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Abstract 

The differences in cognitive style between individuals and the effect these differences can have on second 
language learning have long been recognized by educators and researchers. Hence, this issue is the focal center 
of the present study. More precisely, the purpose of this study was to investigate the role of participants’ 
cognitive style (field-dependence vs. field independence) in their collocational knowledge development. That is, 
the study explored possible differences between field-dependent and field-independent learners with regard to 
the role of input flood treatment as an implicit method of collocation instruction. 

Two intact classes comprising sixty-four upper-intermediate learners with roughly the same level of language 
proficiency participated in this study. One class was randomly assigned to the experimental group and the other 
to the control group. The analysis of the data revealed that input flood treatment improved the performance of 
the experimental group at post-test stage. A deeper analysis concerning the differences between field-dependent/ 
independent learners, however, indicated that this kind of teaching approach was more beneficial for 
field-independent learners in both short and long term. Moreover, the results of within-field-dependent/ 
independent group showed that while input flood treatment did not have long-term effect on improving the 
field-dependent’s knowledge of the target collocations, it had durable effect on the field-independent’s 
collocation development. 

Keywords: input flood treatment, knowledge of collocation, cognitive style of field-dependence and 
field-independence 

1. Introduction 

Collocation has proved to be an important constituent of language learners’ linguistic competence, and therefore 
many researchers have emphasized the importance of it in theories of second language acquisition in recent years 
(Alsakran, 2011; Bahns & Eldaw, 1993; Coady & Huckin, 1997; Durrant & Schmitt, 2010; Goudarzi & Moini, 
2012; Lewis, 2000; Nesselhauf, 2003; Shokouhi & Mirsalari, 2010; Sinclair, 1991; Zahedi & Mirzade, 2010). 
Nevertheless, pedagogical materials for the learners of English as a Foreign (EFL) or second Language (ESL) 
have only recently begun to promote the treatment of collocations (Hsu, 2007). 

A review of literature shows that only few studies have been conducted to examine the viable ways to facilitate 
collocation learning in the language classroom, and much of the related work only discusses the theories of 
collocational competence and collocational problematic areas in the English language (Allerton, 1984; Howarth, 
1998) or investigation of the need for collocation learning (Bahns, 1993; Bahns & Eldaw, 1993; Lennon, 1996) 
and EFL/ESL learners' use of collocations (Zughoul, 1991; Farfhal & Obiedat, 1995). Thus, pedagogical 
exploration of practical ways to promote EFL learners’ collocation learning is needed since it has been proved in 
many studies that collocation is a big challenge for second language (L2) learners. 

One of the viable ways that is believed to be beneficial for language learners to develop their knowledge of 
collocation is input flood treatment. Input flood as an implicit method of teaching collocation have been proved 
effective by some researchers such as Öztina (2009) and Zaferanieh & Behrooznia (2011). However, there is a 
huge gap in their studies which is aimed to be filled by the present study. That is, these researchers ignored the 
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prominent role of the learners’ individual differences in their cognitive style and the degree to which these 
differences may affect their learning results. 

Cognitive style of field dependence-independence is one of these learner characteristics which is widely studied 
and its widespread application in SLA has been proved in a number of studies (Arp, Woodard & Mestre, 2008; 
Dawson-Brew, 2010; Gul, 2009; Nodoushan, 2006; Sims & Sims, 2006; Witkin & Goodenough, 1981). It refers 
to how globally or analytically one approaches a task or processes information (Hadley, 2003). Thus, when the 
efficiency of a particular instruction is concerned, the type of the learners who receive the treatment is of great 
importance. More specifically, in the case of input flood treatment as an implicit method of teaching, which is 
the concern of this study, the learners are amply exposed to the texts and sentences that include the target items 
but their attention is not directly drawn to the target features and they are only asked to read the texts for 
comprehension purposes. As a result, the manner in which field-dependent/independent learners approach the 
task can affect their learning success. In other words, the strategies that they bring to this learning environment 
can facilitate or hamper their process of learning.  

