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Computer-Assisted Translation CAT

CAT is a relatively new field that can be traced back to the 1980s
along with the shift from machine translation to the use of com-
puters to aid human translators. According to the European As-
sociation of Machine Translation, CAT tools refer to “translation
software packages that are designed primarily as an aid for the hu-
man translator in the production of translations.” Unlike machine
translation systems, in CAT, the translator is in charge of the trans-
lation process, while the use of these tools enhances productivity
by saving time and effort. This is especially evident with repetitive
tasks, such as searching for terms and maintaining consistency.
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Productive Versus Receptive L2 Knowledge Of Polysemous
Phrasal Verbs: A Comparison Of Determining Factors.

SUhadSonbul» Dina AbdelSalam EI-Dakhs Hind AL-Otaibi»

This study examines factors that might determine EFL learn-
ers’ receptive and productive knowledge of polysemous phrasal
verbs. The factors include (1) raw phrasal verb frequency, (2)
sense-based phrasal verb frequency, (3) entrenchment or indi-
vidual word frequency, (4) sense opacity, (5) L2 estimated profi-
ciency, and (6) the amount and type of L2 exposure. Sixty EFL
learners (L1 Arabic) in Saudi Arabia were administered produc-
tive (gap-fill) and receptive (multiple-choice) tests assessing
their knowledge of 100 phrasal verb senses. The participants
knew almost a third of the 100 senses productively but half of
these receptively. Mixed-effects modelling results show that on
the productive side, the strongest predictor was corpus-derived
frequency (both raw and sense-based), followed by opacity, esti-
mated proficiency and the time spent watching films/videos/TV
in English. On the receptive side, only sense-based frequency,
opacity, estimated proficiency, and particle frequency predicted
knowledge. These results have important implications for the
learning and teaching of polysemous phrasal verbs in the EFL
context, as they identify factors that might make a phrasal verb
sense worthy of teaching time and effort.
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