 0.24 

TAKE 222 0.15 65 0.13 341 0.23 140 0.22 

 

Table 6.14: Frequencies and percentages of HAVE, MAKE and TAKE in corpora 

 

Given that HAVE can act as both a function word (an auxiliary) and as a lexical verb, it is not surprising that 

it was the most frequent lemma of the three that were selected, although at least one word-form of the 

other two lexemes occurred very frequently, which justifƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǎ ΨƘƛƎƘ-

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅΩ ǾŜǊōǎ (see Table 6.15 below). The percentages above show a similar pattern for the two Expert 

corpora, and for the two Student corpora, with greater percentages of these three words in the latter than 

in the former corpora. Further evidence of the higher frequency of these verbs in the Student Lit corpus 

was provided by log-likelihood calculations which revealed that the Student Lit corpus contained very 

significantly more occurrences of all three verbs than the Expert Lit corpus (HAVE: LL = 29.79, p < 0.0001; 

MAKE: LL = 25.97, p < 0.0001; TAKE: LL = 26.27, p < 0.0001)30. In the case of the Law corpora, HAVE and 

                                                           
30

 The higher the G2 (log likelihood) value, the more significant the difference between two frequency scores. For these tables, a G2 
of 3.8 or higher is significant at the level of p< 0.05 and a G2 of 6.6 or higher is significant at p < 0.01. 

¶ 95
th

 percentile; 5% level; p< 0.05; critical value = 3.84 

¶ 99
th

 percentile; 1% level; at p < 0.01; critical value = 6.63 

¶ 99.9
th

 percentile; 0.1% level; p < 0.001; critical value = 10.83 

¶ 99.99
th

 percentile; 0.01% level; p < 0.0001; critical value = 15.13 

wŀȅǎƻƴΩǎ ƭƻƎ-likelihood calculator: http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html 

http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html


Chapter 6 

156 

TAKE were also used significantly more in the Student than in the Expert corpus (LL = 43.92, p < 0.0001 and 

10.92, p < 0.0001 respectively), but MAKE was used more in the Expert Law corpus, though this was not 

significant. The frequency of HAVE overall in these corpora corresponds with those of Biber et al. 

(1999:429), who found that HAVE was more frequent in academic prose than any other lexical verb. 

6.3.1.2 Comparison of word lists according to course 

As one focus of this study is on the comparison of writing by experts and students in two academic courses 

of study and between student writers in these two courses, the following sections deal with the sub-

corpora (see §5.8.1.1 and §5.8.1.2). The word lists of these sub-corpora were compared to determine the 

frequencies of the target words in each corpus, in preparation for classifying all functions of the verbs and 

comparing their uses in the corpora [RQ3]. The distribution is illustrated in Table 6.15 below. The two 

Expert corpora are very similar, both in the rank and in the frequency of word-forms. In the Student 

corpora, on the other hand, there are remarkable differences in the frequency of have, has and had 

between Student Lit and Student Law, where there appears to be an overuse of these forms in the Law 

corpus. This is explored further in §6.3.2. 

 

Expert Lit      Expert Law 

Rank Word Freq. % Texts % Rank Word Freq. % Texts % 

21 Have 813 0.56 21 100 23 have 248 0.52 4 100 

44 Has 374 0.26 19 90 48 has 108 0.23 4 100 

88 make 197 0.14 18 86 96 make 65 0.14 4 100 

148 had 122 0.08 15 71 168 had 38 0.08 4 100 

170 take 107 0.07 18 86 189 made 35 0.07 4 100 

260 made 66 0.05 15 71 192 making 34 0.07 4 100 

293 makes 59 0.04 17 81 195 take 34 0.07 2   50 

506 making 36 0.02 13 62 
.90 

502 taking 13 0.03 1   25 

514 takes 36 0.02 13 62 
.90 

586 taken 11 0.02 2   50 

575 having 31 0.02   9 43 
.86 

704 makes 9 0.02 2   25 

606 taken 30 0.02 11 52  
.38 

787 having 8 0.02 3   75 

670 taking 27 0.02 11 52 
.38 

1523 takes 4 - 1   25 

739 took 24 0.02   9 43 
.86 

2754 took 2 - 1   25 
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Student Lit      Student Law 

Rank Word Freq. % Texts % Rank Word Freq. % Texts % 

25 has 752 0.53 133 96 17 have 477 0.75 145 91 

38 have 449 0.31 117 84 39 has 253 0.40 109 69 

64 had 320 0.22 93 67 103 make 79 0.12 59 37 

107 made 190 0.13 85 61 118 take 70 0.11 44 28 

114 make 181 0.13 87 63 206 had 39 0.06 29 18 

143 take 124 0.09 76 55 215 making 37 0.06 25 16 

158 makes 114 0.08 69 50 260 having 31 0.05 25 16 

168 having 110 0.08 62 45 263 made 31 0.05 26 16 

225 taken 85 0.06 60 43 287 taking 29 0.05 26 16 

389 takes 48 0.03 40 29  313 taken 26 0.04 12 14 

426 taking 44 0.03 36 26 568 takes 14 0.02 12 8 

454 took 40 0.03 27 19 625 makes 12 0.02 12 8 

495 making 36 0.03 28 20 1335 took 5  5 3 

 

Table 6.15: Occurrence of target words in sub-corpora 

 

6.3.1.3 Generation of keywords 

The next step in the preliminary analysis of these corpora was to generate keyword lists for the entire 

Student corpus, as well as for the sub-corpora. This process indicated which of the three words were 

significantly more frequent in one corpus relative to another, and so confirmed statistically the impressions 

of difference that were gleaned from the wordlist frequencies provided earlier. The keywords in the 

Student Lit and the Student Law corpora, relative to the reference corpora, namely the Expert corpora, are 

indicated in Table 6.16 below: 

 

Keyword Freq. % RC Freq. RC% Keyness P 

Student Lit vs Expert Lit 

 has 752 0.53 374 0.26 134.10 7.97685E-16 

had 320 0.22 122 0.08 94.26 3.65601E-15 

made 190 0.13 66 0.05 64.09 2.93673%-14 

having 110 0.08 31 0.02 47.82 3.02788E-13 

taken 85 0.59 30 0.02 28.03 1.16489E-07 

Student Law vs Expert Law 

 has 253 0.40 108 0.23 26.84 2.18071E-07 

have 477 0.76 248 0.52 24.31 8.18266E-07 

 

Table 6.16: Keywords in sub-corpora 

 

The words in these keyword lists are sorted according to keyness, in descending order. Column 2 in the 

table (Freq.) indicates frequency in the source corpus, with the percentage that is represented by this count 

relative to all the words in the corpus in column 3. Columns 4 (RC Freq.) and 5 (RC%) represent the 
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frequency in the reference corpus and the percentage of the corpus this represents respectively. Column 6 

contains the keyness value, with column 7 containing the p value. The high keyness values and p values 

pertain partly because of the very high frequencies of the words in the fairly large corpora.  

 

This table indicates that has, had, having, made and taken were keywords in the Student Lit corpus, 

meaning that these words occurred significantly more often than would be expected by chance in 

comparison with the Expert Lit corpus; have was not a keyword in this corpus. In other words, this word 

was not used significantly more in the Student Lit corpus than in the Expert Lit corpus. This complements 

the word list findings, which showed that have was ranked most frequent in both the Expert Lit corpus and 

the Student Lit corpus. In the Student Law corpus, have and has were the only target words that were 

keywords relative to the Expert Law corpus, indicating that these words were used significantly more 

frequently relative to the Expert Law corpus. 

6.3.1.4 Generation and investigation of concordance lines 

The results of the statistical processing of the distribution of the three verbs are presented using two 

methods that provide two different perspectives on the differences between the corpora ς particularly 

when the two views do not appear to support each other. Firstly, pie charts are used to depict the 

frequency distribution of each function of each verb relative to one another, that is, relative to the total 

number of occurrences of each verb in each corpus. Secondly, the log-likelihood (LL) statistic is used to 

provide an indication of the frequency of each function relative to the number of words in each corpus. The 

ǇƛŜ ŎƘŀǊǘǎ ǘƘǳǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǊǊƻǿŜǊΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ όǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜ 

of each function of the verb) and log-likelihood calculations give an indication of the difference in function 

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨōǊƻŀŘŜǊΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ. Chi square calculations 

could also have been done on the narrower perspective, but it was decided that using pie chart 

representation for this, and LL for the broader perspective, would make for good complementary ways of 

addressing the vexed question of statistical difference in linguistic analysis. The discussion of the results 

reflects both perspectives.  

 

For ease of reference, a summary of the distribution of functions of the three verbs in the Expert and 

Student corpora is provided in Table 6.17 below: 
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HAVE Aux 837 62.2 216 54.1 783 48.1 361 45.6 

 Operator 2 0.1 - - - - -  

 Semi-modal 108 8.0 37 9.2 137 8.4 54 6.8 

 Lexical 254 18.8 103 25.8 475 29.2 298 37.7 

 Core Delex 20 1.4 3 0.7 24 1.4 3 0.3 

 Pseudo Delex 124 9.2 40 10.0 207 12.7 74 9.36 

 Total 1345  399  1626  790  

MAKE Phrasal 9 2.5 5 3.7 4 0.8 1 0.6 

 Prepositional 12 3.4 2 1.4 3 0.6 1 /0.6 

 Phrasal Prep 6 1.7 - - 3 0.6 1 0.6 

 Lexical 172 49.1 65 48.1 361 73.2 111 70.2 

 Core Delex 15 4.2 2 1.4 5 1.0 1 0.6 

 Pseudo Delex 136 38.8 61 45.1 117 23.7 43 27.2 

 Total 350  135  493  158  

TAKE Phrasal 14 6.3 2 3.0 39 11.4 11 7.8 

 Prepositional 27 12.1 6 9.2 28 8.2 7 5.0 

 Phrasal Prep - - - - 3 0.8 - - 

 Lexical 112 50.4 26 40.0 102 29.9 63 45.0 

 Core Delex 6 2.7 6 9.2 13 3.8 4 2.8 

 Pseudo Delex 63 28.3 25 38.4 156 45.7 55 39.2 

 Total 222  65  341  140  

 

Table 6.17: Distribution of uses of HAVE, MAKE and TAKE in Expert and Student corpora (basis of pie charts) 

 

6.3.2 Analysis of HAVE, MAKE and TAKE 

The following sections address Research Question 3: How does the distribution of the functions of the 

three selected verbs compare within and across the Expert and Student corpora? The results of the 

classification of the functions of the three verbs and the comparisons of use in the Expert and the Student 

corpora are presented according to the sub-questions in Research Question 3, starting with the verb HAVE.  

6.3.2.1 Analysis of HAVE 

This section addresses Research Question 3.1: How does the distribution of the functions of the three 

selected verbs in the Expert Lit corpus compare with the distribution in the Expert Law corpus? As 

discussed in Chapter 5, the first step in the analysis was the coding of the functions of this verb (see 

§5.8.3.1). HAVE is a complex verb and has several functions. In this study it was categorised according to 

the following six functions: 

 

HAVE as auxiliary verb 

HAVE as operator 
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HAVE as semi-modal 

HAVE as lexical verb 

HAVE as core delexical verb 

HAVE as pseudo delexical verb 

i.  Expert Lit vs Expert Law 

The Expert Lit and Law corpora were analysed separately. Once all the concordance lines for HAVE in the 

two Expert corpora had been analysed (a total of 1345 lines for hav*, has and had in Expert Lit and 399 in 

Expert Law), the proportion of verb functions was as depicted in Figure 6.1 (keeping in mind that this refers 

to the proportion of the total occurrences of HAVE, not the entire corpus, and that this is also the case for 

the pie charts for MAKE and TAKE31).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1: Distribution of HAVE functions in Expert corpora 

 

Although the proportional distribution of the verb across the two Expert corpora as illustrated in the pie 

charts appears to be fairly similar, LL calculations32 (which compared the frequencies of each verb category 

relative to the total number of words in each corpus across the two corpora) revealed very significant 

differences between the use of HAVE as auxiliary verb (LL = 11.33, p < 0.001) in the Lit corpus relative to the 

Law corpus. There were very few uses of the verb as core delexical in either corpus, and the two types of 

delexical MWUs made up only about a tenth of the uses of this verb in these corpora. This is perhaps to be 

expected in academic writing, although much of the Lit corpus in particular is less formal in tone and is 

ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ŜǾŜƴ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘǎΦ .ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όмфффΥмлнсύ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ 

ƛŘƛƻƳŀǘƛŎΩ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŦƛŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǿǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ 

academic writing, barring the exceptions take place (which occurred over 40 times per million words) and 

                                                           
31

 Owing to the rounding up or rounding down of percentages, the figures in charts may not always add up to 100%. 
32

 Rayson, P. (2003). Matrix: A statistical method and software tool for linguistic analysis through corpus comparison. PhD thesis, 
Lancaster University. 
wŀȅǎƻƴΩǎ [ƻƎ-likelihood calculator available online at: http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html [Accessed 3 January 2014). 
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have an/no/the effect, make (any/no) sense, make use of and take (the) form (of), which occurred over 20 

times per million words. According to Biber et al. (1999:1028), core delexicals are even rarer, with examples 

such as have a look and take a look both occurring fewer than ten times per million words in the Longman 

Corpus of Spoken and Written English (LSWE) [Biber et al. 1999]). Biber et al. (1999) used. However, it is 

difficult to ascertain just what the norm is for native speaker writing as not many researchers have 

ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ όŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ōȅ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ нллрύΦ Lƴ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ 

percentages of restricted collocations and idioms are 31 per cent in the LOB subcorpus and 40 per cent in 

ǘƘŜ [ŜŜŘǎ ό[¦{{ύ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΩ όIƻǿŀǊǘƘ мффуb:171), he does not distinguish delexical-type collocations from 

other types. And although Biber et al. (1999) found that these combinations were rare in academic writing, 

they do not put a percentage value on this. In the sense that the present study has quantified the 

occurrences of the various functions of these three verbs, it therefore makes a contribution to this area of 

linguistic investigation. 

 

Algeo (1995:205) believes that increased use of these expanded predicates in modern English may not only 

ōŜ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ōǳǘ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ΨǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ ǎǘȅƭƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘΩΦ IŜ 

cites Quirk et al. (1985, cited in Algeo 1995:205), who discuss a number of uses for this type of 

combination, one of which is to shift the focus of the sentence: the ditransitive expanded predicate (with 

two objects) focuses on the activity rather than on the participant it affects, such as in He gave Helen a 

nudge versus He nudged Helen (Algeo 1995:205). On the other hand, the use of the monotransitive (one 

object) expanded predicate allows a writer to avoid using a simple unmodified subject verb clause, which 

often sounds awkward. In illustration of this, Algeo (1995:205) cites Quirk et al.Ωǎ (1985:1401) example: My 

friend did the cooking sounds better than my friend cooked. !ƭƎŜƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨƳƻǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ 

ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŘƻǳōǘƭŜǎǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭΩ όмффрΥнлрύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ǿŜƭƭ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

Expert sub-corpora in this study, where there were no deviations in the use of these MWUs and where 

their relative infrequency points to some calculation in their use; whether this is the case in the Student 

sub-corpora will be investigated in the next section. 

 

A closer look at some concordance lines for has used as core delexical verb in MWUs in the Expert Lit 

corpus suggests a stylistic choice to focus on the activity rather than on the affected participant: 

 

artefact or creation, the film has a powerful influence on mass audiences (Exp Lit) 

age of this is that the reader has an inside view of what the character thinks 

f, you will find that the term has a wide range of meaning, 

king, it is inevitable that it has an impact on literature, 

larger social context, but also has an impact on smaller contexts 

aham-Smith (Dr) 2 Harold Bloom has a very different view of this speech 
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As was to be expected, there were no deviations in these combinations in either of the Expert corpora as 

these were texts from published documents and study materials which had been carefully edited and 

proofread.  

ii. Student Lit vs Student Law  

This section addresses Research Question 3.2: How does the distribution of the functions of the three 

selected verbs in the Student Lit corpus compare with the distribution in the Student Law corpus? The pie 

charts below in Figure 6.2 reflect the proportion of the total number of occurrences of all word-forms of 

HAVE in the two Student corpora: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.2: Distribution of HAVE functions in Student corpora 

 

As was the case with the Expert corpora, the distribution of the verb categories appears fairly similar 

proportionally across the two corpora ς it does seem, though, that the students in the Law corpus favoured 

single-word lexical verbs (38% as opposed to 29% in Student Lit corpus), with wŀȅǎƻƴΩǎ log-likelihood 

calculator revealing a very significantly greater use in the Law corpus of the lexical verb (LL = 20.88, p < 

0.0001). On the other hand, Student Lit showed significantly greater use of the core delexical (LL = 5.91, p < 

0.05). 

 

HAVE as an auxiliary was the most frequent function overall. The second most frequent function in the 

Student corpora was HAVE as lexical verb. All students, but particularly the Law students, tended to use 

HAVE as a lexical verb, mostly in the sense of possessing something, rather than in delexical constructions. 

In the case of the Student Law, this may have had something to do with the exam topics which required 

students to write an argumentative essay which in many cases was little more than a list of points for and 

against a topic, as exemplified in the lines below: 

 

 our country as a country which has money. Immigrants start d (Stud. Law) 
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here is other rural areas that has no electricity and water. 

We elect the one that we know has a lot of money, because w 

riven by the rich. Governments have mechanisms that are desi 

ney or poor. These rich people have networks everywhere. Cor 

r must be forbidden a right to have tender from government s 

iii. Student vs Expert corpora 

Differences between Expert and Student corpora were also explored. This addressed Research Questions 

3.3a and Research Question 3.3b. 

 

The Student Lit corpus featured very significantly more uses of HAVE as lexical verb (LL = 70.51, p < 0.0001) 

and as a pseudo delexical verb (LL = 21.96, p < 0.0001) relative to the Expert Lit corpus. The greater use of 

the pseudo delexical verbs may have been the effect of informal, even conversational register of some of 

the writing in the Student Lit corpus; although the Expert Lit corpus employed an informal tone in places, it 

was essentially didactic and academic in register. This finding is in line with the narrower perspective 

represented in the pie charts: that is, 9% in the Expert Lit corpus and 13% in the Student Lit corpus 

represents a substantial difference in frequency.  

 

The pie charts show that the auxiliary made up a considerably larger proportion of the functions of HAVE in 

the Expert Law corpus (54% compared to 46% in the Student Law corpus). However, log-likelihood 

calculations indicate a significant overuse of the auxiliary in the Student corpus (LL = 7.27, p < 0.01). Thus 

having the two perspectives allows the more complex picture to emerge, showing that although the 

experts favoured the auxiliary function proportionally more, in terms of the use of this function relative to 

the overall size of the corpus, the students used it significantly more often. This is largely because Law 

students used HAVE as a whole relatively more often. Students in the Law corpus also used HAVE as a 

lexical verb very significantly more than the writers in the Expert Law corpus (LL = 51.69, p < 0.0001), again 

possibly as a result of the exam questions and the type of arguments students wrote in response. 