1.1 Research Questions 

1. Does the input flood treatment have any effects on the learners’ knowledge of collocation? 

2. Are there any significant differences between the field-dependent and field-independent learners’ knowledge 
of collocation as a result of the input flood treatment? 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Collocation 

The term "collocation' has its roots in “the Latin verb 'collocare' which means 'to set in order/to arrange'”, and 
Firth (1957) defines it as “a combination of words associated with each other” (quoted in Martyńska, 2004, p. 2). 
According to the structural approach, it is not possible to separate grammar from lexis since they complete each 
other (Fan, 2009; Shehata, 2008). Thus, within this approach, two major types of collocation are defined: lexical 
and grammatical collocation (Benson, Benson & Ilson, 1997; Lewis, 2001; Wei, 1999). 

Grammatical collocations contain the combinations of a noun, a verb or an adjective and a preposition or a 
grammatical structure (Hill, 2000; Lewis, 2000; Wu et al., 2010). In contrast, lexical collocations do not consist 
of grammatical elements, but are combinations of nouns, adjectives, verbs and adverbs (Bahns, 1993; Le, 2010).   

In addition to the above categorization, as Pei (2008) points out, collocation knowledge also falls into two 
categories: receptive and productive knowledge. While fill-in-the-blank/cloze and translation tasks are generally 
used to investigate learners’ productive knowledge, multiple choice questions are used for testing learners’ 
receptive knowledge. 

2.2 Input Flood Treatment 

It is worth noting that the need for calling educators’ and syllabus designers’ attention to integrate collocations 
into the language syllabus in an effective and principled way is not only suggested by Bahns & Eldaw (1993), 
but has also been stressed by many applied and educational linguists (Fan, 2009; Hill, 2000; Lewis, 2000; lin, 
2002; Motallebzadeh et al., 2011).  

The proponents of implicit instruction believe that lexical items can be learned implicitly “from context alone” 
(Krashen, 1989, p. 440). However, some of them point out that mere exposure, which is suggested by Krashen’s 
Input Theory (1981), is not sufficient for language learners to notice and acquire the targeted features in input. In 
other words, as Schmidt (1990) notes in his Noticing Hypothesis, input has no practical value and cannot become 
available for intake and effective processing if it is not noticed by the learners. Hence, some input enhancement 
techniques are needed to enhance the chance of noticing and acquiring of those target linguistic items (Gass, 
1997; Hernandez, 2008; Schmidt, 1990; Sharwood-Smith, 1993; Wong, 2005). 

Input flood treatment, which is the concern of the present study and is regarded as an implicit method of teaching 
collocation, is one of the input enhancement techniques (White, 2008). Input flood treatment includes the 
artificially increased incidence of the target items in the audio and visual texts that learners are exposed to 
without any explicit instruction or feedback (Öztina, 2009). Thus, learning the target items in such a treatment is 
a by-product of the reading/listening comprehension activity. Moreover, as Gass (1997)and Wong (2005) point 
out, the basic idea in this kind of treatment is that flooding the input with the target items increases the chance of 
noticing those items since it is highly likely that learners attend to something that occurs frequently in the input. 
The effectiveness of this treatment has been examined by some researchers (Laufer, 2006; Öztina, 2009; Rassaei 
& Karbor, 2012; Seiba, 2001; Trahey & white, 1993; White, 2008; Williams & Evans, 1998), but their mixed 
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findings indicate that there is still a need for more research on this issue. 

Contrary to the implicit instruction proponents’ claim, some researchers, such as Grabe & Stoller (1997) Schmitt 
& McCarthy (2002) and Waring & Takaki (2003) who conducted studies on the impact of implicit instruction on 
vocabulary and collocation learning found that the implicit methods of instruction are time-consuming and their 
effectiveness is not that much significant to have durable effect. 

