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Introduction

1.1. Corpus linguistics and language teaching
Over the past two decades, corpora (i. e. large systematic collections of written and/or
spoken language stored on a computer and used in linguistic analysis) and corpus evidence have not only been used in linguistic research but also in the teaching and learning
of languages ⫺ probably a use that “the compilers [of corpora] may not have foreseen”
(Johansson 2007). There is now a wide range of fully corpus-based reference works
(such as dictionaries and grammars) available to learners and teachers, and a number of
dedicated researchers and teachers have made concrete suggestions on how concordances
and corpus-derived exercises could be used in the language teaching classroom, thus
significantly “[e]nriching the learning environment” (Aston 1997, 51). Indicative of the
popularity of pedagogical corpora use and the need for research in this area is the considerable number of books and edited collections ⫺ some of which are the result of the
successful “Teaching and Language Corpora” (TaLC) conference series ⫺ that have
recently been published on the topic of this article or which bear a close relationship to
it (cf. Ädel 2006; Aston 2001; Aston/Bernardini/Stewart 2004; Bernardini 2000a; Botley
et al. 1996; Braun/Kohn/Mukherjee 2006; Burnard/McEnery 2000; Connor/Upton 2004;
Gavioli 2006; Ghadessy/Henry/Roseberry 2001; Granger/Hung/Petch-Tyson 2002; Hidalgo/Quereda/Santana 2007; Hunston 2002; Kettemann/Marko 2002; Mukherjee 2002;
Nesselhauf 2005; Partington 1998; Römer 2005a; Schlüter 2002; Scott/Tribble 2006; Sinclair 2004a; Wichmann et al. 1997).
In this article I wish to examine the relationship between corpus linguistics (CL) and
language teaching (LT) and provide an overview of the most important pedagogical
applications of corpora. As Figure 7.1 aims to illustrate, this relationship is a dynamic
one in which the two fields greatly influence each other. While LT profits from the
resources, methods, and insights provided by CL, it also provides important impulses
that are taken up in corpus linguistic research. The requirements of LT hence have an
pact on research projects in CL and on the development of suitable resources and tools.
The present article will investigate what influence CL has had on LT so far, and in what
ways corpora have been used to improve pedagogical practice. It will also discuss further
possible effects of CL on LT and of LT on CL, and highlight some future tasks for
researchers and practitioners in the field.
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Fig. 7.1: The relationship between corpus linguistics (CL) and language teaching (LT)

1.2. Types o pedagogical corpus applications
When we talk about the application of corpora in language teaching, this includes both
the use of corpus tools, i. e. the actual text collections and software packages for corpus
access, and of corpus methods, i. e. the analytic techniques that are used when we work
with corpus data. In classifying pedagogical corpus applications, i. e. the use of corpus
tools and methods in a language teaching and language learning context, a useful distinction (going back to Leech 1997) can be made between direct and indirect applications.
This means that, ‘indirectly’, corpora can help with decisions about what to teach and
when to teach it, but that they can also be accessed ‘directly’ by learners and teachers
in the LT classroom, and so “assist in the teaching process” (Fligelstone 1993, 98), thus
affecting how something is taught and learnt. In addition to direct and indirect uses of
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corpora in LT, Leech (1997, 5⫺6) talks about a third, in his opinion less-central component which he labels “further teaching-oriented corpus developments” (e. g. LSP corpora
and learner corpora). These developments will, however, not be treated as marginal aspects here, but integrated in the discussion of direct and indirect pedagogical corpus
applications. Sections 2 and 3 of this article will feature the most important lines of
research and developments in both areas as presented in Figure 7.2. As the figure shows,
we can identify different types of direct and indirect applications, depending on who or
what is affected by the use of corpus methods and tools. In our discussions below, we
will consider these distinctions and refer throughout to the pedagogical uses of general
corpora, such as the BNC (British National Corpus, see articles 9, 10, 20), as well as
specialised corpora, such as MICASE (the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English, see articles 9, 47).

2. Indirect applications o corpora in language teaching
As Barlow (1996, 32) notes, “[t]he results of a corpus-based investigation can serve as a
firm basis for both linguistic description and, on the applied side, as input for language
learning.” This implies that corpora and the evidence derived from them can greatly
affect course design and the content of teaching materials (see also Hunston 2002, 137).
Existing pedagogical descriptions are evaluated in the light of “new evidence” (Sinclair
2004c, 271), and new decisions are made about the selection of language phenomena,
the progression in the course, and the presentation of the selected items and structures
(cf. Mindt 1981, 179; Römer 2005a, 287⫺291). This kind of indirect pedagogical corpus
use benefits from research based on or driven by general and specialised corpora.

