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Along with rapid technological development, it seems necessary for
teachers to update their teaching methods to adapt to the modern
technological changes affecting classrooms. The present study aimed to
investigate the effect of collocational awareness on the motivation of
Iranian EFL learners to write, as informed by a corpus. To this end, 45
female learners were randomly selected and divided into one control and
two experimental groups. The control group was taught writing through
the traditional method, while the first experimental group received
treatment focused on collocational awareness, and the second experimental
group received treatment incorporating corpus-based collocation
awareness. A quasi-experimental pretest-posttest design was used. All
participants in the three groups completed the Writing Motivation
Questionnaire (Payne, 2012) before and after instruction. Independent-
samples t-tests and ANOVA were used for statistical analysis. The results
indicated that collocational awareness effectively motivated students to
write. Moreover, it was found that the group receiving collocational
awareness through the corpus (COCA) had a higher mean than the group
receiving collocational awareness, meaning that using COCA could
enhance the motivation of EFL learners to write more effectively. The
results might be useful for teachers, material developers, and syllabus
designers.
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Introduction

Effective communication in a second language involves mastering multiple skills, including
speaking, writing, listening, and reading (Rahimi, 2011). Among these, writing is often
perceived as the most challenging, as it demands greater cognitive engagement and the ability
to organize ideas coherently (Srinawati & Alwi, 2020; Wu, Silitonga & Murti, 2024). However,
motivation plays a crucial role in overcoming the difficulties learners face in writing, making it
a central factor in the development of writing proficiency (Alves-Wold et al., 2024; Barratt-
Pugh, Ruscoe, & Fellowes, 2021). A significant aspect of writing competence that has received
considerable attention is the use of collocations. Collocations—combinations of words that
frequently occur together in a language (Bui, 2021; Nguyen & Nguyen, 2023)—are integral to
achieving native-like fluency. However, many second language learners, especially in the
Iranian context, struggle with collocational deficiencies, often substituting grammatical
structures for more idiomatic expressions (Akhter & Nordin, 2022). This deficiency leads to
unnatural and less fluent writing, which can negatively affect their motivation to write (Sonbul,
El-Dakhs & Masrai, 2023).

Recent developments in language teaching have emphasized the use of corpora in language
learning, particularly through Data-Driven Learning (DDL). DDL allows learners to explore
real language use and identify collocation patterns in authentic texts, offering a more
independent and reflective approach to language acquisition (Emir & Yangin-Eksi, 2023; Xixin,
2024). Research has shown that corpus-based instruction can enhance learners’ collocational
knowledge and their writing proficiency (Chitez & Dinca, 2023). However, the relationship
between corpus use, collocational awareness, and writing motivation remains underexplored,
especially in Iranian EFL contexts.

This study aims to fill this gap by investigating the effects of corpus-based instruction on
collocational awareness on EFL learners’ motivation to write. By comparing the impact of
explicit collocation instruction with that of corpus-based collocational awareness, the study
seeks to determine whether corpus consultation can provide an additional motivational boost
for learners. The findings of this research may have important implications for EFL teachers,
material developers, and syllabus designers in integrating collocational awareness into their
instructional practices. Therefore, the present study focuses on a corpus-based approach and the
use of concordance, aiming to investigate the effect of corpus-based awareness of collocations
on motivating students to write. To do so, the following research questions and hypotheses were
proposed and investigated. To fulfill the purpose of this study, the following questions were
formulated:

e Does providing collocational awareness affect the motivation of Iranian EFL learners to
write?

e Does providing collocational awareness through a corpus have any effect on the
motivation of Iranian EFL learners to write?
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e Does corpus use in providing collocational awareness affect Iranian EFL learners’
motivation to write any better than only providing collocational awareness?

The hypotheses associated with the research questions were as follows:

e HOI: Providing collocational awareness does not have any significant effect on Iranian
EFL learners’ motivation to write

e HO2: Providing collocational awareness through a corpus does not have any
significant effect on Iranian EFL learners’ motivation to write

e HO3: Corpus use in providing collocational awareness does not significantly affect
Iranian EFL learners’ motivation to write any better than only providing collocational
awareness.

Literature review

The role of collocational awareness in second language (L2) writing has been widely studied,
with many researchers highlighting its importance in producing fluent, natural language.
Collocations, defined as word combinations that frequently co-occur in a language, are key to
achieving native-like fluency (Nesselhauf, 2003; Wray, 2002). In the context of L2 writing,
mastering collocations has been found to enhance learners’ accuracy and fluency, allowing them
to produce more idiomatic and natural sentences (Boers et al., 2014).

