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Corpus linguistics is essentially concerned with describing language for linguistic research
purposes, but language corpora (along with the associated tools and methodologies) have
many different affordances and applications. In the field of language teaching, corpus
analysis is used to inform the content decisions of what to teach different learner
populations in different contexts at different stages of development. This typically includes
the application of frequency data in determining the sequence in which linguistic items
should be introduced, in identifying key multi-word units and a wide range of lexico-
semantic patterns, and in predicting areas of potential difficulty from learner corpora. This
essentially indirect approach (Romer 2011) to corpus data is taken by syllabus designers,
materials writers, lexicographers and testers, though the results may be entirely invisible to
the end user (McCarthy 2004). However, teachers can also make use of corpora to answer
their own questions about language, to test grammar ‘rules’ against real data, to find
examples and help create materials for teaching and testing, among others. Learner
involvement need not be limited to teacher mediated uses, but can involve direct hands-on
consultation, either for language learning or as a reference resource. This is commonly
associated with the work of Tim Johns!in what he called data-driven learning (DDL), an
approach which conflates the roles of learners and researchers and sees them deriving their
own answers from direct contact with the data (e.g. Johns & King 1991). The approach is
essentially constructivist, providing an authentic way of tackling lexico-grammar in particular
(Thomas 2006) in contrast to most decontextualised and relatively ‘artificial’ vocabulary
learning techniques — assuming any strategies are taught at all.

The papers selected for inclusion in this volume derive from presentations given at TaLC9 in
Brno in 2010, 16 years after the first TaLC conference was held in Lancaster in 1994. Looking
through the list of over 150 papers published from almost two decades of TaLC conferences
(see Appendix A), an evolutionary trajectory emerges: while many of the early issues are still
relevant today, other have opened up in various ways, and this volume includes some papers
that cover entirely new ground. TaLC is thus no longer in its infancy — but neither has it
reached full maturity. It has gone beyond the initial idea of concordancing by advanced adult
L2 students for lexico-grammar (e.g. Tribble & Jones 1997), to being employed in an ever-
expanding array of linguistic fields from discourse analysis (e.g. Charles 2007) to literary
studies (e.g. Kettemann & Marko 2004, 2011) to translation (e.g. Kibler 2003), at lower
levels (e.g. Cobb et al. 2001), in schools (e.g. Sun & Wang 2003) and even for primary schools
for L1 (e.g. Sealey & Thompson 2007). The early research enthusiasm is as strong as ever and
is constantly passed on to generations of new researchers, but given the development of
new types of corpora, of more sophisticated software and of computer technology in
general, there can be no certainties about what directions it is likely to take, nor how it may
eventually earn its keep in regular classroom practice. Despite the considerable
technological advances and numerous publications in the spheres of language education, it

11936-2009. See the obituary by Scott (2009).
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is frequently remarked that TaLC remains marginal to mainstream language teaching (e.g.
Chambers et al. 2011).

One probable cause of this lack of uptake in mainstream language education is that TalLC, at
least in popular perception, remains stubbornly the province of researchers rather than
teachers (Mukherjee 2004), a gap that desperately needs to be bridged (cf. McCarthy 2008).
Worse, corpus work is seen as an ivory tower activity, generating a notable lack of empirical
classroom research (e.g. Johansson 2009; Yoon 2011). However, a growing body of studies
do attempt to evaluate some aspect of corpus use in real classroom contexts — 93 separate
studies to date, according to a current survey by Boulton (2010). These are tremendously
varied in design, underlining the flexibility of approaches to corpus use for a variety of
different learner needs in very different conditions; as Breyer (2006: 162) has pointed out,
corpus activities are “limited only by the imagination of the user.” But however corpora are
introduced, the overwhelming conclusion is that learners can use them effectively for many
different purposes, are receptive to the approach and see the relevance to their own needs,
and can use them successfully both as a learning tool and as a reference resource,
particularly for writing, revision, error-correction and translation.

