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Available online: 20/08/2025 convenient sampling technique from first-year students in 2024. The
experimental group students (n=42) were taught by corpus-based
grammar instruction and the comparison group students (n=44) were
taught conventionally. Moreover, data were gathered through tests
and interviews. Descriptive and inferential statistics were computed to
analyze quantitative data whereas thematic analysis to qualitative
data. The delayed grammar and writing post-test results indicated that
corpus-based instruction had a significant retention effect on students’
Keywords: grammatical awareness (n?p = 0.491, p < .05) and writing accuracy
(n*p = 0.378, p < 0.05). Overall, corpus-based grammar instruction had
a statistically significant retention effect (?p = 0.576, p <0.05). Finally,
the qualitative data proved that students who received corpus-based
grammar instruction had a positive attitude toward the instruction.
Therefore, EFL teachers should apply corpus-based grammar
instruction to enhance students’ grammatical awareness and writing
accuracy. Further research should also explore the retention effects of
the instruction and learners’ perception across different language
skills.
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1. Introduction

Grammar plays a paramount role in EFL classrooms. However, the way it is taught is still
conventional. It always starts with a mechanical explanation of the rule before moving on to
exercises and activities (Hedge, 2000; Richards and Rogers, 2014). This kind of rule
presentation in language learning and teaching has significant downsides- promoting rote
memorization of grammar rules without contextual understanding (Ellis, 2002; Larsen-
Freeman, 2003) that results in learners’ inability to apply rules meaningfully in authentic
communication situations (Schmidt, 2001; Nunan, 2004), and contributing to decreased
learner engagement and motivation during the lesson.

The approach also neglects natural language use patterns, leading to compartmentalized
language learning experiences (Skehan, 1998). Therefore, it must be altered because grammar
is recognized as a fundamental and indispensable aspect of language teaching (Burgess and
Etherington, 2002), and it has to establish itself in the proper place in language teaching and
learning (Richards & Rogers, 2001). Thus, to enhance students’ grammatical ability and
writing skills, teachers should apply more integrated and communicative approaches that
connect grammar instruction with authentic language use. As a result, this marks a paradigm
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shift in how language teachers view the use of technology as an approach to teaching grammar,
and the need for innovative approaches to grammar instruction that align with technological
advancements (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011; Brown, 2016).

Among the different technology-based approaches to teaching language skills (including
grammar), the corpus-based approach is the most potent, a topic of study since the late 1980s,
with Tim John’s work on data-driven learning (DDL) being one of the first to explore corpora
for teaching purposes (Gavioli & Aston, 2001; Braun, 2007). Since then, researchers have
studied the pedagogical implications of using corpora in language teaching (O’Keeffe et al.,
2007; Flowerdew, 2009; Romer, 2011; Leech, 2013).

The corpus is the computerized storage of text collections (McEnery & Wilson, 2001;
O’Keeffe et al.,, 2007; McEnery & Hardie, 2012; Timmis, 2015; Friginal, 2018), which are of
natural texts that represent a variety or genre of a language (Sinclair, 1991; McEnery & Wilson,
2001), which can be either written or spoken, or both. Granger (2003) and Flowerdew (2012)
also define corpora as systematic collections of learner language data comparing usage with
native or expert usage and electronic collections of authentic texts produced by foreign or
second language learners for different purposes.

As a huge collection of texts, the corpus has multiple roles and purposes in ELT,
particularly in grammar classes. One of the most significant benefits of the corpus is that it
allows students to explain language processes by themselves. It provides systematic access to
naturally occurring language, encouraging autonomous learning (Bernardini, 2004; Braun,
2005), and offers hands-on experience, adopting an inductive approach. Thus, using corpus in
ELT, typically in grammar, promotes a more autonomous and engaging learning experience
(Johns, 2002; O’Keeffe et al., 2007).

Grammar teaching, using corpora is, in fact, a current phenomenon that has been started
since the late 1980s, has grown immensely, and has revolutionized English language studies
with its authentic appeal (Conrad, 2000). Using the corpus in grammar teaching allows
students to focus on the specific areas of grammar that they struggle with (Conrad, 2000;
O’Keeffe et al., 2007). This also helps to bridge the gap between classroom grammar teaching
and real-world English language use. Overall, corpus-based grammar instruction using corpus
has opened up new avenues for ELT that were previously unavailable, targeting the provision
of a ready-to-use resource of natural or authentic texts (Reppen, 2010).