Several studies have investigated the effect of explicit instruction on learners’ writing
skills, particularly in collocations. For instance, Goudarzi and Moinzadeh (2012) found that
raising Iranian EFL learners’ awareness of collocational patterns significantly improved their
writing fluency and accuracy. Similarly, research by Boers et al. (2014) demonstrated that
explicit collocation instruction facilitates learners’ retention of lexical chunks and improves
their ability to use collocations in writing tasks. These studies emphasize the significance of
direct instruction in facilitating learners’ internalization of collocational knowledge.

Another strand of research has focused on the use of corpus-based instruction to teach
collocations. Data-driven learning (DDL), which involves learners working with authentic
language data from corpora, has been shown to enhance collocational awareness by exposing
learners to real-world language use (Johns, 1991). Several studies have found that corpus
consultation can improve learners’ understanding of collocational patterns and their ability to
use them in writing (Boulton, 2010; Yoon & Hirvela, 2004). For instance, Yoon and Hirvela
(2004) found that learners who used corpus tools to explore collocations produced more natural
and contextually appropriate language. Similarly, Boulton (2010) reported that learners who
engaged with corpus data demonstrated improved writing skills, particularly in their use of
formulaic sequences.

In a series of related studies on corpus, writing, and motivation, the following studies are
reported below. Gupta and Woldemariam (2011) conducted a study examining the influence of
motivation and attitude on the writing strategies used by undergraduate EFL students at Jimma
University, Ethiopia. The results indicated that highly motivated students used more writing
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strategies than less motivated students. Gditawi, Noah, and Abdul Ghani (2011) conducted a
study investigating the relationship between motivation and learning reading and writing among
sixth graders in public schools in the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. The study indicated a
significant, positive correlation between motivation and reading and writing.

Having synthesized findings from 5,795 studies, Alves-wold et.al., (2024), in a work titled
“The ABCs of motivation to write: a systematic review of factors emerging from K-5 students’
self-reports as influencing their motivation to write.”, found nine factors including (A) Appeal,
(B) Beliefs, (C) Choice, (D) Difficulty, (E) Environment, (F) Feedback, (G) Goals, (H) Help,
and (I) Instructor that influence writing motivation. They suggest the list as a useful tool for
both researchers and teachers. Under the title of “Motivation to write: conversations with
emergent writers”, Barrat-Pough, Ruscoe, and Fellowes (2021) explored children’s motivation
to write, emphasizing listening to children’s voices while teaching writing.

In the Iranian EFL context, the role of collocational knowledge in writing has also been
explored. Namvar (2012) and Fatemi (2012) both found that Iranian EFL learners’ ability to use
collocations was positively correlated with their writing performance. Research has shown that
learners in Iran, like their peers in other EFL settings, often struggle with collocations, which
negatively affects their writing fluency and accuracy (Koosha & Jafarpour, 2006). As a result,
raising learners’ collocational awareness has become an important pedagogical focus. Despite
the growing body of research on collocation instruction and corpus-based learning, the
relationship between corpus consultation and writing motivation remains underexplored. While
previous studies have demonstrated that both collocational awareness and corpus-based
approaches can improve learners’ writing abilities, little research has focused on how these
approaches influence learners’ motivation to write. This gap in the literature underscores the
need for the present study, which aims to investigate the effect of corpus-based instruction on
collocational awareness on the motivation of Iranian EFL learners to write.

Method

The methodology followed in the study is explained below.
Design

In this study, a quasi-experimental method with a pretest-posttest design was used, which is
shown schematically below:

EG1 Tl X1 T2
EG2 T1 X2 T2
CG T1 O T2

Participants

The participants in the study were 45 female Intermediate students (aged 13-16) from Sadra
and Shahed schools in Qorveh. To ensure that all participants were at the same level of
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proficiency, the Oxford Placement Test was administered to 60 students prior to the start of the
experiment (Appendix A). The test took 60 minutes. Forty-five EFL Students who scored one

standard deviation (SD =7.40) above and one standard deviation below the mean (X =25.55)
were conveniently selected to be randomly assigned to the three groups of experimental group
1 (providing collocations, n=15), experimental group 2 (providing collocations through corpus,
n=15), and the control group ( n=15). The results of this placement test are given in Table 1
below.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for the Oxford Placement Test

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

60 6 40 25.55 7.40
Valid 60

Materials

For the experimental group, the Dictionary of Collocations, published by Oxford University
Press, was used. The Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) was used for
experimental group two. This corpus, which is constantly growing (2009, 385 million words;
2019, 560 million words). As of November 2021, the Corpus of Contemporary American
English comprises 485,202 texts. According to the corpus website, the current corpus (as of
November 2021) comprises 24-25 million words per year from 1990 to 2019. The corpus is
used by approximately tens of thousands of people each month, making it the most widely used
“structur” corpus currently available. For each year, the corpus is evenly divided between six
genres/registers: TV/Movies subtitles, spoken, fiction, popular magazines, newspapers, and
academic journals. The main reasons for choosing COCA were its size, free access, and the
available search tools. Since the present study focused on high school students, a corpus
reflecting the latest trends in English seemed the most appropriate alternative. In addition, all
groups (two experimental groups and one control group) used the book “Four Corners 3” by
Richards and Bohlke (2018), published by Cambridge University Press. The desired
collocations were selected from this book.