The TaLC conference series combines, as its name suggests, teaching and language corpora.
But crucially, teaching is the first of the two terms, and this is reflected in the structure of
the present volume, with the first two sections looking at how corpora can be used as input
for language learning. Section One opens with a paper by Ana Frankenberg-Garcia, who asks
why corpus use is not more widespread among the language teaching community, and
provides a number of suggestions for how corpora can be integrated into everyday language
classes. For her, the crucial issue is not what teachers and learners can do with corpora, but
what corpora can do for teachers and learners. The remaining chapters in this section
explore some of the potential for corpus use in language teaching. Patrick Hanks combines
prototype theory and corpus linguistics to show how pattern analysis can lead to a radically
different approach to language and linguistics, in the process transforming dictionaries and
other reference resources for language teachers and learners. The result is firmly rooted in
actual language use, integrating focus on form and on meaning into a fundamentally
innovative tool for these end users. Teachers and learners can also exploit corpora as a
reference resource, as discussed largely in Section 2, but a number of initial considerations in
developing corpora and software are reported in the next two papers in this section. Shozo
Yokoyama, Chizuko Suzuki, Seisuke Yasunami and Naoko Kawakita describe the construction
of a corpus of academic research articles in medicine, which they analyse for different types
of verbs. It is argued that learners can benefit from the resulting insights in terms of
frequency, keyness, collocates and distributions over different IMRAD sections, which they
can discover using the dedicated corpus interface outlined in the paper. Ute Rémer also
describes a specialised corpus and interface, but here compiled from high-scoring essays
mainly by native speakers who are still learning their own discipline. The Michigan Corpus of
Upper-level Student Papers (MICUSP) is thus pedagogically relevant to EAP learner /
apprentice writers: teachers can use it to inform their teaching, and learners can explore it in
a DDL approach to academic writing through a simple on-line interface, as the paper reports.
MICUSP is the written counterpart to MICASE (the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken
English), and though corpora of spoken language are more difficult to compile than those of
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written language, they are of great importance in developing the teaching of oral skills. To
this end, Stefanie Dose shows that a corpus of TV transcripts can be tremendously valuable
for pedagogical purposes, demonstrating that the language isremarkably similar to
unscripted speech. TV series can provide a corpus that learners can relate to or
‘authenticate’ (cf. Widdowson 2000), and allow work on individual written or multimedia
extracts for a variety of activities — a “pedagogically relevant” corpus in Braun’s (2005) terms.
While we can certainly subvert linguistic corpora for language teaching, this inevitably
involves a certain amount of “rethinking” (Burnard & McEnery 2000).

These introductory chapters derive from the contributors” many years of experience in using
corpus data either directly or indirectly for language learning — they are far from ivory tower
expositions divorced from reality. Section Two makes the connection between corpus and
classroom more explicit: all of the contributions report on actual applications and evaluate
outcomes, attitudes and behaviours of learners faced with corpora and associated tools —
the processes involved in using corpora in language teaching and learning.

A recurring question is how corpus work can be successfully integrated to normal classroom
practice, as highlighted in the paper by Monika Geist? and Angela Hahn. Their results are
encouraging insofar as their learners are clearly able to use the general British National
Corpus (BNC) for specific ends with some success, even though some of them lacked the
necessary motivation to invest time and effort in corpus activities which were not graded
and which the learners were unable to relate to their regular classes. It is common practice
to introduce corpus activities as an add-on, going against the precept of constructive
alignment (e.g. Biggs 1996). But DDL can be introduced as ‘ordinary’ practice as
demonstrated in the study by Henry Tyne, who shows that it is perfectly compatible with
standard teaching techniques —including at the level of text. The teachers in his study report
that the DDL techniques involved are of immediate benefit in their daily teaching, and may
even provide a way in to more usual DDL activities later on. Another option is for the teacher
to mediate the corpus data and use only printed materials, thus eliminating the ‘obstacle’ of
the computer in DDL. Alex Boulton reports on using DDL with and without a computer,
finding that each approach has its own advantages in terms of learning outcomes and
appeals to different learners. In a similar vein, Kiyomi Chujo and Kathryn Oghigian find that
optimal results may be obtained from a combination of paper-based and computer-based
DDL, here in terms of feedback and learning outcomes for vocabulary and grammar.
Examples such as these show that corpora can be easily and efficiently exploited by learners
even without extensive training in the associated tools. This is confirmed in the following
paper by Klara Osolsobé and Pavlina ValiSova, where learners of Czech managed to conduct
simple queries and obtain meaningful results with a minimum of training. Even the
seemingly complex work with lexical bundles reported by Andreas Eriksson was conducted
over only two workshop sessions, suggesting that focusing on specific tasks in relevant
specialist fields can make corpus work more relevant and motivating and thus more
accessible.