 

What the results of these calculations reflect is a tendency on the part of students to overuse HAVE both as 

an auxiliary verb and as a lexical verb when compared to the Expert corpora and, in the case of the lexical 

verb, in the Student Law compared to the Student Lit corpus as well. In addition, both student corpora 

produced more examples of the verb in a delexical sense than the equivalent Expert corpus, with a 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [ƛǘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀΦ {ƻ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ŀ ƎŀǇ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ 

knowledge, with their generally using HAVE to indicate possession, for instance, inǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ΨōƛƎƎŜǊΩΣ 

academic words, the students were also producing or attempting to produce delexical combinations more 

frequently relative to the Expert corpora. One reason for the greater use of these combinations, 

particularly in the Student Lit corpus, may lie in the fact that many of them were quoted from the texts 

provided in the examination, or were current in the content that students had read that semester. Two of 
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these in the Student Lit corpus, for instance, were have sex (33 times) and have an affair (17 times), which 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǳƴǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ .ǳǘ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

learners are indiscriminate in their use of these MWUs and tend to overuse them, often where a single-

word verb would have been more appropriate, as in the examples below, where the more appropriate verb 

is indicated in square brackets: 

 

assertive and thoughtful person who has logical thinking when awkward (Stud Lit) [thinks logically Χϐ 
initely be why they mostly all have a dependency on him to work (Stud Lit)[depend] 
rate due to the movement they make to other places because (Stud Law) [move] 
good and in deep humility. He takes conversation with other (Stud Lit) [converses] 

 

In other words, it appears that these combinations ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ΨǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ ǎǘȅƭƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘΩ ό!ƭƎŜƻ мффрΥнлрύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀΦ 

6.3.2.2 Analysis of MAKE 

As in the case of HAVE, the first part of the analysis of MAKE was the counting and classification of all 

occurrences of the verb in the corpora according to the framework below (discussed in detail in §5.8.3.2). 

There were six categories in all for MAKE: 

 

Phrasal verb, e.g. make up, make out  

Prepositional verb, e.g. make for, made of, made from 

Phrasal prepositional verb, e.g. make up for, be made up of  

Single-word lexical verb  

Core delexical verb 

Pseudo delexical verb 

 

These categories differ from those for HAVE in several respects: MAKE does not act as an auxiliary, as it is a 

lexical verb only and is used transitively, with rare exceptions such as the colloquial make out, in the sense 

of sexual activity. It may also be a phrasal verb, a prepositional verb or a phrasal prepositional verb. 

 

The concordance lines for each corpus were analysed. The results are discussed in the following sections. 
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i. Expert Lit vs Expert Law 

There were 350 concordance lines for all word-forms of MAKE (i.e. mak* and made) in Expert Lit and 135 in 

Expert Law (see Table 6.17 above). The results are reflected in Figure 6.3 below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.3: Distribution of MAKE functions in Expert corpora 

 

These pie charts suggest that the profile for MAKE in the Expert corpora was very similar and log-likelihood 

calculations revealed no significant differences between these two corpora. There were higher proportions 

of the verb used in pseudo delexical combinations in both the Expert Lit corpus and the Expert Law corpus 

than there were for HAVE, ōǳǘ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƻǊŜ ŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ !ƭƎŜƻΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ 

(1995:207); he lists more pseudo delexical combinations for MAKE than for HAVE, although his numbers for 

core delexical combinations are fairly similar. Biber et al. (1999:1027) also list more examples of these 

idiomatic or relatively idiomatic expressions (they make no real distinction between core and pseudo 

delexical uses) for MAKE than for HAVE, and MAKE is noted as being more productive of such combinations 

(1999:1028). 
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ii. Student Lit vs Student Law 

There were 493 concordance lines for MAKE in the Student Lit corpus and 158 in Student Law. The 

distribution of categories is illustrated in the pie charts in Figure 6.4 below. What these diagrams reflect is 

that the distribution of categories or proportion of occurrences per category of the verb MAKE was almost 

identical in the two Student corpora. 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.4: Distribution of MAKE functions in Student corpora 

 

As far as the broader perspective of the differences between the Student uses of MAKE relative to the 

corpora as a whole are concerned, log-likelihood calculations revealed significant differences only in the 

occurrence of MAKE as a lexical verb, with this occurring very significantly more in the Lit corpus relative to 

the Law corpus (LL = 12.38, p < 0.001). In both Student corpora, but particularly in the Law corpus, writers 

tended to use MAKE ŎŀǳǎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ΨŦƻǊŎŜΩ ƻǊ ΨƻōƭƛƎŜΩΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ±ҌhҌƛƴŦΦ 

combination: 

It is times like these that make me wish the foreigners w (Stud Law) 
reasons and circumstances which makes me to believe that corr  
words, without naming London, makes us want to carry on rea 

s able to soften her heart and make her believe that he was (Stud Lit) 
 

In the case of Student Lit, this may again have been the result of an overuse of certain quotations from the 

question paper which featured MAKE used as a lexical verb, ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨƎƻƻŘ ŦŜƴŎŜǎ ƳŀƪŜ ƎƻƻŘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊǎΩΣ 

ΨƳŀƪŜ ƎŀǇǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳŀŘŜ ƘƛƳǎŜƭŦ ƛƴŘƛǎǇŜƴǎƛōƭŜΩΤ ŀƭǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ооΦт҈ ƻŦ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǳǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊō ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ 

some form of these quotations.  
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iii. Student vs Expert corpora 

As far as comparisons between Student and Expert corpora are concerned, addressing Research Questions 

3.3a and 3.3b, it is interesting that, given the relatively large proportion of pseudo delexical MWUs in the 

Expert Corpora (Lit: 38.8% and Law: 45.1%) (see Table 6.17 above for an overview of distributions of all 

three verbs), this category seems comparatively underrepresented in the Student corpora (23.7% and 

27.2% respectively), with most uses of the verb falling into the lexical category. This is the narrow 

perspective; in exploring the broader perspective, log-likelihood calculations revealed less use of MAKE as 

pseudo delexical in the Student Lit corpus relative to the Expert corpus but this was not significant. 

Differences in use of the core delexical between Student and Expert Lit were significant, however, with the 

Student Lit corpus using significantly fewer core delexicals relative to the Expert corpus (LL = 5.12, p < 0.05), 

while the lexical use of MAKE in the Student Lit corpus was very significantly greater (LL = 70.59, p < 0.0001) 

than the Expert Lit corpus, with the students using the verb in this way significantly more relative to the 

Expert corpus. This overuse of the lexical verb in the Student Lit corpus can be explained partly by the very 

frequent use (over 75 occurrences) of lines quoted from the poem or passage in the exam paper. 

 

The pattern for the use of MAKE as a pseudo delexical verb in the Expert Law and Student Law corpora 

showed a very significant underuse in the Student corpus relative to the Expert corpus (LL = 10.32, p < 

0.01), and this was also the case with the use of the phrasal verb (LL = 4.17, p < 0.05). There were no other 

significant differences between the Expert and Student corpora. 

6.3.2.3 Analysis of TAKE 

As in the case of HAVE and MAKE, the analysis of TAKE began by addressing Research Question 3, the 

counting and classification of all occurrences of the verb in the concordance lines generated for the 

corpora, according to the framework below. Six categories were identified for TAKE (discussed in more 

detail in §5.8.3.3):  

 

Phrasal verb, e.g. take up, take on, take off, take over, take apart, take back, take down, take in, take 

out  

Prepositional verb, e.g. take NP as, take NP for, take NP from, take to 

Phrasal prepositional verb, e.g. take away from 

Single-word lexical verb  

Core delexical verb 

Pseudo delexical verb 
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i. Expert Lit vs Expert Law 

This section addressed Research Question 3.1. In total, there were 222 occurrences of TAKE in Expert Lit 

and 65 in Expert Law. This distribution is illustrated in the pie charts below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.5: Distribution of TAKE functions in Expert corpora 

 

Clearly, this verb was the least frequent of the three, particularly in the Expert Law corpus, where took 

occurred only twice, for instance. Although there were no significant differences in the distribution of 

functions of the verb in these two corpora, when seen as proportions of the total word count for the 

corpora (as indicated by the log-likelihood calculations) the Law corpus produced more core delexical and 

pseudo delexical MWUs than the Lit corpus, while ΨƴŀǊǊƻǿŜǊ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊōΩǎ 

occurrences as indicated by the pie charts suggest a higher proportion of lexical verbs for Expert Lit. 

ii. Student Lit vs Student Law 

As in the case of HAVE and MAKE above, this section addresses Research Question 3.2. As the least 

represented of the three verbs, there were 341 occurrences of TAKE in the Student Lit corpus and 140 in 

the Student Law corpus.  

 

As in Expert Law, the word-form took occurred only a very few times in the Student Law corpus, five in 

total. There were more occurrences of this word-form in the Student Lit corpus, a total of 40. Differences in 

distribution of functions in the two Student corpora were significant only in the use of TAKE as lexical verb 

(LL = 4.05, p < 0.05), with a significant underuse in the Lit corpus relative to the Law corpus. This greater use 

of the lexical verb in the Law corpus can in part be explained by repeated expressions which the nature of 

the exam questions elicited. Questions required students to provide an argument in support of or refuting a 

particular proposition: few students were able to work their ideas into logically argued essays, and most 

simply produced a list of hypothetical examples, many of which were expressed in the form take for 
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example. In addition, a question on corruption resulted in several examples of taking bribes, or variations 

on this theme:  

ents are fired or arrested for taking bribes of as little as (Stud Law) 

they did not work for. Let us take an example. A rich man h 

conomic, social and political. Take education for example, i 

 

The distribution of this verb in the two Student corpora is illustrated in Figure 6.6 below: 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.6: Distribution of TAKE functions in Student corpora 

iii. Student vs Expert corpora 

As far as differences in distributions of categories of verb use in Expert and Student corpora are concerned 

(RQ3.3a and 3.3b), there were very significant proportional differences in the Student Lit corpus in the use 

of the verb as pseudo delexical (LL = 41.80, p < 0.0001) and as phrasal verb (LL = 12.55, p < 0.001). In the 

case of the overuse of the pseudo delexical by the Lit students, this can be attributed largely to the high use 

(over 30 occurrences) of the combination taking advantage, a quotation from the comprehension passage. 

Although there was a higher proportion of TAKE as lexical verb in the Expert corpus than in the Student 

corpus, this did not prove to be significant. 

 

There were several significant differences between the distribution of categories of TAKE in the Law 

corpora: differences in use of verb as pseudo delexical (LL = 4.62, p < 0.05), as phrasal verb (LL = 4.57, p < 

0.05) and as lexical verb (LL = 7.15, p < 0.01), all reflecting significantly greater use in the Student Law 

corpus relative to the Expert Law corpus. Although the proportions of pseudo delexicals were very similar 

(38% and 39% in Expert and Student corpora respectively) in the Law corpora the totals for the use of TAKE 

(Expert Law: 65; Student Law: 140) were relatively much higher in the Student corpus, indicating a much 

higher use of the verb generally in this corpus (LL = 10.92, p < 0.001: it occurred 0.22 times per 1000 words 

in Student Law, as opposed to 0.14 times per 1000 words in Expert Law). This showed again the value of the 

two perspectives on the distribution of the verbs; here, distributions that appeared from the narrower 
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perspective to be fairly similar proved to be significantly different when viewed from the broader 

perspective, applying the log-likelihood statistic with reference to the total number of words in the corpus. 

In this case, the overuse of the lexical verb can be put down to the examples mentioned above with regard 

to the differences between the Student corpora. The overuse of the pseudo delexical verb in the Student 

Law corpus relative to the Expert Law corpus may be the result of the frequent use of the expressions 

below which occurred over twenty times in all: 

is us who allows corruption to take place in our own homes. (Stud. Law) 

order to get food and money to take care of themselves. They 

 

6.3.3 Research Question 4: Use of MWUs  

In this section, the findings of the identification and the analysis of errors made in MWUs produced by 

students are presented. This section addresses Research Question 4: Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŜ όƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ 

frequency and deviance) of selected MWUs compare with the use of these MWUs by expert writers within 

and across courses? 

6.3.3.1 Research Questions 4.1 and 4.2: Frequency of MWUs 

This section addresses the first two sub-questions of Research Question 4, that is, Research Question 4.1: 

How does the use (frequency) of MWUs in the Student Lit corpus compare with their use in the Expert Lit 

corpus? and Research Question 4.2: How does the use (frequency) of MWUs in the Student Law corpus 

compare with their use in the Expert Law corpus?  

 

In order to address these questions, all core and pseudo MWUs for each verb were extracted from the 

concordance lines. These functions of the verbs have been discussed in detail in §6.3.2: there is some 

overlap in these two sections but I felt it made more sense to discuss all the functions of the verbs 

together, that is, in §6.3.2. Table 6.18 below (drawn from the relevant parts of Table 6.17) indicates the 

numbers of delexical MWUs in both Expert and Student corpora: 
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HAVE Expert Lit 20 124 144 1345 10.70 

 Student Lit 24 207 231 1626                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       14.20 

 Expert Law 3 40 43 399 10.77 

 Student Law 3 74 77 790 9.74 

MAKE Expert Lit 15 136 151 350 43.14 

 Student Lit 5 117 122 493 24.74 

 Expert Law 2 61 63 135 46.66 

 Student Law 1 43 44 158 27.84 

TAKE Expert Lit 6 63 69 222 31.08 

 Student Lit 13 156 169 341 49.56 

 Expert Law 6 25 31 65 47.69 

 Student Law 4 55 59 140 42.14 

 

Table 6.18: Delexical MWUs ς all corpora  

 

Once again taking a dual view, and as reflected in Table 6.18 above, the verbs MAKE and TAKE proved from 

a narrow perspective, that is, as far as proportions of the occurrence of the three verbs are concerned, to 

be the most productive of the delexical combinations in this study, with higher proportions of MWUs with 

TAKE in the Student corpora than in the Expert corpora. This is reflected in the last column of the table. 

From a broader perspective, however, that is, using the log-likelihood calculation based on the occurrence 

of MWUs with reference to whole corpora, significant differences between the totals for all delexical 

MWUs (reflected in column 4 of the table) occurred between the Student Lit and the Expert Lit corpora in 

the case of HAVE (LL = 21.34, p < 0.0001) and TAKE (LL = 44.46, p < 0.0001), with very significantly more 

occurrences in the Student corpus in both cases. As noted above, this difference in the use of TAKE as 

delexical verb was partly the result of the excerpts used in the Literature examination paper: take 

advantage (of), occurring in the passage for comprehension, featured prominently, making up almost half 

(48.9%) of all MWUs in the Student Lit corpus. In the Law corpora, the Student corpus featured very 

significantly fewer occurrences of delexical uses of MAKE relative to the Expert corpus (LL = 10.93, p < 

0.0001  

 

There were no significant differences in the production of these delexical verbs between Expert corpora; in 

the case of the Student corpora, there were significantly more occurrences of HAVE as delexical verb (both 

core and pseudo) in the Lit corpus relative to the Law corpus (LL = 5.07, p < 0.05). These figures indicate 

that the Literature students produced more delexical MWUs than their Law peers, while the two Expert 

corpora were more similar in this regard, showing no significant differences in numbers of MWUs 

produced.  
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6.3.3.2 Research Question 4.3: Deviant MWUs and errors  

In this section, Research Question 4.3 is addressed: How does the use (frequency and errors) of selected 

MWUs in the Student Lit corpus compare with their use in the Student Law corpus? This was done by 

investigating the MWUs produced in the two Student corpora. Those which were found to be deviant in 

some way were analysed for errors which were then categorised according to type (see §5.8.4). 

 

As already noted (§5.8.3.3), a ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ΨŘŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜǊǊƻǊΩ is made in this study. 

Ψ5ŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ a²¦ǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǿŀȅ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ΨŜǊǊƻǊǎΩ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ǿŀȅ ƛƴ 

which such MWUs were deviant (see §5 8.4). Of the delexical combinations in the Student corpora, varying 

proportions were deviant (see Table 6.19 below). As far as errors are concerned, this study investigates the 

acceptability of errors in collocations and discusses all types of errors, whether grammatical or lexical, but 

only those which are integral to the MWU itself. In other words, it considers the verb and the noun 

elements of the collocation and the particles immediately following the noun.  

 

Once all the errors in the deviant MWUs had been coded, they were counted and the percentage of deviant 

MWUS for each verb was also calculated. Table 6.19 below reflects the number of core delexical MWUs 

(column CD), the number of pseudo delexical MWUs (column PD), the total number of MWUs, the number 

of deviant MWUs, the percentage of CD and PD MWUs that were deviant and the number of errors for 

each of the three verbs in question. At this point, it was clear that the numbers of deviant core delexical 

MWUs was so small (only six in total) as to make comparisons meaningless; from this point onwards the 

two categories, core and pseudo, are combined to form one category, delexical MWUs. 

 

 

 

 

Corpus CD PD Total 
Delexical 
MWUs 

Deviant  

MWUs 

% Dev 
MWUs 

Errors 

HAVE Stud Lit 24 205 229 33 14.4 51 

 Stud Law   3   72   75 15 20.0 16 

MAKE Stud Lit   5 117 122 12   9.8 13 

 Stud Law   1   41   42 17 40.4 22 

TAKE Stud Lit 13 156 169 12   7.6 13 

 Stud Law   4   55   59 20 45.7 27 

 

Table 6.19: Student corpora ς number of deviant delexical MWUs and errors 

 

The percentage of MWUs which were deviant for each verb varied from as low as 9.8% for MAKE in the 

Student Lit corpus, to as high as 45.7% for TAKE in the Student Law corpus. In a reflection of the findings in 

Phase 1, where Lit students consistently outperformed the Law students, the Lit corpus contained a lower 

percentage of deviant MWUs in general (LL = 14.44, p < 0.001), and very significantly fewer errors (LL = 

16.39, p < 0.0001) relative to the Law corpus. This difference between the corpora was reflected in the 
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results for both MAKE (deviant MWUs: LL = 10.84, p < 0.001; errors: LL = 16.64, p < 0.0001) and TAKE 

(deviant MWUs: LL = 9.53, p < 0.01; errors: LL = 22.71, p < 0.0001), with the Lit corpus producing 

significantly fewer deviant MWUs and errors relative to the Law corpus. Differences between corpora for 

HAVE were not significant except in the number of MWUs in total which these students produced, with the 

Lit students producing significantly more relative to the Law students (LL = 5.60, p < 0.05). As far as the 

three verbs were concerned, TAKE appeared to cause particular difficulty for Law students, with 45.7% of 

the delexical combinations for this verb in the Law corpus being deviant in some way. These students 

showed a lack of awareness of the collocational restrictions on both MAKE and TAKE, revealed in the 

examples below: 

former president of Justice was making a serious corruption, (Stud. Law) 
he rich people because poverty takes part. In most cases of 

nes of some Africans also were taken rescued by the Spanish 

These findings underline what other studies have found ς that combinations featuring high-frequency verbs 

used delexically are notoriously difficult for learners to master (Altenberg and Granger 2001; De Cock and 

Granger 2004). 