Therefore, it is believed that corpus-based grammar instruction highly affects grammar
teaching in many ways due to its potential to provide learners with rich data on authentic and
accurate language use instead of invented usages (McCarthy & McCarten, 202 2). It provides
learners with register-specific descriptions, enabling them to appropriately use the English
language (i.e., grammar) in spoken and written communication (Conrad, 2000). This resulted
in much corpus incorporation into grammar teaching (Johansson, 2009).

As research findings indicate, this incorporation would greatly benefit English language
learners and directly affect their grammatical ability (Lin, 2016). Likewise, Sinclair (2013)
advocates that teachers should, whenever possible, provide learners with real examples of
language use, and for that reason, a corpus would be highly beneficial for both learners and
teachers. Sinclair states that access to these patterns is considerably assisted by using corpus
tools since learners can analyze real and more extended samples of English language,
facilitating their understanding of how words co-occur and how these language units convey
meaning in context.

As mentioned in some references, in ELT, teachers and students can apply corpus-based
grammar instruction in two different ways: directly by using the online corpora platform and
indirectly with corpus-informed instructional tools (Braun, 2005; O’Keeffe et al., 2007;
McEnery & Xiao, 2010; Leech, 2013). The former, also known as DDL, can be used directly in
ELT classrooms (Romer, 2011; Timmis, 2015) since the corpus presents language patterns that
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would be perfectly relevant in grammar classes. For instance, in learning relative clauses,
learners can be exposed to many examples of sentences with relative clauses from a corpus,
and they search for patterns, recognize, analyze, and manipulate them producing similar
patterns based on those language data. Here, teachers facilitate and guide students to achieve
the desired goals of the lesson. On the other hand, the latter refers to employing teacher-made
English language teaching materials, dictionaries, reference grammar books, course books,
etc., that use corpora as linguistic sources from which examples of language patterns are drawn
for immediate actual classroom use (McEnery & Xiao, 2010; Leech, 2013; Meunier & Reppen,
2015).

However, some scholars argue that corpus-based grammar instruction may not be
practical for different reasons. For instance, Lin and Lee (2015) reported some challenges,
including technical difficulties, issues in designing and conducting activities such as
concordance analysis, and increased teacher workload. McEnery and Xiao (2010) also mention
the learners’ level and experience, the knowledge and skills required for corpus analysis, and
online access to use the corpus as challenges.

Besides these arguments, corpus-based grammar instruction has theoretical
foundations. It relies on the usage-based theory that claims language emerges from patterns
and regularities in language use and exposure (Robinson & Ellis, 2008) and aims to ground
language structure in the usage event, that is, the actual instances of language (Kemmer &
Barlow, 2000). Usage-based approaches to language acquisition hold that language
constructions emerge because of experiences that language users have had (Ellis et al,, 2012).
Likewise, CBGI relies on analyzing and practicing grammar patterns through actual contexts
used in different registers.

The input and noticing hypotheses are also the basis for corpus-based approach. The
noticing hypothesis suggests that learners cannot advance their language abilities without
consciously noticing them. Accordingly, the noticing theory proposes that learners consciously
notice language features and patterns to internalize them (Schmidt, 1990). Corpus-based
instruction facilitates noticing by bringing learners' attention to language patterns,
frequencies, and variations. Through corpus-based activities, learners are encouraged to
actively engage with the language and notice its recurring patterns.

Similarly, CBGI employs authentic resources to make the teaching and learning of
grammar more accurate and understandable for learners. In contrast, the input hypothesis
guides its material selection and presentation from corpora to make it meaningful and
understandable for ELT classrooms. In this regard, Krashen (1982) proposed that language
acquisition takes place when students are exposed to comprehensible input that is just above
their current level of understanding. In such instances, corpus data can provide real and
diverse language inputs, allowing learners to notice natural language patterns and structures
in various circumstances. Moreover, the approach relies on the Output Hypothesis through
integrating authentic language input with possible outcomes for meaningful language
production. Swain's (1993) Output Hypothesis stresses that producing language helps
learners identify gaps in their knowledge, which improves their learning. Similarly, CBA
facilitates this process by delivering learners with real-world language data from corpora,
allowing them to detect patterns like collocations and grammatical structures and apply them
to their output- speaking and writing.

