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Abstract

One of the most problematic areas in foreign language learning is collocation. It is often seen as arbitrary
and an overwhelming obstacle to the achievement of nativelike fluency. Current second language (L2)
instruction research has encouraged the use of collaborative output tasks in L2 classrooms. This study
examined the effects of two types of output tasks (editing and cloze) on the learning of English colloca-
tions. The aim was to investigate whether doing the tasks collaboratively would lead to greater gains of
knowledge of the target collocations than doing them individually. The knowledge of the target colloca-
tions was measured by means of a collocation knowledge test administered before and after the treatment.
The results showed that collaborative output tasks led to greater collocation knowledge than individual
output tasks. The results, however, showed an effect for task type in promoting the learning of the target
collocations, with the cloze tasks being more effective than the editing tasks. One obvious implication is
that teachers need to incorporate more collaborative output tasks into their instruction in their attempts to
facilitate the acquisition of L2 collocations by the learners.
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INTRODUCTION L2 learning, and learners will still be inaccurate

Recent second language acquisition (SLA) re-
search has pinpointed the importance of class-
room activities and the degree to which these
activities lead to communicative interactions
and attention to form in second language (L2)
classrooms (Ellis, 2003, 2005). For this purpose,
the use of appropriate pedagogical tasks that
simultaneously improve negotiation of meaning
and attention to the form seems useful (Pica,
2005). There is enough evidence that ample ex-
posure to meaning-based interaction and com-
prehensible input is not enough for successful
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with respect to some aspects of grammar (Harly
& Swain, 1984; Lapkin, Hart, & Swain, 1991).
It is because learners do not have enough oppor-
tunity for language production and focus on
form (Swain, 1993, 1998).

From a sociocultural perspective (Vygotsky,
1978, 1986, cited in Nassaji & Tian, 2010), so-
cial interaction and collaboration are essential
for learning. Individual cognitive development
cannot be achieved in isolation, and social en-
terprise is a need for learning. In other words,
when learners collaborate with other learners,
they use their existing knowledge to learn what
they have not mastered independently (Aljaafreh
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& Lantof, 1994; Donato, 1994; Nassaji &
Swain, 2000).When learners collaborate to pro-
duce output, they use language not only to con-
vey meaning, but also to develop meaning.
These activities are very helpful because when
learners try to express their intended meaning, they
can get help from their peers to be more precise in
their own meaning (Swain, 2005). Given that learn-
ers often fail to use the words they already know in
new collocations, teachers need to plan and imple-
ment an interventional instruction in relation to
collocations (Channell, 1981).

Output Tasks
Findings of different studies have provided evi-
dence for positive effect of output in language
learning (Nobuyoshi & Ellis, 1993; Swain,
2000; Swain & Lapkin, 2001). It is argued that
producing L2 pushes the learners to become
more aware of their problems in communication
and process language more deeply by making
their output more precise, coherent and appro-
priate (Swain, 2000). There are three major
functions for learner output: noticing function,
hypothesis-testing function, and metalinguistic
function (Swain, 2005). The noticing function
proposes that when learners produce output,
they may find some gaps in their knowledge
because they may understand that they are not
able to say or produce what they want. The hy-
pothesis-testing function suggests that when
learners are communicating with others, they try
to test different ways of saying the same thing
and may also come to realize whether their ut-
terances are comprehensible and well-formed or
not. The metalinguistic function may encourage
learners to consciously reflect upon language and
think about what to say and what not to say. Col-
laboration may facilitate these functions. Kowal
and Swain (1993) claim that collaborative output
makes learners aware of the gaps in their
knowledge, directs their attention to form, func-
tion, and meaning, and helps them receive feed-
back from their peers during task completion.
Output tasks are the tasks that provide the
learners with opportunity to produce the target
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language. Unlike comprehension, production
requires the learners to focus more on the syn-
tactic features of the utterance (Swain, 1985,
2000). When performed collaboratively, output
may provide opportunities for deeper processing
of the language data (Kowal & Swain, 1993).
Various forms of collaborative output tasks are
used in L2 classrooms. These include, among oth-
ers, dictogloss, in which learners are required to
collaboratively reconstruct a text presented to
them orally (Kowal, & Swain, 1993), cloze tasks,
in which learners are required to fill in the missing
words collaboratively (Pica, 2005), and editing
tasks, in which learners are required to amend a
text to improve its accuracy (Storch, 2007).