6.3.3.3 Categories of deviation 

In order to begin to explain these differences in the two Student corpora, one must consider the types of 

errors made in MWUs in these two corpora. Once the deviant MWUs had been identified, each example 

ǿŀǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜǊǊƻǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻŘŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ōŀǎŜŘ ƭƻƻǎŜƭȅ ƻƴ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ ΨώǘϐȅǇŜǎ 

ƻŦ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ όнллоΥнонύ όŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ in §5.8.4). Table 6.20 below provides a breakdown of the 

errors per category.  

 

  

Corpus 

 

ADJ 

 

D 

 

N 

 

P 

 

S 

 

SVC 

 

V 

 

Total 
errors 

Total dev 
delexical 
MWUs 

HAVE Stud Lit 1 10 - 10 - 8 22 51 33 

 Stud Law - 4 1 4 - - 7 16 15 

MAKE Stud Lit - 4 2 1 - - 6 13 12 

 Stud Law 1 7 1 - - 1 12 22 17 

TAKE Stud Lit 1 1 2 3 - 1 5 13 12 

 Stud Law 1 6 2 2 1 2 13 27 20 

TotalDEV 
% 

% 

Stud Lit 2  
2.5% 

 

15 
19.4% 

4  
5.1% 

14 
18.1% 

- 9 
11.6% 

33 
42.8% 

77 57 

 Stud Law 2  
3.0% 

17 
26.1% 

4  
6.1% 

6  
9.2% 

1  
1.5% 

3  
4.6% 

32 
49.2% 

65 52 

 

Table 6.20: Types of errors 
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The table reflects the categories into which these errors fell. These are explained in the order in which they 

appear in the table. Some examples are included in the discussion while the full list of deviant MWUs and 

errors can be found in Appendix F. 

 

Adjectives (ADJ) 

There were relatively very few errors in this category, with only two in each corpus. In the example below, 

the error lies in the fact that the student has used the adverb totally in place of the correct adjective total, 

although it could be argued that although the target adjective (total) does fall within the MWU, the actual 

word used (totally) does not:  

.ŀōŀƳǳƪǳǊǳΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭΣ ǎƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭƭȅ had her dependence. Even when (Stud Lit) 

 

The error in the second example is somewhat more complex, and was explained as an error of adjectival 

collocation, in that living would collocate more correctly with good or successful in this context. 

with drugs. Drug dealers are making a wealthy living out o (Stud Law) 

Both these errors suggest a lack of awareness of both the grammatical and the phraseological conventions 

of the language, and the error of collocation is particularly interesting as it indicates that students may have 

difficulty with more than simply verb-noun collocations, although confirmation of this would require a 

specific search for adjective combinations in the corpora. 

 

Determiners (D) 

¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŜǊǊƻǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ΨŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ specify 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ƴƻǳƴΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ мфффΥнруύΦ .ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όмфффύ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘǊŜŜ ōǊƻŀŘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΥ 

predeterminers (e.g. all, both, half), central determiners (articles, demonstrative and possessive 

determiners) and postdeterminers (ordinal numerals and semi-determiners such as some, other, and 

cardinal numerals and quantifying determiners). The errors in this study occurred in the second group, the 

central determiners. Included in this category were deviations concerning articles, pronouns, function 

ǿƻǊŘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ƻƴŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ΨǎǳŎŎƛƴŎǘƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊκǿǊƛǘŜǊΩ ό.ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ мфффΥонуύ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 

personal pronouns, possessive determiners, possessive and reflexive pronouns and demonstratives. 

Speakers of South African indigenous languages find determiners, particularly articles and pronouns, 

difficult to master and these proved to be problematic for the students in this sample, with 19.4% of errors 

in the Student Lit corpus and 26.1% in the Student Law corpus falling into this category. 

 

The aspect of determiner use which caused the most trouble for students was the use of the article. The 

majority of determiner errors fell into this category: 86% in the Lit corpus and 78% in the Law corpus. 

Examples included cases where the article, in this case a, had been omitted: 
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the rich people because poverty takes part. In most cases of (Stud Law) 

and examples where the article was present but inappropriate: 

neighbours. The neighbours are having the differences between (Stud Law) 
 rich people some of them are taking an advantage of poor p 

 

In these examples, the article should have been omitted altogether. Then there were many cases where the 

wrong article had been used:  

tried to escape with her, he made a huge mistake of driving (Stud Lit) 

The definite article the should have been used instead of a in this example. 

 

Errors in article use are particularly common in the variety of English spoken by some students in the study, 

BSAE. Van Rooy (2013:12) confirms that the errors listed here are three possible ways in which article use 

in this variety differs from the NS varieties: articles are left out altogether (reported on by Gough 1996:61, 

cited in Van Rooy 2013:12), articles are inserted where they would not be used at all in NS English 

(Mesthrie 2008, cited in Van Rooy 2013:12), or where articles are muddled, that is, substituted for each 

other (Greenbaum and Mbali 2002:241-3). In De KlerkΩs (2006a) analysis of a corpus of Xhosa English she 

ŦƻǳƴŘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ Ψƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ Ƴŀǎǎ and count nounsΩ (2006a:146) with attendant use of 

both the definite and indefinite article with non-count nouns. She also found examples of the omission of 

articles and the insertion of inappropriate articles (De Klerk нллсŀΥмптύ ŀƴŘ ΨƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŎƻƴŦƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƴƻǳƴǎΩ 

(2006a:148), all of which occurred in the present study. Minow (2010), focusing on the omission of definite 

and indefinite articles, showed that the insertion of articles where native varieties would not use an article 

was the most frequent difference in BSAE, and found that native-like usage increased with proficiency 

levels.  

 

Other examples in the category of determiner, though less common, involved errors in the use of the 

personal pronoun: 

at all but let justice and law takes its effect (Stud Law) 

where the plural form of the possessive pronoun its, their, should have been used.  

 

Differences in the number of errors in the determiner in the two corpora were significant (LL = 6.84, p < 

0.01), with the Law students making significantly more errors in this category than Literature students. 

Most errors in the determiner occurred in the use of HAVE in the Lit corpus (66.6% of determiner errors) 

and in the use of MAKE in the Law corpus (41.1%). Law students made significantly more errors than Lit 

students for MADE (LL = 5.01, p < 0.05) and very significantly more for TAKE (LL = 9.12, p < 0.01) in this 

category. 
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Nouns (N) 

Although Nesselhauf (2005:71) found that the noun formed the second most frequently deviant element in 

ƘŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ΨƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΩ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜŘ ǾŜǊō 

constructions [SVCs] which should have been single-word verbs), in my study nouns caused relatively fewer 

problems for the student writers (5.1% of errors in the Student Lit involved the noun, while in the Student 

Law corpus, this percentage was only slightly higher at 6.1%). All errors in this category concerned the 

number of the noun, either in cases of verb-noun agreement or article agreement, or where uncountable 

nouns were used incorrectly in the plural, as in the example below, incorrect because access does not have 

a plural form: 

practices. It is the rich who are having these accesses in most (Stud Law) 

In the example below, contrasts should be singular to agree in number with the article a: 

the beauty of the City. This makes a contrasts with its use (Stud Lit) 

Differences in the number of errors in this category between the two corpora were not significant in the 

case of any of the verbs or overall. 

 

Preposition (P) 

Prepositions introduce prepositional phrases and act as links between noun phrases and other structures. 

They may be bound or free, depending on whether or not the choice of preposition is dependent on a 

specific word in the context. In contrast to the noun, the preposition caused students considerable 

ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ōƻǳƴŘ ǇǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ  ŀŦǘŜǊ ǾŜǊōǎ and determiners, errors 

in prepositions made up the third largest group. There were no significant differences between corpora in 

the number of preposition errors made with each of the three verbs. 

 

Examples of errors in preposition use included the following: 

body else. The opinion that I have on Uriah Heep is based (Stud Lit) [preposition should be of] 
Lack of education therefore has a direct correlation to the (Stud Law) [preposition should be with] 

 

Both these errors involve the use of an incorrect preposition in cases where the preposition is bound by the 

context. These proved to be particularly difficult for students, and are further evidence of a lack of 

awareness of the idiomaticity of certain combinations in English. In fact, 12 of the total of 20 preposition 

errors (60%) occurred in cases where the preposition was bound. 
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Structure (S) 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŜǊǊƻǊ ǿŀǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ όнллоΥнонύΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ŀǎ ΨǎȅƴǘŀŎǘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 

ǿǊƻƴƎΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ a²¦ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ which fell into this category: 

anything achieve that. If it take to bribe somebody in order (Stud Law) 

This MWU was explained thus: S ς structural error: should read If a bribe is what it takes? or If it takes a 

bribe (to somebody). Such an error makes the entire expression difficult to explain in terms of any of the 

other categories and as such required a more general category which expressed the overall ambiguity of 

the ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ 5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴly example of a 

general structural error in all the deviant MWUs. 

 

Stretched verb constructions (SVC) 

SVC is the term Nesselhauf (2005) gives to what I term delexical combinations in this study. She 

distinguishes these combinations from other verb-noun collocations in that they are formed with light or 

delexical verbs. In my study, the term refers to delexical combinations which would have been better 

replaced with a single-word verb. Errors in this category occurred where students used an MWU instead of 

a more appropriate single-word verb. Most errors in this category occurred in the Lit corpus with the use of 

HAVE (66.6%), but this category made up only 8.4% of the total number of errors in the two corpora. 

Examples included: 

definitely be why they mostly all have a dependency on him to work (Stud Lit) 

Although this expression with an article appears 21 times in the BNC, in the Lit corpus, a single-word verb 

such as depend would have been more appropriate. In addition, dependency is uncountable and as such 

should not take an article. 

this fellow Uriah. He does not have any trust towards this m (Stud Lit) 

In the example above the single verb trust, as in does not trust, would have been more appropriate. 

 

{ƻƳŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜŘ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǳǎŜ ƻŦ ΨōƛƎƎŜǊΩ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ migration or immigration, as in the 

example below:  

rate due to the movement they make to other places because (Stud Law) 

In this example, the context indicates that a single-word verb such as migrating would have been more 

appropriate, or this expression could have been even more appropriately replaced with the noun 

migration. The effect oŦ ǎǳŎƘ {±/ ŜǊǊƻǊǎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǎƻǳƴŘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƭŀōƻǳǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

unnativelike. Expressions such as this last example also suggest a limited vocabulary. 
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Lƴ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ όнллрύ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƘŜǊ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜǊ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ 

combinations particularly difficult to master; in fact, these combinations seemed to be slightly easier than 

what she calls non-stretched verb constructions, that is, collocations not formed with delexical verbs. Her 

findings are supported by Howarth (1998b), who compared collocations with light verbs to other 

collocations, and found that those with verbs used in the delexical sense did not pose the most problems 

for students (1998b:181). Nesselhauf (2005:212) believes that these findings suggest that although learners 

find light/high-frequency verbs difficult they are not the verbs that they get wrong most often; she found 

that the SVCs with the five most frequent verbs (have, take, make, do, give) were not more difficult than 

SVCs with other verbs. Nesselhauf (2005:113) believes that what makes these SVCs inappropriate appears 

ǘƻ ōŜ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ΨŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜŘ ǾŜǊō ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ όbŜǎǎelhauf 2005:113) of 

which learners are unaware and which have as yet not been adequately described by researchers. Such 

ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ƛƴ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƳƛǎǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

noun or verb in the combination, as ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŜǎǎŀȅΣ Ψ¢ƻ come to a conclusion ƻƴŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ Χ 

ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ƻƴ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿΩΦ Lƴ ŀ ŎŀǎŜ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘƛǎΣ to conclude would have been more appropriate 

(Nesselhauf 2005:113). 

 

Verbs (V) 

The largest group of errors in both corpora fell into the verb category. In the Lit corpus, 42.8% of all errors 

were in this category, while the proportion in the Law corpus was 42.9%. Differences in this category 

between the two corpora were significant for MAKE (LL = 9.76, p < 0.01), very significant for TAKE (LL = 

13.02, p < 0.001) and, as far as the total number of these errors in the two corpora was concerned, also 

significant (LL =-9.57, p < 0.01). These findings reflect those of Nesselhauf (2003, 2005); she found that the 

German advanced learners of English in her study made most errors in the verb part of the collocation, 

although her results, like those in this study, also showed that any of the components of a collocation may 

be deviant. Nesselhauf (2005) explains her findings by the commonly held belief that verbs, particularly, are 

the most difficult words for learners to master (Kallkvist 1999, cited in Nesselhauf 2005:77; Kaszubski 2000; 

Laufer 1991:9; Lennon 1996; Yan 2006). 

 

This is certainly borne out in other research: for instance, Altenberg and Granger (2001), who investigated 

9C[ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘ-frequency verbs, in particular MAKE, found that even at an advanced proficiency 

level, learners revealed that they had great difficulty with these verbs, and when the verb was used 

delexically this difficulty was compounded (2001:189). And in a study of the use of the verb DO in a corpus 

ƻŦ /ƘƛƴŜǎŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΣ ¸ŀƴΩǎ όнллсύ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ό5ŜƴƎ нллоΣ cited in Yan 2006:40) 

ǘƘŀǘ /ƘƛƴŜǎŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊǳǎŜ ŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǾŜǊōǎΦ Lƴ ¸ŀƴΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǳǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊō 

comprised over half the errors students made in their use of DO. 
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Particularly relevant to this study, Nesselhauf (2005:77) found that ƘŜǊ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘ ΨƘƛƎƘ-frequency 

Germanic verbs, such as take and make, get and give ŜǘŎΦΩΣ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

words can be difficult for learners to master. 

 

In the present study, four categories of verb error were identified: collocation, concord, tense and wrong 

choice of verb. The majority of all verb errors occurred in the collocation category (38.4%), underlining the 

impression that these writers lacked awareness of collocational restrictions governing these three verbs, as 

is reflected in the examples from Student Law below: 

the rich people because poverty takes part. In most cases of (Stud Law) 
[poverty collocates with play, not take part in] 

business suits who choose to take part in corruption, who 
[corruption collocates with commit, not take part in] 

and from Student Lit: 

good and in deep humility. He takes conversation with other (Stud Lit) 
[conversation collocates with make, not take] 

ur with different eyes thus he makes a conclusion that will 
[conclusion collocates with reaches, arrives at, not makes.] 

 

The Law corpus revealed significantly more errors than the Lit corpus in this category (LL = 9.04, p < 0.01), 

and this was an aspect of verb use which the Law students did find particularly difficult, especially in the 

case of collocations with nouns such as corruption (nine errors) and contribution (two errors) making up 

73.3% of all collocation errors in the Law corpus.  

 

There was only one example of a wrong choice of verb, the use of hid in place of heed in the example 

below. This may in fact have been a spelling error; as noted above in §5.8.4, there may be no distinction 

between long and short vowels such as heed and hid in the pronunciation of many BSAE speakers: 

away, advice that he does not take hid of. Gatsby could also (Stud Lit) 

 

Errors of verb tense and concord made up the bulk of the remainder of verb errors in the two corpora. 

There were no significant differences in the numbers of errors in these categories between the two 

corpora. The errors in concord (13 in the Lit corpus and seven in the Law corpus), like the errors in noun 

and article use, highlight a lack of awareness in these corpora of agreement in general. 

 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ L ƘŀǾŜ ǳǎŜŘ ΨǘŜƴǎŜΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘΦ To put it very 

simply, although ǘŜƴǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ōƻǘƘ ΨǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƛƳŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊō ǇƘǊŀǎŜΩ (Biber et al. 

1999:460), tense describes the time an action takes place, either in the past or in the present, while aspect 

denotes whether the activity or state is ongoing or completed. In this study aspect was particularly relevant 

when dealing with the notion of stative verbs such as have ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ΨǳƴŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

usually used in the progressive aspect (Richards and Schmidt 2002:34, 513). Tense errors in the verb 
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predominantly involved examples where the progressive aspect was used incorrectly; the present 

progressive aspect is correctly used to describe actions which are currently in progress or which are about 

to take place in the near future (Minow 2010:129). Progressives are a well documented feature of BSAE, as 

Van Rooy (2013:11ύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎΥ ΨThe progressive aspect has a long history of scholarly attention in BSAE and 

Ƴŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ bŜǿ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘŜǎΩΦ Corpus analysis by researchers such as Gough (1996, cited in Van Rooy 2013), 

Mesthrie (2008, cited in Van Rooy 2013) and De Klerk (2006a:140) has confirmed the Ψextension of the 

progressive to stative verbsΩ όǾŜǊōǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ΨǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ mental, attitudinal and 

perceptual statesΩ (Biber et al. 1999:471) and Van Rooy (2006ύ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ōȅ ŦŀǊ ǘƘŜ 

most ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǾŜǊōǎΩ ό±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ нлмоΥммύΦ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƛƴ .ƛōŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όмфффύ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎΦ 

Lƴ ƘŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΣ aƛƴƻǿ όнлмлΥмппύ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ·Ƙƻǎŀ Řŀǘŀ ΨǘƘŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ 

ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΩΦ  

 

Van Rooy (2013:11) does note, however, that although findings such as these may suggest that the 

ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ Ψƛǎ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ will disappear as proficiency increases, his 

Řŀǘŀ ό±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ нллсύ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ǎŜmantics of the construction is consistently different 

from the native speaker prototype of a dynamic event with a ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ IŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ 

uses in his data reflected extended duration: in such cases the ΨŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛble with 

ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎŀǘŜǎΩ (2013:11). Drawing on his ongoing research into the semantics of the 

ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜΣ ±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ the progressive refutes the simplistic 

view that the progressive is merely exteƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎΩ (2013:11). Rather, he argues that it should 

be regarded as a language variety: Ψ!ƴȅ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅΩ ό±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ нлммΥмфлύΦ IŜ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨώǘϐƘŜ Řƛǎtinction between error and 

conventionalized innovation is one of the crucial issuesΩ facing researchers of New Varieties, and an aspect 

which sometimes exposes their views to criticism (2011:191). He cites Kachru (1991 in Van Rooy 2011:191), 

who suggested ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ΨǿƘŜǊŜ ŘŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀōƛǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƻǎŜ Ƙŀōƛǘǳŀƭƭȅ 

ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ LƴƴŜǊ /ƛǊŎƭŜκƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ όbŜǿ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘύ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΩΦ  

 

The progressive aspect is often used as a diagnostic tool in identifying New Varieties. Mesthrie (2008b in 

±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ нлммΥмфрύ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ψώŀϐ ǎǘǊƛƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƳƻƴƎ [н ǾŀǊƛŜǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ !ŦǊƛŎŀ-

Asia is the extension of BE + -ING to stŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƛƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ .{!9 

where it is regarded as an extension of a new subclass of verbs (De Klerk 2003, cited in Van Rooy 2011:195) 

and attributed to a tendency among BSAE speakers to disregard the grammatical difference between 

ǎǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ǾŜǊōǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǳŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ Ψ¢ƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŀ ƴŜǿ 

meaning, in which the dynamic-ǎǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ƴƻ ǇŀǊǘΣ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΩ ό±ŀƴ 

Rooy 2011:195ҍ6). In this rŜƎŀǊŘΣ ±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ όнлммΥмфсύ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜǎ ǘǿƻ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΥ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ψǎƻ-called extended 

ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜǎΩ ƛƴ .{!9 simply ŀ ΨǾƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜǊǾŜǎ 
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ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ΨǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŜǊǊƻǊǎ ƻǊ ŀǎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘat are acceptable in high-stake 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎΚΩ 

In answer to these questions, Van Rooy (2011:196) cites an earlier study (Van Rooy 2006), in which he 

analysed the progressive construction in BSAE, comparing this to its use by native and foreign (German) 

language users. His findings revealed that the use of progressives in native and foreign language varieties 

was similar and reflected textbook Standard English descriptions. In the case of BSAE, however, most of the 

uses of the progressive emanated fǊƻƳ ŀ ΨǇǊƻǘƻǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƴŜǎǎΣ ōǳǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŦƻǊ 

instance: 

tŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ƳŀǘŎƘŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ players are not deliveringΩ (ICLE-TSN01220) (Van Rooy 2011:196). 

