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This study investigated 100 undergraduate college students to see the relationship 

between the collaborative learning and motivation. Some prior researches 

showed that collaborative learning improves motivation. Also, the findings of 

this study show a significant difference in motivation between students who have 

collaborative learning and students who work alone. The findings of this study 

are useful for teachers to apply collaborative learning to improve learners’ 

motivation and in this way decrease their test anxiety. 
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Introduction   

The field of second or foreign language teaching has undergone many fluctuations and shifts over the years.  Language 

teaching is a field in which fads and heroes have come and gone in a manner fairly consistent with the kinds of changes 

that occur in youth culture.  Celce-Murcia (2005) believes that one reason for the frequent swings of the pendulum that 

have been taking place until fairly recently is the fact that every few language teachers have a sense of history about 

their profession and are thus unaware of the historical bases of many methodological options they have at their 

disposal. 

Collaborative Learning 

Collaborative learning is a situation in which two or more people learn or attempt to learn something together. 

Unlike individual learning, people engaged in collaborative learning capitalize on one another’s resources and skills 

(asking one another for information, evaluating one another’s ideas, monitoring one another’s work, etc).More 

specifically, collaborative learning is based on the model that knowledge can be created within a population where 

members actively interact by sharing experiences and take on asymmetry roles. Put differently, collaborative 

learning refers to methodologies and environments in which learners engage in a common task where each 

individual depends on and is accountable to each other. These include both face-to-face conversations and computer 

discussions (online forums, chat rooms, etc.). Methods for examining collaborative learning processes include 

conversation analysis and statistical discourse analysis. Collaborative learning is heavily rooted in Vygotsky’s views 

that there exists an inherent social nature of learning which is shown through his theory of zone of proximal 

development. Often, collaborative learning is used as an umbrella term for a variety of approaches in education that 

involve joint intellectual effort by students or students and teachers. Thus, collaborative learning is commonly 

illustrated when groups of students work together to search for understanding, meaning, or solutions or to create an 

artifact or product of their learning. Further, collaborative learning redefines traditional student-teacher relationship 

in the classroom which results in controversy over whether this paradigm is more beneficial than harmful. 

Collaborative learning activities can include collaborative writing, group projects, joint problem solving, debates, 

study teams, and other activities. The approach is closely related to learning. Alternatively, collaborative 

learning occurs when individuals are actively engaged in a community in which learning takes place through explicit 

or implicit collaborative efforts.  

Collaborative learning has often been portrayed as solely a cognitive process by which adults participate as 

facilitators of knowledge and children as receivers.  However, indigenous communities of the Americas illustrate 
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that collaborative learning occurs because individual participation in learning occurs on a horizontal plane where 

children and adults are equal. Thus collaborative learning also occurs when children and adults engage in play, 

work, and other activities together. 

Examples of Collaborative Learning 

Collaborative Network Learning: According to Findley (2002) "Collaborative Networked Learning (CNL) is that 

learning which occurs via electronic dialogue between self-directed co-learners and learners and experts. Learners 

share a common purpose, depend upon each other and are accountable to each other for their success. CNL occurs in 

interactive groups in which participants actively communicate and negotiation meaning with one another within a 

contextual framework which may be facilitated by an online coach, mentor or group leader." 

Computer-supported collaborative learning (CSCL) is a relatively new educational paradigm within collaborative 

learning which uses technology in a learning environment to help mediate and support group interactions in a 

collaborative learning context. CSCL systems use technology to control and monitor interactions, to regulate tasks, 

rules, and roles, and to mediate the acquisition of new knowledge. 

Learning Management System. In this context, collaborative learning refers to a collection of tools which learners 

can use to assist, or be assisted by others. Such tools include Virtual Classrooms (i.e. geographically distributed 

classrooms linked by audio-visual network connections), chat, discussion threads, application sharing (e.g. a 

colleague projects spreadsheet on another colleague’s screen across a network link for the purpose of collaboration), 

among many others. 

Collaborative Learning Development enables developers of learning systems to work as a network. Specifically 

relevant to e-learning where developers can share and build knowledge into courses in a collaborative environment. 

