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บทคัดย่อ 

คลังค ำศัพท์ภำษำอังกฤษมีประโยชน์ส ำหรับรำยวิชำภำษำอังกฤษในกำรสร้ำงควำมตระหนักด้ำนภำษำศำสตร์ 
งำนวิจัยฉบับน้ีศึกษำผลกระทบกำรใช้คลังค ำศัพท์ภำษำอังกฤษท่ีใช้เป็นเครื่องมือกำรพัฒนำกำรเขียน และศึกษำพฤติกรรมกำร
เขียนร่วมกันของผู้เรียน นักศึกษำสำขำวิชำภำษำอังกฤษจ ำนวน 45 คนเป็นกลุ่มตัวอย่ำงเป็นระยะเวลำ 12 สัปดำห์ กำรใช้
รูปแบบงำนวิจัยแบบกลุ่มเดียวส ำหรับกำรทดสอบ ก่อน และ หลังกำรวิจัย แบ่งเป็นสองระยะ ระยะท่ีหน่ึงของกำรทดลองคือ 
กำรทดสอบกำรเขียนและตำมด้วยกำรฝึกอบรมกำรใช้คลังค ำศัพท์ภำษำอังกฤษ กำรเขียนร่วมกันเป็นกำรทดลองระยะท่ีสอง
ของกำรวิจัย สถิติเชิงพรรณนำใช้ส ำหรับกำรวิเครำะห์ผลเชิงปริมำณ และกำรวิเครำะห์กระทู้หัวข้อใช้ส ำหรับกำรวิเครำะห์ผล
เชิงคุณภำพ ผลกำรวิจัยแสดงให้เห็นว่ำนักศึกษำพัฒนำควำมสำมำรถกำรเขียน และมีทัศนคติท่ีดีในกำรเขียนร่วมกัน คะแนน
ค่ำกลำงส ำหรับกำรทดสอบเขียนก่อน และหลังมีควำมแตกต่ำงอย่ำงมีนัยส ำคัญ แม้ว่ำควำมแตกต่ำงของข้อผิดพลำดกำรเขียน
หลังจำกกำรใช้คลังค ำศัพท์ภำษำอังกฤษเพิ่มข้ึน แต่เป็นเพรำะนักศึกษำสร้ำงประโยคยำวกว่ำกำรเขียนช่วงก่อนใช้คลังค ำศัพท์ 
นักศึกษำได้รับประโยชน์จำกคลังค ำศัพท์ภำษำอังกฤษในกำรสร้ำงควำมตระหนักด้ำนภำษำศำสตร์ ได้แก่ กำรใช้ค ำศัพท์  
(ร้อยละ 93.3) กำรใช้ส ำนวน (ร้อยละ 86.6) และกำรใช้ค ำศัพท์ในบริบท (ร้อยละ 73.3) ตำมล ำดับ นอกจำกน้ัน นักศึกษำส่วน
ใหญ่ลงควำมเห็นว่ำกำรใช้คลังค ำศัพท์ภำษำอังกฤษสำมำรถพัฒนำทักษะกำรเขียน (ร้อยละ 99.97) ทักษะกำรเขียนเชิง
วิชำกำร (ร้อยละ 93.3) และโครงสร้ำงไวยกรณ์ (ร้อยละ 86.7) ตำมล ำดับ หัวข้อกระทู้จำกกำรวิเครำะห์เชิงคุณภำพ คือ 
“พัฒนำทักษะกำรเขียนและสร้ำงควำมตระหนักด้ำนภำษำศำสตร์” และ “กำรใช้คลังค ำศัพท์มีประโยชน์” 
ค าส าคัญ: คลังค ำศัพท์, กำรเขียนร่วมกัน, นักเรียนท่ีเรียนภำษำอังกฤษเป็นภำษำต่ำงประเทศ 
 