2 Monika Geist originally contributed to this paper as Monika Formankova.
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These first two sections show that corpus use is no longer the sole preserve of the
“particular type of student” typical of early DDL work — “adult: well-motivated, a
sophisticated learner with experience of research methods in his subject area with particular
needs... in a particular learning/teaching situation” (Johns 1986: 161). This evolution is
perhaps inevitable with the increasing availability of a variety of corpora and more user-
friendly software, appropriate even for secondary school students as exemplified in the
studies by Geist and Hahn as well as by Tyne (where the teachers are also regular teachers
and not researchers). Though it is true that many of the studies here do involve
undergraduates, most are students who are not majoring in languages, often with low levels
of motivation, little sophistication in language learning, and relatively low levels of
proficiency — pre-intermediate in Boulton, beginners in Chujo and Oghigian.

While English is perhaps inevitably the most common target language, Tyne’s students are
learning Spanish, Osolsobé and ValiSova’s learning Czech (one cohort even consists of native
speakers), underscoring the flexibility of corpus-based activities even for languages which
are quite different from English in terms of morphological complexity and syntax. The types
of data used also vary widely, from four million words of general English in Geist and Hahn to
the level of individual text in Tyne; from student papers in Rémer to expert writing in
Eriksson and Yokoyama et al.; parallel corpora in Chujo and Oghigian; spoken data in Dose,
and so on. The tasks and types of analysis are correspondingly varied, from the very simple
lexical level for younger learners in Geist and Hahn to lexical bundles in Eriksson and
phraseology in Romer. The overall picture which emerges is that corpora and DDL hold
something for everyone: there is no ‘best’ corpus for all purposes and no exclusive ‘right’
way to exploit corpora: pedagogical relevance and appropriateness in each specific case is
paramount (Flowerdew 2009).

Sections 3 and 4 move on to learner corpora, i.e. corpora compiled from the spoken or
written output of learners, which can be quantified and analysed in the same way as corpora
consisting of native or expert texts (Lefiko-Szymanska 2008). The results serve many
purposes as can be seen from the wide variety of issues covered here, reflecting the
burgeoning field of learner corpus research spanning the last 20 years (cf. Granger 2009). As
with corpora of native speaker or expert texts, learner corpora can be used in a data-driven
learning approach (Granger & Tribble 2006) where learners analyse corpora comprising texts
of their own language output or those of others (Seidlhofer 2000). They are also valuable in
the automatic detection of errors and the automatic correction and scoring of student
writing. They can be used to inform materials, resources and practices as well as testing and
assessment tools. They can improve our knowledge of the processes involved in language
acquisition and interlanguage development, and allow us to relate particular features to
different levels of proficiency. In the classroom, they are a resource for systematically raising
teachers’ awareness of their own learners’ specific problems. And on the positive side of the
coin, the successful use of specific features of student output can be observed and used as
models of good practice.

But probably the most frequent approach, and the one that launches Section Three, is the

comparison of learner and native corpora, usually with a focus on ‘errors’ — including the
under- and overuse of various linguistic features. Corpus linguistics allows rigorous analysis
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or learner output for systematic detection and analysis of areas of difficulty where previous
attempts could rely on little more than a hunch based on personal experience or intuition —;
it is therefore unsurprising that contrastive analysis has made something of a comeback in
recent years. Several papers here thus attribute different error types directly to the learner’s
mother tongue (L1), potentially an argument for a return to the use of materials produced
with the specific L1 in mind and against the use of generic textbooks produced by
international publishers for global distribution.