Apart from the above-and-often-cited theories supporting corpora, corpus linguistics is
the most noticeably related and important arena. In fact, corpus linguistics is the empirical
study of language using computer-assisted techniques to analyze large databases of naturally
occurring language (Conrad, 2000), on which corpus-based grammar instruction extensively
relies.
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Considering these theoretical supports, what has triggered us to conduct a study on
applying CBA in EFL classrooms is learners’ poor grammatical awareness. Our observation is
congruent with the various research findings. Researchers have revealed that students’
grammatical awareness is poor. For instance, studies conducted in the Arabic-speaking
community revealed that one of the most critical issues in learning ESL by Arab students is
mastering English grammar (Azar, 2007; Fareh, 2010; Khan, 2011). These studies concluded
that learners found grammar so complicated because there was too limited opportunity for
them to practice English outside the classroom. Fareh (2010) identifies activities centered on
a teacher rather than on the students; focus on rote learning rather than on developing skills;
inappropriate textbooks and other teaching materials; and insufficient exposure to English as
major obstacles to proper mastery of English grammar. Marzulina et al., (2019), also conducted
a study on student-teachers in Indonesia and found that the student-teachers had a poor ability
to explain grammatical errors.

Moreover, studies confirm that students’ writing skills have faced multifaceted problems
due to a lack of grammar and vocabulary. According to Abiy’s (2013) investigation into high
school students' writing skills and English language proficiency as indicators of their
performance in English language writing, EFL students greatly demanded grammar and
vocabulary. Moreover, Alamrew (2005) and Haregewain (2008) conducted studies related to
writing skills. They found that students are not able to write a single grammatically correct
sentence at the secondary and tertiary education levels which was later confirmed by Asres
(2014) that the problem is getting worse from time to time. By and large, in Ethiopia, many
writing teachers in EFL classrooms are seen teaching writing and spending much time
correcting students’ grammatical errors (Dawit, 2014). Consequently, it is possible to say that
good knowledge of grammar leads to better writing, which offers confidence and credibility.

Owing to its significant role in ELT, considering the Ethiopian higher education context
in which English is taught as a foreign language, it is important to notice a CBGI’s role in
enhancing learners’ grammatical awareness and writing accuracy. This gives the impression
that corpus-based grammar instruction has become increasingly popular and is recognized as
an effective instruction to enhance learners’ grammatical awareness and writing skills.
However, the previous studies on corpus-based instruction investigated the effect on grammar
or writing in particular and learners’ attitudes towards the instruction. In addition, little
attention has been given to examining the retention effect of CBGI on both students’
grammatical awareness and writing accuracy simultaneously. Moreover, the worsened and
sophisticated grammatical errors observed in students’ writing and the need for innovative
approaches to grammar instruction in this era of digitalization to improve these problems calls
great attention. Therefore, the study examined the retention effect of corpus-based grammar
instruction on students’ grammatical awareness and writing accuracy. To this end, the
following research questions were formulated. Does corpus-based grammar instruction have
retention effect on students’ grammatical awareness? What is the retention effect of corpus-
based grammar instruction on students’ writing accuracy? What is the combined retention
effect of corpus-based instruction on students; grammatical awareness and writing accuracy?
How do students perceive learning grammar and writing through corpus-based instruction?

2. Method
2.1 Research design

A pragmatic approach to the research paradigm and a quasi-experimental, non-
equivalent control group design were employed to meet the research objectives. These
involved two intact groups: one experimental group receiving a pretest, an intervention in the
form of experimental treatment, a post-test, and a delayed post-test; the other, the control
group, was subjected to only the pretest, post-test, and delayed post-test. This research design
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was chosen as two naturally existing intact classes were taken to examine the effect of the
independent variable(s)- the conventional approach and the corpus-based grammar
instruction- over the dependent variables, which were the effects of corpus-based grammar
instruction on students’ grammatical awareness and writing accuracy, and their view toward
the instruction. Moreover, the mixed-methods research approach with an explanatory-
sequential design was used. In the data collection and analysis procedure, the quantitative data
were collected and analyzed first, followed by the qualitative data.
2.2 Participants, samples, and sampling technique of the study