Lƴ .{!9Σ ǳƴƭƛƪŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ b{ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǳǎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ΨǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊƛƴŜǎǎΣ ƛƳƳƛƴŜƴǘ change and the activity 

ōŜƛƴƎ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŦƻǊŜƎǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ ŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΩ ό±ŀƴ 

wƻƻȅ нлммΥмфсύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ .{!9 ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ΨŦƻǊƳ ŀ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴǘ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΩ, differing 

essentially from Standard English (Van Rooy 2011:196). In his study, Van Rooy (2006, cited in Van Rooy 

нлммΥмфсύ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ мт ƻŦ ǘƘŜ млл ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ƛƴ L/[9 ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŜŘ ŀ Ψǎƻ-called permanent 

ǎǘŀǘŜΩ (Van Rooy 2011:196):  

most of the teenagers and adults are suffering from this disease [HIV/AIDS] (ICLE-TSN01116) 

Together with perfective or durative meanings (46 examples), the majority of examples sprang from the 

(other) prototype of BSAE construction. On the other hand, there were only nine examples coming from 

the SE pǊƻǘƻǘȅǇŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ Ψŀ ƴŜǿ ƭƛŦŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ .9 Ҍ LbD ƛƴ .SA9Ω ŀƴŘ ƘŜ ǘƘǳǎ 

ΨǊŜƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǾŜǊōǎ ŀǎ ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜΩ ό±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ 

нлммΥмфтύΦ ±ŀƴ wƻƻȅΩǎ όнллсΣ ŎƛǘŜŘ ƛƴ ±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ нлмм) study provides evidence that the extension of the 

progressive to stative verbs should be regarded as an innovation and an aspect of a new variety. He 

contrasts the findings of a study by Gough (1996, cited in Van Rooy 2011:197), which revealed that the 

construction was completely rejected by black teachers, with those of a study some years later by Van der 

²ŀƭǘ ŀƴŘ ±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ όнллнΣ ŎƛǘŜŘ ƛƴ ±ŀƴ wƻƻȅ нлммΥмфтύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƘŀǾƛƴƎΨ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

progressive aspect were widely accepted. As Van Rooy (2011:197) puts it: 

On both counts, grammatical systematicity and acceptability, therefore, the use of the progressive with 

different meanings and with a wider range of verbs, can no longer be regarded as a simple error in 

approximating Standard English norms. Rather, this usage should be regarded as an innovation, already 

conventionalised in BSAE. 

So although the the examples categorised as errors in this corpus of student writing can rightly be regarded 

as aspects of an acceptable language variety, I did however indicate them as problematic because, although 

several examples occur with activity verbs, in the particular context the construction can be regarded as 
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non-standard, and not perhaps what is required in academic writing, and where the simple present or 

simple past tense would be used instead: 

 

neighbours. The neighbours are having the differences between (Stud Lit) 
lines sestet where the poet is having a solution of his problem or hill, were untouched.  

He is having the peaceful feeling a 
ctices. It is the rich who are having these accesses in most (Stud Law) 

former president of Justice was making a serious corruption, 

 

Biber et al. (1999:471ς472) observe that verbs such as feel which refer to mental or attitudinal states or 

activities occur frequently (more than ten times per million words) with the progressive. TAKE as a verb 

referring to activities and physical events occurs more than ten times per million words with the 

progressive. Despite being common with the progressive, however, the use of the verbs in this aspect in 

these particular examples was clearly incorrect. 

 

As far as errors of concord were concerned, the Law corpus featured more errors relative to the Lit corpus 

ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΦ 5Ŝ YƭŜǊƪ όнллсŀΥмпоύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ΨǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦȅ ŎƻƴŎƻǊŘ [Χ] is a 

frequently remarked-ƻƴ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ .{!9Ω ŀƴŘ ǎƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ ·Ƙƻǎŀ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ό5Ŝ YƭŜǊƪ 

2006b). The findings in this study certainly support this. 

 

The errors in the verb bear out what has been observed in the marking of assignments and examination 

scripts, where the overuse of the progressive aspect (present tense) and concord deviations are common 

problems in verb use among these students. These findings add weight to the argument that these high-

frequency verbs demand more attention from course writers and teachers. 

 

To sum up, errors in both Student corpora reflect a lack of collocational awareness in their use of these 

three verbs. In all cases except preposition and SVC errors, Student Law writers made more errors than the 

Literature students: differences were significant in the determiner and verb categories, and while both 

these aspects are known to cause learners difficulties, it is clear that Law students found verb use 

particularly difficult and showed less awareness of collocational restrictions than the Literature students. 

Thus the pattern which emerged in Phase 1, where Literature students outperformed Law students in 

vocabulary, is reflected in the production of MWUs: Law students produced very significantly more deviant 

MWUs (LL = 13.56, p < 0.001) as well as very significantly more errors (LL = 13.94, p < 0.001). Although 

errors in the verb category of both corpora comprised mostly collocation and concord errors, the Law 

students again made more of these errors, and although not significantly so this again highlights the 

difference in performance of the two groups. 
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The errors made by the students in these corpora reflect a paucity of lower frequency vocabulary as well as 

academic vocabulary, and a lack of depth of knowledge of these kinds of words as well as of high-frequency 

verbs. An example such as they mostly all have a dependency on him to work reflects a poor awareness of 

ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƻǊŘΩǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΣ ǎƻ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎŀǎŜǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘǎ ǎǇŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊƳΦ 5ŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ƛǎ 

an abstract non-count noun and its use here is ungrammatical. The fragment would have been better 

phrased as they mostly depend on him for work, with the lexical verb depend replacing the MWU have a 

dependency. This lack of awareness of inflections and derivations is a characteristic of much of the writing 

by learners such as these. Granger (1998b:152), for instance, found that learners underused native-like 

ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ΨŀǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊŘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΦ {ƻΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ǎƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 

learner production in her study may have been ascribed to an avoidance of MWUs, Granger in fact found 

that her learners (advanced learners of English who were native speakers of languages such as Swedish and 

French) overused them, which made them sound verbose and unnativelike. Granger believes this was 

ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ Ψŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǎŀƭience and of what constitutes a significant coƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ 

(Granger 1998b:152). 

 

In a study of Chinese learner English, Yan (2006:40-пмύ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ψ/hinese students are always 

allowing delexical do [my emphasis] more freedom to collocate with a wide raƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƴƻǳƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

ΨƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻǾŜǊǳǎŜ ŘŜƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƳƛǎǳǎŜ ǘƘŜƳΩΦ Moreover, in my study the data 

revealed an overuse of unnativelike collocations such as make + corruption, have + solution, have + 

contribution and make + conclusion. Like Farghal and Obiedat (1995:321), who found that their Arabic 

ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎΩ ΨǳƴŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ Ŏƻƭƭƻǉǳƛŀƭ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ƛǘŜƳǎΩ ƭŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŘŜǾƛŀƴǘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 

ǘƘƛǎ ΨǳƴŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΩ ǿŀǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜǊǊƻǊǎ ƛƴ my study. 

 

Nesselhauf (2005:72) reports that while some of the collocations in her corpus contained more than one 

deviation, the bulk of deviant collocations (661) contained only one deviant element or were deviant as a 

ǿƘƻƭŜΣ ус ƘŀŘ ǘǿƻ ŘŜǾƛŀƴǘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ΨƻƴŜ ŜǾŜƴ ώƘŀŘϐ ǘƘǊŜŜΩ όbŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ нллрΥтнύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ƛƴ my 

study revealed a similar profile: 

 

Errors in MWU: 1 2 3 4 

Literature 42 11 3 1 

Law 41 9 2 0 

Overall 83 20 5 1 

 

Table 6.21: Errors in corpora 

 

{ƻΣ ŀǎ ƛƴ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ ŎƻǊǇǳǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŘŜǾƛŀƴǘ a²¦ǎ in both corpora contained only one error. 

 



Chapter 6 

184 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ ŀƴŘ IƻǿŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ 

study, and in particular the Law students, did have difficulty with delexical combinations. Examples such as 

he does not have any trust towards this man (Stud Lit), they mostly all have a dependency on him (Stud Lit) 

and the movement they make to other places (Stud Law) reflect a tendency to use SVCs where a single word 

would have been more appropriate. This might be partly explained by what Howarth (1998b:186) found; 

Ƴŀƴȅ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 

spectrum between free combinations and idioms. It is in handling restricted collocations that errors of both 

ŀ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊΩΦ 9ǊǊƻǊǎ ǎǘŜƳƳƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǳŎƘ ǳƴŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

certainly reflected in the Student writing in this study, for instance in the many errors in the collocation of 

corruption. Other deviations include instances where a delexical MWU could express only one of the 

meanings of the unstretched (single-word verb) verb, such in one who has no consideration for the (Stud 

Law), where has (no) consideration does not mean the same as consider as although consideration is 

morphologically related to consider, the expanded predicate differs semantically in some uses. 

 

Although Nesselhauf (2005) found that her learners did not find SVCs particularly difficult, other 

researchers have found to the contrary that these are challenging for language learners, particularly those 

combinations containing light (delexical) verbs (e.g. Altenberg and Granger 2001; Kaszubski 2000; Laufer 

and Waldman 2011; Wang and Shaw 2008; Yan 2006). Unlike this study, most of these studies have not 

quantified the difficulty of these combinations nor compared them to other collocations. Howarth 

(1998b:181) is a possible exception; in his study, the delexical sense of verbs in collocations was the second 

most common category, though they occurred less in NNS than in NS writing (13% compared to 21% of all 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘύΦ IŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘŀƴŎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎΦ Ψ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎΩΣ ƘŜ ǎŀȅǎΣ ΨƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ 

even native speakers are capable of confusing delexical verbs (for example, make an assurance for give an 

assuranceύΩ όIƻǿŀǊǘƘ мффуōΥмум). What is particularly evident from the analysis of the errors in this study is 

that while errors occurred in both sub-corpora, there was a marked difference between the two groups of 

writers, continuing the trend observed in Phase 1 

6.3.3.4 Acceptability of deviations 

Once all the errors in the deviant MWUs had been identified and classified, they were tested for 

acceptability by three independent mother-tongue English raters, as explained in Chapter 5 (§5.8.1.5). 

Depending on the degree to which the deviant MWUs were acceptable or not to native speakers of English, 

and the extent to which the errors disrupted the meaning and interpretation of the combination 

(sometimes the original text had to be referred to in order to ascertain from the context the degree of the 

disruption to meaning), deviant MWUs were categorised as Marginally Acceptable ?, Largely Unacceptable 

(*) or Clearly Unacceptable *  (these categories are adapted from Nesselhauf 2005). 
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Table 6.22 below reflects the acceptability of deviant MWUs for each of the three verbs, per corpus. It is 

clear that the number of deviations in each corpus was very small.  

 

 Corpus ? (*) *  

HAVE Student Lit 19 12   2 

 Student Law   5   8   2 

MAKE Student Lit   2   8   3 

 Student Law   4   6   7 

TAKE Student Lit   3   4   5 

 Student Law   3 12   5 

TOTAL Student Lit 24 24 10 

 Student Law 12 26 14 

                ? Marginally acceptable; (*) Largely unacceptable; *Clearly unacceptable  

Table 6.22: Acceptability of deviations 

 

Again, as in the case of errors, there were significant differences between corpora as far as acceptability of 

deviant MWUs was concerned. The Law corpus produced very significantly more MWUs which were judged 

largely unacceptable (LL = 9.67, p < 0.01) or clearly unacceptable (LL = 7.73, p < 0.01). This indicates that 

errors were more likely to obstruct the meaning of MWUs produced by the Law students than in those 

produced by the Literature students; Law students did produce significantly more deviant MWUs with only 

one error (LL = 12.43, p < 0.001), but this did not affect the overall acceptability of the errors in this corpus.  

 

If a combination was judged marginally acceptable, this indicated that although there were clearly 

problems with the expression, meaning was not totally obscured: 

room. He has changed because he has sympathy to his daughter. (Stud Lit) 
got in this world. David made a lot of mistake in life 

that she and her family would be taken care off if she does no 
 

Immigration has had a major effect to the (Stud Law) 
 with drugs. Drug dealers are making a wealthy living out of 

lack of corrective action that take place. Corrective procedures 

  

Although differences were not significant at this level, fewer of the deviations in the Law corpus fell into 

the marginally acceptable category, suggesting that deviations in this corpus tended to be of a more 

serious nature; this corpus produced significantly more deviant MWUs in the largely unacceptable and 

clearly unacceptable categories. Below are examples of largely unacceptable (*) deviations from the two 

corpora: 

assertive and thoughtful person who has logical thinking when awkward (Stud Lit) 
d everyone has to defer to him makes all decisions, and ever 

he has an aggressive behaviour while he talk 
 

ctices. It is the rich who are having these accesses in most (Stud Law) 
ideas. Some they are coming to make living, with some stealing 
here in South Africa, he was take care of neighbouring countries 
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The following are examples of clearly unacceptable * deviations: 

aŜƭŀƴƛŜΩǎ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΦ [ǳǊƛŜ ǎŀȅǎ ƘŜ have the disgrace for his who (Stud Lit) 
alerting Agnes to stand and make voice be heard. The narr 

because she has no qualms for him taking the blame of running Myrtle 
 

also been arrests of culprits have deal in drug trafficking (Stud Law) 
¢ƘŜȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ .99Ωǎ ƛƴ making corruption for their o 

their lives. Nowadays people take of themselves and feel s 

 

The difference in acceptability of the MWUs from the two corpora again echoes the results from Phase 1. 

Not only did the Law students produce significantly more deviant MWUs, but significantly more of these 

were judged unacceptable, either marginally or largely. The students whose texts made up these two 

corpora were fairly similar in language background, education and age. Why then should so many more of 

the delexical verb combinations in the Student Law corpus be judged as unacceptable? The most likely 

reason is the fact that Phase 1 revealed that Law students had significantly smaller vocabularies than the 

Literature students. 

 

A closer look at the demographic make-up of the students from the two corpora provides further insights: 

although the two groups of students were fairly similar in age distribution (see Table 6.2), the Lit corpus 

was made up predominantly of female students, and the Law corpus had many more male students (see 

Table 6.1). Women consistently outperformed men on the VLT, indicating that they had larger vocabularies 

and, in addition to this, the Literature students as a whole performed better than the Law students in the 

VLT by some 10% (see also Table 6.6). In addition, there were more students who were under the age of 40 

in the Law group than in the Lit group (almost 120 were under the age of 40, with only 30 over this age), 

and older students performed generally better on the VLT. Age and language background factors may also 

account for students in the Law corpus having a poorer command of English, despite indications that their 

first language was English in several cases. Of the black students in the Law group, 22 indicated that their 

home language was English, but ten of these were over the age of 30, suggesting that they may have 

attended township or rural schools as they would have completed their schooling prior to the opening of 

state schools to all races. 

 

These are all possible reasons for the more able use of these rather difficult combinations in the texts 

making up the Student Lit corpus. Although in his study Howarth (1998b:179) found no link between 

proficiency and the use of these collocations, and regards any deviations as ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

present study the Student Lit corpus was made up of texts from students who may have been intending to 

major in English at university. This suggests that these were students who read more and who may have 

fared better in English at school. On the other hand, students in the Law course were required to do less 

reading and very little writing during the semester, and fewer students in the Law corpus listed English as 

their home language. 
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Notwithstanding the differences in numbers of deviant MWUs and errors between the two corpora, the 

Literature students were also making basic errors in the MWUs they produced. These students wrote 

extended texts from the beginning of their course and were required to read several full-length texts ς 

novels and plays as well as poetry. The focus of the course is on how students write, not simply on what 

they write. Despite this, these students also revealed gaps in their collocational awareness and other errors 

in the MWUs they produced. This may be partly the result of a lack of practice in writing and limited 

ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ  ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƳƻŘǳƭŜ 

than the Law students, relatively speaking they were required to do very little writing during the semester. 

The fact that there is little teaching of grammar and language in these modules may also exacerbate this 

situation. A further element of the deviations in the Student corpora is that many errors appear to have 

become habitual among learners. The examples by both groups of writers provided in this chapter illustrate 

errors which are common in student writing at this university; article and tense markers are frequently 

omitted, the progressive aspect is commonly overused and pronouns are often used interchangeably. 

 

Finally, as far as the acceptability of deviations per verb is concerned, more errors in the Lit corpus for 

HAVE fell into the marginally acceptable category, while the Law corpus had more marginally acceptable 

errors for MAKE and TAKE than the Lit corpus. However, there were more errors in the two unacceptable 

categories for both MAKE and TAKE in the Law corpus, significantly so in the clearly unacceptable category 

for MAKE (LL = 6.48, p < 0.05) and in the largely unacceptable category for TAKE (LL = 13.21, p < 0.001). Law 

students had more difficulty than the Literature students with all three verbs, but particularly with MAKE 

and TAKE. 