Research on Collaborative and Individual
Output Tasks

Numerous studies have investigated the roles of
different types of output tasks under collabora-
tive and individual conditions. The results have
provided positive evidence for the effectiveness
of collaborative tasks, with the task type acting
as an important moderator variable. For exam-
ple, Wajnryb (1990, cited in Nassaji & Tian,
2010) examined a particular pedagogical task
called dictogloss. Their results showed that
when learners were involved in the co-
production of language through such tasks, they
noticed gaps in their knowledge of language,
their attention was drawn to the link between
form and meaning, and they obtained feedback
from their peers. Nabei (1996) conducted a
similar study with four adult ESL learners who
worked in pairs to complete a dictogloss, and
obtained similar results. She found many in-
stances where the activity promoted opportuni-
ties for attention to form, scaffolding, and cor-
rective feedback.

The relative effects of different types of tasks
have also been examined by many researchers.
Swain and Lapkin (2001) compared the effec-
tiveness of a dictogloss with a jigsaw task (in
which pairs of students created a written story
based on a series of pictures). Participants were
two grade 8 French immersion classes. Each
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class completed one of the tasks. The learners’
interactions during the tasks were analyzed in
terms of language related episodes (LREs), de-
fined as episodes in which learners talked about,
questioned, or self-corrected the language they
produced. The results showed that both tasks
generated a similar and substantial amount of
language related episodes. There was no signifi-
cant difference between the two types of tasks in
terms of the overall degree of the learners’ at-
tention to form as reflected in their LRES. No
significant difference was found between the
two groups’ posttest scores either, suggesting
that the two types of task produced comparable
degrees of language gains.

Similarly, 1zumi (2002) compared the effec-
tiveness of a dictogloss with a text reconstruc-
tion task (a text that had certain grammatical
words missing, such as articles, prepositions and
function words, and the learners had to supply
them). Participants were seven pairs of high in-
termediate to advanced EFL (English as a for-
eign language) learners. The data were analyzed
both quantitatively in terms of the frequency of
LREs and qualitatively in terms of learners’ fo-
cused attention on forms. The results indicated
that text-reconstruction task generated more
LREs than the dictogloss.

Some studies have compared the effective-
ness of collaborative versus individual tasks.
For example, Storch (2007) examined the effec-
tiveness of pair work by comparing learners’
performance on an editing task. The learners
were asked to correct a short text as a regular
classroom activity. The text contained errors on
the use of language forms such as verbs, articles
and word forms, and was based on a text pro-
duced by a previous ESL student. Four intact
ESL classes participated in the study. One of the
classes completed the task in pairs, another in-
dividually, and the other two classes had the
choice of completing the tasks either in pairs or
individually. The results showed that when the
students completed the tasks in pairs they were
actively engaged in interaction and reflection
about language forms. Again, no significant dif-

ference was found between the accuracy of the
task when completed collaboratively versus in-
dividually. The researcher suggested that one
reason may have been related to the nature of
the errors targeted. She argued that the majority
of the editing items in the tasks were related to
the use of articles and word forms, and hence
the learners were not able to resolve such prob-
lems collaboratively. In another study, Storch
(2005) examined the effectiveness of collabora-
tive pair work where students produced a writ-
ten text either in pairs or individually. The study
examined both the product of their writings (in
terms of accuracy, fluency and complexity) as
well as the nature of interaction between the
learners during collaboration. The results
showed that the collaborative pair work led to
many opportunities for the exchange of ideas
and peer feedback. The results also indicated
that students who produced the text collabora-
tively wrote shorter but grammatically more
accurate and more complex structures in com-
parison with those who produced it individually.