As it was mentioned before, when the aim of a study is to explore the effectiveness of a teaching method, the 
learners’ cognitive style, as an effective factor, should be taken into account. 

2.3 Field Dependence-independence and Second Language Learning 

There seems to be two contradictory views on the role of field-dependence/independence in L2 learning. Besides 
a considerable number of researchers who have conducted various studies to prove the significant relationship 
between field-dependence/independence and L2 learning, there are a few researchers, such as Ellis (1994) and 
Griffith & Sheen (1992), who assert that field dependence-independence has no role in L2 learning and believe 
that this concept is “theoretically flawed” (Griffith & Sheen, 1992, p. 133). This view was also supported by the 
findings of Dryer & Osborne’s (1999) study on secondary agricultural education students which suggested that 
the learners’ cognitive style of field-dependence/independence did not affect the effectiveness of different 
teaching approaches. 

The main characteristics of the field-dependent and field-independent cognitive styles, in this study, are defined 
according to the definition given by Witkin & Goodenough (1981) as (quoted in Danili & Reid, 2006, p. 67): 

  Field - Dependent (FD) individual: one who can insufficiently separate an item from its context and who 
readily accepts the dominating field or context. 

  Field - Independent (FID) individual: one who can easily ‘break up’ an organised perceptual field and separate 
readily an item from its context.  

Hence, as Tianjero et al. (2011) puts it, the most suitable teaching methods for field-dependent learners are those 
which are directive and supportive since they need external support and guidance to direct their attention towards 
the details, help them to work out the rules and store information in their working memory in an organized way 
to be able to retrieve them effectively from their long term memory.   

In contrast, field-independent learners, who are more intrinsically motivated to develop their own strategies, 
seem to need minimum direction and prefer discovery methods which allow them to be more autonomous 
(Tiajerro, 2011; Witkin et al., 1977). Furthermore, In addition to their superiority in the learning tasks that 
require analysis and attention to details, they can retrieve information from their working memory much more 
effectively since they are more disciplined in processing and storing the information (Daniels, 1996). 

In sum, this body of research raises this question as to whether implicit method of teaching collocation can cause 
differences in students’ performance due to their cognitive style of field-dependence/independence. If so, 
instruction should be tailored to suit the needs of particular students. 

Although some studies have examined the effect of learners’ cognitive style of field-dependence/independence 
on some aspects of L2 learning, e.g., grammar by Abraham (1985), it is difficult to find a study that directly 
investigates its effect on collocation learning. Thus, this study attempts to fill this gap and find answers for the 
above question. 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Participants 

The participants of this study were sixty-four Iranian upper-intermediate adults studying English in a language 
centre in Mashhad, Iran. They were randomly assigned to the two groups of control and experimental.  

It is worth noting here that only those students served as the subjects in this study that participated in all the tests 
and were not absent from class for more than three sessions and those who fell in the category of 
field-intermediate in the GEFT test were excluded.  

3.2 Instruments 

3.2.1 The Proficiency Test 

In order to determine the proficiency level of the subjects, a TOEFL Paper-Based Test (PBT) was administered. 
The aim was to select homogeneous groups at the very beginning of the experiment. 

3.2.2 The Group Embedded Figures Test (GEFT) 

To identify the subjects’ cognitive style of field-dependence or field-independence, the GEFT, which was 
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developed by Oltman, Raskin & Witkin (1971), was administered. They reported that the reliability of the 
instrument was .89 and its validity was .82 (Foel & Fritz, 1994). Among all the various instruments that have 
been introduced for assessing the cognitive style of field-dependence/independence, this test has been the most 
common instrument applied by researchers(Alavi & Kaivanpanah, 2009; Chen & Macredie, 2001; Fyle, 2009; 
Hall, 2000; Yousefi, 2011). As Altun & Cakan (2006) put it, GEFT is the most appropriate instrument since only 
a minimum level of language proficiency is required for performing its tasks, and different studies on its 
psychometrical properties in cross-cultural settings have demonstrated that it is a reasonable test to be used in 
different settings. 