 

6.3.4 Discussion of Phase 2 results 

This section has provided a discussion of the findings of the analysis of the corpora, in terms of the 

distribution of the three verbs in question in the Expert and the Student corpora, and of the production of 

MWUs by writers in these corpora. The findings of the analysis of student errors in deviant MWUs were 

also discussed. 

 

As to the first point, the results for HAVE showed that, in the case of the Expert Lit and Student Lit corpora, 

the students significantly overused the verb, both as a lexical and as a pseudo delexical verb. In the Expert 

and Student Law corpora, students significantly overused the auxiliary verb. The pseudo delexical was also 

used more by the Law students, although not significantly so. In the case of MAKE, the Student corpus 

revealed differences in the use of the verb as pseudo delexical, used significantly less in the Student corpus, 

and in the use of the verb as core delexical, again underused by students though not significantly. There 

was also a significant underuse of the phrasal verb in the student corpus. As far as TAKE was concerned, 

there were significant differences between the Expert Law and Student Law corpora, with students using 
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the verb significantly less as lexical and pseudo delexical verb, and between Expert Lit and Student Lit, 

where students used the phrasal verb, the phrasal prepositional and the pseudo delexical verb significantly 

more than the Expert writers. Differences between the Student corpora were significant only in the overuse 

of TAKE as a lexical verb in the Law corpus. 

 

With regard to deviant MWUs produced by the students and the errors they contained, the results 

reflected the trend observed in the first phase of the study, in that the Literature students produced more 

MWUs but significantly fewer deviant ones than the Law students, and these contained significantly fewer 

errors. Though both corpora featured most errors in the verb category, Law students produced significantly 

more of these, specifically in the area of collocation, once again indicating that [ŀǿ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ smaller 

vocabulary size compared to the Literature students had an effect on their writing. These students in 

particular made more errors of the type that made their writing sound ungrammatical and unnativelike. 

 

In the following sections, the findings of Phase 3 are discussed.  

 

6.4 PHASE 3 THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN VOCABULARY SIZE, VOCABULARY 

DEPTH AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 

The final phase of the study brought together data from Phases 1 and 2 in order to explore relationships 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ size (the breadth of their vocabulary knowledge), their use of the selected 

delexical MWUs (one very specific measure of their depth of vocabulary knowledge) and their academic 

performance. In addressing Research Question 5, the relationship between the vocabulary size of the 

students in the sample selected for this phase (see §5.9) and the number of deviant MWUs they produced 

and the errors in these were examined. In attempting to address Research Question 6, relationships 

between this aspect of vocabulary depth and academic performance were explored. 

 

6.4.1 Research Question 5: Relationship between size of productive vocabulary and use 

of MWUs 

The first part of Phase 3 addressed Research Question 5: What is the relationship between the size of 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ production of selected MWUs, within and across courses?  

 

As explained in Chapter 5 (§5.9), I used the examination scores as the criterion variable to identify a sample 

of students whose scores were closest to the mean at each of the three percentile levels (that is, 25th, 50th 

and 75th percentiles) in the Literature and Law groups. This resulted in a total sample of 60 students, 10 at 

each level in both groups. Having selected the sample, the texts written by this group of students were 

extracted and concordance lines for each of the word forms of HAVE, MAKE and TAKE were generated. 
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These lines were analysed manually and errors were identified in deviant MWUs. Deviant MWUs and errors 

were counted: Table 6.23 below reflects, together with the mean scores of this group for the 5000-word 

level, the UWL and the total vocabulary test, the number of MWUs in these concordance lines, the number 

and the percentage of deviant MWUs and the number of errors: 

 

 Percentile 5000-word 
level 

UWL Total 
Vocab% 

Total 
MWUs 

Correct 
MWUs 

Deviant 
MWUs 

Deviant 
MWUs % 

Total 
Errors 

  
 

Mean Mean Mean 
    

  

Lit 25
th

 56.9 60 68.3 31 25 6 19.0 9 

  50
th

 65.6 68.9 68.7 25 25 0 0 0 

  75
th

 85 78.9 78.9 31 31 0 0 0 

Law 25
th

 44.3 53.9 50.6 13 8 5 28 7 

  50
th

 50 56.7 55.9 8 5 3 37 3 

  75
th

  57.5 68.3 66.6 16 14 2 12 2 

 

Table 6.23: Vocabulary size, MWUs, deviations and errors 

 

Continuing the vocabulary trend observed in the first two phases of this study, the table reflects that the 

Law students again fared less well than the Lit students. With the exception of the UWL scores at the 25th 

percentile, the Literature students scored at least 10% higher than their Law counterparts at each 

percentile level. It is nevertheless clear that both Literature and Law students at the 25th percentile knew 

fewer words than those at the 50th and 75th percentiles; this knowledge of words increases incrementally 

from the 25th to 75th percentile in the 5000-word level, the UWL and the Total Vocabulary scores. With 

regard to the frequency of MWUs there was no discernible incremental pattern, with highest and lowest 

percentile groups being very similar and the middle groups having lower frequencies, but there was a 

qualitative difference in their production, in that the Lit students at the 50th and 75th percentile levels 

produced no deviant MWUs.  

 

Taking the results in Table 6.23 at face value, it appears that students who produced only correct MWUs 

were those Literature students who scored 65% or above at Level 3 (that is those at the 50th and 75th 

percentiles). Those students who produced deviant MWUs, in both groups, scored below 60% at this level. 

It may be that knowledge of words at Level 3 is a tipping point for the development of deeper word 

knowledge, as reflected in a more appropriate use of formulaic language. This would support those scholars 

who have stressed the importance of this level of word knowledge for reading success at academic level. 

 

In order to test whether there was a relationship between size of vocabulary and the production of deviant 

MWUs (a measure used as an aspect of depth of vocabulary knowledge), {ǇŜŀǊƳŀƴΩǎ ǊƘƻ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

conducted between size of vocabulary (5000-word level, UWL and Total vocabulary) and the percentage of 

deviant MWUs for the sample of 60 students as a group. The results showed modest yet significant 
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negative correlations between different aspects of vocabulary size and inappropriate use of MWUs, as 

shown in Table 6.24Φ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǾƛŀƴǘ a²¦ǎ 

they were likely to produce. 

Whole Group N = 60 

 

% Dev 
MWUs 

Lit N= 30 Law N = 
30 

5000-word level Φнтϝ ҍ.42* Φлур 

UWL Φнфϝ ҍ.35* Φнн 

Total Vocab% Φомϝ Φплϝ Φмо 

* Correlations significant at .05 
 

Table 6.24: Correlations: Vocabulary scores and percentage of deviant MWUs 

 

When correlations were conducted for the Lit and Law groups separately, there were significant negative 

correlations only in the Lit group, between deviant MWUs and vocabulary size at the 5000-word level, with 

the UWL and with the Total Vocabulary score, as reflected in Table 6.24 above. This reflects the findings of 

the study by Akbarian (2010), for instance, who also found that students with smaller vocabularies were 

less likely to develop depth of word knowledge, although it must be kept in mind that in this part of my 

study both the database and the number of relevant MWUs was very small.   

 

6.4.2 Research Question 6: Relationship between depth of vocabulary knowledge and 

academic performance 

This part of the analysis addressed Research Question 6: ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

production of selected MWUs and their academic performance, within and across courses? 

 

Although exam means at percentiles were used as an organising device for both Research Question 5 and 6, 

this part of the analysis looks more closely at the exam scores of this smaller sample of students, in relation 

to their use of delexical MWUs. ¢ƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ŘŜǾƛŀƴǘ a²¦ǎ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜȄŀƳ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ Ƴŀȅ 

negatively influence the coherence of their responses, which in turn may affect the score assigned to them 

by the examiner. Table 6.25 below reflects mean scores for the exam, the number of MWUs and errors, 

and the percentage of deviant MWUs: 
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 Percentile N Exam MWUs Dev 
MWUs 

% Dev 
MWUs 

Errors 

   Mean     

Lit 25
th

  10 45.00 31 6 19 9 

 50
th

  10 53.30 25 0 0 0 

 75
th

  10 62.20 31 0 0 0 

Law 25
th

  10 45.90 13 5 38 7 

 50
th

  10 56.80 8 3 37 3 

 75
th

  10 66.00 16 2 12 2 

 

Table 6.25: Phase 3 Sample scores (N = 60) 

 

Although the actual counts are quite low, Literature students at the 25th percentile level produced deviant 

MWUs at just half the rate of the same percentile in the Law group (19% and 38% respectively). The 

remaining Literature students in this sample produced no deviant MWUs. Thus there was a notable 

qualitative difference in the Literature group, in that only the lowest percentile group produced deviant 

MWUs. This qualitative type of difference was not evident in the Law group: the 50th percentile group fared 

very similarly to the 25th percentile group, and even among the highest achievers in this course a 

proportion (12%) of MWUs was deviant. So it seems that, among the students in the Literature group in 

particular and to a lesser extent in the Law group, students in the higher percentile levels, those who did 

satisfactorily to well in their exams, used the relevant MWUs more successfully than students who were 

just passing and those who, with a mark below 50%, were failing their exams.  

 

In order to determine statistically whether there was indeed a relationship between exam scores on the 

one hand and the number of deviant MWUs and the number of errors on the other, correlations were 

conducted. Given the small numbers in each group, a non-ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘǊƛŎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ {ǇŜŀǊƳŀƴΩǎ ǊƘƻ ǿŀǎ 

used. When correlations were conducted for the whole group of 60 students, there were negative 

correlations between exam scores and deviant MWUs (rs = ҍ.22, p = 0.090) and between exam scores and 

errors (rs = ҍ.22, p = 0.084) but these were not significant. In order to test these results further, correlations 

were conducted for the two groups separately. The results were much the same: in the Lit group, the 

correlations were negative but not significant (rs = ҍ.24, p = 0.185) between exam scores and both deviant 

MWUs and errors, and this was also the case in the results of the correlations for the Law group (rs = ҍ.32, p 

= 0.081and rs = ҍ.33, p = 0.072 for the correlation between exams and deviant MWUs and errors 

respectively). As far as type of errors was concerned, most errors occurred in the Verb category in both 

groups, again supporting the findings from Phase 2, and those of Nesselhauf (2005). 
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While these correlations may suggest a relationship between deviance of MWUs and errors, and lower 

exam performance, there were no significant correlations and the numbers in question were very small. As 

such these findings remain inconclusive, making this an area that merits further investigation.  

 

6.5 CONCLUSION 

Addressing each of the six main research questions in turn, this chapter has presented and discussed the 

findings of the analysis of the data. In Phase 1, the analysis provided interesting findings on the breadth of 

productive vocabulary knowledge of South African undergraduate students, in answer to Research 

Question 1. These findings showed that course of study, gender, age and language background were all 

indicators of vocabulary knowledge, with the Literature students achieving higher scores than the Law 

students across all levels of the test. Scores on the examination reflected a contrasting picture, with Law 

students doing somewhat better than their Literature peers, albeit with the whole group of students 

performing rather poorly. This finding was ascribed partly to differences in the exam structure, where the 

[ŀǿ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳŀǊƪǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘŜǎǘ of their ability to read a legal case as well as an essay 

question to test their writing; the Literature examination contained only questions requiring extended 

writing. As to gender differences, female students outperformed males at all levels, both on the VLT and in 

the exam. 

 

As far as age being an indicator of vocabulary knowledge is concerned, the analysis revealed that the group 

of mature students (above 50 years of age) was the only group to have reached mastery level of the first 

two levels of the VLT and this group also knew more words at all the other levels. This is a significant 

finding, given the importance of knowledge of high-frequency vocabulary and a developing knowledge of 

the 5000-word level to reading comprehension and, by implication, to learning at university. Exposure to 

language input is a prerequisite for vocabulary development. In order to increase their vocabulary 

knowledge, young students need to read extensively since exposure to written language increases their 

chances of learning words at the 5000-word level and beyond. ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

vocabulary knowledge is inadequate in coping with reading and writing at university level, this could have 

serious consequences for the throughput, or the number of students who graduate at this university. 

Prinsloo (2009:18) observes that ΨǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ŀƴŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜΩΤ 

nonetheless, research has shown the importance of teaching and learning factors in success at university. 

 

Finally, that language background was a factor in vocabulary and language proficiency was revealed in the 

difference in performance between English and Afrikaans speakers on the one hand, and speakers of 

indigenous languages on the other. The latter group scored relatively poorly in both exam and VLT, results 

which may well reflect the differences in school background of the language groups in this study.  
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In answer to Research Question 2 and the relationship between breadth of vocabulary knowledge and 

academic performance, multiple regression results supported previous research which has emphasised the 

importance of a knowledge of at least 5000 words to independent reading at university level (Cooper 2000; 

Laufer 1997; Nation and Waring 1997: Schmitt et al. 2001) by revealing that the 5000-word level, 

particularly important to reading and understanding fiction, was the strongest predictor variable for 

academic success for the Literature students. The predictor variable for the Law students, on the other 

hand, was the UWL. Results showed thaǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 

low, suggesting that such students could struggle with university reading and, by extension, writing, unless 

some intervention is made to increase their vocabulary knowledge. Perhaps the most important finding to 

emerge from this phase of the study was the suggestion that many students in this sample might not have 

known enough words to cope with reading academic texts; this could also be a factor in the high failure 

rates in these two courses. 

 

In Phase 2, in answer to the third and fourth research questions, relating to the distribution and use of the 

three selected verbs and the number and deviation of the MWUs produced, the analyses of concordance 

lines found that MAKE and TAKE produced proportionally more delexical combinations than HAVE in all 

corpora, supporting the findings of studies such as Biber et al. (1999) and Algeo (1995), although students 

underused MAKE in general when compared to the use of this verb in the Expert corpora. There were 

indications that students had not mastered the collocational uses of MAKE and tended to use it more as a 

lexical verb in its causative sense; in fact, results for all three verbs showed a tendency for students to 

overuse the lexical function of the verb relative to the Expert corpora. The relative overuse of TAKE as 

pseudo delexical verb by students, particularly those in the Literature group, when compared to the Expert 

corpora, on the other hand, may have been the effect of quotations from the examination paper. 

 

Deviations in the MWUs produced in the Student corpora supported findings by researchers such as 

Altenberg and Granger (2001) and Yan (2006) and indicated that delexical combinations do indeed pose 

particular difficulties for learners, with high percentages of MWUs with MAKE and TAKE being deviant in 

the Law corpus, and fewer of these deemed marginally acceptable than in the Lit corpus. In this regard, and 

reflecting findings from Phase 1, Literature students again performed better than Law students, producing 

a higher percentage of delexical combinations and a lower proportion of errors. Law students made most 

errors in the categories of verb and determiner, while most errors made by the Literature students 

occurred in the category of verb. Law students had more difficulties with concord, tense and collocations of 

the verb, pronouns and articles, which also suggests smaller vocabularies than the Lit students. Verbs 

presented problems for students in both groups, however; tense and concord errors, as well as determiner 

errors, are typical of L2 speakers in South Africa, and of speakers of varieties such as BSAE. 
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These findings reveal that the Law group had more difficulty with delexical MWUs in general, suggesting 

that more students in this group had a limited awareness of the collocational properties of the three verbs 

in question. These findings continue the trend which emerged in the first phase of the study, where 

Literature students scored higher on all levels of the VLT, with the Literature students producing more, and 

more correct, MWUs relative to the Law students. These findings also provide further evidence of the 

importance of vocabulary knowledge to academic study. The production of native-like, and correct, 

delexical MWUs, addressed in Research Question 4, is regarded in this study as a measure of vocabulary 

depth, and is an aspect of lexical proficiency which is important to academic writing. Errors in the Student 

corpora (Research Question 4) point to gaps in the vocabulary knowledge of some of the students in this 

sample and highlight the crucial link between vocabulary breadth and depth; a lack of collocational 

awareness may have a detrimental effect on their ability to express themselves adequately in academic 

writing and may also reflect a lack of deep word knowledge. 

 

In the last part of the study, Phase 3, the relationship between the size and depth of ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ productive 

vocabulary knowledge and academic performance, within and across courses, was investigated. 

Correlations revealed significant negative correlations between size of vocabulary and the production of 

deviant MWUs for the whole group, suggesting that the smaller ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƻǊŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

depth of their vocabulary was likely to be with regard to their use of MWUs; it was significant to note that 

students who performed at 65% or above on the 5000-word level did not make errors in their use of 

MWUs. When correlations were conducted for the Literature and Law groups separately, significant, but 

negative correlations emerged only in the Literature group. The results of these correlations thus support 

the results for the whole group. These findings corroborate those of Akbarian (2010) (see §3 5.2) who also 

found that students with smaller vocabularies were less likely to develop depth of word knowledge.   

 

In answer to Research Question 6, when exam scores were correlated with the number of deviant MWUs 

and the number of errors, both for the group of 60 students as a whole and for the two groups separately, 

all correlations were negative, albeit not significant. Despite the small sample size and this outcome, the 

descriptive data suggest that academically weaker students were more likely to produce MWUs that were 

deviant.  

 

Thus the three phases produced some interesting findings. The trend throughout the study has been for 

the Literature students to perform more strongly on measures of both breadth and depth of vocabulary 

knowledge than their counterparts in the Law group. Breadth of vocabulary knowledge was found to have a 

robust relationship with academic performance, while relationships between size and depth of vocabulary 

were also found, albeit not as robust. The relationship between depth of vocabulary knowledge and 
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academic performance was not proved conclusively, but it should be kept in mind that numbers were 

relatively small. 
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ т 

/ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ 

  

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

This concluding chapter provides a brief review of what the study set out to do and then moves to a 

summary of the findings. This is followed by a discussion of the contributions made by the study and the 

implications of its findings. Recommendations are then made and finally, the limitations of the study are 

discussed and areas offering scope for further research are identified. 

 

7.2 REVIEW 

This thesis reports on a study of the breadth and certain very specific aspects of the depth of ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

vocabulary knowledge conducted at a South African open distance learning university. Data were collected 

from expert writers of English and from undergraduates enrolled in first-level modules offered by the 

Department of English Studies. 

 

7.2.1 Aims and research questions 

The main aims of the study were to measure the size and an aspect of ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ 

knowledge and to explore the relationship between the two, and between each of these aspects of their 

vocabulary knowledge and their academic performance. In order to achieve these aims, the study 

measured the size of ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ using a discrete cloze-type vocabulary test and, using corpus 

linguistic tools of analysis, investigated a very specific aspect of the depth ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ 

knowledge in terms of their production of selected delexical MWUs.  

 

These aims were addressed by attempting to answer six main research questions. Research Question 1 

ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ investigating the size of their productive 

vocabulary and the effects of course, gender, age and language background on vocabulary test scores. 