The results from the above studies suggest
that collaborative classroom tasks provide
enough opportunities for learners to receive
feedback and focus on the form. However, the
results are mixed. In Nassaji and Tian’s (2010)
study collaborative tasks did not result in signif-
icantly greater gains of vocabulary than individ-
ual tasks. Concerning the task type, Long (2006)
argues that reconstruction tasks are not different
from each other in terms of their effects on
learning collocation. Nassaji and Tian (2010),
on the other hand, found that editing tasks were
more effective that cloze tasks. So it seems
necessary that new studies be conducted in or-
der to examine the relative effects of collabora-
tive and individual tasks on learning L2 collo-
cations before solid conclusions can be drawn
in this regard.

Collocations

As Liu (2010) argues, the term collocation has
been defined in different ways. But the most
widely accepted definition is provided by Nes-
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selhauf (2003), who defines it as a type of word
combination which is characterized by “arbi-
trary restriction on substitutability” (p. 225).
Restriction on substitutability is not determined
by the semantic properties of the elements in-
volved in the collocation but is to some degree
arbitrary. For example, in the combination reach
a decision, the reason that other verbs cannot
replace decision is arbitrary. Smadja (1993), on
the other hand, puts emphasis on the frequency
aspect of collocation and proposes that colloca-
tions are “combinations of words that co-occur
more often than expected by chance” (p. 143).

Explaining that a collocation may consist of
two or more words, Hill (2000) organizes Eng-
lish collocations into seven categories:

1. adjective + noun (a huge profit)

2. noun + noun (a pocket calculator)

3. verb + adjective + noun (learn a for-
eign language)

4. verb + adverb (live dangerously)

5. adverb + verb (half understood)

6. adverb + adjective (completely soaked)
7. verb + preposition + noun (speak
through an interpreter)

Cowie (1992) argues that collocations are
important in both receptive and productive lan-
guage competence. In other words, they are very
useful in both the comprehension and produc-
tion of language. Memorizing collocations may
prove a useful strategy to overcome some prob-
lems learners face in the course of language
learning and use.

As Nattinger (1988, p. 75) claimed, “colloca-
tions teach students expectations about which
sorts of language can follow from what has pre-
ceded. Students will not have to go about recon-
structing the language each time they want to
say something but instead can use these colloca-
tions as pre-packaged building blocks”. In fact,
a language can be acquired faster and more effi-
ciently when chunks are taught (Ellis, 2003).
When learners use collocations, native speakers
will understand them better. The use colloca-
tions by second language learners will help na-
tive speakers guess what they intend to convey
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and compensate for other problems including
pronunciation (Deveci, 2004).

A number of suggestions have been made
about how to teach collocations. These include
raising learners’ awareness, presenting colloca-
tions as individual words, recording colloca-
tions, and using dictionaries (Hill, 2000).
Teachers need to raise learners’ awareness and
noticing of collocations. Strategies like high-
lighting the collocations in the text may draw
learners’ attention to them (Fox, 1998). Present-
ing the collocations as individual words may
help learners know that these combinations of
words should be treated as chunks. Similarly,
using collocation dictionaries can provide stu-
dents with enough opportunities to individually
develop their own knowledge of collocations.
To obtain the maximum benefit from using dic-
tionaries in class, learners need a systematic
way of recording the information they receive.
Browsing the exemplifying sentences in diction-
aries can also provide useful information on
how the collocations are used; as a result, teach-
ers need to train their learners to used dictionar-
ies in this way (Hill, 2000).

Research Questions

In order to examine the effectiveness of collabo-
rative and individual tasks in learning English
collocations, the researchers put forth the fol-
lowing research questions:

1. s there any significant difference between
editing and cloze tasks in terms of their ef-
fects on learning English collocations?

2. Does collaborative vs. individual per-
formance of output tasks have a differ-
ential impact on learning English collo-
cations?