Hence, this paper-and-pencil test, which consists of three sections, was used in this study. In each section, the 
subjects were required to recognize the simple forms that were hidden in complex geometric figures. The first 
section, which was designed for practice, contained seven figures and the second and third sections each 
included nine complex figures. Each correctly identified simple forms in the second and third sections of the test 
deserved one score. Thus, the total possible score for each participant was 18. To determine the subjects’ 
cognitive style, the criterion used by Scardamalia (1977), Case (1974) and Case and Golberson (1974) was used. 
According to this criterion, students who had a score less than ¼ SD below the mean were classified as 
field-dependent and the students who had a score more than ¼ SD above the mean for the sample population 
were considered field-independent. Those students who scored between mean – ¼ SD and mean + ¼ SD was 
considered field-intermediate learners. The reliability of the GEFT in the present study was calculated as .79.   

3.2.3 Background Questionnaire 

A background questionnaire was given to the subjects to obtain background information on their language 
learning experiences and more specifically the treatments that they had received for learning vocabulary. In other 
words, it was given in order to become sure that only those who had not been introduced to the concept of 
collocation before and had not experienced the same treatment as the one they would receive in this study would 
serve as the participants of the present study. 

3.2.4 Teaching Materials 

In addition to the course book, which was a general proficiency course book offering practice in the four skills, 
some reading texts and materials that contained the target lexical and grammatical collocations were also used 
for the input flood treatment. These materials that were followed by different exercises were aimed to expose the 
subjects in the experimental group to the target collocations many times. 

3.2.5 The Target Collocations 

The words that the learners were expected to learn their collocationl fields were not new but they were already 
half-known words that the learners have difficulty with the correct usage of them. In other words, the subjects 
had sufficient knowledge about their semantic features, but when it came to using them, they encountered 
serious problems. For example, the words were as easy as “smoker”, “family”, “disappointed”, etc. that even 
pre-intermediate learners know their meanings, but when it comes to exploring their collocational fields, even 
the advanced learners are challenged (Hill, 1999).  

3.2.6 Tests of Collocations 

Three tests of collocation as pre, immediate and delayed post-test were used to investigate the effect of input 
flood treatment on the learners’ knowledge of collocation. Each test consisted of two parts which assessed the 
learners’ both receptive and productive knowledge of collocation. The first part which was designed to measure 
the subjects’ productive knowledge of collocation was in the form of gap-filling test. When the subjects finished 
the first part of the test, and all the answer sheets were collected by the teacher, the second part, which was used 
to evaluate the participants’ receptive knowledge of collocation through multiple-choice items, was given to the 
subjects. Hence, the subjects were awarded two scores for each test and the average of these scores was the final 
score of each student on pre-test and post-tests. It is important to note that these tests were based on what was 
covered in the experimental class during the treatment period. All the three pre, immediate and delayed post-tests 
measured the same 50 target collocations, but they were used in different contexts and were reordered each time. 
These tests, which were made up of both lexical and grammatical collocations, consisted of the following types 
of collocations: 

1. Noun+noun 

2. Noun+verb 

3. Verb+noun 
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4. Adjective+noun 

5. Adverb+adjective 

6. Verb+adverb 

7. Noun+ preposition 

8. Preposition+noun 

9. Adjective+preposition 

10. Linking verb collocations (become/get/turn/go collocations) 

In order to estimate the reliability of the receptive parts of the tests, they were piloted and the Cronbach’s α 
formula was used. Using the formula, the r-value for the pre-test was approximately 0.79, and for the immediate 
and delayed post-tests were 0.81 and 0.78. 