Research Question 2 investigated the relationship between the size of ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

academic performance. Addressing these two questions formed the first phase of the study. 
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In the second phase of the study, the focus shifted to analysis and comparison of the Expert and the 

Student corpora. Addressing Research Question 3 involved exploring and comparing the distribution of the 

three high-frequency verbs HAVE, MAKE and TAKE within and across the Expert and Student corpora. Once 

the distribution of the various functions of these three verbs had been established, MWUs comprising 

HAVE, MAKE or TAKE used delexically were extracted and analysed in order to address Research Question 

4. This included the extraction of deviant MWUs from the Student corpora and the classification of the 

errors they contained. Differences in distribution and type of error in the two Student corpora, Literature 

and Law, were investigated and quantified. 

 

The aim of the final phase of the study was to investigate whether there was a link between the two 

aspects of lexical proficiency, vocabulary breadth and vocabulary depth, and between a specific aspect of 

depth of vocabulary knowledge and academic performance. In this way, the final phase linked aspects of 

Phase 1 and 2. For the purposes of this phase of the study, a sub-sample of 60 ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǘŜȄǘǎ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ 

using examination scores as the criterion variable. In addressing Research Question 5, the relationship 

between the size of this group of ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ 

knowledge, measured by their production of delexical MWUs, was investigated. In addressing Research 

Question 6, the relationship between this aspect of ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ their 

academic performance was explored.   

 

7.2.2 Main findings  

This section highlights the main findings of the study, which were discussed in more detail in Chapter 6. 

These are presented according to the research questions.  

 

In addressing Research Question 1 in Phase 1, vocabulary scores were considered in the light of four 

variables. Several findings emerged: 

¶ Perhaps the most significant finding of the analysis in Phase 1 was the relative vocabulary superiority 

of the Literature students over the Law students. This was a finding that was to form a pattern 

throughout all three phases of the study. Although the Law students scored higher on the 

examination than the Literature students, an outcome which may be partly ascribed to the difference 

in examination format, Literature students scored significantly higher than Law students at all levels 

of the VLT. 

¶ Mean scores exceeding mastery occurred only at the first level of the vocabulary test, that is, the 

most common 2000 high-frequency words of English, for both Literature and Law students.  

¶ Female students scored consistently higher than male students across all levels of the VLT and in the 

examination. 
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¶ There was an increase in vocabulary knowledge attendant on age, with the 50+ age group scoring 

highest at the academic word-level, at 74.28% and, with the exception of scores on the first level of 

the VLT where the 40 to 49 year age group scored marginally higher, outperforming all age groups 

across all word levels and the exam.  

¶ As far as language background of the students was concerned, the vocabulary scores of speakers of 

indigenous languages were significantly lower than those of English and Afrikaans home language 

speakers across the board. Although this study was not concerned specifically with home language, 

this difference serves as a reminder that the effects of the institutionalised racial discrimination of 

apartheid education are still felt by large sectors of the black population in South Africa. Many who 

are working class or unemployed have no recourse but to send their children to comparatively 

underresourced and dysfunctional schools; as has been observed in §1.2, in South Africa school 

background is an influential factor in academic success. 

 

As far as Research Question 2 and the relationship between vocabulary breadth and academic performance 

were concerned, interesting findings emerged: 

¶ A robust relationship between size of vocabulary and academic performance emerged with a 

correlation of .63 for the group as a whole. The predictor variable for academic performance for the 

Literature group was revealed as words at Level 3 (the 5000-word level), while for the Law group the 

ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƻǊ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǿŀǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ όǘƘŜ ¦²[ ƻǊ [ŜǾŜƭ пύΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǘ 

these levels best predicted their chances of academic success. These findings support those of other 

studies which have shown that both academic vocabulary plus a good knowledge of the first 5000 

words of English are vital to successful reading and writing at university level (Laufer 1997; Nation 

and Waring 1997; Paquot 2010; Schmitt et al. 2001:56).  

 

In Phase 2, the first question which I undertook to answer was whether there was a difference in the 

distribution of the three verbs between and among the corpora, in terms of both number and function: 

¶ As far as the distribution of these verbs was concerned, there were very few differences between the 

two Expert corpora, with the only significant difference being in the greater use of HAVE as auxiliary 

in the Expert Lit corpus. The Student corpora produced more occurrences of HAVE and TAKE as 

pseudo delexical verbs than the Expert corpora, but fewer in the case of MAKE, significantly so in the 

Student Law corpus.  

¶ Student writers revealed a tendency to overuse the lexical function of all three verbs and HAVE as 

auxiliary.  

 

The second question in Phase 2, Research Question 4, produced the following main findings: 
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¶ The Student Lit corpus produced more pseudo delexical uses of all three verbs than the Student Law 

corpus, significantly more in the case of MAKE, as well as significantly more core delexical uses of the 

verb HAVE than the Law corpus. Thus, although students used the verbs more in their lexical function 

than the Expert writers, they were also producing, or attempting to produce, more delexical MWUs 

than the Expert writers. This may suggest an unawareness of the formality of academic register and 

an indiscriminate use by students of these combinations, rather than a conscious decision to use 

them for stylistic reasons. This is supported by the fact that verb collocation errors and stretched-

verb construction (SVC) errors were common in both student corpora, particularly in the Lit corpus. 

Like Nesselhauf (2003, 2005), I found that the verb was the most problematic element of collocations 

ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ǳƴŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǾŜǊōǎ ƛƴ 

question. 

¶ It emerged that, numerically, TAKE and MAKE were the verbs that were most productive of MWUs in 

both Expert and Student writing, reflecting what Biber et al. (1999) found in their corpus. Altogether, 

the Student Lit corpus produced significantly more delexical MWUs than the Student Law corpus, and 

significantly fewer deviant MWUs with very significantly fewer errors, despite producing more MWUs 

in general. With regard to the deviant MWUs produced, the verb TAKE proved to be the most 

problematic, particularly for the Law students. Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ (2005) findings that 

learners did not find delexical MWUs with high-frequency verbs more difficult to produce than other 

collocations, the student writers in my study did have difficulty producing these combinations. 

¶ As far as the types of errors were concerned, although the verb proved difficult for both groups of 

students, bearing out what Nesselhauf (2005) found in her study, Law students found this aspect 

particularly problematic. These students also made more errors in verb collocation than the 

Literature students. Once again, the Literature group fared better than the Law group, continuing the 

trend that had emerged in the first phase of the analysis and strengthening support for the 

hypothesis that vocabulary breadth has a positive relationship with vocabulary depth, in this case the 

production of nativelike MWUs. 

¶ Findings on types of errors within deviant MWUs support those of Nesselhauf (2005) and others such 

as Altenberg and Granger (2001), who have found that the verb is the element which causes most 

difficulties in these delexical MWUs. Almost half of all errors fell into this category in both Student 

corpora. Students in my study had particular difficulty with three aspects of verb use, namely 

collocation, tense and concord. Tense errors were almost entirely cases where the progressive aspect 

of the present tense was overused, something which is typical of BSAE (Van Rooy 2006, 2013). 

Concord errors, a typical feature of the English spoken by Afrikaans mother-tongue speakers 

(Coetzee 2009), were also frequent. Learners also had difficulties with the use of determiners, 

particularly articles and pronouns. These too are features of English which are known to cause 

difficulties for speakers of indigenous languages, where the pronoun does not always exist as an 
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independent word and where there may be no article; errors of both types occurred in the MWUs in 

this study. These findings support the work of other researchers of South African varieties of English 

(Coetzee 2009; De Klerk 2006a, b; Van Rooy 2006, 2013) and learner errors (Nel and Muller 2010; Nel 

and Swanepoel 2010) discussed in this thesis. 

¶ !ǎ ƛƴ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦΩǎ όнллрύ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƻǾŜǊ ƘŀƭŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾƛŀƴǘ a²¦ǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ 

only one error, while eight had three errors and only one had four errors. As far as the acceptability 

of these deviations is concerned, the Law corpus contained more largely unacceptable and clearly 

unacceptable deviations than the Lit corpus. This suggests that the errors in the Law corpus were 

more serious and global in nature and more inclined to obstruct the meaning and interpretation of 

the sentence ς in fact almost 20% of deviant MWUs in the Law corpus were judged clearly 

unacceptable and over half fell into the two unacceptable categories. Fewer MWUs in the Law corpus 

were judged marginally acceptable. 

¶ Both the proportion of delexical MWUs produced and the proportion of deviant MWUs and errors 

reflected marked differences between writers from the two courses, continuing the trend observed 

in the first phase of the study; the Lit students produced more delexical MWUs, but fewer of these 

were deviant and they made fewer errors. This implies a link between knowing more words and 

being able to use these combinations correctly.   

 

In the third phase of the study, Research Question 5 and Research Question 6 were addressed. Based on a 

smaller sample of 60 students (30 from Lit and 30 from Law), Question 5 concerns the relationship between 

breadth and an aspect of depth of vocabulary knowledge, while Question 6 concerns the relationship 

between depth of vocabulary knowledge and academic performance.  

¶ In answering Question 5, the findings were once again that the Literature students in the sub-

samples outperformed the Law students, producing marginally more MWUs relative to the number 

of occurrences of the three verbs at the 25th and 50th percentiles, though fewer than the Law 

students at the 75th percentile. None of these differences were significant, however. The difference 

in numbers of deviant MWUs produced by the two groups was, however, revealed as being 

significant, with significant negative correlations suggesting a relationship between smaller 

vocabulary size and the production of deviant MWUs for the group as a whole. There were fewer 

deviations in MWU use at all three percentile levels in the Lit corpus, with no deviations at the 50th 

and 75th percentiles. 

¶ In addressing Question 6, although findings revealed no significant relationship between this 

particular aspect of vocabulary depth, the production of MWUs, and academic performance in this 

smaller sample, the Lit students used more MWUs and, except for the weaker students at the 25th 

percentile, used them correctly, while Law students used fewer MWUs and tended to use these 

incorrectly. This can be linked to the findings for RQ5, that students in the 25th percentiles of both 
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the Lit and the Law corpora knew fewer words than students in the 50th and 75th percentiles. This 

suggests an implicit link between academic performance, breadth of vocabulary knowledge and an 

aspect of depth of vocabulary knowledge, the correct use of MWUs.  

 

7.3 CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE STUDY 

The study has made contributions to the fields of both vocabulary studies and corpus linguistics. It has 

provided findings that are supportive of previous studies, confirming that both breadth and depth of 

vocabulary knowledge are important to academic writing. In addition, in its findings on the importance of 

different types of vocabulary to academic success, it has added further credence to the notion that 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ΨǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊƛŜǎΩ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎƻŎƛƻ-

cultural contexts, adding support to evidence provided by scholars such as Hyland (2008) and Hyland and 

Tse (2007). But the study has also added new dimensions to these findings by investigating student writing 

produced in a complex, multilingual educational context, and in different courses, Literature and Law.  

 

The study has contributed to the current debate on the value of high-frequency vocabulary by underscoring 

the importance of breadth and depth of knowledge of high-frequency words, words which are often 

ignored by teachers and even by students themselves (Altenberg and Granger 2001). As has been found in 

previous studies (De Cock and Granger 2004; Hasselgren 1994; Laufer and Waldman 2011; Lee and Chen 

2009; Lennon 1996; Yan 2006), my study has shown that these seemingly innocuous words, when used in 

formulaic combinations with other words, can cause a multitude of problems for advanced learners at 

university, regardless of their language background. Although the link between vocabulary and academic 

performance has been investigated before in a South African university context (Cooper 1999, 2000), this 

study makes a further contribution by investigating directly, at different levels and across two quite diverse 

courses, the added dimension of the link between depth of vocabulary knowledge and academic 

performance, albeit in a very specific and thus narrow manner. 

 

The findings have shown that students have difficulties with regard to one particular aspect of high-

frequency word use, that is, the use of delexical verbs in MWUs. In recent years more and more research 

has investigated these words (e.g. Altenberg 2002; Altenberg and Granger 2001; Hasselgren 1994; 

Kaszubski 2000; Lee and Chen 2009; Liu and Shaw 2001; Nesselhauf 2004, 2005; Ringbom 1998; Wang and 

Shaw 2008; Yan 2006) and the findings of this study have added support to evidence that these words may 

indeed be a Ψbête noireΩ of learners (De Cock and Granger 2004:233). 

 

This study has added to the body of knowledge by filling a gap in existing research studies on vocabulary 

and MWUs. Most studies in this area investigate either breadth or depth of vocabulary knowledge; this 
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study has considered both and has explored the relationship between them. In this way it has made 

contributions from a methodological and a theoretical point of view: 

¶ Methodologically, the study has combined the methodologies of discrete-item testing and corpus 

investigation by using both a breadth of vocabulary measure (a traditional productive cloze-type 

vocabulary test) and a measure of depth of vocabulary (the production of delexical MWUs in two 

corpora of academic writing). In so doing, the study has found a relationship between vocabulary size 

and academic performance and evidence of an indirect link between this aspect of depth of 

vocabulary knowledge and academic performance.  

¶ Theoretically, the study has used the delexical MWU as a measure of depth of word knowledge, 

adding to findings from previous studies by Nesselhauf (2005), Howarth (1998b), Altenberg and 

Granger (2001), Yan (2006) and Wang and Shaw (2008) on these word combinations. It has also 

reinforced the value of what Biber (2009) refers to as a hybrid approach to corpus investigation, 

combining as it has both corpus-based and corpus-driven approaches, or what McEnery and Hardie 

(2012) call corpus-as-method and corpus-as-theory approaches, to good effect.  

¶ In its categorisation and comparison of the distribution of the functions of HAVE, MAKE and TAKE in 

the Expert and Student corpora, this study has added a further dimension to the understanding of 

the behaviour of these verbs by revealing the proportions of use of these three verbs by two sets of 

undergraduate writers. The categorisation and quantification of the errors in deviant MWUs has built 

on findings by scholars such as Nesselhauf (2003, 2005), finding as in her study that the verb was the 

most problematic element of the MWUs, and extending her theoretical framework.  

¶ Pedagogically, the study has made a contribution by throwing more light on a very specific group of 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ Lƴ ƛǘǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘ-frequency words in MWUs by 

students from a specifically South African background, the study adds to knowledge in this field by 

providing specific information on the characteristics of the writing required and produced in these 

courses. It has revealed some of the difficulties such students experience in the use of these verbs. It 

Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

writing and academic performance. In this way, the study has also added information to the body of 

knowledge on formulaic language by showing how undergraduates in a South African context use 

certain specific MWUs.  

 

The pedagogical implications of these contributions are discussed below. 

 

7.4 PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS  

Perhaps the most important findings in this study relate to the relationship between breadth and depth of 

vocabulary knowledge in the context of academic achievement. Evidence of strong relationships between 
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breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge, and between size of vocabulary, in particular, and academic 

performance, have highlighted the importance of word knowledge to academic success. Although both 

groups of students in this study achieved a mean score of above mastery level of the 2000-word level, it 

became clear in the corpus investigation that many students had not developed a depth of knowledge of 

these high-frequency words. This was evident from the type of errors students made in delexical MWUs. 

Errors of collocation in particular revealed the importance of a deeper knowledge of high-frequency verbs; 

errors suggested a lack of awareness of how such seemingly simple words behave together with other 

words, and the restrictions that are frequently imposed by their collocational properties. Thus, in this study, 

as in those of Lee and Chen (2009), Lee and Swales (2006) and Lennon (1996), learners sometimes 

appeared to be unaware of the subtleties in the use of these high-frequency words. Errors occurring in 

MWUs from both corpora suggested a lack of depth of knowledge of words that students did know, 

combined with a lack of knowledge of lower frequency words; deficits in both breadth and depth of 

vocabulary knowledge, in other words. A lack of awareness of inflections and derivations also made 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ come across as ǳƴƴŀǘƛǾŜƭƛƪŜΦ Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ !ƭǘŜƴōŜǊƎ ŀƴŘ DǊŀƴƎŜǊΩǎ όнллмύ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ, these 

students tended to overuse delexical combinations particularly where single-word verbs would have been 

preferable, but they also misused them. A lack of awareness of collocational restrictions was, like that of 

CŀǊƎƘŀƭ ŀƴŘ hōƛŜŘŀǘΩǎ όмффрύ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ, particularly evident from the MWUs produced in the Law corpus. 

This suggests that knowledge of high-frequency vocabulary, while necessary, is not sufficient, and knowing 

more words is more likely to lead to greater depth of vocabulary knowledge (Akbarian 2010; Schmitt and 

Zimmerman 2002; Vermeer 2001).  

 

By investigating differential vocabulary knowledge within and across two different groups of students, the 

study conducted a more nuanced examination of this knowledge. The findings revealed that the ablest 

students, those in the top percentile groups in the two courses, achieved mastery of the top two levels of 

the VLT, and Literature students in this percentile group were close to achieving this at the third and fourth 

levels, with mean scores of 81.2 and 83.3% respectively. Law students in the 75th percentile lagged slightly 

behind at these levels with means scores of 75.0% and 72.2% respectively. However, the majority of 

students in this study clearly need to increase their vocabulary size, and this has implications for their 

academic success. At this stage of their education, that is, first-year university study, students should ideally 

have mastered at the very least the first two levels of vocabulary, and have a developing knowledge of 

Level 3 and academic words (the UWL), providing them with that all-important 5000-word vocabulary 

which would allow them to read academic texts fairly easily (Cooper 2000; Laufer 1997; Nation and Waring 

1997; Schmitt et al. 2001). 

 

Through the comparisons of vocabulary knowledge across the Literature and Law courses, this study also 

found that different courses may make different vocabulary demands on students: in the case of the 
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Literature students it was clear that the course demanded the sort of vocabulary knowledge which would 

allow them to read extended texts with ease, particularly fiction texts, and one which provided them with a 

base of word knowledge from which they could build up a wider vocabulary, which would then include a 

fair knowledge of academic words and those words encountered only rarely, the 10 000-word level. 

/ǳƴƴƛƴƎƘŀƳ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀƴƻǾƛŎƘ όнллмΣ нллоύ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ΨǎƳŀǊǘŜǊΩ όнллоΥопύΣ 

ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǾƻƭǳƳŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƻǊ ƻŦ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΩ 

(Cunningham and Stanovich 2001:142). It is possible that the differences in breadth measures of these two 

groups of students may to some extent have been a reflection of the reading demands made on them, and 

of their reading ability and of their exposure to reading. Literature students were required to do more 

extended reading than Law students, and possibly more extensive reading as well. This suggests that the 

Literature students may have read more than their Law peers, had better reading skills and were as a result 

ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜΩ ό/ǳƴƴƛƴƎƘŀƳ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀƴƻǾƛŎƘ нллмΥмпоύΤ ƻǊ ŀǎ 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ƛǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ΨƎŜǘ ǊƛŎƘŜǊΩ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎ ΨƎŜǘ ǇƻƻǊŜǊΩΦ 

This points perhaps to a lack of focus on language development, specifically vocabulary development, in 

courses such as the Law course; somewhat ironically, this course was designed specifically to improve 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘat discipline. 