Marina Mattheoudakis and Anna-Maria Hatzitheodorou compare learner writing against
native texts for collocates of delexical or ‘light’ verbs. Their analysis suggests that
transparency and the existence of comparable collocates in the L1 are major factors in
predicting erroneous as well as over- and underused collocates; without them, learners have
little choice but to rely on Sinclair's (1991: 109ff) “open-choice principle” rather than his
“idiom principle”. As such items tend to lack salience, training is needed in noticing. This is
the case for many spoken features too, as shown in the paper by Sandra G6tz who finds that
even advanced learners tend to speak less (in terms of words per minute or length of turn)
than native speakers, and exhibit greater use of unfilled pauses and other hesitation
phenomena along with more limited use of discourse markers. A final paper comparing
learner and native corpora also looks at discourse markers in speech: Jiajia Xu, Mark Morgan
and John McKenny highlight the need for intuition in complementing automatic extraction of
semantically relevant n-grams. Differences are again attributed largely to L1 transfer, with
overuse in particular being linked to a more limited repertoire of connectors due in part to
decontextualised overteaching of specific items. A similar point is made by Svetla
Rogatcheva, who contrasts required and optional contexts for different verb aspects in the
present and past, showing that Bulgarian learners have more difficulty with the English
progressive, German learners with the perfect. These problems can be linked not only to the
L1, but also again to overteaching which might deter learners from using items perceived as
problematic. Most of these papers are based on existing learner corpora, but Sylwia Twardo
shows that it is possible to create even a fairly large (300,000-word) PoS-tagged learner
corpus from scratch. She takes up a theme mentioned by Rogatcheva and Xu et al., namely
the difficulties involved in dealing with automatic error-detection. These are most visible in
the form of ‘non-words’ arising from spelling or morpheme errors, which occur fairly
predictably across different levels of proficiency.

Such contrastive analyses are certainly useful, but the authors do not claim that every
difference between native and non-native use is an error to be eradicated at the earliest
opportunity: there is often a good reason underlying interlanguage differences (Aston 2008).
For example, the presence or overuse of some features (e.g. full forms instead of
contractions, overuse of connectors or temporal markers) may increase communicative
effectiveness if they in fact compensate for other difficulties (e.g. mastery of pronunciation,
deixis or tenses respectively). Similarly, the absence or underuse of particular items (e.g.
complex sentence structures or phrasal verbs) may also be communicatively more effective
at early stages of development (cf. Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2008). Finally, learners may
even be more effective than monolingual native speakers in intercultural contexts where
they may, for example, use fewer idioms or opaque expressions, and be more direct in
speech acts such as disagreeing or asking for help. While it is important to note such
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differences, for all these reasons care should be taken to distinguish features that
significantly impede communication, those that have little if any effect, and those that may
actually be advantageous (cf. Seidlhofer 2011). The point being made here is that the value
of learner corpora goes beyond mere error analysis, and it is as important to see what
learners can do as what they can’t — all, of course, for different learners in different
conditions at different stages of development (cf. the earlier discussion of MICUSP by
Rémer).