Knowledge of a single subject can be pulled together from remote locations using software systems. 

Collaborative Learning in Virtual Worlds. Virtual Worlds by their nature provide an excellent opportunity for 

collaborative learning. At first learning in virtual worlds was restricted to classroom meetings and lectures, similar 

to their counterparts in real life. Now collaborative learning is evolving as companies starting to take advantage of 

unique features offered by virtual world spaces - such as ability to record and map the flow of ideas, use 3D models 

and virtual worlds mind mapping tools. 

Collaborative learning in thesis circles in higher education is another example of people learning together. In a thesis 

circle, a number of students work together with at least one professor or lecturer, to collaboratively coach and 

supervise individual work on final (e.g. undergraduate or MSc) projects. Students switch frequently between their 

role as co-supervisor of other students and their own thesis work (receiving feedback from other students). 

Collaborative Learning can lead to student success by deepening the understanding of a given topic.  

An example highlighted in Edutopia’s Schools. That Work series is The College Preparatory School in Oakland, 

CA. In this setting students utilized daily class worksheets and periodic group tests designed to be more challenging 

than individual homework or exams, and students quickly learn how they are able to solve problems as a group that 

they might not have struggled with on their own. Essentially, Collaborative Learning at The College Preparatory 

School aims to actively engage students with material and each other to maximize knowledge retention.  

Additionally, collaborative learning fosters cooperation and connections with others (Muir and Tracy 2006; Rau and 

Heyl 2003), develops skills critical workplace success such as team building and  teamwork skills (Nowak et al 2005; 

Russo and Warren 2004), humanizes the learning experiences (Grzelkowski 1987), eliminates cheating (Grzelkowski 

2006; Ley et al2003), is associated with higher levels of student satisfaction (Chickering and Gamson2002; Fuchs et al 

2001; Giraud and Enders 2000; Sernau 2004; Slavin 2002), and lowers test anxiety (Grzelkowski 2006; Hanshaw 2007; 

Helmericks 2005; Ley et al 2003; Muir and Tracy 2006; Russo and Warren 2004). 
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Motivation 

Recent research on motivation has demonstrated that students’ goals and expectancies, referred to as motivational 

variables, can have considerable influence on their academic performance and achievement (Barker et al., 2002). 

McInerney (2006) proposed that learners’ internal motivations (such as their goals and expectancies) may promote 

positive academic behavior and achievement; external forces in students’ social environments may facilitate or 

inhibit the translation of these internal motivations into actual behavior. 

There is a large body of research concerned with the impact of attitudes and motivation on second language 

acquisition and much of it has demonstrated a positive relationship between motivational variables and proficiency 

in a second language (Tremblay & Gardner, 2002). 

Among various L2 motivations, the pragmatic reasons for learning an L2 referred to as instrumental motivation (for 

example, getting a job or passing an examination) is often contrasted with another L2 motivation that emphasizes 

interaction with members of the L2 community (i.e., integrative motivation), and it is suggested that the integrative 

motivation is a better predictor of L2 outcomes (e.g., achievement or motivated behavior) than the instrumental 

motivation. The relationship between instrumental and integrative motivation seems to be unclear, because of the 

inconsistent findings reported on the relationship among these two factors and L2 achievement (Izard, 2007). 

It is suggested that L2 learning motivation is affected by L2 learning contexts to which L2 learners are exposed 

(Schmidt, et al., 2003). For instance, in an ESL (English as a Second Language) situation, where direct contact with 

native speakers of English is possible, English is mastered through direct exposure to it. In an EFL (English as a 

Foreign Language) context, English learning takes place in formal classroom settings without interacting with the 

English language community; thereby there is little motivation for learning that language. 

 

At the turn of the twentieth century there has been an uprising interest in the investigation of the role of learner’s 

characteristics in a foreign and second language learning (hereafter referred to as FLL/SLL) process (Brown, 2000). 