 

In this study, academic vocabulary proved to be the predictor of exam success in the case of the Law 

students. The findings may suggest that the demands of this course of study were somewhat different from 

the Literature course: there was less focus on reading extended texts, such as textbooks and literary works, 

and more attention on reading subject-specific material such as law cases, which are often couched in fairly 

opaque academic words, even though students may have been required to read many of these cases. 

Errors were judged to be less acceptable in the Law corpus, although writers in both corpora made errors 

which are typical of South African speakers of other varieties of English such as BSAE, and of speakers of 

English as a second or third language. These findings suggest that teaching a generic vocabulary list may not 

be useful in all circumstances: different courses may be better served by being taught specific and different 

kinds of words (Hyland 2013; Hyland 2008; Hyland and Tse 2007). 

 

It may well be that important reasons for the differences in vocabulary knowledge, both size and depth, 

between the courses are ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ motivation and their history of reading. It is possible that students in the 

Literature strand may be planning to major in English. This suggests a group of students who may have read 

more and may be more interested in the language and literature for itself, different perhaps from those in 

the Law group, where students were obliged to complete a module in English as one of their course 

requirements. Thus Literature students may have been intrinsically motivated by their own desires to enjoy 

English for its own sake, while the Law students were more likely to have been extrinsically motivated by 

the desire to complete their qualification.  
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7.5 RECOMMENDATIONS 

One main issue has emerged from the findings in this study on vocabulary breadth and depth: the need to 

increase vocabulary size and depth among university students such as those in this study. The challenge is 

how best to do this.  

 

Signs that some university students have not yet mastered the vocabulary requirements for Grade 6 First 

Additional Language (FAL) learners in South African schools (CAPS n.d.) (see §3.5.1) is worrying. It appears 

that, as Lennon (1996) found, learners require more time in the classroom to be spent on vocabulary 

development; particularly the specific teaching of aspects of so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜΩ ƘƛƎƘ-frequency words and 

their collocational properties, and more practice in the use of these words. The findings on vocabulary size 

in particular in this study suggest that South African schools should be doing a better job of producing 

learners who have adequate breadth of vocabulary knowledge, a knowledge that will allow them to 

develop the depth of word knowledge they need for university study. Although the new curriculum 

document (CAPS n.d.) certainly places emphasis on vocabulary development, raising as it has the 

vocabulary requirements for FAL learners at all grade levels in primary school, the vocabulary size of the 

students in this study underlines the importance of the implementation of requirements such as these if 

learners are to succeed academically. These CAPS requirements refer to the number of words learners at 

primary school should know, yet learners at the lowest percentile levels in this study were not showing 

mastery of even the first 1000 words of English. The problem seems then to lie in the practical classroom 

implementation of such theoretically well supported curriculum documents. More focus should be paid to 

vocabulary development in schools; as noted in §1.2, the culture of reading is not well entrenched in many 

schools or communities and without reading, vocabulary knowledge is unlikely to grow. Reading and 

vocabulary knowledge, both breadth and depth, feed naturally into good writing skills. These findings have 

underlined the importance of ensuring that schools provide learners with a sound foundational knowledge 

of the basic vocabulary of their language of instruction, without which they will find it difficult to develop 

the depth of their vocabulary knowledge. This can only be achieved if more time in the classroom is spent 

on literacy activities, starting right from pre-primary and foundation phases.  

 

One way of doing this is to encourage more exposure to texts and reading in the classroom and more 

extensive reading. The Department of Basic Education (DBE) is very aware of the low literacy levels, evident 

from both national systemic evaluations as well as the international SAQMEC and PIRLS results. Current 

annual national assessments (ANAs) in literacy and numeracy have also highlighted this. In 2008, the DBE 

launched the Foundations for Learning initiative in an effort to get reading back on track, and various 

interventions have been implemented at provincial level. For instance, in Gauteng Province the Gauteng 

Primary Literacy and Maths Strategy (GPLMS) was implemented in 2011, targeting about 720 of the lowest 

performing schools in the province in order to improve literacy levels. Both the current and the previous 
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minister of the DBE have demonstrated their awareness and concern about the problem of low literacy 

levels. The introduction of the ANAs was one result of this recognition of the need to monitor literacy levels 

more closely and to encourage schools to raise their literacy levels. In keeping with this awareness, the new 

CAPS document places a great deal of emphasis on early reading development.  

 

The South African Department of Basic Education also receives support in its drive to raise literacy levels 

and promote a reading culture from several NGOs such as The Centre for the Book (the National Library of 

South Africa), Read, Educate, Adjust, Develop (READ), The Molteno Project, the Early Learning Resource 

Centre (ELRU) and Project Literacy, for instance (Yeh 2004). The National Library also runs several 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ Ψƛƴǎǘƛƭƭ ŀ Ǉŀǎǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 

ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎΩ.33
   

 

In addition to a focus in teaching oƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǎƛȊŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

development of a metalinguistic awareness among learners. This becomes a didactic issue and demands 

attention in the classroom to how one teaches vocabulary as well as what vocabulary one teaches. Lennon 

(1996:34) ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ŀƴ ΨƛƴŎǳƭŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŜǘŀƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΩ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ΨŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 

ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀǊŜŀǎΩΦ34 In other words, teachers should ǘǊȅ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŀƛǎŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ their own 

vocabulary development and thereby help them to increase both the breadth and depth of their vocabulary 

knowledge. Corpora and concordancing software present new ways of engaging students in such activities, 

and there are many online resources. Examples of such resources are the Kibbitzer pages developed by Tim 

Johns and the MICASE Kibbitzer (Reppen 2010:34). These sites provide teachers and advanced language 

learners ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǎΦ ¢ƛƳ WƻƘƴǎΩ YƛōōƛǘȊŜǊǎ 

(1994, cited in Reppen 2010:34) use an excerpt from student writing to contextualise the particular aspect 

of language being dealt with. Kibbitzers may provide examples from concordances, or exercises in which 

answers are available through separate links. Johns also arranged his Kibbitzers in different categories, such 

as vocabulary, grammar, first language and so on. Kibbitzers include exercises on where to use particular 

words, for instance, and these could be usefully applied to MWUs.  

 

The MICASE Kibbitzer uses the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE) as its corpus. This 

ǿŀǎ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜŘ ōȅ WƻƘƴǎΩ όмффпύ YƛōōƛǘȊŜǊǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ aL/!{9 YƛōōƛǘȊŜǊǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ƛƴ ŦƻǊƳŀǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜ ΨƳƛƴƛ 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ όwŜǇǇŜƴ нлмлΥорύ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ ǘƘŜƳ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŦƻǊ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ǳǎŜΦ 

Both Kibbitzers could theoretically be very useful in teaching in my own situation; online activites could be 

                                                           
33

 http://www.nlsa.ac.za/index.php/childrens-literature-rogramme (accessed 23 October 2014) 
34

http://0 -web.ebscohost.com.oasis.unisa.ac.za/ehost/detail?vid=3&sid=ee2eb1ce-5ab2-4c19-ba67-

1d8ee75abda4%40sessionmgr4003&hid=4204&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZSZzY29wZT1zaXRl#db=ufh&AN=9605260897 
[Accessed 2 December 2013]. 
 

http://www.nlsa.ac.za/index.php/childrens-literature-rogramme
http://0-web.ebscohost.com.oasis.unisa.ac.za/ehost/detail?vid=3&sid=ee2eb1ce-5ab2-4c19-ba67-1d8ee75abda4%40sessionmgr4003&hid=4204&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZSZzY29wZT1zaXRl#db=ufh&AN=9605260897
http://0-web.ebscohost.com.oasis.unisa.ac.za/ehost/detail?vid=3&sid=ee2eb1ce-5ab2-4c19-ba67-1d8ee75abda4%40sessionmgr4003&hid=4204&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZSZzY29wZT1zaXRl#db=ufh&AN=9605260897
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designed with a link to a corpus and access to software for students. Kibbitzers could also be used to 

generate a variety of other exercises, such as cloze tests, which would be very useful for students like the 

participants in this study. Practically, however, this would need considerable outlay as the majority of 

students do not have ready access to computers or the internet.  

 

[ƛǳ ŀƴŘ {Ƙŀǿ όнллмΥмууύ ŀŘŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛŦ ƛǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ 

awareness of word potential so that it can ōŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŜŘΩΦThis study underlines the importance of such 

awareness raising, revealing as it has a lack of awareness of collocational properties of simple, high-

frequency verbs. The analysis of concordance lines for each of the verbs examined in this study 

demonstrated that students did indeed experience difficulty in producing combinations using high-

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǾŜǊōǎΦ !ǎ [ŀǳŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŘƳŀƴ όнлммΥсссύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

makes people sound odd but does not impair comƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀŎȅΩ 

Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘŜŘΣ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘǊƛƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩΦ  

 

This has implications for students at university; if they wish to compete in the academic milieu, students 

must be able to write in a way that is accurate and stylistically appropriate. As Hyland (2013:54) observes, 

Ψ9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ Ƙŀǎ ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇΩ. Although these high-

frequency words are often regarded as less important than academic words, and although errors in their 

ǳǎŜ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŜǊǊƻǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ 

affecting the quality of their writing (Lee and Chen 2009:121). Nevertheless, Lee and Chen (2009) believe, 

like Boers et al. (2006), ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ 

them build up a larger stock for productive use. Laufer and Waldman (2011:666), for instance, suggest that 

target items could be identified for learners to practise in communicative settings. Laufer and Waldman 

όнлммύ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜ ΨǎŜƳŀƴǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘΩ 

(2011:665), they tend to be overlooked and are thus not always identified as problematic by teachers or 

learners. The findings of this study suggest that students would certainly benefit from such awareness 

raising strategies. 

 

More than a decade after Lennon (1996) made his observations about the importance of teaching high-

frequency words, Lee and Chen (2009) found in their comparison of Chinese expert and student writing an 

overuse of function and high-frequency words, including make, often when used in delexical patterns. 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀ ƛƴ ΨǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΩ όнллфΥмрпύ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ make an 

analysis/survey/communication ŜǘŎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƭŜŘ [ŜŜ ŀƴŘ /ƘŜƴ ǘƻ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ-

high-ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǿƻǊŘǎΩ όнллфΥмрпύ ƛƴ 9!t ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ όŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ōŜ ǿƛŘŜƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 

the sort of courses focused on in the present study) rather than just academic words. Consciousness-raising 

activities (Lee and Chen 2009) based on the insights gained from the analysis of the corpora could be very 



Chapter 7 

208 

useful in the context described in this study. More recentlyΣ IŀƴŎƛƻƐƭǳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуΥпсрύ have also stressed 

the value of teaching words which play a scaffolding role in English. They believe that what students really 

need are those more general words that are used for reading and writing about academic tasks. Paquot 

(2010) observes too that learners need both high-frequency words and core academic vocabulary that 

occur across disciplines. 

 

The findings in my study indicate less facility in the use of MWUs by writers in the Student corpora than by 

those in the Expert corpora, reflective perhaps of lack of depth of knowledge of high-frequency words and 

ŀ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ΨōƛƎƎŜǊΩΣ ƻǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊŘǎ among students; this was particularly the case where 

the whole collocation could have been better replaced with a single-word verb and in cases where students 

seemed unaware of the existence of derivations. Howarth (1998b), in an explanation of the discrepancy 

between NS and NNS production of delexical MWUs in his findings, suggested a conscious avoidance by 

learners of these MWUs. I believe that in this study, overuse of HAVE and TAKE and underuse of MAKE in 

the Student Law corpus stems more from a limited knowledge of words above the 2000-word levels, an 

overuse of simple high-frequency verbs and only a very vague understanding that these words can be used 

in combination with a restricted set of nouns, and perhaps an underdeveloped understanding of collocation 

in general, signalling a lack of depth of knowledge of these words. Students appeared to lack what Granger 

(1998b) calls a sense of salience, that is, a deeper awareness of the properties of words and of which words 

can collocate with a particular item and which cannot. 

 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻǊǊƻōƻǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōulary, indicated by generally 

low scores on the vocabulary test, and the fact that only some students at the 75th percentiles of these two 

courses had achieved mastery of levels of vocabulary above the first level of the VLT, a finding which again 

underscores the relationship between vocabulary knowledge and academic performance. Students 

recognised and could use the three verbs in question, but they were clearly not particularly adept at using 

them to create delexical MWUs. It seems that these students, like those in other studies, had difficulty 

producing collocations; for instance, Farghal and Obiedat (1995:326) found that L2 learners could not 

ΨŎƻǇŜΩ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ όнллоΥонуύ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŜǾŜƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ 

considerable diffiŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

salience, or of restriction, is illustrated particularly in the examples of MWUs featuring the word corruption 

in the Student Law corpus: this word was frequently incorrectly collocated, most often with the verb MAKE. 

 

Recommendations made by Farghal and Obiedat (1995) and Nesselhauf (2003) are particularly apposite to 

this study, although, like Lee and Chen (2009), Boers et al. (2006) and Laufer and Waldman (2011), their 

studies deal with learners of English as a foreign language. Farghal and Obiedat (1995:326) believe that 

ΨƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƻǊǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǳǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƎŜƴǊŜ ƻŦ ǇǊŜŦŀōǊƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΩ 
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ǿƘƛƭŜ bŜǎǎŜƭƘŀǳŦ όнллоΥноуύ ŦŜŜƭǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Řƻ ŘŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŀ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΩΦ {ƘŜ 

suggests that some collocations, such as for instance those which are frequent in an academic register, 

should be taught explicitly. This is supported by scholars such as Martinez and Schmitt (2012) who argue for 

the inclusion of lists of multiword expressions such as their PHRASE List in teaching materials. This means 

that teachers themselves must move beyond the simple teaching of lists of words, such as word meanings, 

ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳǎΣ ŀƴǘƻƴȅƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƻƴΣ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎȅƴǘŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ ƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ όCŀǊƎƘŀƭ ŀƴŘ hōƛŜŘŀǘ 

1995:326) reflected in MWUs such as those focused on in this study. Again, corpora and concordancing 

software provide many opportunities for gainful activities using online corpora, as suggested by Reppen 

(2010). These include investigating register, teaching academic language, and teaching spoken language. As 

far as MWUs and this study are concerned, however, word searches and the generation of KWICs can 

reveal vital information about the lexical relations and the way words are used in context, and in a way that 

is more immediate and more relevant to the learner than a vocabulary list. More specifically, when dealing 

with delexical MWUs students could be tasked with investigating KWICs from learner corpora where SVCs 

and collocational problem examples are highlighted, for instance. They could be asked to consider these 

and to discuss how they could be improved.   

 

Nesselhauf (2ллоΥноуύ ŀƭǎƻ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŜȄƛŎŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

Ǝƻ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΩ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜΣ ǇǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ 

be taught. This was particularly clear in the errors made by students in my study: in many cases other 

elements of the combination besides the verb and noun proved problematic. Likewise, Nesselhauf 

(2003:239), finding as I did that the verb caused most difficulties in verb+noun combinations, recommends 

that ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ΨǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊōΩΦ  

 

These are aspects of vocabulary teaching which I feel should be included in any academic support 

programme for students at a university such as this, where reading levels are often low and students have 

not had the opportunity or guidance to develop their vocabulary size or depth of word knowledge at 

school. Universities should be encouraged to provide academic support programmes for students who 

reach this level of education without the necessary vocabulary and reading skills. Programmes that extend 

the curriculum of three-ȅŜŀǊ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǇǊƻƎŀƳƳŜǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

ΨŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ǘǳƛǘƛƻƴ ό.ƻǳƎƘŜȅ нлмоΥомύ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ōȅ 

funding from the Department of Higher Education. In an analysis of papers submitted to a 2012 conference 

ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ 

literacy development emanating from such understandings, Boughey (2013:37) found that many of these 

papers ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ΨŦŀǊ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ bŜǿ [ƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎ 

characterised by the work of the likes of Street (183, 1995, cited in Boughey 2013:28), who posited in his 

ΨƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ǿŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ΨǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻŘŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƻŘŜ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ 
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ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƛƴǘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ Ψŀƭǎƻ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘŜȄǘǎ ƛƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǿŀȅǎΩ ό.ƻǳƎƘŜȅ нлмоΥнуύΦ .ƻǳƎƘŜȅ όнлмоύ advocates 

that if current initiatives are to make an impact on practice in South African higher education, they should 

be drawing on work done in this this country by academics in the field of of New Literacy Studies, and to 

take into account how the students they teach come from different social and cultural backgrounds. 

.ƻǳƎƘŜȅ όнлмоΥнфύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƘƻƳŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŎƘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ 

ŀƴŘ ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƘƛƎŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭƛƴƎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΩΦ Disparities between 

literacies in the home environment and school and academic literacies mean that mastery of the literacies 

associated with education will not be supported. Gee (2008, cited in Boughey 2013:29), building on the 

ΨƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭΩΣ ǳǊƎŜǎ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ŀƴŘΣ 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΩΦ  

 

In the same vein Jacobs (2013), in considering how the discipline of academic literacies has defined itself 

over the last two decades or so, observes a shift away from a study skills model that views literacy as a 

ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜ ǎƪƛƭƭΣ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴ ΨŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƻŘŜƭΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜŜǎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ŀǎ 

ΨŀŎŎǳƭǘǳǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ƎŜƴǊŜǎΩ όWŀŎƻōǎ нлмоΥмнуύΦ 

She argues that the teaching of academic literacies should focus on explaining the norms and conventions 

of disciplines, and also allowing these to be challenged. She advocates a collaborative approach between 

discipline speŎƛŀƭƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎƛŜǎ ƭŜŎǘǳǊŜǊǎ όƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘǎύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ΨǘŀŎƛǘ 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ. This 

underscores my contention that such academic literacies courses should be an integral part of the teaching 

curriculum of all subjects, not just English; in the case of vocabulary in particular, all departments should 

take on the responsibility of helping students to develop their own vocabulary knowledge.  

 

As mentioned above (§7.4), the fact that this study included writing from two different courses of study has 

pedagogical implications in the light of the above; examples from these corpora, both the Expert and the 

Student Literature and Law corpora, could be useful in providing models for both teachers and novice 

writers of how language is used in their specific field, and of the sort of errors that are typically made by 

learners in these particular fields. This would assist teachers in identifying expressions which might be 

marginally acceptable, and then to present or suggest ways in which these could be improved. Such an 

approach, as advocated by Hyland (2008), could thus be used to identify both combinations which occur 

frequently and those which might be useful for other reasons for courses such as the ones in which the 

students in this study were enrolled. 