2.1. Indirect applications o general corpora
2.1.1. Corpora and the teaching syllabus
Large general corpora have proven to be an invaluable resource in the design of language
teaching syllabi which emphasise communicative competence (cf. Hymes 1972, 1992) and
which give prominence to those items that learners are most likely to encounter in reallife communicative situations. In the context of computer corpus-informed English language teaching syllabi, the first and probably most groundbreaking development was the
design of the Collins COBUILD English Course (CCEC; Willis/Willis 1989), an offshoot
of the pioneering COBUILD project in pedagogically oriented lexicography (cf. Sinclair
1987; articles 3 and 8). The contents of this new, corpus-driven “lexical syllabus” are
“the commonest words and phrases in English and their meanings” (Willis 1990, 124).
With its focus on lexis and lexical patterns, the CCEC responds to some of the most
central findings of corpus research, namely that language is highly patterned in that it
consists to an immense degree of repeated word-combinations, and that lexis and grammar are inseparably linked (cf. Hoey 2000; Hunston 2002; Hunston/Francis 2000; Partington 1998; Römer 2005a, 2005b; Sinclair 1991; Stubbs 1996; Tognini Bonelli 2001).
Also worth mentioning is a much earlier attempt to improve further the teaching of
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English vocabulary that was made long before the advent of computers and electronic
corpora. In 1934, Michael West organised a conference “to discuss the part played by
corpus-based word lists in the teaching of English as a foreign language” (Kennedy 1992,
327). About 20 years later, West’s (1953) General Service List of English Words (GSL)
was published and has since then exerted great influence on curriculum design (cf. Kennedy 1992, 328; Willis 1990, 47). As the title indicates, West’s GSL suggests a syllabus
that is based on words rather than on grammatical structures. It is also based on frequently occurring rather than on rare words. Of course, frequency of occurrence is not
the only criterion that should influence decisions about the inclusion of items in the
teaching syllabus (there are other relevant criteria, such as “range, availability, coverage
and learnability (Mackey 1965, 188)” (Kennedy 1992, 340); cf. also Nation 1990, 21),
but it is certainly an immensely important one (see also Aston 2000, 8; Leech 1997, 16).
It can be safely assumed that learners will find it easier to develop both their receptive
and productive skills when they are confronted with the most common lexical items of
a language and the patterns and meanings with which they typically occur than when
the language teaching input they get gives high priority to infrequent words and structures which the learners will only rarely encounter in real-life situations.
Another strand in applied corpus research that aims to inform the teaching syllabus
and also stresses the importance of frequency of occurrence, examines language items in
actual language use and compares the distributions and patterns found in general reference corpora (of speech and/or writing) with the presentations of the same items in
teaching materials (coursebooks, grammars, usage handbooks). The starting point for
these kinds of studies is usually language features that are known to cause perpetual
problems to learners, for example, for German, discourse particles (Jones 1997), modal
verbs (Jones 2000), the passive voice (Jones 2000) prepositions (Jones 1997), or, for
English, future time expressions (Mindt 1987, 1997), if-clauses (Römer 2004b), irregular
verbs (Grabowski/Mindt 1995), linking adverbials (Conrad 2004), modal verbs (Mindt
1995; Römer 2004a), the present perfect (Lorenz 2002; Schlüter 2002), progressive verb
forms (Römer 2005a, 2006) and reflexives (Barlow 1996). For all these phenomena, researchers have found considerable mismatches between naturally-occurring German or
English and the type of German or English that is put forward as a model in the examined teaching materials. They have, as a consequence, called for corpus-inspired adjustments in the language teaching syllabus (particularly as far as selection and progression
are concerned) and for revised pedagogical descriptions which present a more adequate
picture of the language as it is actually used. A case in point here is the misrepresentation
of the functions and contextual patterns of English progressive forms in EFL teaching
materials used in German schools. Progressives that refer to repeated actions or events,
for example, are considerably more frequent in ‘real’ English than in textbook English
where the common function “repeatedness” is rather neglected and the focus is on single
continuous events (cf. Römer 2005a, 261⫺263).