Abstract 
English corpus linguistics (ECLs) provides a useful contribution to language class in terms of raising 

linguistics awareness. This study examined the effect of employing ECLs as a tool for writing development 
and investigated learner’s behaviour in collaborative writing. Forty-five English majors involved in this study 
for twelve weeks. Using one-group pretest - posttest design, the two phases of the experiment were 
employed. The first phase of the experiment was a writing test followed by six sessions of training for ECLs 
consultation. A collaborative writing was conducted at the end of the study. Descriptive statistics were 
used for quantitative data analysis and theme analysis was used for qualitative counterpart. It was found 
that the learners improved their writing ability. They also expressed positively in working with peers in a 
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session of collaborative writing. There were also significant differences between the learner’s pre-test and 
post-test mean scores. Although the results of changes of error occurrences after using ECLs increased, 
the learners wrote longer sentences compared to those in the beginning. The learners seemed to have 
benefited from consulting ECLs for raising their linguistic awareness including the usage of vocabulary 
(93.3%), phrases (86.6%), and keywords in context (73.3%). Additionally, almost a certain number of English 
majors agreed that consulting ECLs enabled them to improve their writing skill (99.97%), academic writing 
skill (93.3%), and grammatical structures (86.7%), respectively. Two emerging themes are ‘improve writing 
skills and raise linguistics awareness’, as well as ‘ECLs is helpful’.  
Keyword: corpus, collaborative writing, EFL learners 
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1 Introduction 
 

“Writing is easy.  All you do is sit staring at a blank sheet of paper until 
drops of blood form on your forehead” 

(Fowler, 2018) 

 
From the above quotation, producing written products probably frustrates people’ s effort due to 

painful processes.  Particularly, a second language (L2)  learner does not only face difficulties in writing 
processes but also needs to know how to correct writing errors prior to submission. Teachers, therefore, in 
a writing class have to provide constructive feedback in order to help students revise their works, raise their 
writing awareness, as well as evaluate writing quality. To achieve this, teachers need to respond to learners 
endless needs in getting rid of writing errors.  With a high demand of the writing processes— learners have 
to rewrite their work from the first draft to the last one (Reid, 1993; Othman & Mohamad, 2018). 

In facilitating EFL learners to produce effective paragraph writing, a number of teachers have to 
prioritize learners’ writing errors in terms of syntax, lexis, and discourse aspects. Working on writing errors is 
not solely teacher’s work. An association amongst peers and with teachers, hence, is probably suitable for 
developing quality of ideas as well as writing performance. 

Furthermore, constrains of limited language proficiency, inadequate linguistics knowledge in L2 and 
high anxiety in learning usually provide negative impacts on writing proficiency of L2. These limitations are 
still noticeable in writing class in Thai university (Thep-Ackrapong, 2006, Tuaychareon, 2003) .  Likewise, 
learners in the research site of this study have been encountered writing problems in terms of writing 
processes as well as linguistics aspects. 

In respect to writing processes, L2 writing is no longer an individual activity.  In fact, it becomes an 
inevitable part of a communicative approach because L2 writing processes deal with social interaction . 
Collaborative tasks in language class provide numerous effective benefits for learners.  Such tasks 
considerably increase communicative ability, simulate motivation (Mesh, 2010) , improve all aspects of 
writing (Schadeh, 2011) , raise students’  self-confidence, lead to productive feedback (Storch, 2005) , and 
encourage learners to tackle their language problems (Swain, 2000) .  All researchers accepted the same 
claim that “writing is not a solitary act” (Murray, 1992, p.100). 

Collaborative writing also provides an opportunity for L2 learners to engage with a target language 
and to perform an ability to interact on different aspects of writing. In particular, it encourages the learners 
to collaborate when sharing ideas and giving each other with immediate feedback (Storch, 2005) .  The 
collaborative task enables the learners to compose essays effectively with meaningful and purposeful 
communication and also engage them in cognitive processes.  
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Besides, an appropriate friendly way to a primary focus on written errors and limited linguistics 
knowledge is probably corpora consultation (Lessard-Clouston & Chang, 2014) , a vocabulary aspect in 
particular.  The corpus works as a collection of occurring texts and provides results in frequency uses as 
well as in functional information.  The frequency uses allow teachers and learners to determine common 
use of vocabulary Functional information reveals registers of the texts and sentence structures.  Searching 
words and phrases, moreover, enable the learners to discover linguistics knowledge by themselves 
(Donesch-Jezo, 2010) as well as to tackle linguistics difficulties. 

Bringing corpora to language class, a vast number of applied linguistics scholars and researchers 
have used corpora in many aspects including vocabulary teaching and learning (Schmitt, 2002; Guan, 2013); 
text correction (Gaskell & Cobb, 2004) ; and grammar instruction (Oghigian & Chujo, 2010; Poocharoensil, 
2012). The scholars examine an occurring language in a form of word patterns, structure of sentences, and 
textual discourse.  For example, Guan (2013)  utilized the corpora to vocabulary instruction in EFL setting; 
Gaskel and Cobb (2004) conducted a case study to use concordance information as feedback to sentence-
level written errors with Chinese EFL adult learners; Oghigian and Chujo (2014)  performed an experiment 
study by assigning Japanese EFL learners to investigate the recurring grammatical structure in a bilingual 
newspaper; and Poocharoensil (2012)  conducted an exploration study regarding how corpus data can be 
used effectively in a grammar lesson. The findings of these studies indicated that the corpus provide useful 
contribution to language class in terms of raising linguistics awareness.  