Instruments

The instruments included the Oxford Online Quick Placement Test, as mentioned above, and a
Motivation to Write questionnaire, which measured students’ motivation to write. All
participants in the three groups completed the AWMQ (Academic Writing Motivation
Questionnaire) before and after the study. AWMQ was developed by Payne (2012). The
Academic Writing Motivation Questionnaire is a 37-item, Likert-type questionnaire. There is a
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response scale for each item that participants use to indicate their level of agreement with each
statement. The response scale ranges from zero to four, and values for the scale are as follows:
0 = Strongly Disagree; 1 = Disagree; 2 = Uncertain; 3 = Agree; 4 = Strongly Agree. The
questionnaire has high internal consistency, as indicated by a Cronbach’s reliability coefficient
of .95 (as cited in Payne, 2012). The students completed the questionnaire at the first and last
sessions of the research.

Procedure

After random participant selection and the pretest, the three groups were introduced to the
course materials they would receive. In all the groups, the teacher practiced essay writing with
the students and taught them the basic principles of academic essay writing. However, the
following were also followed in the experimental groups. For the experimental group one, the
teacher introduced the O.U.P. Dictionary of Collocations (mentioned above) and explained how
it could be used to find the best verb to accompany a particular noun or to identify an appropriate
adjective-noun combination when writing or editing their own work. To be more specific,
activities performed in one of the sessions are described below.

On the fifth session: at the beginning of the class, the teacher wrote the following sentences
from the examples on the board:

1- If you cannot speak English, you cannot ................... a good job.
2 -You should never ................... business with your friends or family.

Then the teacher asked the students which words would fit in the gaps (get, do) and told
them whether they could use other words here - e.g., *make a job, *take a job; *make business,
*take business (No, you can’t). Then, the students were asked why they could not use any other
words here (some of the students were aware of the concept of collocation—words that often
go together).

Accordingly, the teacher explained that in English there were many words which often
went together in this way, and told some basic verb + noun collocations that students might
have already known (e.g., do homework, make a mistake), then tried to elicit some
‘collocations’ in the students’ own mother tongue(s). They were also asked to examine the
sentences on the board and identify the parts of speech of the words (verb + noun). At the end
of class, the teacher explained that verb + noun collocations, like those presented, were very
common in English and informed the students that they would practice some important
collocations used in the Language.

For experimental group two, concordance lines from the Corpus of Contemporary
American English (COCA) were used. This corpus is easily accessible online. It can be found
at http.://corpus.byu.edu/coca. One of the sessions in this group is also described below.

In Session Three, the students received a brief lecture accompanied by a handout on
collocations, which helped them understand how to approach the corpus activity section that
required them to identify these language chunks in the data. The handout can be found in
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Appendix D. It describes and provides examples of the different levels of collocations and types
(i.e., lexical and grammatical) of formulaic language. The researcher used the handout to
explain how learners can deduce such information from concordance lines. Through this
explanation, the students learned how to work with concordance lines effectively and avoid
distractions, thereby better appreciating the information. The researcher taught learners how to
use concordance lines and how to search for collocations. The corpus used for this study was
the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA). As an example, the instructor showed
one concordance screen, which was composed of different patterns of the word” fe”, and asked

qu Corpus of Contemporary American English &) [ # @&

SEARCH FREQUENCY COMNTEXT HELP

E Chart Collocates Compare EWIC

[ ]

| #imet macching serings | [ Resec |

(@ NOT LOGGED i

In addition ta this cnline imterface. you can alsa downlcad extensive daca for
offine use — full-text. word freguency. n-prams. and coliocates data. You can
Bizo SCORST the daca via WordAndPnrase (Inchuding the ability ©o analyDe entine
B e

O sections TextsVirtual Sort/Limit Options
For more recent daca, ory the NOW Corpus. Every day 4-5 milkon words of dacs
(abcwuz 10U000 new texts) are added o the corpus. This means that it has 162
Millan words of dats from just the DAST month and 1.8 billion words firom che
past year (and 3.7 billion words tozal).

The Corpus of Contemporany American English [COCA) i the Larges: freehy-
avallable conpus of English. and the only | and balanced corpus of American
Englzh. COCA is probably the mos: wideh-used conpus of English. and it is
related o many other conpors of Engliy BT woe have created. which ofer
unparaBeled insight into variaticn in English.

