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Corpus revolution?

Transformed language teaching? 

corpus revolution (e.g. Conrad, 2000) 

gradual transformative change in language 

teaching (Leech, 1997)

 There still seems to be a gap between corpus 

research and teaching practices using corpora 

(Chambers, 2019). 



Bridging the gap between research and practice



Corpora and language teaching

Main approaches 

(1)corpus-informed language teaching, 

(2) integrated corpus-supported teaching and learning,

(3)self-directed DDL. 



Corpus-informed language teaching

Researchers and materials writers access corpora 

directly

make pedagogical decisions regarding the 

contents and sequencing of language teaching 

syllabi and materials based on the results of corpus 

analysis.

(Römer, 2011)



Corpus-informed language teaching

 great increase since the 1990s

 Indirect use of corpora

description of language

 reference works – dictionaries, grammar books

 e.g. Cobuild, Longman

syllabus design and materials development, evaluation of textbooks

 collocations, lexico-grammar

 E.g. Touchstone (CUP), Grammar and Beyond (Reppen, 2012)

language testing

 e.g. validate tests, generate test items, etc.

learner corpora

 analysis of interlanguage

 ICLE – International Corpus of Learner English

(Jablonkai & Csomay, 2022; McEnery, & Xiao, 2011; Römer, 2011)



Corpus-informed materials design in ESP

Corpus design and corpus building

Needs analysis

 a) learner needs are a fundamental element in ESP course and 

materials design; 

 b) subject-specialists can inform the corpus design process about 

the range and relevance of particular text categories, genres

English EU Discourse corpus

 1,174,753 running words

 241 texts published by several EU institutions 

 40 different genres

 whole texts

 balanced for 34 subject fields of EU activities
Jablonkai, 2020



Lexical analysis for ESP pedagogic purposes

Word list (e.g. Nation, 2016; Coxhead, 2018)

 collocation list  (e.g. Green & Lambert, 2018, 2019).

 lexical bundles (e.g. Biber, 2006; Cortes, 2013; Wright, 

2019)



Word lists in language teaching

 General Service List of English Words (GSL) (West, 1953)

 analysis of general and specialised corpora resulted in word lists

 Academic Word List (Coxhead, 2000)

 New General Service List (Brezina & Gablasova, 2015)

 New Academic Vocabulary List (AVL) (Gardner & Davies, 2014)

 subject-specific academic word lists analysing textbooks and 

research articles: business (Hsu, 2011; Konstantakis, 2007), agriculture

(Martínez, Beck, & Panza, 2009), engineering (Hsu, 2014; Ward, 2009), 

medicine (Hsu, 2013; Wang et al., 2008; Yang, 2015), the environment

(Liu & Han, 2015) and applied linguistics (Vongpumivitch, Huang, &
Chang, 2009 ). 

 Student Engineering Word List (SEWL) 1260 word families

 Chemistry Academic Word List (Valipouri and Nassaji, 2013) of 1400 

word families

 Medical Academic Word List (MAWL) of 623 word families



EU Word list

 405 word families

 legal words: REGULATE, TREATY

 words in connection with funding: FUND, RESOURCE

 the main EU institutions: COMMISSION, PARLIAMENT and

PRESIDENCY

 Abbreviations: DG, EC, OJ, SME

 geographical names, which include all member states and 

names of two cities: BRUSSELS and LISBON

 function words such as PRIOR, BEHALF and VIA

 Specificity:

Jablonkai, 2020, p. 13



EU collocation list

Jablonkai, 2020, p. 14; 15



Presentation of collocational profile

(Jablonkai, 2020, p. 17)



Activity type 

(Jablonkai, 2020, p. 17)



Lexical bundles in the EEUD Corpus

Most frequent ones: in accordance with the, of the 
European Union, referred to in article

 Least frequent ones: of the internal market, the 
procedure referred to and within the scope of

 Lexical bundles are very frequent in the EEUD 
Corpus – indicates a formulaic language use