3.3 Procedure 

The course which was used for this study was a general proficiency course offering practice in the four skills. At 
first, the TOEFL PBT was administered to all the participants to ensure that their general knowledge of English 
is roughly at the same level. Then the background questionnaire was also given to them to choose the learners 
who were not familiar with the idea of collocations and had not experienced any kinds of collocation instruction 
before. In addition, as far as their knowledge of collocation was concerned, a pre-test in the second session was 
administered in order to ascertain that all the participants were initially homogeneous. Finally, the subjects were 
randomly classified into experimental and control groups and before the beginning of the experiment, they were 
all asked to take the GEFT to identify where they would fall on the spectrum of field-dependence/independence. 

Since the possible individual and methodological differences between English language teachers can affect the 
students’ performance, both experimental and control groups were taught by the same teacher within the same 
time span. The teacher exposed both groups to the same language input (audio, video and textual) and used the 
same course materials except for the materials that were used to expose the students in the experimental group to 
the target collocations.  

More precisely, the teacher welcomed any chance to expose the subjects to the target collocations in the 
experimental group. Therefore, the rate of the target collocations was artificially increased in the materials used 
for the treatment. For example, the students were given some texts in which the target collocations were used 
and asked to answer some comprehension questions, give an oral or written summary or discuss the main ideas 
in class. Another activity, which was used for the input flood treatment, was unscrambling the sentences of some 
short paragraphs or the paragraphs of some reading texts. However, there was no mention of the target 
collocations and the kind of the exercises that they were asked to do required them to focus on understanding the 
content of the texts rather than learning collocations. 

It is also important to note that in order to prevent the groups communicating with one another, their classes were 
held on different days and it was tried not to make them aware of each other. 

One session before their final exam, the immediate post-test of collocation was administered to the participants 
to examine the short-term effect of the input flood treatment. Three weeks later, the participants were asked to 
take the delayed post-test of collocations in order to investigate the long-term effect of the treatment. 

3.4 Method of Data Analysis 

SPSS (Version 18) was used for analyzing the data.All data before analyzing were subjected to the normality test, 
and the results indicated that the data were normal. Therefore, independent and paired-samples t-test with the 
p-value of .05 were used to answer the questions of this study. 

4. Result and Discussion 

Firstly, in order to show that the groups were homogeneous and there was no significant difference between them 
at the beginning of the experiment, an independent sampled t-test was carried out. 

 

Table 1. T-test for independent samples of pre-test 

Groups                      N M SD t df P 

Control 
Experimental 

32
32

19.81 
19.53 

1.69
1.82

.640 62 .525
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As the above table indicates, the performance of the participants in the experimental group was not significantly 
different from the ones in the control group (p=.525>.05). Therefore, their knowledge of collocation was roughly 
at the same level at the beginning of the treatment. 

To answer the first research question dealing with the effect of input flood treatment on the subjects’ knowledge 
of collocation, first, the pre-test scores of the participants in the experimental group were compared with their 
post-test scores.Then the performance of the learners in the experimental and control groups were compared with 
each other. 

The results of the within experimental group comparison revealed that the learners’ both immediate post-test 
(M= 25.45, SD=4.15) and delayed post-test (M=22.34, SD= 3.35) scores were significantly higher than their 
pre-test (M= 19.53, SD= 1.82) scores (p=.000 <.05).  

Furthermore, as Table 2 reveals, the participants in the experimental group significantly outperformed the ones in 
the control group (p=.000<.05) in both immediate and delayed post-tests.  

 

Table 2. T-test for independent samples of the immediate and delayed post-tests  

Groups                           N M SD t df P
Immediate           Control
                            Experimental 

32
32 

19.96
25.45 

1.66
4.15 

-6.93 62 .000

Delayed               Control
                            Experimental 

32
32

19.84
22.34

1.65
3.35

-3.78 62 .000

 

Hence, in sum, the results proved the effectiveness of the input flood treatment on the subjects’ collocation 
development in both short and long term. 