The corpus conssins more than 520 millicn words of text (20 million words each
year 1590-2015) and it is equaly dhided ameag spoken Sction. popular
MAERICEE NEWIDICErE 80T STHTeTC TexTE,

Click g any of the Enis in the search form to the left for conextsensizhee help,
and to zee the range of gueries thac the corpus offers. Youw migh: pay special
ATROTON 10 THE COMPRSONT DEDAREN EENres B i YRS Bred The (new] wirtus:
COrpOrE. wWiich allcw ¥OU 50 ONEADE PErIONAEIed collectons of texas relazed to &
parmicular area of inoeness.

More heip Sies

learners to match the information with that in the table. The example is illustrated as follows.
A) The interface
B) Concordance entry

Following these introductions to corpora and collocations, the students engaged in
concordance work in the fourth session. Using this tool, students entered a word and explored
what words were most likely to occur before or after it. Initially, they specified a keyword to
search for and identify which other words typically appear near it. For example, one student
entered the word “fast” in the “WORD(S)” box. In the Coca Corpus, then, looked up to see
which words usually appear near it. After that, she clicked the word “COLLOCATES” (under
“WORD(S)”), set the number boxes to 0 and 4, then clicked the search button. The concordance
searched for” fa” and all of the words that appeared within four words to its left, and gave a list
that was based on how common the word pair was. The collocations instruction lasted for 5
weeks, consisting of three classes, each with two 60-minute sessions. At the end of instruction
for the three groups, the posttest was administered to assess the effect of the treatment.
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flew) Corpus of Contemporary American English ON=R ML,

SEARCH

SECTION: FICTION (43.058)
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12015 AC BNightngaie ABC
2015 AC BcSposBiueThread A B C
2015 AC BclastOneHomeNow! A B C
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2015 AC BeEvenfiteenMines A B C
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2015 AC BcouNecBeh A B C
2015 AC BFirstFrost ABC
2015/ AC BBadands ABC
10 2015 AC BcWhiaesNovel ABC
112015 AC BicPerfectMach ABC

M e W e

w o
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15 2015 AC BicAIOKKnves ABC
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17 2015 AC BcAliOiKnives ABC
18 2015 AC BicAlOIgKnives ABC
19 2015 AC BicFirstWife ABC
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21 2015 AC BicARerSiom AB(‘

2 2015 AC BcTwasTough ABC
23 2015 AC BcBumedFeverNovel A B C
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25 2015 AC BcBookSpeciaion A B C
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Data Analysis

dying. Not quicidy, perhaps, but not slowly. either, and | fledl # compelied to look back on my life. # * Mom, you're

#* He jusz isn't. Mark my words. You're going to fleel sifly, by and by, like.’ Shoot, | overreacted.’

bher to s2and upright. Maureen was skin and bone. 50 thin Cassie could fleel her ribs. She'd been that thin once herself. Like Maureen, she

me. Fully applies to me. # And: # 2. | would not feel sorry if someone were blamed for something | did. # Circle one: Does

emotions. it was the worst possibie prognosis, and he couidn't help but feel sympathy for Mrs. Teichner, as Laurie continued. # * She came in tonight
and giving them Sikch. And they were nice 350Ut i which made me feel shictier. * @ He raised s arm and brought his fist crashing toward the table

and the name... # Catherine Ling.. # LOUISVILLE. KENTUCKY # * | feed riciculous, * Catherine Ling scowled a2 her reflection in the hall mirrer, The

. silent confidence, as if a simple glance or 3 smilie from him would fleel e 3 secret he knew that would change your e, would change evenything.
looked ke smoke. He did it now while he waited. It made him fleel sophisticaced. ® The prainie. as far as he could see, was punciuated

arbitracily lay siege to their psyches Ece bouts of malaria, no one asked to feel 5o heiplessly in the grip of this nonstop black study that they had no choice
ke that? " @ * I'm__. 'm trying to gec a fleel for it. " Jake bluszered. # * And.. how's that working for

her. * # Zack gave Sophie a pleading look. * She makes me feel young again. * # Sophie nodded. * | can understand that. *

men. | made for the massive stone fireplace. and 52004 close endugh to feel the scorch of the glowing coals therough the back of my coat. A placd

# A place for the night. # | snorted. Mazsuo Bash? need feel no threa: from me. # The fyres did indeed splash along. down the darkening

precise tme of my arrival feels unimportant. # Were | younger, | might fleel differently. international fights used 10 be a chance 10 resz up for the coming
S0 by the tme | enzer California I'm dry with fatigue. My fingers feel shorter and fatter, and my cheeks are alternately warm and cold: a chid

Much fove. H # CHAPTER 3 # I'm on my own. | feel the truzh of this as, roof sayfishly retracted, | merge onto Highway 1

30 every few biocks a four-way s2op hides among the trees and cotages. | feel lice 've been sipped a mild tranquilizer, ITs the freshesz air |

in this moment. Bailey realized. In the sound of his voice. the fieel of his lips against her siin. # Simply siip away. Disappear forever.