3. Do individual editing task performance
and collaborative editing task perfor-
mance differ in terms of their effects on
the learning of English collocations?

4. Do individual cloze task performance
and collaborative cloze task perfor-
mance differ in terms of their effects on
the learning of English collocations?
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Method

Participants

This study was conducted in 4 low-intermediate
classes. The participants were 30 adult universi-
ty students. Their purpose was to participate in
ILETS exam. Participants included 13 female
and 17 male students and were all native speak-
ers of Persian. Their age ranged between 20 and
30 years. Two instructors cooperated to conduct
the study, and all participants followed the same
instructional goal. Each instructor had two clas-
ses. The instruction was given during 8 weeks.
The Oxford Placement Test was used to make
sure that all the students were placed in the right
level and that the learners did not differ in terms
of their proficiency level. Those with extreme
scores were excluded from the study. Finally,
teachers were clearly aware of what they were
supposed to do in their classes because of per-
manent contact with the researchers. Further-
more, there were some meeting sessions with
one of the researchers to elaborate on the pur-
pose of the study and the tasks that teachers had
to use in their classes.

Instruments and Instructional Materials

The purpose of this study was to determine the
effects of two types of tasks on learning 40 Eng-
lish collocations as one of the most problematic
areas in learning English. Another objective was
to examine either collaborative or individual
performance of the tasks would lead to higher
gains. The two tasks investigated in the present
study were editing and cloze tasks. They were
selected because they seem to be more common
in English language tests and classes. Totally,
there were four tasks for each class, two editing
tasks and two cloze tasks. In order to determine
the effectiveness of these tasks and also the dif-
ference between individual and collaborative
performing on tasks, learners were supposed to
work on one cloze task and one editing task in-
dividually and one cloze task and one editing
task collaboratively. All texts were extracted
from “English Collocations in Use” (Reinders,
2010). Also, the tasks were designed based on

four original texts from this book about sport,
everyday verbs, eating and drinking, and work.
In addition, the selected collocations were be-
lieved to be appropriate to learners’ level and
related to the content of their lessons. The texts
were presented to the learners as a complemen-
tary part to their coursebook.

Each editing task contained ten erroneous collo-
cations that learners were required to amend as
closely as possible to the original collocations. Each
cloze task contained ten missing collocations that
learners were supposed to correctly supply.

The following examples illustrate editing
tasks which focused on the use of “eating and
drinking” collocations. Learners were required
to indentify the erroneous parts and then correct
them. Prior to the treatment, the learners were
familiarized with the target collocations through
some texts enriched with those collocations.

Example 1
Tom: Kids eat far too much litter food.
Nelly: Yeah, but it’s hard to get them to eat
good meals. They think they’re boring,
meals which make you healthy and
strong.
Example 2
Fran: Have you tried the new supermarket
yet?
Jim: Yes, the new produce is excellent, and
they have a big green food section.
Fran: Mm, yes. | actually think their pre-
pared meals are good, too.

Cloze tasks on ‘eating and drinking’ included
some missing collocations from the original
text. The format of both editing and cloze tasks
was adapted from Nassaji and Tian (2010).
Learners were required to fill in the missing el-
ements using their knowledge of collocations
and also the collocations presented to them prior
to the treatment session.

Example 1
Liam: I can’t believe
our long-term health.
Todd: No, and | think in general
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are probably bad for us, not to men-
tion
Gail: The restaurant was leaving
lying round outside the
fridge, and some people got
so the authorities closed it down.
Terry: Oh dear.

In order to measure the participants’
knowledge of target collocations, the research-
ers constructed two multiple-choice tests, each
consisting of 10 items. One of them was intend-
ed to be used after the first phase of the study,
and the other after the second. The reliability of
both tests was examined through item analysis
and Cronbach’s Alpha. The item discrimination
indexes were found to range from 0.29 to 0.55
for the first test and from 0.35 to 0.63 for the
second one. The Cronbach’s Alpha values the
first and second tests were 0.59 and 0.83.