 

In addition, and reflective of the context of this study, the analysis also highlighted other areas in which 

students experienced difficulties, reflecting what studies on BSAE have found, for instance (Botha 2013; 
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Partridge 2011; Van Rooy 2006, 2013). These included aspects of verb use such as collocation, verb tense 

and subject-verb agreement, or concord; although language problems such as these did not form part of 

the focus of the analysis, writers in the student corpora showed a tendency to overuse the progressive 

aspect of the verb and to make errors of concord. As already observed, these are characteristics of varieties 

of English spoken in this country and of the English spoken by those who have a different mother-tongue; 

but these errors were made across the board, even by the more successful writers, leading to the 

impression that they may have become fossilised in the language of many writers. 

 

These findings have pedagogical implications for a distance learning institution with hundreds of thousands 

of students, revealing as they do something of the nature of student writing, the demographics of the 

students enrolled at this university, their very diversity, their difficulties, and where teaching should focus. 

Without a grasp of the idiomatic and sometimes idiosyncratic way in which English words combine, a 

ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǎƻǳƴŘ ŀǘ ōŜǎǘ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǘ ǿƻǊǎǘ ǎǘƛƭǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǳƴƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ όtŀwley and Syder 

мфуоύΦ hƴŜ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 

practical efforts to improve their reading habits through extended reading and greater exposure to texts 

and to make them aware of why it is so important to read extensively. Students enrolled in the two courses 

in this study were not required to write very much, and the quality of their writing suggested that many did 

not read very much either. This is not a problem unique to South Africa, but it does pose more challenges 

than it might in a developed country. Although ongoing efforts are being made by the DBE and bodies such 

as the National Library of South Africa, READ, The Molteno Project and PRAESA among others to foster 

reading and the development of suitable reading material for children in schools, the effects have yet to be 

seen among university students. As noted in Chapter 1 (§1.2), there is as yet no strongly established culture 

of reading in this country and in many schools very little reading occurs, and still less in homes. It is because 

of these factors that universities need to take on a new role, one in which it is their responsibility to place 

more emphasis on the value of reading and to inculcate a culture of reading among students. In the past, it 

was assumed that students entering university could read; today, studies have revealed that more students 

are arriving at universities with very low literacy levels (Meier 2011; Sondlo and Subotsky 2010; Machet and 

Tiemensma 2009) aƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ 

makes it difficult for them to meet the demands of reading at university (Cooper 1999, 2000). Universities 

need to make concerted and strenuous efforts to emphasise the high-stakes nature of reading and to use 

what research has shown about the importance of extended reading in order to drive the development of a 

reading habit. !ƭƭ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ŀǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ  ǎtudents, lecturers, academic support programmes and 

university maƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ  should be made aware of both the intrinsic and extrinsic value of reading. All 

these role players need to understand that a limited vocabulary will hamper any studies students 

undertake, not just in English, and that reading, extensive and extended, is the best way in which to 

develop vocabulary. This has implications for all academic study, not just in English: the link between 
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reading ability and success in mathematics, for instance, is well known (Bohlmann and Pretorius 2008). 

Students should also be helped to appreciate the intrinsic value of reading, the simple pleasure it affords 

the reader. 

 

7.6 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

There were several limitations to this study, both situational and methodological. As far as the limitations 

caused by the situation or research context are concerned, these were mostly beyond my control as 

researcher. Chief among these was the reliance on the cooperation of the students themselves in returning 

the questionnaire and test. In this I was bound by the rules of the university and the reality of the semester 

system. I was forced to communicate with students via tutorial letters and I had little control over their 

compliance with my request to return the material, even though I provided them with a stamped 

addressed envelope for this purpose. In addition, students were not in a test situation when they answered 

the VLT.  

 

The original sample size was limited to those students who had returned the tests and questionnaire as 

requested. The return rate was 8%, which is relatively high, but as some of these students did not write the 

final exam, the sample was further reduced, another circumstance which was beyond my control. The 

sample that was collected was thus not random, determined as it was by student self-selection. This is 

sometimes said to skew the sample to represent more motivated students. 

 

A further limitation was the length of texts which students wrote in the exam. Although length was 

stipulated, there was no guarantee that students would comply with this requirement and, in the event, 

Law students in particular wrote much less than I had anticipated, and they wrote only one essay where the 

Literature students wrote two. This was, however, mitigated to some extent by the fact that there were 

more Law students in the sample than Literature students. Even so, in the end the Student Law corpus was 

much smaller than the Student Lit corpus. These circumstances may have imposed methodological 

limitations on the study, by limiting the size of the specialised learner corpora in general (Student Lit 

corpus: 142 655 words; Student Law Corpus: 63 518 words), and the Law corpus in particular. 

 

In the compilation of the Expert corpora I was again limited by the circumstances and could use only the 

texts that were available in the modules concerned, resulting in a larger Literature corpus than Law corpus 

(Expert Lit corpus: 144 231 words; Expert Law corpus: 47 829 words). Larger corpora containing more and 

longer texts might have produced richer results, and there is scope here for further research in which larger 

and more comprehensive corpora are collected. On the other hand, viable studies have used much smaller 

corpora than the ones used here, and the compilation of small, specialised corpora for research purposes is 
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certainly a growing trend in corpus studies (De Klerk 2006b; Flowerdew 2001; Pienaar and De Klerk 2009; 

Van Rooy 2006). 

 

The size of the student corpora necessarily limited the analysis regarding the number of deviant MWUs and 

errors, making it difficult to obtain significant results, particularly in Phase 3 of the study, although a variety 

of statistical techniques were used to establish the accuracy of generalisations made about the population 

of the study. Larger corpora may have provided richer information on the specific nature of errors made by 

students and the links these have with vocabulary size. The limited size of the sample used in Phase 3 did 

not provide conclusive findings on the relationship between the production of MWUs and academic 

proficiency, although a link was suggested. There is certainly scope here for further research using larger 

corpora and investigating the use of other high-frequency verbs in MWUs. Such studies could also usefully 

compare the use of the verbs in question in their other functions; I believe it is unlikely that students would 

generate as many errors in their use of these verbs. 

 

Another possible methodological limitation to the study was the omission from the questionnaire of more 

probing questions about language and education background, such as an indication of the actual schools 

students had attended. More information about the languages spoken in the educational context and in 

the social milieu of the individual students would also have added value to the analysis. Consequently, this 

provides fertile ground for further research. Future studies could look more closely at the influence of 

home language on the writing of students such as those in this study, particularly the influence on their use 

of MWUs. Also, the questionnaire should ideally in future include questions eliciting more detailed 

information on socioeconomic background in order to examine the effects of related factors. 

 

Closer examination of the relationship between the use of MWUs, especially those containing high-

frequency words, and reading comprehension, vocabulary levels and academic proficiency would also 

provide more insight into the difficulties such students have with vocabulary in general and with MWUs in 

particular. There is certainly scope for further research in the South African context, particularly as studies 

of vocabulary knowledge in African languages and the use of high-frequency words in African language 

corpora is scant. The perspective on depth of vocabulary knowledge in this study was a narrow one, and 

more work could be done in this area, for instance in the comparison of MWUs to other measures of depth, 

such as the Word Associates Test (WAT) used by Akbarian (2010) (see §3.5.2). 
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7.7 CONCLUSION 

This study has taken an as yet uncommon approach to linguistic analysis by combining quantitative 

measures of breadth of vocabulary knowledge with a corpus approach to the measurement of a very 

specific aspect of depth of vocabulary knowledge. It focused on two groups of students from two courses 

within an English department, and found significant differences in vocabulary size between these groups of 

students in terms of their course of study, gender, age and language background, and also between their 

use of selected high-frequency verbs as compared to expert writers for the two courses. 

 

Using examination scores as a marker of academic performance, the study has found evidence of a 

relationship between breadth of vocabulary knowledge and academic achievement. Although a significant 

relationship between vocabulary depth and academic achievement was not found when using a smaller 

sample of texts by those 60 students whose scores on the examination were closest to the 25th, 50th and 

75th percentiles, the results did suggest a link. This is clearly an area that requires further research. 

 

To sum up, in its attempt to throw more light on ideas about breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge 

and the relationship between them, in the context of a focus on academic achievement, I believe that this 

study has made a meaningful contribution to vocabulary research, particularly with regard to students at 

tertiary level. 
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LETTER TO STUDENTS, QUESTIONNAIRE AND VOCABULARY LEVELS TEST  
 

 

{ǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ  

 

Dear Student 

 

Please read the information below.  

 

I am a staff member in the Department of English Studies at Unisa. At present I am engaged in doctoral 

research, focussing on the relationship between student vocabulary knowledge and the vocabulary of the 

study materials students encounter in their English studies.  

 

¢ƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƴŘΣ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ   ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ L ŀƳ 

appealing to students to complete a vocabulary test. At the end of this semester, I will look at these 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎǊƛǇǘǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ όǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜύ ǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŜǎǘΦ 

I really hope that my findings will assist Unisa in its quest to provide open distance learning in a way which 

is accessible to all students. 

 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and you will not be disadvantaged in any way if you 

choose not to participate. However, I undertake to adhere strictly to the code of research ethics and to 

ensure your anonymity as well as the confidentiality of the results. Although the results will be used 

towards a Doctoral degree and also for writing papers for publication or presentations at conferences, at no 

time will names or identities of students be revealed.  If you do decide to participate, and are interested in 

the scores you receive on the vocabulary test, you are very welcome to contact me and I will provide you 

with feedback. I can be contacted via e-mail at scheera@unisa.ac.za, or by telephone in my office on the 

number 012 4296914. 

 

If you agree to participate in this study, please sign in the space provided on the following page, and then 

complete the vocabulary test that follows. Once you have completed it, send this tutorial letter with your 

signature and the completed test back to me in the envelope provided.  

 

mailto:scheera@unisa.ac.za
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Thank you for helping me to make this study possible by collecting data in this way. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Ruth Scheepers 

Department of English Studies 

Unisa 

 

Tel: 012 429 6914 

E-mail: scheera@unisa.ac.za 

mailto:scheera@unisa.ac.za
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Consent to participate in research study 

 

If you would like to participate please read the following and sign where indicated. 
 

¶ I understand that my name will not be used and will not appear in any report emanating from this 

study. 

 

¶ I agree to participate in this study, but I understand that I can withdraw my agreement at any time 

without any obligation if I so wish. 

 

 

Signature: ______________________________ Date:  _____________ 

       YYYY/MM/DD 

 

 

Student number: 

 

 

Now complete the test below: 

 

Please fill in the following information before proceeding: 

 
Student number         

Course code E N N      

 

Primary language (please tick one box only) 

Afrikaans   English   

IsiNdebele   IsiXhosa  

IsiZulu   Sepedi  

Sesotho   Setswana  

SiSwati  Tshivenda  

Xitsonga  Other  

 

Please complete the test now. It consists of 5 sections. Please complete all sections. Please indicate the 

time you started the test and the time you ended in the boxes provided. Please do not use a dictionary and 

do not discuss you answers with anybody ς I am interested in what you know!  
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I started the test at: 

__ h __ 

 

VOCABULARY LEVELS TEST   (Active version) 

(Laufer & Nation 1995) 
 
 

Complete the underlined words. The first one has been done for you.  
 

The 2,000-word level. 
 

Example: He was riding a bicycle.  

 

They will restore the house to its orig_______ state.  

Each room has its own priv___________ bathroom. 

The tot________   number of students at the university of 12,347.  

They met to ele______ a new president.  

Many companies were manufac____        computers.  

The lakes become ice-free and the snow mel______.            . 

They managed to steal and hi______ some knives.  

I asked the group to inv_______ her to the party.  

She shouted at him for spoi________ the lovely evening.  

You must spend less until your deb_____ are paid.  

His mother looked at him with love and pri_______. 

The wind roa______ through the forest.  

There was fle_______   and blood everywhere.  

She earns a high sal_______ as a lawyer.  

The sick child had a very high tempe_________. 

The bir_______   of her first child was a difficult time.  

In A.D. 636 an Arab army won a famous vic_______   over another army.  
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The 3,000-word level. 

 

They need to spend less on adminis________   and more on production.  

He saw an ang_______   from Heaven.  

The entire he_____ of goats was killed. 

Two old men were sitting on a park ben_______ and talking.  

She always showed char________ towards those who needed help.  

He has a big house in the Cape Prov_________. 

Oh Harold dar_________, I am sorry. I did not mean to upset you.  

Judy found herself listening to the last ec_______ of her shoes on the hard floor.  

He cut three large sli______ of bread. 

He sat in the shade beneath the pa_______ trees.  

He had a crazy sch________ for perfecting the world.  

They get a big thr______   out of car-racing.  

At the beginning of their journey they ecoun_________  an English couple.  

Nothing illus___________  his selfishness more clearly than his behaviour to his wife.  

He took the bag and tos_______ it into the bushes. 

Every year she looked forward to her ann_______   holiday.  

There is a defi_________ date for the wedding.  

His voice was loud and sav_______, and shocked them all to silence. 

 

The 5,000-word level 

 

{ƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦƛƴŘ ƛǘ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΦ LƴǎǘŜŀŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ 

ap_______ strings.  

After finishing his degree, he entered upon a new ph__________ in his career.  

The workmen cleaned up the me_______   before they left.  

On Sunday, in his last se_________    in Church, the priest spoke against child abuse.  

Her favourite musical instrument was a tru _______. 

The building is heated by a modern heating appa __________. 

He received many com_____________   on his dancing skill.  

People manage to buy houses by raising a mor _________  from a bank.  

At the bottom of a blackboard there is a le__________   for chalk.  

After falling of his bicycle, the boy was covered with bru__________ . 

The child was holding a doll in her arms and hu____________  it.  

²ŜΩƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜψψψψψψψψψψψ ŀ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŦƻǊ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ƳƻƴŜȅΦ  
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The picture looks nice; the colours bl___________ really well.  

Nuts and vegetables are considered who_______   food.  

The garden was full of fra____________   flowers. 

Many people feel depressed and gl___________   about the future of mankind.  

 

The University Word List level 

 

The afflu__________    of the western world contrasts with the poverty in other parts.  

The book covers a series of isolated epis___________   from history.  

Farmers are introducing innova___________ that increase the productivity per worker.  

They are suffering from a vitamin defic_____________ .  

There is a short term oscill____________   of the share index.  

They had other means of acquiring wealth, pres______________ , and power. 

The parts were arranged in an arrow-head configu____________ . 

The learners were studying a long piece of written disco___________.  

People have proposed all kinds of hypot____________  about what these things are.  

The giver prefers to remain anony__________  . 

The elephant is indig_______________  to India.  

¸ƻǳΩƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ ŀ Ƴƛƴƛψψψψψψψψψψψψψ  ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘ ƻŦ wнлΣлллΦ  

Most towns have taken some eleme__________   civil defence precautions. 

The presentation was a series of sta_________   images.  

This action was necessary for the ulti___________    success of the revolution.  

He had been expe___________    from school for stealing.  

The lack of money depressed and frust___________   him.  

The money from fruit-picking was a suppl___________   to their regular income.  

 

The 10,000-word level 

 

IŜ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀǊǘΦ IŜ Ƨǳǎǘ Řŀψψψψψψψψψψψψ   ƛƴ ƛǘΦ  

Her parents will never acq_____________    to such an unsuitable marriage.  

tŀŎƪ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ŎǊŜψψψψψψψψψψψψ Φ  

Traditionally, men were expected to nu_________________   women and children. 

Religious people would never bl_______________ against God.  

The car sk_________   on the wet road. 

The politician delivered an arrogant and pom____________  speech.  

The Romans used to hire au____________   troops to help them in their battles.  
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At the funeral, the family felt depressed and mo_____________ .  

His pu_______   little arms and legs looked pathetic.  

A   vol____________  person will change moods easily.  

The debate was so long and tedious that it seemed int_________________.  

Drink it all and leave only the dre_________. 

A hungry dog will sa_____________  at the smell of food.  

¢ƘŜ ƎƛǊƭΩǎ ŎƭƻǘƘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƛƭŜŘ ǳǇ ƛƴ ŀ Ƨǳψψψψψψψψψψψψψ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƭƻƻǊΦ  

Some monks live apart from society in total sec___________________. 

The enemy suffered heavy cas________________   in the battle.  

When the wedding celebrations and rev______________    ended, there were plenty of drunk people 

everywhere.  

 

 

I completed the test at: 
__ h __ 
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ETHICAL CLEARANCE 
 
 
 

12 October 2009 
College of Human Sciences 

 
Ms Ruth Angela Scheepers 
Department of English Studies, Unisa 
Theo van Wijk Building Room 7-23                           12 October 2009 
 
 
Proposed title: ¢I9 ±h/!.¦[!w¸ D!tΥ !b Lb±9{¢LD!¢Lhb hC !5±!b/95 [9!wb9w{Ω [9·L/![ 
DIFFICULTIES IN RELATION TO THEIR CONTENT SUBJECTS. 
 
Principal investigator: Ms RA Scheepers 
 
Reviewed and processed as: Class approval (see paragraph 10.7 of the UNISA Guidelines for Ethics Review) 
 
Approval status recommended by reviewers:  Approved 
 
The Ethics Subcommittee of the College of Human Sciences has reviewed this proposal and considers the 
methodological, technical and ethical aspects of the proposal to be appropriate to the tasks proposed. 
Previously suggested additions have been affected and approval is hereby granted to the principal 
investigators to proceed with the study in strict accordance with the approved proposal and the ethics 
policy of the University of South Africa.  
 
In addition, the principal investigator should heed the following guidelines: 

¶ To only start this research study after obtaining informed consent 

¶ To carry out the research according to good research practice and in an ethical manner 

¶ To maintain the confidentiality of all data collected from or about research participants, and maintain 
security procedures for the protection of privacy 

¶ To record the way in which the ethical guidelines as suggested in the proposal has been implemented 
in the research 

¶ To work in close collaboration with your supervisor(s) and to notify the Subcommittee in writing 
immediately if any change to the study is proposed and await approval before proceeding with the 
proposed change 

¶ To notify the Subcommittee in writing immediately if any adverse event occurs.  
 
 
Approvals are valid for ONE academic year after which a continuation must be submitted.  
 
Prof Kuzvinetsa Peter Dzvimbo 
Deputy Executive Dean: College of Human Sciences 
Tel: 012 429 4067 
E-mail: dzvimkp@unisa.ac.za 
  

mailto:dzvimkp@unisa.ac.za
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EXPERT CORPUS TEXT FILES 

Files making up Expert Lit Corpus 

 

 

Files making up Expert Law Corpus 
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EXAMINATION QUESTION PAPERS 

 

The three examination question papers used in this study were scanned and have been inserted on the 

following pages. They are ENN101D ENGLISH STUDIES: APPROACHING LITERATURE AND WRITING and 

ENN102E ENGLISH STUDIES: EXPLORATIONS IN READING AND MEANING, which together made up the 

first-year English Literature course, and ENN106J ENGLISH COMMUNICATION FOR LAW, a compulsory 

English course for Law students. Please see pages xi to xxxiv below. 
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