. I'mreal. " He laid her hand over his heart. " Feel it beating. * # She did and pressed closer. Thoughts of her mother

smile by looking out the window. * I you're trying to make me fleel better, &'s working. * # Good humor plays at the corner of

" #" You need 1o rest. Jasper. * Why cid Sky feel that he was 3bout 2o hear someching he was becer off not knowing? *

3 class of women with whom | am willing 10 barver. It makes her fleal she has 3 modicum of control over the situation-as if | am a * situation

She stops, her back 10 it Three feet separate us. I can fedl her. Smell her. 8" D -u~-b~h"

. Please don't hesitate 10 conzact me if you have any Questions that you fieel | may be able 10 answer. # it is signed by a Mr. Martin

| regres 1o sy that my eyes were 50 rounded with astcaishment thas | could fieel them. * Thire have been occasions when | assiszed the police in their invess

Because the study included both pre- and posttests, according to statisticians (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007), an ANCOVA was necessary. However, performing all the required steps,
including screening the data, and checking normality assumptions such as 1) the interval data,
2) the normality of the data, 3) the equality of error variances, and 4) the equality of slope of
regression lines between groups, showed that the data was not distributed normally. Therefore,
gain scores were calculated for all pre- and posttest tests. Because the obtained data were
normal, independent-samples t-tests were conducted for the first two hypotheses, and an
ANOVA was performed on gain scores for the three hypotheses discussed below.
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Results

Below are the detailed results of the three hypotheses. As mentioned in the data analysis section,
gain scores were obtained after checks of normality, so the result of each hypothesis is presented
after normality checks for ANCOVA, which usually include: 1) the interval data, 2) the
normality of the data, 3) the equality of error variances, and 4) the equality of slope of regression
lines between groups. It should be noted that for each hypothesis, the assumptions were
thoroughly checked, as statisticians recommend. However, to avoid making the paper overly
lengthy, only the assumptions regarding the normality of the data for the third hypothesis are
detailed below.

The first hypothesis was “providing collocational awareness does not have a significant
effect on the motivation of Iranian EFL learners to write”. Since the gain scores were normally
distributed, an independent-samples t-test could be run. The descriptive group statistics for the
gain scores and the Independent-Sample’s T-Test are presented below in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for Gain Scores in Experimental Group 1 and the Control Group

Group Statistics

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Gainscores Control Group 15 7.1333 5.57887 1.44046
Collocation Group 15 14.2000 9.65993 2.49418

Table 3
Independent Samples T- Test for Gain Scores in Experimental Group 1 and the Control Group

Independent Samples Test

Levene’s Test

for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. Std. 95% Confidence
Interval of the
(2- Mean Error Differen
tailed Differen Differen erence
F Sig. t df ) ce ce Lower Upper
Gains  Equal variances ) o)) 1y 28 021 7.06667  2.88026 1.16673
assumed ' ’ 2.453 ’ ’ ’ 12.96660 ’
cores
Equal variances - 22.40 -
ot assumed 2453 4 .022 -7.06667 2.88026 13.03371 -1.09962

It can be observed that there is a significant difference in the scores obtained by these two
groups. In the control group, gain scores are respectively M= 7.1333, SD= 5.57887, and in the
experimental group, gain scores are M=14.2000, SD = 9.65993, t (28) = -2.453, P < .05 (P =
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.021). The value of the mean in these two groups shows that the mean in the experimental group
is more than the mean in the control group, and the value of P is significant (P < .05), implying
that collocational awareness has a significant effect on EFL learners’ motivation to write.

The second hypothesis was “providing collocational awareness through a corpus does not
have a significant effect on the motivation of Iranian EFL learners to write”. Since the gain
scores were normally distributed, an independent-samples t-test could be conducted. The
descriptive group statistics for the gain scores and t-test are presented below in Tables 4 and 5.

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics of Kurtosis and Skewness for Gain Scores in Experimental Group 2 and
the Control Group

Group Statistics

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Gainscores Control Group 15 7.1333 5.57887 1.44046
Corpus Group 15 18.4667 11.50693 2.97108

Table S
Independent Samples Test for Gain Scores in Experimental Group 2 and the Control Group

Independent Samples Test

Levene’s Test

for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
0,
Std. 95% Confidence
Interval of the
Error Difference
Sig. (2- Mean Differe
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference nce Lower Upper
Gains Equal - 13018
cores variances 9.951 .004 3.43 28 .002 -11.33333 ' 5 -18.09687  -4.56980
assumed 2
Equal
i ) 301
e 343 20237 003 1133333 ° 350 8 1821571 445096
2
assumed

As observed, there is a significant difference in scores obtained in these two groups. In the
control group, the figures are M = 7.1333, SD = 5.57887; in the experimental group, M =
18.4667, SD = 11.50693. The t-test results in a significant difference, t(28) =-3.432, P <.05 (P
=.003). The mean values in these two groups indicate that the experimental group’s mean is
higher than the control group’s. The value of P is significant (P <.05), indicating that providing
collocational awareness through a corpus significantly impacts the motivation of EFL learners.
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The third hypothesis was “the use of corpus in providing collocational awareness does not
significantly affect Iranian EFL learners’ motivation to write any better than just collocational
awareness”. As the researchers had to use ANOVA rather than ANCOVA, the first assumption
(mentioned above) of normality is checked individually below.