A major trend in language syllabus design has been the use of information from learners on curriculum decision-

making (Nunan 2006). Students should be active agents of their learning, not merely passive receivers of 

information. Learning is a product of learners’ own actions and is based not only on the learners’ prior skills and 

knowledge but also on their experience and interest. If learners have role in defining and choosing the goals, the 

course content, and methodology, learning will be more relevant to them (Decorte, 2007). In order to create a 

learning environment in which students’ needs are addressed, teachers need to understand their students’ interests 

and concerns, in short, their motivation. If considering preferences felt by learners is crucial for effective language 

learning, negotiation is needed between teachers and students. Information has to be exchanged about the role of 

teacher and learners, so that compromises are reached between what learners want and what the teacher can provide 

(Brindly, 2001). 

Although many teachers admit that learners differ in terms of needs and preferences, they may not consult learners 

in conducting language activities. The basis for such reluctance to cooperate may be that learners are not capable to 

express what they need to learn and how they want to learn it. 

Many research projects suggest a meaningful relationship between motivation and student’s performance. Schmidt 

(2000) argues that motivated learners are more likely to pay close attention to the language input than those who are 

not so motivated.  Niezgoda and Rover (2001) suggested that motivation might influence English learners’ 

sensitivity to grammatical errors. Cook (2001) also points out that highly motivated learners can notice pragmatic 

functions of language. A similar observation was made by Tateyama (2001) who found that highly motivated 

learners showed a better performance in a role-play (Csizer&Dornyei, 2005). 

One of the influential studies of student motivation was conducted by Robert Gardner and Wallace Lambert (1972). 

During 12 years they studied Foreign Language Learning in Canada, the United States, and the Philippines in order 

to investigate how attitude and motivation affect success in language learning. They identified two types of 

motivation: instrumental and integrative. Instrumental motivation refers to motivation to learn a language in order to 

reach instrumental goals: promoting a job, reading technical material, translation and so on. 

In integrative motivation learners wish to integrate himself/herself into the culture of the second language group, to 

identify with them, and become a part of the target language society. Many of Lambert studies (1963) found that 

higher scores on proficiency test in a Foreign Language followed integrative motivation. In a number of previous 

studies, positive attitudes toward learning English was found to be one of the most important factors in a motivated 

behavior (Crooks & Schmidt, 2000). If learners have a positive attitude toward learning a second or foreign 

language, they are more motivated to learn that language. 

 

In summary, literature suggests that most learners begin their academic career with integrative and instrumental 

motivation toward achievement (Entwisleet al., 2007; Stipek& Ryan, 2008). 
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II. Methodology 

            Participant 

Our subjects were 100 undergraduate college students ranged from 21 to 25 year-old students 

selected randomly from male students studying English as a foreign language (EFL). Learners 

enrolled in the second grade. The participants were divided into two groups: experimental and 

control groups. 

Instruments 

           1) A Nelson test (1999, as cited in Dadkhah’s thesis, 2002). It consisted of 40 multiple-choice 

items on grammar and vocabulary to estimate the proficiency level of the learners. The validity of 

the test was established by consulting with my supervisor and advisor. 

        2) A motivation test. It was developed by Celce Murcia (2001) and consisted of 41 questions in 

six parts. Part one consisted of eight questions dealing with the view of participants regarding the 

reasons for learning English. Part two consisted of five questions to measure students' attitude 

toward learning English. Part three consisted of seven items to measure students' attitude about the 

English textbooks. Part four consisted of one question to rate the extent of students' satisfaction with 

achievement in English. Part five consisted of 17 items to measure the students' attitude toward the 

preferred ways and activities for learning English. Part six consisted of three items to rate the extent 

to which students agree with the way of error correction. This questionnaire was translated into Farsi 

to avoid participants' confusion. According to Seliger and Shohamy (1989), one of the main 

problems with questionnaires in a foreign language (FL) is that participants often have problems in 

providing answers in FL and there is no assurance that the questions are properly understood and 

answered correctly. Also, the participants of this study were in the second grade and not proficient 

enough in English; therefore, this questionnaire was used in Farsi, the native language of the 

participants.  The validity of the test was measured by consulting with my supervisor and 

advisor and the researcher measured its reliability via Cronbach’s alpha (r=0.85). The participants 

were asked to rate their attitudes on a 5-point Likert scale. 

3) Two contexts from the general English book for university students. 