Another aspect of the corpus usage in L2 class is data-driven learning (DDL) .  Data-driven learning 
allows language learners to develop an ability to examine samples of language in an inductive rather than 
a deductive process. Likewise, Gabel (2001) posited that DDL can “foster the learners’ analytical capacities, 
promote their explicit knowledge of the L2, facilitate critical language awareness, and support development 
of learner autonomy”  (p.  269) .  To promote an inductive learning approach and an autonomous leaner, 
learners have a great opportunity to expose language data to search for rules and patterns from 
concordance lines. With authenticity of language in DDL, its exemplars offer potential benefit for increasing 
awareness in language use as its authenticity helps language learners develop their writing skills in dealing 
with the language use. The autonomous leaners also developed as results of the DDL.  

According to the aforementioned, any number of Thai learners has limited vocabulary exposure 
and insufficient understanding about structural patterns.  Then writing processes could not help them to 
reach any of writing goals. Using corpora as a language consultation may be an appropriate way for learners 
who faced obstacles about language usage.  For example, Granath (2009)  proposed that a direct use of 
corpora can be of benefit for both ESL and EFL contexts depending on a skilled person.  Consulting the 
corpora encourages language teachers and intermediate learners at a tertiary level to use the corpora 
because corpus data provide extra stimulus, profit from hand- on exercises and help raise learner’ s 
awareness of language structures. 
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In essence, corpora consultation provides merits of linguistics awareness while an understanding 
about procedural writing immaculately maintains confidence in writing organization. It is rather rare to find 
work done in the past focusing on incorporation of collaborative writing activities at the stage of revision 
into the corpus-based approach.  Learners can increase their confidence in revising their academic works if 
they have an opportunity to discuss and negotiate with other as well as have sufficient knowledge in 
linguistics features.  In short, the previous studies did not fully illuminate L2 learners in using corpus 
consultation in collaborative writing activities.   

 
2. Study Purpose 

This study aims at examining whether using the integration of collaborative writing activities into 
corpus consultation would be effective to EFL learners. In order to achieve the aforementioned purposes, 
the study addresses the following two research questions: 

1. To what extent can DDL corpus consultation help EFL learners correct local errors (i.e., sentence 
level errors, vocabulary) in writing? 

2.  To what extend do EFL learners improve their quality of academic writing with regard to 
collaborative writing activities? 

Three hypotheses of the current study are also addressed 
Hypothesis 1: Writing quality produced by EFL learners with DDL corpus consultation is better than 

that of without corpus consultation.  
Hypothesis 2:  Corpus consultation is one of useful and effective language tools for L2 learners in 

developing academic writing quality.  
Hypothesis 3: Collaborative writing is suitable for developing academic writing quality of L2.  

 
3. Theoretical Background 

3.1 Constructivism 
Constructivism is a theory of knowledge.  In education, constructivism is based on an idea that 

“meaningful learning occurs when people actively try to make sense of the world—when they construct 
an interpretation of how and why things are—by filtering new ideas and experiences through existing 
knowledge structure … ”  ( Snowman & Biehler, 2000, p. 291) .  To interpret this idea, learners perceive 
knowledge of the real world differently.  It is essentially necessary for all learners to search for sufficient 
experience to describe the real world logically and apply it to construct a new concept that allows the 
learners to participate with others in a particular situation.  It is anticipated that an existing knowledge can 
be built up by both of an individual and by social interaction.  Knowledge construction probably boosts 
power of collaborative activities of a specific group .  Constructivism is suitable not only for cognitive 
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production but also the power of collaborative working which is significantly relevant to social 
constructivism theory. 