These are some of the issues taken up in the final section of highly innovative papers,
beginning with the article by Susanne Kammerer: although she also discusses errors in a
series of studies, this is crucially from the learner’s perspective. Three years after the
compilation of the corpus, the original German contributors were able to detect their own
errors in only 30% of cases; however, they were able to correct almost all errors once they
were pointed out and to explain most, attributing them overwhelmingly to L1 interference
or ‘stupid mistakes’. Such insights are important, as the inevitable question is what a teacher
should do with errors once they have been detected. M. Trevor Shanklin addresses this issue
in considering how automatically generated feedback from oral exams should be useful not
just to test-designers and examiners but also to test-takers. This is the aim of the corpus in
the Contrastive Analysis Screening Tool (CAST): basic information such as type/token ratio
and mean length of utterance are discussed in relation to proficiency, as are more specific
features such as the appropriate use of tenses and subordination. While much of this still
focuses on errors, the intention is for the corpus to further serve as an indicator of what
successful learners can actually do at different levels, an assumption underpinning the
English Vocabulary Profile lists analysed in the final paper by Yukio Tono. The underlying idea
of the English Profile project (now with its own journal) is to provide detailed descriptions of
what learners of English show they can do at different levels rather than identifying what
they get wrong (i.e. what they should know). This laudable aim is inevitably fraught with
difficulties, as Tono’s analysis reveals: in particular, the procedures for deriving the lists from
the very large Cambridge native and learner (exam) corpora are not entirely transparent,
and it is difficult to attribute different levels to the different senses and uses of individual
items. The problems are similar in this respect to the sequencing of dictionary entries, but it
is argued that particular attention needs to be paid to receptive and productive uses.

Most of the papers in these sections on learner corpora use a published corpus, especially
one of those made available at the Centre for English Corpus Linguistics (CECL) at the
Université Catholique de Louvain3, namely the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE)
and the Louvain International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage (LINDSEI). The
former consists of written texts in the form of argumentative essays, the second of
traditional oral exam-style questions. One advantage of this suite of corpora is that it is
possible to focus on a sub-corpus of learners according to their L1: CECL sub-corpora from
Bulgarian, French, German, Greek and Spanish learners all feature in the papers here, along
with L1 Chinese and Polish from other sources. Only Shanklin and Tono compound learner
corpora from speakers of different L1s, but for very explicit reasons: in the former, to

3 See http://www.uclouvain.be/en-cecl.html, accessed 20/11/11.
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produce tools that can be used for different target languages; in the latter to explore a
generic, non-language specific resource from a major publisher.

ICLE and LINDSEI can each be compared against an equivalent native speaker corpus also
produced by the CECL: the Louvain Corpus of Native Speaker English Essays (LOCNESS), and
the Louvain Corpus of Native Speaker Conversation (LOCNEC) respectively — the former used
in Mattheoudakis and Hatzitheodorou, the latter in Go6tz. The learner corpora are
undoubtedly ‘authentic’ even though the data are gathered in highly controlled conditions,
as the contexts reflect ‘typical’ learner communicative contexts — participating in written and
oral exams (cf. Mendikoetzea et al. 2010: 183). While the native speaker corpora might be
considered less authentic (or at least, less ecological, as native speakers do not necessarily
participate in similar types of exams), it clearly makes sense to compare learner language
against native language gathered in comparable situations. However, other corpora such as
MICASE or the BNC are for many purposes sufficiently comparable (as here in Xu et al.).

TaLC, then, is maturing nicely. Kudos must of course go to the visionary pilgrim fathers who
made the connection between esoteric linguistic research and the overwhelmingly practical
concerns of language teaching and learning, but the ever-expanding CV of TalLC-related
publications* bears testament to growing research interest around the world. And not just
research: the various corpora at Brigham Young University are accessed by over 80,000
individual users each month; of these, only 15% declare their main interest in corpora as
being for research purposes (in linguistics, sociology, cultural studies, literature and politics);
28% for professional uses (translators, writers, lexicographers and testers). 15% are teachers
(native and non-native), but the largest group by far consists of language learners at 42%.°
This augurs well for further developments relating teaching and language corpora, an area to
which this volume makes its own contribution.

The present volume would not have been possible without the input of certain individuals
and organisations. First among these is the TaLC organising committee who blind-reviewed
the papers prior to the Brno conference (2010) as well as all full submissions to this volume:
Guy Aston, Lou Burnard, Lynn Flowerdew, Bernhard Kettemann, Natalie Kiibler, Agnieszka
Lernko-Szymanska, Ute Romer and Christopher Tribble. We are also enormously grateful to
Marek Prochazka, a doctoral student in the Faculty of Arts at Masaryk University, for his
typesetting of the whole book.
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