2.2.2. Corpora and reerence works and teaching materials
The results of the abovementioned corpus-coursebook comparisons do not only inform
the language teaching curriculum but also help with decisions about the presentation of
items and structures in reference works and teaching materials. Research on general
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corpora has exerted a huge influence on reference publishing and has led to a new generation of dictionaries and grammar books. Nowadays, “people who have never heard of
a corpus are using the products of corpus research.” (McEnery/Xiao/Tono 2006, 97) In
the context of ELT (English Language Teaching), the publications in the Collins COBUILD series constitute a major achievement. Based on real English and compiled with
the needs of the language learner in mind, the COBUILD dictionaries, grammars, usage
guides, and concordance samplers (cf. Capel 1993; Carpenter 1993; Goodale 1995; Sinclair et al. 1990; Sinclair et al. 1992; Sinclair et al. 2001) offer teachers and learners more
reliable information about the English language than any of the more traditional reference grammars or older non-corpus-based dictionaries. Two major advantages of the
COBUILD and other corpus-based reference works for learners, e. g. those published in
the past few years by Longman, Macmillan, OUP and CUP (cf. e. g. Abbs/Freebairn
2005; Biber/Leech/Conrad 2002; Hornby 2005; Peters 2004; Rundell et al. 2002) are that
they incorporate corpus-derived findings on frequency distribution and register variation, and that they contain genuine instead of invented examples. Particularly worth
mentioning here is the student version of the entirely corpus-based Longman Grammar
of Spoken and Written English (Biber et al. 2002). The importance of presenting learners
with authentic language examples has been stressed in a number of publications (cf. de
Beaugrande 2001; Firth 1957; Fox 1987; Kennedy 1992; Römer 2004b, 2005a; Sinclair
1991, 1997). Kennedy (1992, 366), for instance, cautions that “invented examples can
present a distorted version of typicality or an over-tidy picture of the system”, and
Sinclair (1991, 5) calls it an “absurd notion that invented examples can actually represent
the language better than real ones”. Thanks to the ‘corpus revolution’, the language
learner can today choose from a range of reference works that are thoroughly corpusbased and that offer improved representations of the language she or he wants to study.
While coursebooks and other materials used in the LT classroom have long been lagging
behind this development and been rather unaffected by advances in CL (at least as far
as the EFL (English as a Foreign Language) market is concerned), the first attempts are
now being made to produce textbooks which draw on corpus research and are fully
based on real-life data, i. e. on language that has in fact occurred (cf. Barlow/Burdine
2006; Carter/Hughes/McCarthy 2000; McCarthy/McCarten/Sandiford 2005).
Another branch of general corpora research that has exerted some influence on the
design of reference works and, to a lesser extent, teaching materials is the area of phraseology and collocation studies. Scholars like Biber et al. (1999), Hunston/Francis (2000),
Kjellmer (1984), Lewis (1993, 1997, 2000), Meunier/Gouverneur (2007), Nattinger
(1980), Pawley/Syder (1983), and Sinclair/Renouf (1988) have emphasised the importance of recurring word combinations and prefabricated strings in a pedagogical context
because of their great potential in fostering fluency, accuracy and idiomaticity. Although
corpus-based collocation dictionaries (e. g. Hill/Lewis 1997; Lea 2002) are available, and
although information on phraseology (i. e. about the combinations that individual words
favour) is implicitly included in learners dictionaries in the word definitions and the
selected corpus examples ⫺ and sometimes even explicitly described, e. g. in the grammar
column in the COBUILD dictionaries and in the COBUILD Grammar Patterns reference
books (cf. Francis/Hunston/Manning 1996, 1998) ⫺ such information and exercises on
typical collocations are as yet largely missing from LT coursebooks (or they are inadequate; cf. Meunier/Gouverneur 2007). Like Hunston/Francis (2000, 272), I see a necessity
in and “look forward to [more] information about patterns being incorporated in language teaching materials.”