This study was conducted at Wollo University, on first-year undergraduate students
placed at Kombolcha Institute of Technology in the 2024 academic year. Due to the quasi-
experimental nature of this study, only two intact sections were conveniently chosen as the
experimental and control groups. The study comprised 86 students (n = 42, experimental; and
n = 44, control). A pretest was administered to both to determine the homogeneity of the
participants. Moreover, Levene’s test was computed to scientifically measure groups’
homogeneity. Consequently, Levene’s test results showed that the variance in the scores for
the grammar and writing pretests were p = 0.392, and p = 0.373 (p = 0.05), respectively,
suggesting that there was no significant difference in variances between the groups and that
they were homogenous.
2.3 Instruments

We used quantitative and qualitative data-gathering instruments. Grammar and
writing tests were used to gather quantitative data, while reflective journals and interviews
were employed to gather data qualitatively. Tests were used as the main tools for data
collection. Accordingly, different grammar and writing tests were employed: a pre-test, a post-
test, and a delayed post-test for various purposes. The grammar tests were adapted from
TOEFL preparation materials (i.e., simple past and present perfect tense, conditionals and
relative clauses), modified, and reviewed by TEFL experts. The revision helped to ensure the
reliability and validity of the tests. Moreover, the reliability of the grammar test was acceptable
(a=0.703). The ICC for the writing test was (0.85) acceptable since Cronbach’s alpha, and the
interclass correlation coefficient value over 0.70 is acceptable (Muijs, 2022). These tests were
administered to measure the participants’ grammatical awareness and writing accuracy,
observe their progress in grammar learning, and, most fundamentally evaluate the retention
effect of the corpus-based grammar instruction.

In addition, reflective journals and semi-structured interviews were conducted. The
reflective journals were distributed and collected throughout the intervention, while
interviews were held with four randomly selected students from the experimental group at
the end of the treatment. We used these instruments to gather qualitative data to answer
research question number three related to students’ perceptions towards the instruction.

2.4 Methods of data analysis and procedures

We utilized quantitative and qualitative methods of data analysis. The quantitative
data were analyzed using SPSS version 25.0, with descriptive statistics, such as percentages,
mean scores, and standard deviations. These statistics would offer a good understanding of the
central tendencies of the data and the comparative analysis across multiple dependent
variables. Moreover, a MANOVA was used since there were two dependent variables:
grammatical awareness and writing accuracy, and independent variables: a corpus-based
approach to teaching grammar (experimental group) and the conventional method (control
group). It was used to observe the statistically significant effects of the independent variables
on the dependent variables. Additionally, assumption tests were computed to ensure that the
data had no problems with normal distribution, multicollinearity, outliers, and homogeneity
variance-covariance matrices.
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Furthermore, thematic analysis was incorporated to analyze the qualitative data from
reflective journals and interviews. The data from the reflective journals were categorized into
themes and then analyzed thematically. Likewise, data gathered using interviews was
recorded, transcribed verbatim, and then analyzed thematically allowing for a detailed
exploration and an in-depth understanding of the data. To sum up, initially, quantitative data
were gathered and analyzed followed by qualitative data analysis.

2.5 The Intervention

Students in the experimental and comparison groups received instruction on the same
grammar and writing lessons for an equivalent period. The grammatical concepts covered
during the experimental phase included simple past tense, present perfect tense, conditional
sentences, and relative clauses. These items were selected based on the preliminary
investigation conducted prior to the study through grammar and writing tests. Then, students
were taught each grammatical item, with the expectation of writing sentences and paragraphs
on given topics. The following intervention procedures were implemented. These procedures
were adapted from Ma et al. (2021) and Reppen (2010).

Phase 1: The Preparation Stage: This stage comprised three main tasks and lasted for seven

hours. The first task was a pretest that assessed learners’ existing knowledge of grammar

through grammar and writing tests. This was done to collect baseline data regarding the

students’ grammatical awareness and their level of writing accuracy. The second task

incorporated introducing the grammar items that the intervention would cover, setting ground

rules, and agreeing on the schedule and importance of the intervention. The third task was

exploring COCA with model examples.