Vygotsky ( 1978)  regarded education not only as central to cognitive development but as 
quintessential socio-activity (Moll, 1990) .  In other words, learning processes can promote learners’  ability 
to think and to understand any aspect of the real world.  Social constructivist’ s views generally focus on 
the roles of knowers (a master, a lecture, knowledgeable people)  who facilitate apprentices in learning 
processes, classroom dynamic and learning environments.  A connection amongst knowers could make 
people of a particular group correspond to construct new understanding for accomplish difficulties. 
Similarly, Russell (1993) noted a key of constructivism: 
 

a constant reinterpretation, a constant reweaving of the ‘ web of  belief’ 
(Retry)  or ‘ web of meaning (Vygotsky) , a constant ‘ reconstruction of 
experience’ (Dewey) as human beings consciously re-form habits, evolve 
new social practices ( including new disciplinary traditions)  to solve 
problems, to meet needs, to adapt to transform their environments. 
(p.179) 

 
Furthermore, Vygotsky maintained that social interaction is a prerequisite to learning and cognitive 

development (Nyikos & Hashimoto, 1997). The mind is the instrument of thinking or a symbolic tool which 
interprets circumstances rather than searching for recognition (Jonassen, 2000). Active communication with 
other’  mastery of language is likely important factor in providing opportunities to develop learner’ s 
cognition.  Constructivists generally point out that social activities situated learning on communities and 
cultures.  Particularly, the environment can be divided into 2 levels—(1)  the degree to which a learning 
environment supports social construction of knowledge; and ( 2)  the degree to which it connects to 
students’ larger communities and culture. 

Constructivism provides a sound theoretical basis for informing teaching at all levels and in all 
academic aspects (Taber, 2011) .  Such previous instances lead to the conclusion that constructivism is L2 
class should accommodate four keys elements—collaborative activities, active learners, facilitators, as well 
as classroom environments.  Learners have to generate their own learning path in order to employ their 
knowledge to interpret or making meanings to tackle academic problems. 

 
 
 
3.2 Perspectives on collaborative language learning 
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Language learners have an opportunity to create their own environments for learning that they can 
join other [peers or a teacher]  to perform their learning activities in order to accomplish a learning goal of 
pedagogical tasks. 

Rubin (2013) posited that collaborative writing has been produced to promote an individual thinking 
process rather than those of group work. 
 

Writing groups, as they are frequently implemented in composition 
classrooms in the United States, function more often for the benefit of 
the individual writer than for the benefit of the group are usually 
structured to focus group attention on individual writing, rather than on a 
single project that has been negotiated and enacted by and for the group 
(p.90). 

 
However, Hirvela ( 1999)  interpreted Fish’ s notion written in The authority of interpretative 

communication (1980)  “… to build communities of student readers and writers who, together read a text 
and write a paper about it” (p.76) .  He noted that collaborative learning positively encourages learners in 
practicing their reading and writing skills. 

3.3 Using corpora in a language class 
Corpora are one of useful digital language tools in this era.  The corpora have been employed in 

both direct and indirect ways. Learners directly consult the corpora or concordance categories A direct way 
whereas hand-on corpus or informed material presents in an indirect way of corpus consultation (Ãdel, 
2010). Generally, a common focus on exploiting corpora in class has been ranging from a level of vocabulary 
(e. g. , Pérez-Peredes, Sánchez-Tornel, Alcaraz Calero, & Jiménez, 2011; Bennette, 2010 )  to the level of 
sentence usage (e. g. , Lessard-Clouston & Chang, 2013) .  The prominent method in employing corpus 
linguistics is data-driven (DDL) which embraces of using word lists, examples from concordance lines, tagged 
and untagged with parts of speech (Reppen, 2010).  

 
4. Research Methodology 

4.1 Research design 
The current study used a mix-methods approach. The quantitative results yielded comprehensive 

information concerning the participant’s perceptions towards assessing word databases through the corpora 
and the use of data to develop academic writing quality.  To serve qualitative perspectives, data were 
collected from two sources:  (1)  an individual self- reflection and an overall evaluation towards learners’ 
writing improvement; and (2) thematic analysis from a semi-structured interview. 
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4.2 Participants 
EFL learners at a tertiary level were selected.  The number of participants was 15 (n =  15) .  They 

were enrolled in two subjects--Control and Formulaic English Writing, and Basic Paragraph Writing.  
The participants worked with the same group members through corpus consultation training 

sessions.  One- group pretest- posttest was employed.  The participants were assigned to the pre- test, 
responded to the treatment, and were assigned to the posttest.  