Design and Procedure

This study was a quasi-experimental study, with
pretest-treatment-posttest  design, conducted
with low-intermediate English learners. This
study used two types of tasks, editing and cloze
tasks. There were two editing and two cloze
tasks to be performed collaboratively and indi-
vidually by the learners, aimed at measuring the
difference between individual and collaborative
learning. The same learners worked on one of
the editing tasks collaboratively and on the other
individually. The same procedure was used in
relation to the cloze tasks.

The study was conducted in two phases each
lasting 4 weeks. In Week One, students were
presented with a pretest based on the target col-
locations. In Week Two, they were exposed to
original texts enriched by 20 target collocations.
The learners were first required to read the texts
on their own. The teacher monitored them while
they were working on the texts. Then, the teach-
er elaborated on the text and provided the learn-
ers with the meaning of collocations. This phase
was aimed at providing an initial familiarity
with the target collocations. During the third
week, the participants were given one editing
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and one cloze task. Each of these tasks covered
10 collocations, making a total of 20. The teach-
er divided the learners into groups of two (who
did the tasks collaboratively) and individuals
(who did the tasks individually). This phase of
treatment was carried out in two sessions, each
lasting for about 45 minutes. . In Week Four, the
first posttest, which was based on the colloca-
tions used in the first phase, was administered.
They were asked to answer the 10 questions on
the posttest in 10 minutes.

The second phase of the study followed the
same procedure, differing only in the colloca-
tions and the way learners carried out the tasks.
This time, those who did the tasks individually
in the first phase performed them collaborative-
ly and vice versa. During the first week of the
second phase, the next 20 collocations were pre-
sented to the learners aimed at initial familiari-
zation. In the second week, learners were pro-
vided with a pretest which included the new tar-
get collocations. In the next week, they were
exposed to original texts enriched by target col-
locations. Learners were required to work on the
text with the teacher elaborating on the texts and
giving the meaning of collocations. Then, the
participants were given the tasks, again one edit-
ing and one cloze task. This time, the students
who did the tasks individually in the first phase
of the study were required to do them collabora-
tively, and the learners who worked on tasks col-
laboratively in the first phase of the study, per-
formed the tasks individually. Again, during the
fourth week, the participants were exposed to a
posttest based on target collocations. Similar to
the first phase, they were required to answer 10
multiple choice questions in 10 minutes.

Teachers in this study were observed in both
phases by one of the researchers to make sure that
they were following the procedures appropriately.

Results

In this study, the researchers investigated two
conditions, that is, performing tasks individually
and performing tasks collaboratively. Further-
more, the differences between two types of re-
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construction tasks (editing and cloze) were ex-
amined. There were two editing tasks (one con-
duced collaboratively and one individually) and
two cloze tasks (one conduced collaboratively
and one individually).

The pretest scores were analyzed in order to
make sure that the groups were not significantly
different from each other in terms of their
knowledge of target collocations. Based on the
research questions, four different comparisons
were made. The results indicated that the groups
(editing vs. cloze [t(29) = 1.3, P = 0.203]; indi-
vidual vs. collaborative [t(29) = 1.9, P = 0.054 ];
editing individual vs. editing collaborative [t(29)
= 1.8, P = 0.072 ]; cloze individual vs. cloze

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Cloze and Editing Tasks

collaborative [t(29) = 1.7, P = 0.083 ]) did not
significantly differ in terms of their pretest mean
scores. As a result, any significant differences
found at the posttest phase can be attributed to
the effects of treatment.

Research Question One was aimed at exam-
ining if there was a significance difference be-
tween editing and cloze tasks in terms of their
effects on learning English collocations. In or-
der to answer this research question, the re-
searchers made a comparison between the re-
sults of posttests from cloze (both collaborative
and individual) and editing tasks (both collabo-
rative and individual). Table 1 shows the de-
scriptive statistics for cloze and editing tasks.