Procedure 

At first 200 students were selected randomly. Then, via the administration of the Nelson 

test, 100 male students were selected as the participants of the study. The researcher covered the 

same amount of material for each group. Two contexts were administered at the end of the 

instruction. Participants worked individually on the first context. Participants from the experimental 

group worked in pairs while students in the control group worked alone to work on the second one. 

On the day of the test, the researcher administered the motivation test. 

III. Data Analysis 

The results of the Nelson Test show no significant differences between our experimental and control groups. As Table 1 

shows, there is a significant difference in motivation between our groups at either test 1 or test 2.  There is also a 

significant difference in motivation level between test 1 and test 2.  Our results support the argument that collaborative 

learning increases motivation.   
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Table 1: Motivation Levels and Change 

Experimental Control Group 

Group  t-statistic
a 

Test 1: Motivation Average -                                                100     10.44 10.08 0.770 

Test 2: Motivation Average  18.13 10.20  

 

The evidence presented in Table 2 shows that while most students in both groups experienced an increase 

in motivation between test 1 and test 2, students in the experimental group were more likely than those in 

the control group to experience an increase in motivation.  Whereas motivation increased 45 percent of 

experimental students, it increased for 30 percent of control group students. Collaboration may be 

responsible for these changes.  Students with poor information may feel more motivation because they 

will have the knowledge of other students. 

 

Table2: Distribution of Motivation Score by Groups 

Experimental Group Control Group 

 

Cumulative Cumulative 

 

Percent Percent  Percent Percent 

2.5% 2.5% 

3.3% 3.3%  2.5 5.0 

4.4 7.7  2.5 7.5 

2.2 9.9  10.0 17.5 

11.0 20.9  10.0 27.5 

15.4 45.3  15.0 30.0 

17.6 53.8  20.0 62.5 

17.6 71.4  7.5 70.0 

15.4 86.8  12.5 82.5 

6.6 93.4  12.5 95.0 

5.5 98.9  2.5 97.5 

1.1 100.0%  2.5 100.0% 

 

 

 

 

In order to find out whether or not this difference is statistically significant, a t-test was run. Table 3 shows the 

results of this t-test. 

 

Table 3. The Results of the t-test for the Motivation Test 

Group No. Mean SD SEM df t p 

Control Group 50 183.08 19.845 3.169 48 -2.229 .031 

Experimental 

Group 

50 195.24 17.622 2.724 

 

Table 3 reveals that the amount of t-observed (t= -2.229) is significant at the probability level of p= .031, which is 

smaller than .05. In other words, motivation is significantly higher for the experimental group than for the control 

group.  
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IV. Conclusion 
Collaborative learning is a teaching style that has evolved over the last thirty years and is still evolving. 

Collaborative learning is an umbrella term for a variety of educational approaches involving joint intellectual effort by 

students, or students and teachers together. Usually, students are working in groups of two or more, mutually searching 

for understanding, solutions, or meanings, or creating a product. Collaborative learning activities vary widely, but most 

center on students’ exploration or application of the course material, not simply the teacher’s presentation or explication 

of it.  Collaborative learning represents a significant shift away from the typical teacher-centered or lecture-centered 

milieu in college classrooms. In collaborative classrooms, the lecturing/ listening/note-taking process may not disappear 

entirely, but it lives alongside other processes that are based in students’ discussion and active work with the course 

material. Teachers who use collaborative learning approaches tend to think of themselves less as expert transmitters of 

knowledge to students, and more as expert designers of intellectual experiences for students as coaches or mid-wives of a 

more emergent learning process.  

A previous study by Giles and Coupland (2004) found that collaborative learning is a very useful factor to engage 

learners in learning process. The results of this study were similar to the results of the present study.  

V. Suggestions for Further Research 
No study is complete by itself and cannot take every detail into consideration. Therefore, there are always aspects 

which are not accounted for. This research is no exception. There are some issues which were not controlled in this 

study and can be topics for further research by other researchers.   

 

This study was done only in one city with a limited number of students. It is suggested that another study be 

performed with large numbers of students from more cities. These findings are based on comparisons between the 

results of two contexts. Additional researches are needed to compare changes in motivation across multiple exams, not just 

between two. 
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