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1. Rationale



Student grouping

No differentiation 
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for some lessons

1. Rationale



“Within the constraints of the course, I feel I am able to teach the lexical items 
my pre-sessional students require for their destination courses.”

1. Rationale



EAP tutors need to teach “the literacy skills which are appropriate to 

the purposes and understandings of particular communities” 
(Hyland 2002)Ken Hyland

2. Background



EAP tutors need to teach “the literacy skills which are appropriate to 

the purposes and understandings of particular communities” 
(Hyland 2002)Ken Hyland

2. Background



a) Advanced level PhD and Master’s 

students

b) Weekly 2-hour sessions for 6 weeks

c) Discourse analysis / corpus building 

combined approach

d) Purpose-built AntConc corpora

e) Questionnaire-based

2. Background



Can students on a predominantly EGAP pre-sessional course improve their ability to use 

subject-specific lexical discourse in academic writing by building their own personalised corpora

- Can they use semi-autonomous learning to develop their personalised corpus?

- Can they use their personalised corpus to identify and record relevant multi-word units?

- Do they use more subject-specific multi-word units in their academic writing after building 

their personalised corpora? 

2. Background



a) Advanced level PhD and Master’s 

students

b) Weekly 2-hour sessions for 6 weeks

c) Corpus investigation /  Discourse 

analysis combined approach

d) Purpose-built AntConc corpora

e) Questionnaire-based

3. Methods



a) B2 level pre-sessional (pre-master’s) 

students

b) Weekly 2-hour sessions for 6 weeks

c) Corpus investigation /  Discourse 

analysis combined approach

d) Purpose-built AntConc corpora

e) Pre-Test / Post-Test Essays + 

Questionnaire-based

3. Methods



Experimental Group
19 Students
Engineering

CEFR B2

3. Methods

Control Group
19 Students
Engineering

CEFR B2



3. Methods



3. Methods
• Subject-specific Engineering Corpus

• Texts from students’ corpora

• 1597 texts

• 36,093,588 tokens

• 100 most common 3-4 word MWUs



3. Methods



4. Results

1. What was the percentage change in MWU use between the pre-tests and post-tests?

Experimental Group = 27.9% increase

Independent-samples t-tests:

• No significant difference in means of 

experimental and control groups

2. Was the difference in individual students’ MWU use 

significant? Control group 

• 12 students’ MWU use increased

• 4 students’ MWUs decreased

Experimental group 

• 11 students’ MWU use increased

• 5 students’ MWUs decreased

Control Group = 31.3% increase      /



4. Results

But…it wasn’t all bad news…



“I feel that my pre-sessional lessons taught me the vocabulary I need for my future academic course.”

average score = 3.9

4. Results



"Using my corpus helped me understand the meaning of multi-word units and collocations in academic texts.”

average score = 3.9

4. Results



“I feel I am able to learn the vocabulary and collocations I need to use on my future academic course 
autonomously, without specific language input from a teacher.”

average score = 3.3

4. Results



“How likely are you to continue using your AntConc corpus during your master’s course?”

average score = 4.0

4. Results



4. Results



Can students on a predominantly EGAP pre-sessional course improve their ability to use 

subject-specific lexical discourse in academic writing by building their own personalised corpora

- Can they use semi-autonomous learning to develop their personalised corpus?

- Can they use their personalised corpus to identify and record relevant multi-word units?

- Do they use more subject-specific multi-word units in their academic writing after 

building their personalised corpora? 

5. Discussion and Conclusion

- Can they use semi-autonomous learning to develop their personalised corpus?

- Can they use their personalised corpus to identify and record relevant multi-word units?



Explanations:

5. Discussion and Conclusion

• Lack of active reading

• Lack of active use of MWUs 

• Students’ level (of proficiency and experience)

• Tech issues

• Size of group

• Length of intervention



Future Research:

5. Discussion and Conclusion

• Level of teacher support / learner autonomy

• Awareness vs Production

• Fully EGAP groups

• Longitudinal studies

• Repeat quantitative studies tweaking variables
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