More lexical bundle types than in other registers

 Four-word lexical bundles are frequently part of 
longer word combinations

 E.g. in accordance with the

 in accordance with the principle of proportionality





Integrated corpus-supported teaching 

and learning
Origins

 Tim Johns 1990s Classroom concordancing

 Learners as researchers

 Autonomous learning

Theoretical underpinning

 Noticing hypothesis (Schmidt, 1990)

 Discovery learning

 corpus application in language teaching, DDL (Boulton & 

Cobb, 2017; Johns,1991) 

 corpora enhance learners’ language awareness (Chen & 

Flowerdew, 2018; Römer, 2009), confidence and autonomous 

learning (Yoon, 2008) 



Direct use of corpus data and corpora

 Data-driven 

learning (DDL)

 learners discover 

patterns in 

language

 concordance lines

 KWIC – key word in 

context

 teacher-directed 

or learner-led

(Warren, 2016)

Jablonkai, 2011



Chain of activities

Research – Practise – Improvisation (Johns, 1991)

Learners

 LOOK at concordance lines of the new vocabulary item and 

words surrounding it, thinking of meaning

 FAMILIARISE themselves with the patterns of language 

surrounding the word by referring to the concordances as you 

complete the tasks

 PRACTISE words without referring to concordances

 CREATE their own piece of writing using the words studied to 

fulfil particular functions in writing, speaking 

(Thurstun & Candlin, 1998)



Instruction:
Study the concordance lines and list (words) 
nouns, verbs, adjective, adverbs used with 
‘implement’, ‘commission’

Activity type
LOOK



Activity type
FAMILIARISE
Instruction: Compare the use of the word ‘commission’ in BNC and EEUD



Activity type FAMILIARISE  

(Jablonkai, 2011)



Activity type

FAMILIARISE

(Jablonkai, 2011)

Aim: to familiarise with frequent collocates of a particular lexical item



Concordance lines of multi-word 

sequences

Activity type LOOK  



Activity type

FAMILIARISE



Self-directed DDL and DIY corpora

 corpus as a tool of self-directed learning, DIY corpora with PhD students

(Charles, 2012; 2014)

 corpus-based EAP course, attitude to corpus use - anxiety, large general 
corpora – BNC, COCA (Leńko-Szymańska, 2014; Lee & Swales, 2006; Yoon & 

Hirvela, 2004)

 corpus approach for English for various specialisms (ESP) at undergraduate 

level (Ackerley, 2017; Flowerdew, 2002)

 do-it-yourself (DIY) corpora as discipline-specific models for future professions 

(Hyland, 2017; Charles, 2017; Frankenberg-Garcia, 2015)

 DDL courses apply direct corpus use & CALL technology (Hubbard, 2013; 
Friginal 2018)



Course outline



Core aims of the corpus-based ESP course

 develop students’ language skills for their future professions

 sensitize students to variation in lexico-grammatical features 

of subject-specific language use 

 raise awareness of the formulaic quality of naturally 

occurring language

 enhance autonomous language learning

 provide a tool for students’ long-term professional use



Course outline
Corpus Topics Lab practice 

Module 1: Core Concepts 

Language corpora on-line dictionaries vs corpus data 

Collocations on-line corpora in English and Slovene 

Wordlists frequency data, Academic Wordlist 

Concordances formulating queries 

Module 2: Corpus Compilation 

DIY ESP corpora purpose, type and size  

Genres and registers selecting documents 

Harmonisation  corpus structure 

Corpus consultation pre-compiled corpora 

Module 3: Corpus Analysis 

Corpus analysis tools AntConc, SketchEngine 

Corpus research  concordance manipulation 

Analysing corpus output word sketches, keyness 

ESP terminology BootCat: key words list, multi-word expressions 

Corpus expansion WebBootcat 

Module 4: Autonomous Corpus Use 

Practicing corpus skills Writing and translating 

Presentations Presentations of students’ projects 

 



BootCat corpus building tool

 https://bootcat.dipintra.it/

https://bootcat.dipintra.it/


Analysis of students‘ essays

 In order to investigate students’ reflections on the benefits and 

challenges of their corpus use, the reflection and conclusion sections 

of the written reports was compiled into a small corpus of 2587 

running words (Keyword Tool on the SketchEngine platform)