Table 6

Descriptive Statistics of Skewness and Kurtosis for Two Experimental Groups and Control
Group

Descriptive Statistics

Minimu Maximu Std.
N m m Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Stat
isti Statisti Statisti Std. Statisti Std.
c Statistic Statistic c Statistic c Error c Error
Pretest 45 57.00 94.00 7553; 7.91029 037 354 035 695
Posttest 45 62.00 123.00 8762; 15.74122 170 354 932 695
Valid N
45
(listwise)

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), “if Kurtosis and Skewness are between -2 and +2,
it indicates that the obtained data are normal”. The values of Skewness and Kurtosis were,
respectively, 0.037 and 0.035 for the pretest, and 0.170 and -0.932. As can be observed, the data
were normally distributed. As the descriptive statistics indicated normality, the data were
subjected to inferential tests of normality using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks’
tests to provide greater confidence in the data’s normality. Table 7 below shows the statistics.

Table 7

Kolmogorov- Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk's Tests of Normality for Two Experimental Groups
and Control Group

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk

Group Statistic Df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
pretest  Control Group 204 15 .094 914 15 155

Collocation Group 151 15 .200" 946 15 471

Corpus Group 171 15 200" 946 15 460
postte Control Group .194 15 132 930 15 276
st Collocation Group 111 15 200" 946 15 470

Corpus Group 138 15 200" 938 15 363
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The Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality indicated that the data were
normally distributed. As shown in Table 4.17, the value of P in the control group pretest, was P
=.155. In the pretests of the first and second experimental groups, the results were P = 0.471
and P = 0.460, respectively. The value of P in the control group posttest was 0.276. In the first
and second experimental groups, the posttest results were P = .470 and P = .363, respectively.
Therefore, the data in the experimental and control groups are normally distributed. The third
assumption for performing ANCOVA was Levene’s test of equality of error variances, presented
in Table 8 below.

Table 8

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances for two Experimental Groups and Control Group

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances*

Dependent Variable: posttest

F dfl df2 Sig.

3.831 2 42 .030

In Table 8, the evidence indicates a P value of 0.030, indicating that the assumption of
equal error variances was not met (P <.05). Therefore, as statisticians recommend, ANCOVA
could not be performed. Therefore, the difference between the pretest and post—test (gain
scores) was computed. Then, it was checked whether the obtained data were normal. Table 9
below shows the statistics.

Table 9

Descriptive Statistics of Kurtosis and Skewness for Gain Scores in Two Experimental Groups
and Control Group

Descriptive Statistics

Minimu Maximu Std.
N m m Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Statisti Statisti Statisti Std. Statisti Std.
c Statistic Statistic c Statistic C Error C Error
i 13.2

Gainscores 45 00 3900 63 1020116 748 354 -153 695
Valid N 45
(listwise)

The values of Skewness and Kurtosis for gain scores were, respectively, 0.748 and -0.153. As it
can be seen, the data appear to be normally distributed.

Table 10
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Kolmogorov- Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk's Tests of Normality for Gain Scores in Two
Experimental Groups and Control Group

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Group Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Gain scores Control Group 182 15 .193 913 15 153
Collocation Group .149 15 200" 954 15 592
Corpus Group 195 15 131 922 15 208

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks’ tests of normality indicated that the data
were normally distributed. As shown in Table 10, the value of P for the control group’s gain
scores was P = .153, while for the first and second experimental groups, the values were P =
592 and P = .208, respectively. Moreover, the normality of data in the three groups was
observed. Therefore, a one-way ANOVA was run to compare the differences between these
three groups.

Since the data were normally distributed for the gain scores, a one-way ANOVA could be
performed. The descriptive group statistics for the gain scores, as well as the Test of
Homogeneity of Variances, One-Way ANOVA, and Post Hoc Tests, are presented below in
Tables 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15.