7. Corpora and language teaching

2.2. Indirect applications o specialised corpora
Like general corpora, corpora of specialised texts (e. g. from one particular field of expertise, such as economics, or a narrowly defined group of speakers/writers, such as
learners with a particular L1 and a certain level of proficiency) and research findings
based on them can also be used to improve pedagogical practice and affect LT syllabi
or the design of teaching materials. I would like to distinguish three different types of
specialised corpora: LSP (language for special purposes) corpora, learner corpora, and
parallel or translation corpora.
“LSP is the language that is used to discuss specialized fields of knowledge”, and it
is the purpose of this language “to facilitate communication between people who wish
to discuss a specialized subject” (Bowker/Pearson 2002, 25, 27). Corpora that capture a
particular LSP, e. g. a corpus of Italian business letters or a corpus of English chemistry
textbooks, can have a positive impact on the design of syllabi and materials of LSP
courses. As Gavioli (2006, 23) states with reference to courses of English for special
purposes (ESP), “working out basic items to be dealt with is a key teaching problem.”
ESP corpora can help solve this problem. To give just two examples, Flowerdew (1993)
demonstrates how frequency and concordance data from a corpus of English biology
lectures and readings can be used in the creation of a course syllabus and teaching
materials for students of science, and that such corpus-derived materials enable LSP
teachers to teach those words and expressions (and those uses of them) that the learners
will need later on in order to handle texts in their subject area. Focussing on academic
English in general, Coxhead (2002) uses corpus evidence to compile an Academic Word
List (AWL) which contains those vocabulary items that are most relevant and useful to
the learners. Coxhead’s AWL has become an important tool in learning and teaching
EAP (English for Academic Purposes). Other related studies deal with the pedagogical
implications of corpora of English tourism industry texts (Lam 2007), meat technology
English (Pereira de Oliveira 2003), or English letters of application (Henry/Roseberry
2001). Henry/Roseberry (2001, 121), for example, suggest that to compile genre-specific
compendia or glossaries which they term “Language Pattern Dictionaries” based on
their specialised corpus (see also Bowker/Pearson 2002, 137) would bring the learner
more “success in job hunting” (Henry/Roseberry 2001, 117).
Studies on learner corpora, i. e. systematic computerised collections of the language
produced by language learners (article 15), are also highly relevant for syllabus design
(cf Aston 2000, 11; Granger 2002, 22) since they provide insights on “the needs of
specific learner populations” (Meunier 2002, 125) and help to test teachers’ intuitions
about whether a particular phenomenon is difficult or not (Granger 2002, 22). It has
been shown how the findings of such studies (e. g. those based on the International
Corpus of Learner English, “ICLE”, or on the German error-annotated learner corpus
“Falko”, cf. Aijmer 2002; Altenberg/Granger 2001; Granger 1999; Leriko-Szymanska
2007; Lorenz 1999; Lüdeling et al. 2005; Nesselhauf 2004, 2005) can “enrich usage notes”
in learners’ dictionaries (Granger 2002, 24), or how they “can provide useful insights
into which collocational, pragmatic or discourse features should be addressed in materials design” (Flowerdew 2001, 376⫺377). Researchers like Granger (e. g. 2002, 2004) have
also given the suggestion of linking up learner corpora work with contrastive analyses
and using findings from corpora of the learner’s mother tongue to interpret the results
of learner corpus studies. Contrastive work (i. e. research based on parallel or translation
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corpora; article 16) is clearly invaluable for the selection of “elements the learner is likely
to mistreat because they are different [...] from those in his [or her] native language”
(Kjellmer 1992, 375). Parallel corpora are, in Teubert’s (2004, 188) words, “the repositories of source language units of meaning and their target language equivalents.” A corpus-enhanced knowledge of these equivalents (approached from different source language perspectives) is undoubtedly of use for language material developers and compilers of reference works (e. g. bilingual dictionaries), as is a knowledge about language
items which cause translation problems for learners (cf. Schmied 1998 and article 54).

3. Direct applications o corpora in language teaching
While the indirect approach centres on the impact of corpus evidence on syllabus design
or teaching materials, and is concerned with corpus access by researchers and ⫺ though
to a lesser extent ⫺ materials designers, the direct approach is more teacher- and learnerfocused. Instead of having to rely on the researcher as mediator and provider of corpusbased materials, language learners and teachers get their hands on corpora and concordancers themselves and find out about language patterning and the behaviour of words
and phrases in an “autonomous” way (cf. Bernardini 2002, 165). Tim Johns, who,
strongly supported by Tony Dudley-Evans and Philip King, pioneered direct corpus
applications in grammar and vocabulary classes in the English for International Students
Unit at the University of Birmingham in the 1980s (John Sinclair, personal communication), made the suggestion to “confront the learner as directly as possible with the data,
and to make the learner a linguistic researcher” (Johns 2002, 108). Johns (1997, 101)
also referred to the learner as a “language detective” and formulated the motto “Every
student a Sherlock Holmes!” This method, in which there is either an interaction between
the learner and the corpus or, in a more controlled way, between the teacher and the
corpus (cf. Figure 7.2) is now widely known under the label “data-driven learning” or
DDL (cf. Johns 1986, 1994). DDL activities with language learners can be based on
(usually larger) general reference corpora or on (smaller) specialised corpora.