 The following categories emerged from the analysis of the 

concordance lines of the identified keywords:

 Advantages of using a language corpus

 Affordances of corpus tools and resources

 Enhanced language awareness

 Understanding the limitations of DIY corpora

 Future plans to use language corpora 



Understanding the limitations of DIY corpora

However, students also realized the limitations and 

problems of corpus-based investigation of language. 44% 

of students pointed out such disadvantages by using 

keywords such as important, text, collocation, corpus to 

express these concepts. Some point out that “we should 

be careful when collecting a corpus” and “select 

relevant texts “(S2), but also that “a too small corpus [will 

not] give accurate information” (S6). 



Future plans to use language corpora 

While all the students expressed their positive perception of corpus 

consultation, only 33% of them hinted at their future plans to 

engage in autonomous corpus use. The keywords used to express 

such plans were academic, corpus, vocabulary, language, new, 

study and use. One student planned that “In the future I would like 

to focus on compiling an academic corpus, […]in order to expand 

my academic vocabulary and  […] as an aid for translation 

studies” (S8). Another claimed that “studying a corpus or 

compiling a new one will move us step by step to a better 

knowledge and use of language” (S5).



Summary of findings

Findings suggest that students considered this approach useful. 

 engagement with corpus compilation seemed to help 

undergraduate students develop a deeper understanding of 

corpus structure, potential scopes of investigation and 

interpretation of output of corpora in general (also Google 

Translate)

most importantly, help them achieve a deeper 

understanding of how language works, i.e., how we make 

meaning through language.



Aspects to reconsider

 the required minimum size of DIY corpora should be 

increased to at least 50,000 running words in order to yield 

relevant data. 

 the tasks for exploration of various lexico-grammatical 

aspects of language should also include comparisons based 

on online corpora in students’ L1. 

 such an approach may especially help enhance 

undergraduate students’ language awareness. (the concept 

of collocation in L1 and L2)



Challenges of DDL

 Learners might find it technically challenging

 Time-consuming 

 Learners might feel overwhelmed by the amount of data

 Better suited for learners with proficiency from an intermediate 
level (BUT lower level learners benefit as well) (Boulton, 2009)

 Scaffolding exercises, guidance from the teacher

 Gradually introducing DDL and direct corpus consultation 

 technology in language learning – computer-anxiety (Ortega, 
1997; Sullivan & Pratt,1996)

 […] computer anxiety is a concept-specific anxiety because it 
is a feeling that is associated with a person’s interaction with 
computers (Kira & Saade, 2006, p. 32).



Corpus anxiety Phase 2

Mean

I feel confident using a corpus. 4

I feel calm when asked to search a corpus. 3.8

I become nervous when asked to use a corpus. 2.78

I get nervous when searching a corpus. 2.85

I feel anxious as I use a corpus. 2.5

I worry that I am not able to do well when using a 

corpus.

3.14

I worry that my computer skills are not good enough to 

complete corpus searches.

2.28

Overall, I feel comfortable using a corpus. 3.9

I am anxious that the other students in class do better 

than I when we are using a corpus.

2.5



Tentative principles of designing DDL-based 

language teaching
(Jablonkai & Cebron, 2020)

1. introduce students to basic concepts of corpus 

linguistics (Leńko-Szymańska, 2017). 

2. include components that focus on technical skills

3. include both direct and indirect corpus use , guided, 

scaffolded corpus consultation (Ackerley, 2017; Yoon & 

Jo, 2014; O’Keefe & Farr, 2003)

4. Allow sufficient time and repetition for hands-on corpus 

querying in class (Leńko-Szymańska, 2014)



5. include compiling and analysing a DIY corpus (Charles, 

2012; 2014)

6. Promote autonomous corpus use outside of the classroom 

(Charles, 2012; Lee & Swales, 2006; Jablonkai & Čebron, 

2017) 

7. Contextualise the demonstration of corpus resources and 

tools (Charles, 2018; Poole, 2016)

8. include components of reflection (Rogers, 2001; Schön, 

1987)