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair editing 13.3000 30 2.65421 .48459
1 cloze 16.0667 30 2.40593 43926

Reading the mean column of Table 1 reveals
that the participants in cloze group performed
better on posttest (M=16.06) than the editing
group (M=13.3). This suggests that providing
learners with cloze tasks may prove more use-
ful than editing tasks in teaching English collo-
cations.

In order to find out whether the mean differ-
ence between cloze and editing tasks was statisti-
cally significant, a paired-samples t-test was run.
The results of the t-test [T (29) = 11.614, p =
0.000] indicated that the mean difference be-
tween cloze and editing task was statistically
significant. The pertinent null hypothesis, there-
fore, was rejected at 95% level of confidence.

Table 2

Based on the information presented above,
cloze tasks are more effective than editing tasks.
The results are in line with those of the study by
Nassaji and Tian (2010), who found that learn
ers performed more successfully in completing
cloze tasks than the editing tasks.

Research Question Two examined if there
was any significant difference between collabo-
rative and individual performance of tasks in
terms of their effects on learning English collo-
cations. To answer the question, a comparison
between the results of individual and collabora-
tive posttest scores regardless of the type of the
task was made. Table 2 elaborates on related
descriptive statistics.

Descriptive Statistics of Individual and Collaborative Scores

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair individual 6.7667 30 2.11209 .38561
1 collaborative 8.6333 30 1.40156 .25589

As Table 2 shows, the posttest mean score for
collaborative task (M=8.633) was higher than
the posttest mean score for individual task

(M=6.766). This means that doing tasks collabo-
ratively has greater effect than doing them indi-
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The statistical significance of the difference was
checked through a paired samples t-test. The
results indicated that the mean difference be-
tween collaborative and individual tasks was
statistically significant [T (29) = 6.805, p =
0.000]. It is, then, concluded that collaborative
and individual tasks had differential impacts on
the learning of the target collocations. The re-
sults were compatible with those of the study by
Nassaji and Tian (2010). They found that per-
forming tasks collaboratively results in greater
knowledge of phrasal verbs than performing the

Table 3

tasks individually.

Research Question Three aimed at showing if
performing editing task collaboratively or indi-
vidually made any significant difference in ac-
quiring English collocations. For this purpose, a
comparison was made between the posttest
scores of the editing tasks which were done in-
dividually and the editing tasks which were
done collaboratively by the participants. A
paired samples t-test and descriptive statistics
were used. Table, 3 presents the result of de-
scriptive statistics.

Descriptive Statistics of Performing Editing Tasks Individually and Collaboratively

Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair1  Edit individual 5.6333 1.82857 .33385
Edit collaborative 7.6667 1.34762 .24604

As can be seen in Table 3, the mean score of
participants in editing collaborative tasks
(M=7.666) was higher than that of the partici-
pants in editing individual (M=5.633) tasks.
This indicated a considerable improvement in
collocation knowledge of the participants as a
result of doing editing tasks collaboratively. It
was, however, necessary to examine whether
this difference was statistically significance.
Therefore, a paired samples t-test was used. Find-
ings demonstrate that the difference between edit-
ing collaborative and editing individual was statisti-
cally significant [T (29) = 6.154, p = 0.000]. It is
then concluded that doing editing tasks collabora

Table 4

tively results in great im provement in English
collocations than doing them individually. The
results were in line with those of lzumi (2002),
who found that collaborative completion of dic-
togloss lead to higher gains of target forms.

The purpose of Question Four was to inves-
tigate if there was any significant difference in
performing cloze tasks collaboratively or indi-
vidually in terms of their effects on learning
English collocations. For this purpose, the re-
searchers made a comparison between the post-
test results of performing cloze tasks individual-
ly and performing them collaboratively. The
descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.

Descriptive Statistics of Cloze Individual and Cloze Collaborative

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 Cloze individual 7.2000 30 1.71001 .31220
Cloze collaborative 8.8667 30 1.16658 .21299

Table 4 depicts that the mean score obtained
by cloze collaborative group (M=8.866) is high-
er than the one obtained by cloze individual
group (M=7.200). This suggests that collabora-
tive group significantly performed better on
cloze tasks than the group that performed them
individually. In order to determine whether the
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mean difference between these two groups was
statistically significant, a paired samples t-test
was employed.