Phase 2: The Intervention Stage: students were provided with sentences or texts extracted

from COCA that contained similar grammatical structures. Working in pairs and groups,

students identified the target structures, patterns, and language usage variations. Students

were supposed to conduct concordance analysis, pattern recognition, error analysis, sentence

correction, compare and contrast, and finally apply the knowledge of grammar they learned in

writing different sentences and paragraphs.

Sample grammar lesson from COCA online interface:

Activity 1

1. The following sentences are taken from the COCA interface. Read each sentence and
discuss in groups what the sentences have in common. Identify the relative pronouns and
the relative clauses used in each sentence.

2. Jalen John, who transferred from Aloha to Lakeridge this year, also was a member of that

FBU.

Sarah, whom I trust as a truthful person, says she saw Fred in the classroom near.

4. Our teachers are not to become intimately involved with a student whom they are
teaching.

5. In addition, [ wanted to point out the people who fidget and move around constantly... 'm
guilty of many ticks and neurotic behavior.

w
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6. Now, behind me is St. Patrick's Cathedral, which in some ways has been getting ready for

this for the last three years.
Figurel: concordance lines and KWIC for relative pronouns ‘whom’ and ‘which’

E CLICK FOR MORE CONTEXT

[)SAVE @) TRANSLATE [EJANALYZE  HELP [N [}

2012 BLOG  ..s.bettermedicine.com @ @ Q| asicouldn't live with the pain anymore. My Dad was with me whom I've never really seen cry until then... | was literally going «
2012 | BLOG | addictinginfo.org @ @ Q| Borgora Hivemind. Normally, | want to know why people with whom | disagree happen to think the way they do. So why was
2012 | BLOG | creators.com @ @ Q| insurance. They are women who live in the poorest counties in America, for whom a day on an uncomfortable MRI or radiatio
2012 BLOG | dailykos.com @ @ Q| butthe actual number may be different 4) donations - how much and to whom. The far right may not be too please with large
2012 BLOG dailystatesman.com Q& Q Eskew, both deceased. # Kevin is survived by his precious wife Becky, whem he married on June 2, 1973, in Poplar Bluff, Mo. ¢
2012 | BLOG  newsblaze.com @ @ Q|  and at times rapid fire role reversals as to exactly who may be chasing whom. # Helmed by action director Rob Cohen (The F
2012 | BLOG  whitstillman.org @ @ Q| had many discussions about " who is going to write about who. " " Whom, " hissed Mr. Stillman. " Who is going to write about
2012 | BLOG  whitstillman.org @ @ Q| "Whom, " hissed Mr. Stillman. " Wha is going to write about whom. " 2 Responses to Stillman at the Time 100 Party # The *

2012 BLOG | ...s.fredericksburg.com @ @ Q| will be kept away from his temporary home's four pit bulls - one of whom is also a foster -~ and two pugs for the time being. :

SEARCH FREQUENCY CONTEXT ANALYZE TEXT
3| ACAD | CotiegeSoud o¢qQ nchuded a samole sae of 6020 NI Sdeess of  when P2 e R of orgin a5 Ohina . Winen losiin
2 019 MAG  The Verge o6 q s o mate foiah oot ther [ Sese @8 . whch E B E gorg  The oy has 8 thin Bedel 00
3 L Castie ¢ q mesn not gering irse e " righe I schont whon E - E which atecty colege . and . ob
4 5 ACAD Resdngimproverert o¢ Q refecs 1o wtuderts A PerTEpUOnsS and I that  which E 8 { #) ottermge dfferent activives . [0
s 2 Wi accesstonmghtong QO € Q piace The 37 wings 10 Avakaning | Badhipakihiechamms | —n 54 Bd sucane sveyresncutregretous
€ < R e Q 10l commercal drones PO De reated a3 Hodel proah which - E 1981 podeines . The FAA Ras acpedied the
91 WAG g Rur o6 Q the leaf surface nstead of beading up or illng off whach E g Prodiem o mavy-lesved plants such as cabDage and
18 009 MAG  Motherfarth o4 q 8 few doys of shade after they IR S0t Ot whah m E m Prowded by plasrg a0 oAd theet over the row
1. Now, login into your COCA account and search for the following relative pronouns as

indicated in the above figures (who, whose, where, and that)
Phase 3: Final Stage: it was the stage in which learners’ progress was assessed by providing
a grammar and writing post-tests. Moreover, interviews were conducted to gather data on
students’ perceptions toward the instruction. Finally, delayed post-tests were administered
three weeks after the intervention was completed.