Contextualisation 

Materials should be pedagogically relevant and 

effective (Ackerley, 2017, p.195)

what is taught should make sense to learners and 

be useful and adaptable to their interests and levels 

(Granger and Meunier, 2008, p. 250)



Reflection task with learners

Corpora are good for …

Corpora are good for language learning, because …

Corpora are challenging to use, because …

Corpora are not good for language learning, because …



Normalisation of DDL as CALL

Lessons from CALL and TEL

 “the stage when the technology becomes invisible, embedded in 

everyday practice and hence normalised” (Bax, 2003: 23)

 impeding factors for normalisation, that is, (a) logistics; (b) 

stakeholders’ conceptions, knowledge and abilities; (c) syllabus and 

software integra- tion; and (d) training, development and support. 

(Chambers & Bax; 2006; Pérez-Paredes, 2019) 

Models of integration and acceptance of technology

 TPACK (Crosthwaite et al.,2021)

 Technology Acceptance Model (Davies, 1998; Jablonkai, 2019)

 Learner training (Hubbard 2013)

 Usability evaluation of educational software, e.g. Nielsen (1995) 

(Hendry & Sheepy, 2022)



Future directions to help us cross the 

research-practice bridge

 Learning-driven and teaching-oriented 

corpora are needed

Corpus analysis tools need to be more 

user-friendly

Pedagogic approaches to integrate of 

corpus data and resources with overall 

teaching objectives

Research on sociocultural and/or 

cognitive mechanisms of corpus 

applications, corpus consultation



Thank you for your attention!



References

 Boulton, A. (2010a). Learning outcomes from corpus consultation. In M. Moreno Ja´en, F. Serrano Valverde & M. Calzada 
P´erez. Exploring new paths in language pedagogy: Lexis and corpus-based language teaching (pp.129-144). London: 
Equinox.

 Boulton, A. (2010b). Data-driven learning: taking the computer out of the equation. Language Learning, 60 (3), 534-573.

 Charles, M. (2012). Proper vocabulary and juicy collocations: EAP students evaluate do-it-yourself corpus-building. English for 
Specific Purposes, 31, 93-102.

 Charles, M. (2014). Getting the corpus habit: EAP students’ long-term use of personal corpora. English for Specific Purposes, 
35, 30-40.

 Flowerdew, L. (2013) Needs analysis and curriculum development in ESP. In B. Paltridge & S. Starfield (eds.) Handbook of
English for specific purposes (pp. 325-346). Oxford: Blackwell. 

 Gaskell, D., & Cobb, T. (2004). Can learners use concordance feedback for writing errors? System, 32, pp. 301–319.

 Johns, T. (1991). Should you be persuaded: two examples of data-driven learning. In: T. Johns & P. King (Eds.), Classroom 
Concordancing. ELR Journal, 4 (Special Issue), 1-16.

 Johns, T. (2002). Data-driven learning: the perpetual challenge. In: B. Kettemann & G. Marko (Eds.). Teaching and learning 
by doing corpus analysis (pp. 107-117). Amsterdam: Hunston: Rodopi. 

 Lee, D., & Swales, J. (2006). A corpus-based EAP course for NNS doctoral students: Moving from available corpora to self-
compiled corpora. English for Specific Purposes, 25(1), 56-75.

 Römer, Ute. 2009. Corpus research and practice: What help do teachers need and what can we offer? In: Aijmer, Karin 
(ed.). Corpora and Language Teaching (pp. 83-98). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

 Römer, U. (2011). Corpus research applications in second language teaching. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 31, 205–
225.

 Yoon, H., & Hirvela, A. (2004). ESL student attitudes towards corpus use in L2 writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 
13(4), 257–283.

 Yoon, H. (2008). More than a linguistic reference: The influence of corpus technology on L2 academic writing. Language 
Learning and Technology, 12, 31–48. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol12num2/yoon.pdf.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/255712871_Needs_analysis_and_curriculum_development_in_ESP._In_B._Paltridge__S._Starfield_%28eds.%29_Handbook_of_English_for_Specific_Purposes_pp._325-346._Oxford_Blackwell_%282013%29?ev=prf_pub
http://llt.msu.edu/vol12num2/yoon.pdf