To answer the second research question which deals with the role of the learners’ cognitive style of 
field-dependence/independence in benefiting from the input flood treatment, first,the effect of input flood 
treatment on the field-dependent and field-independent learners’ collocation development was separately 
examined. The analysis of the data indicated that the collocational knowledge of both field-dependent and 
field-independent learners in the input flood group was enhanced in short term (p=.000<.05) but the long-term 
effect of the treatment remained only for the field-independent learners. In other words, the field-dependent 
learners’ scores on the delayed post-test were not significantly higher than their pre-test scores (p=.104 >.05).  

Furthermore, the results indicated that although the field-independent students’ scores, in the input flood group, 
deteriorated significantly in three week time between the immediate post-test (M=28.79, SD= 2.07) and the 
delayed post-test (M=24.73, SD= 2.29), the significant difference between their pre-test (M= 19.55, SD= 2.56) 
and delayed post-test scores (M=24.73, SD= 2.29) proved the effectiveness of the input-flood treatment on their 
long term memory as well as their short-term memory (p=.000< .05). 

Then the possible differences between the field-dependent and field-independent learners in the input-flood 
group were explored to find out that which one benefited more from the treatment.  

 

Table 3. T-test for independent samples of the field-dependent/independent learners’ immediate and delayed 
post-tests in the input flood group 

Groups                           N M SD t df P 

Immediate      Field-independents 
                       Field-dependents 

17 
15 

28.79 
21.66 

2.07 
2.09 

9.65 30 .000

Delayed          Field-independents  
                       Field-dependents 

17 
15 

24.73 
19.63 

2.29 
2.01 

6.64 30 .000

 

As Table 3 reveals, the field-independent learners significantly (p= .000< .05) outperformed the field-dependent 
ones in both immediate and delayed post-tests. Thus, the input-flood treatment was proved more beneficial for 
the field-independent learners. 

Finally, the performance of the field-dependent and field-independent learners in the experimental group was 
compared with the ones in the control group.  
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Table 4. T-test for independent samples of the field-independents’ immediate and delayed post-tests  

Groups                           N M SD t df P 
Immediate             Control 
                            Experimental 

18 
17 

20.05 
28.79 

1.67 
2.07 

-13.72 33 .000

Delayed               Control 
                            Experimental 

18 
17 

19.97 
24.73 

1.64 
2.29 

-7.08  33 .000

 

As shown in Table 4, in the case of field independent learners, the subjects in the input flood group achieved 
significantly higher scores than the ones in the control group in both immediate and delayed post-tests. 

However, according to Table 5, the field-dependent learners in the experimental group meaningfully 
outperformed the ones in the control group only in the immediate post-test (p= .017< .05), and the difference 
between their means did not remain significant in the delayed post-test (p=.949 >.05). 

 

Table 5. T-test for independent samples of the field-dependents’ immediate and delayed post-tests  

Groups                           N M SD t df P 
Immediate           Control 
                            Experimental 

18 
17 

19.85 
21.66 

1.69 
2.09 

.386 27 .017

Delayed               Control 
                            Experimental 

18 
17 

19.67 
19.63 

1.71 
2.01 

-.578  27 .949

 

The relationship between input-enhancement techniques, such as input-flood, and learner’s noticing process is a 
controversial issue that has long been the subject of debate in second language acquisition (SLA). The two 
contradictory hypotheses that deal with this issue are Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (1981) and Schmidt’s Noticing 
Hypothesis (1990). The distinction between them is fully discussed by Ellis (1999) in his review of 
classroom-oriented research on input-based approaches to teaching grammar. He points out that Schmidt 
challenges Krashen’s claim that mere exposure to comprehensible input can lead into learning the target features. 
In other words, Schmidt stresses the need for raising learners’ awareness of what they attend to since he believes 
that detecting the linguistic features in the input cannot happen subconsciously. Hence, he does not reject 
Krashen’s Input hypothesis, but believes that what Krashen claims can only be possible if input enhancement 
techniques are used to increase the chance of noticing the target features in input (Schmidt, 2001). Schmidt’s 
claim regarding flooding the input, as one of the input enhancement techniques, was partially supported by the 
findings of the present study in favour of input-flood treatment. More precisely, the results revealed that 
input-flood treatment could only have beneficial effects on the noticing and learning process of some particular 
learners. These findings will be discussed in detail for each research question.  