Examining the significance of the mean dif-
ference, the researchers found statistically sig-
nificant difference between cloze collaborative
and cloze individual [T (29) = 5.473, p = 0.000].
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Given that these groups were not significantly
different from each other at the outset of the
study, the pertinent null hypothesis was rejected
at 95% level of confidence. Therefore, it can be
concluded that using cloze collaborative tasks
results in more knowledge of collocations than
using cloze individual tasks.

Pedagogical Implications and Suggestions for
Further Research

Based on what mentioned in the preceding sec-
tion, it is obvious that using collaborative output
tasks will help learners learn collocation better
and more effectively. In view of the results ob-
tained in this study, some pedagogical implica-
tions are proposed. One pedagogical implication
of this study relates to the effectiveness of doing
tasks collaboratively. As it was mentioned earli-
er, interaction always plays an important role in
learning a foreign language in a way that learn-
ers can collaborate and interact with each other
to produce correct target language forms. This
proposes that teachers should be aware of condi-
tions to which they expose their learners. Based
on the findings of this study, it can be argued
that interaction and collaboration may result in
greater knowledge of collocations. So, they
should plan for situations to expose learners
with tasks that require them to interact and col-
laborate with peers in classrooms.

Another implication concerns the types of
tasks to which learners are exposed. This study
focused on cloze and editing output tasks and
the results showed that performing editing tasks
may not lead to higher gains in collocations.
Based on this, it is suggested that teachers plan
for using cloze tasks instead of editing tasks. In
addition, because of the nature of editing task,
performing them especially in lower levels may
tire the learners and make them think that they
are not good language learners. Furthermore,
teachers should be always be aware of learners’
level and their proficiency to expose them to
appropriate difficulty level to make sure that
they are motivated enough to participate in tasks
collaboratively or individually. Also, given the

difficulty of collocations, teachers need to select
those that match the proficiency level of the
learners and be patient while learners are strug-
gling with mastering the collocations presented
to them.

Based on the results and limitations of the

study, a number of recommendations for further
study can be made. First, it is suggested the re-
searcher make sure that the learners know how
to collaborate and interact with each other. This
can be done in different ways, such as, by show-
ing them video-tapes of learners working col-
laboratively on similar tasks, explaining to and
discussing with the learners how to participate
in collaborative tasks and collectively solve the
linguistic problems. Second, it seems necessary
to investigate the other types of tasks to measure
the effects of other types of tasks on learning
English collocations.
Finally, because of the aforementioned reasons
it seems that teaching collocations needs a pre-
cise understanding of the learning situation, ex-
posing learners to appropriate conditions and
task types, increasing teachers’ awareness about
the nature of collocations.

Conclusion

Offering a new approach in teaching has always
been full of challenges, so it is suggested that
scholars, investigators, and teachers share their
thoughts and ideas, work together, design les-
sons, and help each other develop the effective-
ness of educational programs (Takimoto, 2007).
The motivation for present study was to find a
way for teaching collocation in class which is a
big area of weakness for both teachers, in a way
that they do not know how to teach them, and
learners. It is difficult for learners because they
do not know how to learn them.

The present study was carried out to deter-
mine the effect of two conditions (collaborative
and individual) on two types of output tasks (ed-
iting and cloze). For this end, participants were
exposed to some tasks collaboratively and indi-
vidually. The results of this study showed that
working on collaborative output tasks lead to

bt
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greater improvement on learning collocation
than individual output tasks. Also, cloze tasks
were more effective than editing tasks.

In line with previous results, it seems that
collocations are important in learning and teach-
ing processes. But because of difficulty of the
collocations and teachers’ lack of knowledge of
how to teach them, they are found to be prob-
lematic to teach. After all, it seems crucial that
both teachers and learners reconsider colloca-
tions in thier teaching and learning processes.
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