Table 11

Descriptive Statistics for Gain Scores in the Two Experimental Groups and Control Group

Descriptives
Gain scores
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
Std. Std. Lower Upper Minim Maxim
N Mean Deviation Error Bound Bound um um
1.4404
Control Group 15 7.1333 5.57887 0 ) 4.0439 10.2228 00 17.00
llocati 142 2.4941
Collocation 15 00 9.65993 ? 8.8505 19.5495 00 32.00
Group 0 8
18.4 2971
Corpus Group 5 18 63 11.50693 o7 g 12.0943 24.8390 4.00 39.00
Total 13.266 1.5207
ota 45 ; 1020116 0 10.2019 16.3314 00 39.00

Table 12
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Homogeneity of Variances for the Gain Scores in Two Experimental Groups and Control
Group

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Gain scores

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

3.924 2 42 .027

As indicated in Table 12, the homogeneity of variances was not observed (P =.027).
Therefore, as the homogeneity of variances assumption was not observed (violated), the
Games-Howell Dunnett’s C post hoc test should be run as a post hoc test. The Games Howell
test is generally recommended (https://statistics.laerd.com/features-owa.php) by statisticians.
According to Pallant (2016), if the assumption of homogeneity of variances is violated, the
two tests (Welch and Brown-Forsythe) are preferable.

Table 13
One-Way -ANOVA for the Gain Scores in Two Experimental Groups and Control Group
ANOVA
Gainscores
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 982.933 2 491.467 5.740 .006
Within Groups 3595.867 'y} 85.616
Total 4578.800 44

As shown in Table 13, there is a significant difference between groups (P =.006).
Table 14

The Robust Test of Equality of Means
Robust Tests of Equality of Means

Gainscores

Statistic® dfl df2 Sig.
Welch 7.226 2 25.326 .003
Brown-Forsythe 5.740 2 33.945 .007

As shown in Table 14, the values of P for Welch and Brown-Forsythe are, respectively,

P =.003 and .007, which are less than p <.05.

Table 15
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Post Hoc Tests for the Gain Scores in Two Experimental Groups and the Control Group
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Gainscores

Games-Howell

Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference (I-
(I) Group ) Group )] Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Control Group Collocation Group -7.06667 2.88026 .056 -14.2928 1595
Corpus Group -11.33333* 3.30185 .007 -19.6793 -2.9874
Collocation Group Control Group 7.06667 2.88026 .056 -.1595 14.2928
Corpus Group -4.26667 3.87921 522 -13.8811 5.3478
Corpus Group Control Group 11.33333" 3.30185 .007 2.9874 19.6793
Collocation Group 4.26667 3.87921 522 -5.3478 13.8811

The One-way Analysis of variance indicates a significant difference among these three
groups. In the first experimental group (collocational group), the figures are (M = 14.2000, SD
= 9.65993), in the second experimental group (corpus group), they are (M = 18.4667, SD =
11.50693), and in the control group, they are (M= 7.1333, SD =5.57887). Other figures are F(2,
42) = 5.740, and P < .001 (P = .006). The Games-Howell test, however, indicated that the
difference between the first and second experimental groups was not significant (P =.522). The
difference between the control group and the two experimental groups was significant (P =
.056) and (P = .007). The second experimental group has a higher mean than the first, although
the difference is not significant. Both experimental groups outperformed the control group. To
sum up, the use of corpora to foster collocational awareness significantly increased Iranian EFL
learners’ motivation to write.

Discussion

To prepare students for 21st-century writing tasks, teachers need to help them use available
technological tools (Ahmadi & Heidari, 2023) through systematic, purpose-driven instruction
that identifies and applies the most suitable tools for specific tasks throughout the writing
process (Troia, 2014). Additionally, students who struggle with writing are likely to benefit
from the thoughtful use of technology to eliminate or diminish the barriers they encounter for
successful text production (MacArthur, 2006). Corpus technology has demonstrated
outstanding potential for L2 writing instruction by integrating the vocabulary, grammar, and
discourse patterns of specific types of writing into L2 writing instruction (Hyland, 2002). A
corpus concordance, in particular, is a type of technology that offers learners the opportunity to
engage in activities that produce comprehensible output and where meaning must be negotiated.

The first research question was whether providing awareness of collocation affected EFL
learners’ motivation to write. The data obtained indicated that collocation awareness affected
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the motivation of Iranian intermediate EFL learners to write. The results show that, regardless
of corpus use, collocation awareness has a positive effect on students’ motivation to write. The
second research question was whether using a corpus could increase the motivation of Iranian
intermediate EFL learners to write. The results of the statistical analysis indicated a notable
difference between the mean of experimental group two and, as observed, the class using the
corpus outperformed the class that did not use the corpus, which led the learners in the second
(corpus) experimental group to write better than those in the class with only collocation
provision. The third research question was whether corpus use in providing collocational
awareness would affect Iranian EFL learners’ motivation to write any better than only
collocational awareness. The findings revealed that the corpus approach heightened the
students’ language awareness, which, in turn, affected their approaches to writing and the
writing process. Regardless of their frequency of corpus use, their exposure to the corpus made
them aware of the importance of common usage and collocations in writing. That is, the corpus
served as a good reference for language input and helped them become more attentive to their
writing.