The findings for the first research question are in line with the findings of the previous studies which support the 
effectiveness of implicit methods of instruction (Ellis, 1997; Nation, 2001), and more specifically, for teaching 
lexical items (Beltran, 2004; Laufer, 2006; Nakata, 2007; Öztina, 2009; Zaferanieh & Behrooznia, 2011). Hence, 
the results of this part are not consistent with the proponents of explicit instruction (Grabe & Stoller, 1997; 
Schmitt & McCarthy, 2002; Waring & Takaki, 2003) who claim that conscious awareness is necessary. That is, 
since while no explicit methods of teaching were used to make the subjects of this study aware of the target 
items, the statistical analysis revealed that mere multiple exposure to the target collocations in different contexts 
could positively affect the participants’ collocation development in both short and long term. By this way, the 
findings of this part lend support to the claim which is in favour of input flood and regards increasing the number 
of exposure to the target features as the effective factor in learning those features. 

However, since the aim of the present study was to fill the gap which exists in the previous studies examining the 
impact of implicit instruction on learning linguistic features, the role of the learners’ cognitive style of 
field-dependence/independence, which is believed to be crucial in benefiting from a teaching method 
(Nodoushan, 2006), was dealt with in the second research question. The findings of this part do not support the 
theoretical view of those researchers who assert that there is no significant relationship between the learners’ 
cognitive style of field-dependence/independence and L2 learning since the difference between the performance 
of the field-dependent and field-independent learners in the input flood group was proved statistically 
meaningful. Furthermore, the results are also in sharp contrast to Dyer & Osborne’s (1999) study which claim 
that the effectiveness of various teaching approaches is not influenced by students’ cognitive style of 
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field-dependence/independence. 

Moreover, the results concerning the superiority of field-independent learners to the field-dependent ones in both 
immediate and delayed post-tests are consistent with a number of studies (Boondao & Rowley, 1991; Clark & 
Roof, 1988; Dyer, 1995; Nodoushan, 2006; Tiajero et al., 2011) which claim that field-independent learners 
outperform the field-dependent ones in the learning tasks which require analysis and attention to details. In 
addition, similar to the studies which prove that field-dependent learners’ memory is less efficient than 
field-independent ones’ in processing, storing and consequently effective retention of information (Daniels, 1996; 
Mancy & Reid, 2004; Willing, 1988), the results of this study reveal that the field-dependent learners could not 
retrieve the target collocations in the delayed post-test as well as the field-independent ones.  

Furthermore, in spite of the fact that the mean of the field-dependent learners’ immediate post-test in the 
input-flood group was meaningfully higher than their pre-test, and their performance on the immediate post-test 
was superior to the field-dependent ones’ in the control group, their performance on the delayed post-test 
revealed that the treatment didn’t have durable effect. Hence these results suggest that the field-dependent 
students can improve their knowledge of collocation to some extend through input flood treatment, but if there 
isn’t any external support to help them focus on collocations upon a page and teach them how to store 
information in their working memory more efficiently in order not to have difficulty in accessing or retrieving 
the stored information, the learning will not have long-term effects.  