4.3 Procedures 
The participants were divided into groups.  Each group contained 3-4 learners.  Academic writing 

assignments were given to the groups.  Subsequently, the pretest was administered to all.  Time allocation 
was 45-60 minutes for the pretest.  Prior to moving to the research treatment, a consent form was sent to 
the participants.  Then, corpus consultation was introduced to the participants for 5 weeks.  They were 
trained and practiced using the corpus in both direct and indirect ways. In week 6, the participants revisited 
their first draft of writing assignments.  They needed to revise their academic writing drafts with corpus 
consultation.  Six of the participants were invited to respond a semi- structured interview.  Each informant 
spent 5-10 minutes to respond queries in the semi-structured interview. In week 7, the pretest was assigned.     

4.4 Measures 
4.4.1 Analytical writing rubric scoring 

The scores were analyzed all writing features including idea development, structure, 
organization, cohesion, vocabulary, and mechanics adapted from Lundstorm and Baker (2009) .  Cohen’ s 
Kappa (k)  was selected for measuring the extent to which raters expressed an agreement to the same set 
of writing characteristics. The followings show inter-rater reliability analysis in Cohen’s Kappa (k). 
 

Table 4.4.1-1 Inter-rater reliability analysis in Cohen’s Kappa (k2) 

 Development 
of ideas 

Structures organization Cohesion Vocabulary Mechanics Mean 

Expert 1 0.50 0.80 1.00 1.00 0.83 0.83 0.83 
Expert 2 0.50 0.83 1.00 1.00 0.66 0.66 0.76 
Mean 0.50 0.82 1.00 1.00 0.75 0.75  

 
As can be seen, each element of the analytical writing rubric scoring deemed acceptable 

(see also Table 4.4.1-1). 
4.4.2 The pre-test and the post-test 

                                                           
2 Cohen’s Kappa value (k) guided interpretation: <0.40 = poor, 0.40-0.59 = fair, 06.0-0.74 = good, and 

>0.74 excellent (Sim & Wright, 2005). 
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To determine writing quality, the overall scores between the pre-test and the post-test were 
calculated by using t- test in order to compare mean scores of two groups of cases as illustrated in the 
following table (Table 4.4.2-1). 
 
Table 4.4.2-1 Data analysis showing significant improvement in writing tasks from the pre- test and the 

post-test after attending the workshop 
Mean std. std. 

error 
means 

95% confidence Interval of 
the difference 

t df p 

-   Lower Upper    
9.03 6.73 1.74 12.76 5.30 5.19 14 .00 

 

The above table (Table 4.4.2-1) presents a comparison of writing scores between the pre-test and the post-
test, the test was found to be statistically significant, t(14) = 5.19, p<.05. 

 
5. Results 

5.1 RQ1:  To what extent can corpus DDL help EFL learners correct local errors ( i.e. , sentence level 
errors, vocabulary) in writing? 

A majority of the learners seemed to have benefited from consulting the online British National 
Corpus (BNC), nearly a hundred per cent of the participants tended to use the online BNC for raising linguistic 
awareness including vocabulary usage (93.3%, phrasal usage (86.6%), and learning meanings of vocabulary 
(73.3%). Apparently, consulting BNC could be helpful for EFL learners to select academic vocabulary and/ 
or use phrases correctly.  Furthermore, almost a certain number of the learners (99.97%)  agreed that 
consulting the BNC enabled EFL learners to improve their academic writing skill, improve writing skills 
(93.3%) , and improve grammatical structure (86.7%) , respectively.  The usefulness of BNC in language 
learning appeared to have good internal consistency, α = .85. In short, learners obtained advantages from 
consulting the BNC in raising awareness as well as language development. 
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Table 5.1-1 Average of the usefulness of the BNC in language learning (n = 15) 
Category Usefulness (%) Mean S.D. 

Raising linguistics awareness 
1. leaning meanings of vocabulary 
2. the usage of vocabulary 
3. the usage of phrases 

 
73.3  
93.3 
86.6 

 
3.86 
3.79 
4.00 

 
0.66 
0.80 
0.55 

Language development 
1. improve my writing skills 
2. improve my academic writing skills 
3. reduce my writing errors/ mistakes 
4. improve my reading skills 
5. improve my grammar 

 
93.3 
99.97 
80 
80 
86.7 

 
3.86 
3.86 
4.07 
4.07 
4.29 

 
0.86 
0.86 
0.62 
0.73 
0.73 

p<.05 

 
To understand the extent to BNC used in writing class, two emerging themes were found—improve 

writing skills and raise linguistics awareness, and BNC consultation is helpful. The extracts of corroborations 
were shown: 
Extract 1/Theme 1 