3. Results and Discussion

These sections present results of students’ grammar and writing post and delayed
posttests.
3.1 The Retention Effects of CBGI on Students’ Grammatical Awareness and Writing

Accuracy
Table 1: Comparison of the two groups’ post and delayed posttests

Descriptive Statistics
Variables Groups N Posttest Delayed posttest
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation
Grammatical Experimental 42 29.6429 3.71432 30.7143 2.77871
Awareness Control 44 23.2500 3.84662 25.0227 3.06889
Writing Accuracy Experimental 42 14.393 1.6876 14.9048 1.79171
Control 44 10.170 1.2847 11.8636 2.13052

As demonstrated in Table 1 above, the mean scores of the control group (conventional
method) on the grammar posttest (M = 23.25) are significantly lower than those of the
experimental group (corpus-based grammar instruction, M = 29.64). This indicates that the
corpus-based grammar instruction intervention positively affected students’ grammatical
awareness. Similarly, the mean score on the grammar delayed posttest for the experimental
group (M =30.71) is significantly higher than the mean score for the control group (M = 25.02).
The mean difference between the two groups is M = 5.69, which indicates that the
experimental group performed better than the control group on the grammar-delayed
posttest. The data depicts that corpus-based grammar instruction had a significant retention
effect on the students’ grammatical awareness.
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Regarding students’ writing accuracy, the descriptive statistics show significant
differences in writing post-test results between the experimental and control groups. The
experimental group had a higher mean writing post-test score (M = 14.39), with a standard
deviation (SD = 1.687), compared to the control group’s mean (M = 10.17) and standard
deviation (SD = 1.284). This shows that corpus-based grammar instruction increased students’
writing accuracy more effectively.
Likewise, students who received corpus-based grammar instruction (M = 14.90)
outperformed those taught with the conventional methods (M = 11.86) on the delayed writing
post-test. The mean difference between the two groups is (M = 3.04), which indicates that the
experimental group performed better than the control group on the writing-delayed posttest.
Although the descriptive statistics in Table 1 revealed that corpus-based grammar instruction
had a retention effect on students’ writing accuracy, multivariate analysis should further
support it to determine if the impact is significant. Therefore, the level of significance is

demonstrated in the following tables:
Table 2: Multivariate Analysis Result for Instructions on the two grou s’ delayed posttests

Hypothesi Partial Eta|Observed
Effect Value F s df Error df Sig. Squared Power?
Instructions Pillai's Trace .576 56.3292 2.000 83.000 .000 .576 1.000

Table 2 presents the results of a multivariate analysis of variance with two dependent
variables (grammar and writing) and independent variables (corpus-based grammar
instruction and conventional method). The results indicate a significant multivariate effect for
instruction types (Pillai's Trace = 0.576, F (2, 83) = 56.329, p =.000). The Pillai’s Trace value
for instruction is 0.576, which indicates a large effect size. This means the instruction accounts
for 57.6% of the variance in the dependent variables, and it indicates that CBGI had a

significant impact on long-term students’ grammatical awareness and writing accuracy.
Table 3: Parameter estimates of the two groups’ delayed posttests

95% Confidence Interval

Dependent Partial Eta
Variable Parameter B Std. Error |T Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound Squared
Grammar [Experimental] 5.692 .632 9.002 .000 4.434 6.949 491

Delayed

posttest [Control] ob

Writing [ Experimental | 3.041 426 7.147 .000 2.195 3.887 .378

Delayed

Posttest

[Control]