In summary, the findings of this study proved the fact that field-independent learners are much better at 
restructuring skills and can attend to the tasks more selectively and mostly focus on details (Nilforooshan & 
Afghari, 2007) more than the field-dependent ones. Hence, it can be claimed that in the case of the 
field-dependent learners, the results of this study lend support to the findings of some researchers, such as Laufer 
(2006), Seiba (2001) and Williams & Evans (1998), who question the effectiveness of input flood treatment. 
According to these scholars, “noticing (if it is in fact noticed) the target feature does not necessarily indicate that 
it will be processed and become intake” (White, 2008; p. 26). Hence, field-dependent learners’ attention is 
needed to be explicitly drawn to the target features they are expected to learn. However, in the case of 
field-independent learners, the results of the present study indicate that Schmidt’s (1991) and Sharwood-smith’s 
(1993) claim can be confirmed if the learners are exposed to the target collocations for a number of times.  

On the whole, it can be argued that the contradictory results of the various studies on the effectiveness of input 
enhancement techniques, such as input-flood, are deeply rooted in the fact that most of these studies have 
overlooked the prominent role of the learners’ individual differences. 

5. Conclusion and Implications 

There has been considerable debate about the role of learners’ cognitive style of field-dependence/independence 
in language learning and benefiting from different teaching methods. Moreover, the effectiveness of input 
enhancement techniques on facilitating the noticing and learning of target forms in input has also been a matter 
of controversy, and research on this issue has yielded contradictory findings. This can be due to the fact that the 
crucial role of learners’ differences in terms of their cognitive style and the strategies that they bring to a learning 
situation have been overlooked in this body of research. Thus, the present study examined the effect of input 
flood treatment on collocation knowledge development with regard to the learners’ cognitive style of 
field-dependence/independence. 

The findings of the present study suggest that input flood treatment cannot be beneficial for all types of learners. 
More precisely, the results of this study revealed that the field-independent learners could benefit from input 
flood treatment much more than the field-dependent ones in both immediate and delayed post-tests. On the other 
hand, although input flood treatment was proved to have long-term effect on improving the field-independent’s 
knowledge of the target lexical and grammatical collocations, its effect was proved not to be durable for the 
field-dependent learners. These results stress the important role of attention, and are consistent with interactionist 
and cognitive views of laguage development that when a text is given to both field-dependent and 
field-independent learners, while the field-independent ones approach it analytically and focus on details, the 
field-dependent learners mostly pay attention to its global aspect and focus on comprehension of the content. 
Thus, the chance of noticing and then learning the target collocations in a text is much higher for 
field-independents due to their analytic nature. Moreover, the findings concerning the superiority of 
field-independent learners to the field-dependent ones in the delayed post-tests lend support to the claim by 
Daniels (1996) and Mancy & Reid (2004) that field- independents categorize the information and store only the 
necessary and relevant one. As a result, the information can be retrieved more efficiently from their long-term 
memory. These findings might imply that while field independent learners can enhance their knowledge of 



www.ccsenet.org/elt English Language Teaching Vol. 5, No. 10; 2012 

113 
 

collocations through input flood without any explicit instruction or feedback, the field dependent ones seem to 
need more explicit treatment types.  

Hence, the results of this study support the findings of the studies which assert that the characteristics of the 
learners and the learning tasks can be considered the crucial factors in the success of an approach in a particular 
learning situation. This may provide convincing explanation for the mixed results of the previous studies on the 
effeciveness of input flood treatment on learning collocations. More precisely, these findings suggest that the 
learners’ cognitive style of field-dependence/independence can be regarded as one of the most prominent factors 
in the success or failure of input-flood treatment in a particular learning environment. That is, the findings may 
imply that those studies which reported the input flood treatment as an efficient approach in enhancing the 
learners’ knowledge of collocation might have participants with more field-independent characteristics. 
Therefore, these findings seem to have important implications for L2 teachers and learners. 

As for teachers, if they become aware of their students’ cognitive style of field-dependence/independence and 
learn more about the possible ways to help both groups improve their learning processes, they can adapt their 
teaching approaches to the different needs of the learners more effectively.  

The findings of this study can also benefit language learners by encouraging them to learn more about their 
individual cognitive styles and thus developing their natural strengths and overcoming their weaknesses.  
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