- I gain more knowledge in revision such as writing process and revision procedure (Papa G.1) 
-  It helps me understand writing processes, English grammar, and sentence structure.  Especially, 

the BNC enables me to improve my writing skill. (Far G.2) 
Extract 2/Theme 2 
- BNC provides sources of vocabulary (Far G.2) 
-  BNC helps me obtain better understanding of sentence structure, vocabulary, and word order 

(Fish G.4) 
5.2 RQ2:  To what extend do EFL learners improve their quality of academic writing with regard to 

collaborative writing activities? 
An average score shows that an average length of the text composed by group members was 264 

words (S.D. = 35) whereas by individuals 210.25 words (S.D. = 9.2). The larger standard deviation of a group 
suggests greater variation amongst the members during composing texts.  

In terms of sentence complexity, individual tended to write more complex sentences than group 
counterparts, as measured by the length of the T-units in words.  An average length of the T-unit was 
compared 26.43 (S.D. = 7.35) to 21.17 (S.D. = 4.56) in the texts produced by group members. However, the 
average of the T-units in the texts produced by groups (3.5) was relatively longer than those of individuals 
(2.25). 
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Table 5.2-1 Quantitative analysis of texts produced in groups 
Group no. of words no. of T-unit no. of errors word/T errors3 (top three) 

1 290 14 15 20.71 ?omit, ww, cap 

2 295 16 13 18.44 ?omit, ww, s/pl 
3 222 8 15 27.75 s/pl, awk, sp 
4 249 14 13 17.79 awk, ww, ?omit 

Average (S.D.) 264(35) 3.5(3.5) 14 (1.15) 21.17(4.56)  
 

6. Conclusion and discussion 
The findings provide an in-depth understanding of EFL learners’  collaborative writing ability and 

the effects of collaborative revision by employing corpus consultation.  Working with peers could support 
each other through revision activities (Hanjani & Li, 2014), as can be seen from the above tables (Table 5.2-
1). Reciprocal dialogues between peers could enable EFL leaners raise linguistics awareness. In this sense, 
the findings of the current study corroborate earlier studies of collaborative writing (Dobao, 2012; Lei, & 
Chuang, 2009; Shehadeh, 2010; Storch, 1998, 2005; Lesser, 2014) .  It could be assumed that peers could 
help others to detect whether writing problems recurred as limited linguistic knowledge or from 
carelessness, and peers could also foster others to perform decision-making ability to solve [ad-hoc] writing 
problems. 

Additionally, corpus consultation comes in very useful for novice and expert writers.  EFL learners 
of the current study were considered as a novice writer. For minimum benefit, corpus provides patterns of 
sentences. As can be seen (Table 5.2-1), the participants working in groups could create longer sentences 
comparing to doing individually.  That is, novice writers gained an insightful into exemplar of concordance 
lines.  The results of the current study are aligned with recent studies of using corpus with L2 writing class 
(Yoon, 2004, and 2008) .  It is noteworthy that corpus is one of language tools in fostering EFL learners to 
develop academic writing ability because it constructs L2 learners on correct common usage (Yoon, 2005); 
and provides immediate feedback to learners.  

On the whole, some learners’  voices were similar to those of Yoon and Havira ( 2004) - - the 
participants concurred that corpus consultation was beneficial to improve vocabulary usage such as 
common use, sentence patterns, and functions of words, which was resulted in their increase confidence 
about L2 writing.  Few informants expressed that they preferred using print dictionaries rather than corpora 

                                                           
3 keys of writing errors: awk-awkward; ?omit- omitting something; sp-spelling; s/pl-singular/plural; ww-
wrong words; art-article; trans-transitional word or phrase id needed; v-voice; s-v; subject-verb agreement; 
pos-part of speech.  
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due to their direct translation of the native speaker. A majority agreed that a dictionary is really helpful for 
acquiring meanings of vocabulary while a corpus seems more useful for working with patterns of word use . 

 
7. Conclusion and implications  

The present study attempted to integrate collaborative writing into corpus consultation for EFL 
leaners at a tertiary level.  More precisely, this study revealed that collaborative writing tasks, in which 
learners could negotiate with each other, can help them to produce high quality of writing products.  In 
addition, corpus is considered as a friendly- language tool for writers at all levels.  Further, corpus 
consultation might be applicable to encourage language learners to develop reading skill  
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