0ob

Table 3 shows the results of two separate regression analyses, with grammar-delayed
post-test scores and writing-delayed post-test scores as the dependent variables, are
presented, respectively. For the grammar delayed posttest, the results indicate that the CBGI
indicator variable (8 = 5.692, t(85) = 9.002, p <.05) is a significant predictor of the grammar
delayed posttest score. Similarly, the partial eta squared value (n?p = 0.491) indicates that the
effect of group accounts for 49.1% of the variation in grammar-delayed post-test scores. This
suggests that students who received CBGI scored significantly higher on the grammar-delayed
posttest than students who received the conventional method. Similarly, for the delayed
writing posttest, the results indicate that the CBGI indicator variable (§ = 3.041, t(85) = 7.147,
p <.05) is also a significant predictor of the delayed writing posttest score. In the same way,
the partial eta squared value (n?p = 0.378) indicates that the effect of the group accounts for
37.8% of the variation in delayed post-test scores. The data revealed that students who were
instructed with CBGI significantly outperformed their counterparts on the delayed posttest.
Therefore, corpus-based grammar instruction had long-term, significant effects on students’
grammatical awareness and writing accuracy.
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3.2 Qualitative Data Results and Analysis
3.2.1 Data from the students’ reflective journals and interviewees

This section attempts to summarize the important findings obtained from the students’
reflective journals and interviewees in the study. The main purpose of these tools was to
explore students’ perceptions of corpus-based instruction applied to learning grammar in EFL
classes. Data obtained from the reflective journals and interviewees were organized into key
themes for analysis as presented below.

3.2.2 The effectiveness of CBI in improving grammatical skills and awareness:

Data from students’ reflective journals indicated that CBGI helped them understand
and internalize complex grammatical structures from the concordance lines. Most students
appreciated the depth of understanding they gained through the grammatical structures,
examples, and patterns provided by COCA. The following excerpts were taken from students’
reflective journals:

$2: “COCA helps me to know how to learn grammatical structures by input words

or phrases and teaches me to expand my understanding about English grammar.”

S8: “Before I used COCA I learned only by teachers. My understanding was limited

but now by using it I learned more and expand my understanding about

grammar.”

S$14: “Yes, COCA is helpful because it has many grammatical structures to show

different examples and explanations on any grammar.”

These excerpts depicted the effectiveness of COCA in enhancing learners’ grammatical
awareness. Moreover, the interviewees’ transcripts also substantiated this data revealing that
the students found the instruction helpful in learning grammar. They replied that they had
ample examples from diverse contexts for a single grammar structure, which they could not
get from their course modules.

3.2.3 Improved writing:

Data obtained through reflective journals and interviewees showed that COCA helped
students improve their writing ability. To consolidate it, some excerpts from the reflective
journals are presented below.

S3: “If we know the grammatical structures, we will be able to improve our writing

skills, so COCA has multiple purposes.”

S$6: “COCA is helpful because the grammar contexts that we get from it are a

collection of expressions that are helpful for our writing skill development.”

S11: “Writing is not easy for many students and for me, it is difficult to write even

sentences but now I learn and read a lot on COCA and understand how to write

error free paragraphs.”

Further, data gathered through interviews confirmed that the exposure to and
understanding of different grammatical structures enabled them to improve their writing.
3.2.4 Motivation and engagement:

Regarding students’ level of motivation and engagement during the intervention,
students evidenced in their reflective journals and interviews that they felt exceptionally
motivated and inspired. They reported that the hands-on activities allowed them to observe
and identify the practical application of grammatical structures (i.e.,, simple past, present
perfect, conditional sentences, and contexts for relative clauses) in real-life examples, which
made the learning process engaging; as a result, they liked the instruction

To sum up, students expressed how the interactive nature of COCA motivated them
and enhanced their engagement with grammar learning. Most students reported enjoying the
hands-on experience, though some initially faced technical challenges, such as account setup
and navigating the platform. However, these obstacles diminished as they became more
familiar with COCA. The interviewees collectively agreed that accessing examples of grammar
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in authentic contexts such as simple past, present perfect, and relative clauses made learning
both enjoyable and enriching. Ultimately, students valued the practical, context-rich learning
experience provided by CBGI and viewed it as a transformative approach to mastering English
grammar.

Discussion

The main purpose of this study was to examine the retention effect of corpus-based
grammar instruction on students’ grammatical awareness and writing accuracy. Consequently,
the study confirmed that corpus-based grammar instruction had statistically significant
retention effect on students’ grammatical awareness and writing accuracy. Furthermore, the
experimental group students showed a positive attitude towards the instruction.