Regarding the efficacy of corpus-based instruction, this study’s findings can be explained
by the potential benefits of corpus-based materials. As Leech (1997) stated, corpora can have
either a direct or an indirect effect on the language classroom. The most salient advantage of
using corpora is that they motivate learners to learn independently, thereby enabling the class
to shift to learner-centered learning. The findings are also in line with the study performed by
Fang, Ma, and Yan (2021), who found that corpus training improved Chinese word selection.
In the present study, using a corpus helped students improve their writing skills. The findings
verify Bui’s (2021) work, arguing for the importance of collocation knowledge in improving
the four skills. The results of the study also align with those of Thurstun and Candlin (1998),
who found it beneficial to adopt a corpus-based approach to teaching collocations and their use
in writing.

The findings of the current endeavor also confirm those of the study by Hua, Lu, and Guo
(2024), which found that collocation use improves with independent use of a corpus tool in
academic writing. It also provides evidence for Lin and Zuo’s (2023) exploration of English
writing-teaching research, in which they recommend more comprehensive corpus training for
teachers. In addition, the results of the present work corroborate those obtained by Emir and
Yangin-eksi (2023), who similarly found that using a corpus had a significant impact on Turkish
students’ writing skills. Moreover, the findings partly affirm those of Jafarpour, Hashemian, and
Alipour’s study (2013) by showing positive effects of data-driven approaches on the
comprehension and production of collocations. In addition, the findings seem to align with
those reported by Abu Alsharr and Abu Seileek (2013). They reported better writing among L2
learners who were taught collocations using concordances.

The study also aligns with studies that have found the corpus-based approach to be superior
to traditional approaches. Koosha and Jafarpour (2006) conducted a study on collocation
learning among Iranian L2 learners and found positive relationships between concordancing
and collocation learning. The positive effect of the corpus-based approach on the experimental
group’s comprehension of collocations suggests that L2 learners’ collocational knowledge and
the way collocations are learned are closely and positively related. Overall, the findings of this
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study revealed that both experimental approaches — explicit collocation awareness instruction
and corpus-based collocation awareness — significantly enhanced the motivation of Iranian
EFL learners to write compared to the control group. This indicates that raising learners’
awareness of collocations is, in itself, a powerful pedagogical strategy. However, the authors
believe that future studies with larger populations and longer durations may reveal whether
corpus use can lead to measurable motivational benefits. Despite the study’s limitations,
including its small sample size and relatively short duration, the present work contributes to the
growing body of research supporting the role of collocational awareness in L2 writing
motivation. It suggests that corpus tools can be considered a complementary resource rather
than a standalone, superior method.

Conclusion

This study demonstrated that both collocation awareness instruction and corpus-based
collocation awareness significantly improved EFL learners’ motivation to write compared with
the control group. Although the corpus group obtained a slightly higher mean score than the
collocation group, the difference was not statistically significant. This indicates that raising
learners’ collocational awareness — whether through direct instruction or with the aid of a corpus
could be an effective way of enhancing writing.

The findings highlight the pedagogical value of integrating collocational awareness into
writing instruction and suggest that corpus consultation may serve as an additional tool to
engage learners with authentic examples of language use. However, given the absence of a
statistically significant difference between the two experimental groups, teachers may choose
either approach depending on contextual constraints and learners’ preferences. Hence, future
research should employ larger sample sizes, longer treatment periods, and more detailed task
designs to determine whether corpus-based instruction can yield measurable advantages over
traditional collocation-focused methods.

Like all research, this study has its limitations. First, the sample size was relatively small
(N = 45), which reduced the analyses’ statistical power and limited the generalizability of the
findings. Second, all participants were female Iranian EFL learners from a single private
language institute, which restricts the applicability of the results to more diverse populations.
Third, the treatment lasted only 5 weeks, and a more extended intervention period might have
produced more robust differences between the experimental groups. Finally, the study primarily
relied on self-report questionnaires to measure writing motivation; future studies could benefit
from combining such measures with direct assessments of learners’ written performance and
qualitative data such as interviews or classroom observations.

Despite its limitations, the present study provides valuable insights for EFL writing
instruction. The findings suggest that raising learners’ awareness of collocations—whether
through explicit instruction or corpus consultation—can effectively enhance their motivation to
write. Teachers are therefore encouraged to incorporate collocational activities into their writing
classes, as they help learners notice recurrent word combinations and gain a deeper
understanding of natural language use.

Corpus tools, while not statistically superior in this study, still offer unique pedagogical
value by exposing learners to authentic, context-rich examples of collocations and fostering
independent discovery skills. Teachers may choose to integrate corpora into lessons when
resources and time allow, or rely on explicit collocation instruction when such tools are not
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available. In either case, focusing on collocational awareness appears to be a promising way of
increasing learners’ motivation and confidence in writing.
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