Corpus-based grammar instruction had significant retention effect on students’
grammatical awareness. This result is consistent with the findings of previous studies. To give
a few illustrations, Charles (2003), O'Keeffe et al., (2007), and Gardner and Davies (2014),
stated that CBGI helped learners in error identification, correction, and exposure to diverse
language patterns, and enhanced learners’ understanding of grammar rules and structures,
respectively. Similarly, Rapti (2010) has found that corpus-based instruction improved
students' grammar knowledge, and they preferred to access corpora. With the same token,
Elsherbini and Ali (2017) investigated the effects of corpus-based language learning on Iranian
EFL learners’ grammatical knowledge by analyzing the learners’ writing samples. The results
indicated noticeable differences in the EFL writing quality between the two groups. In addition,
there were significant differences, with the Concordance group gaining more grammatical
skills than the Thesaurus group.

Moreover, this study aligned with the Alshahrani et al., (2021) study that demonstrated
students utilizing corpus tools, specifically in grammar instruction, showed significant
improvements in grammar knowledge and writing skills compared to those taught with
traditional methods. With a specific retention effect of the instruction, Lin and Lee (2015) and
Girgin (2019) corpus contextualized materials assisted students in learning and increased
retention of the grammar learned.

In addition, Kogan et al., (2018) also reported that corpus-based instruction improved
students’ writing skills. The authentic contexts of grammatical elements stored in the database
(corpus) helped EFL learners construct effective writing. Yoon and Hirvela (2004) examined
the use of corpora in an ESL setting by studying intermediate and advanced-proficiency-level
ESL students’ attitudes toward using corpora in L2 writing instruction. They proved that
students’ writing skills were improved.

Besides, Amare (2021) reported that corpus instruction significantly improved
students' writing skills and engagement, similar to the current study’s finding. To make a clear
connection with the study as mentioned earlier findings, the delayed grammar and writing
posttest results of this study indicated that corpus-based instruction had a significant
retention effect on students’ grammatical awareness (n%p = 0.491, p<.05) and writing accuracy
(n®p = 0.378; p<.05) with a large and moderate effect size, respectively. Therefore, corpus-
based grammar instruction had a significant combined retention effect (n*p = 0.576, p<.05) on
students' grammatical awareness and writing accuracy. Further, results from the qualitative
data proved that students who received corpus-based grammar instruction had a positive
attitude toward the instruction and were highly motivated to learn grammar using the COCA
platform.

4. Conclusion
Corpus-based grammar instruction has increasingly influenced students’ grammatical
awareness, and writing accuracy, with its immense authentic contexts for different
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grammatical elements from various registers (Gaskell & Cobb, 2004). This study proved that
the instruction had a long-term effect on undergraduate first-year students’ grammatical
awareness and writing accuracy. More specifically, the study results showed that students who
instructed with CBGI exhibited improved grammatical awareness and enhanced writing
accuracy longitudinally. The instruction helped the students perform better in grammar and
writing tests than those taught through the conventional approach in EFL grammar class over
time. This would confirm that the CBGI significantly improves EFL students' grammatical
knowledge and practical applications (Nesi & Gardner, 2012; Boulton, 2017). Further, we
considered the experimental group students’ positive attitudes and motivations toward the
instruction as a genuine impact CBGI exhibited, which underscored its motivational
implications for teaching grammar to EFL students. Thus, the findings have various
implications for the field of English as a Foreign Language. First, results indicated that CBGI is
crucial to integrate corpus tools into EFL classes and it has indispensable roles in grammar
teaching. Second, curriculum designer should emphasize the importance of corpus-based
grammar instructions, equipping English language teachers with the skills to implement the
instruction effectively. The findings also implied that students improved their grammatical
knowledge and simultaneously enhanced their writing accuracy through multiple exposures
from different contextual language usages (i.e., grammar in context) that would benefit them
in using the language for real-world written and spoken communications, where
understanding and applying language structures accurately is crucial. Additionally, the study
was conducted at Wollo University with undergraduate first-year students. Therefore, further
research could examine the retention effect of CBGI across diverse learner populations and
contexts. Investigating implementation variations, such as using different corpus types, could
provide deeper insights into best practices for maximizing the effectiveness of CBGI. Lastly,
qualitative studies that capture student experiences and feedback could offer valuable
perspectives on the most engaging and impactful ways to incorporate CBGI into English as a
foreign language learning and teaching.
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