3.1. Direct applications o general corpora
Following Johns’ example, a number of researchers have discussed ways in which general
corpora and concordances derived from them can be used by language learners. Bernardini (2002, 165), for instance, describes the positive effects of “corpus-aided discovery
learning” with the BNC, and describes corpora as “rich sources of autonomous learning
activities of a serendipitous kind” (ibid.; cf. also Bernardini 2000b, 2004). She sees the
learner in the role of a “traveller instead of a researcher” (Bernardini 2000a, 131; italics
in original), and is less “interested in the starting or end point of a learning experience”
than in what the learner experiences in between, on her or his journey (Bernardini 2000a,
142). Kettemann (1995, 30) too stresses the exploratory aspect of DDL and considers
concordancing in the ELT classroom “motivating and highly experiential” for the
learner.
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The DDL method of using learner-centred activities with the teacher as a facilitator of
these activities has, however, not only been discussed with reference to English language
teaching and English language corpora, but has also been applied in teaching other
languages. Whistle (1999), for example, reports on introducing DDL activities to the
teaching of French in order to supplement other CALL (computer-assisted language
learning) tasks. Dodd (1997) and Jones (1997) show how corpora of written and spoken
German can be exploited “to give students a richer language-learning experience in the
foreign language environment” (Dodd 1997, 131), and Kennedy/Miceli (2001, 2002) suggest corpus consultation for learners of Italian. To give an example of a possible DDL
task, learners could be asked to compile concordances of a pair of near-synonyms (such
as ‘speak’ and ‘talk’ in English or ‘connaı̂tre’ and ‘savoir’ in French; cf. Chambers 2005,
117) and work out the differences in the collocational and phraseological behaviour of
these words (see concordance samples in Figure 7.3). Further examples of DDL activities
with English, German, Italian, and Spanish corpora are described in Aston (1997, 2001);
Brodine (2001); Coffey (2007); Davies (2000, 2004); Dodd (1997); Fligelstone (1993);
Gavioli (2001); Hadley (1997, 2001); Johns (1991, 2002); Stevens (1991); Sripicharn
(2004); Tribble (1997); Zorzi (2001); and especially in Tribble/Jones (1997).

Fig. 7.3: Concordance samples of ‘speak’ and ‘talk’, based on the spoken part of the British National Corpus

Advantages of corpora work with learners have been formulated by scholars like Sinclair
(1997, 38), who notes that, for the learner, “[c]orpora will clarify, give priorities, reduce
exceptions and liberate the creative spirit.” Likewise, many researchers and teachers in
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the TaLC (Teaching and Language Corpora) tradition are convinced that DDL can
empower learners to find out things for themselves, and that corpora have a great pedagogic potential. The effectiveness of DDL has actually been proven in studies on the
teaching and learning of vocabulary by Cobb (1997), Cresswell (2007) and Stevens
(1991). Concordancing has not only been shown to be a useful way “to mimic the effects
of natural contextual learning” (Cobb 1997, 314), researchers have recently also highlighted its use and usefulness for error correction in foreign or second language writing
(cf. Bernardini 2004; Chambers 2005; Gaskell/Cobb 2004; Gray 2005). These studies
demonstrate that corpora nicely complement existing reference works and that they may
provide information which a dictionary or grammar book may not provide.
The immediate accessibility of authoritative information about the language is also a
major advantage for language teachers who decide to interact with a corpus. As a recent
survey on teachers’ needs has shown (cf. Römer forthcoming), teachers often require
native-speaker advice on language points. Computer corpora that have been described
as “tireless native-speaker informant[s], with rather greater potential knowledge of the
language than the average native speaker” (Barnbrook 1996, 140), can offer help in such
situations. In the sense of a modified type of DDL, teachers could also access corpora
to create DDL exercises for learners, tailored to their learners’ proficiency level and their
particular learning needs. Such exercises would enable teachers to “present the structures
[they wish to introduce] and their lexis at the same time” (Francis/Sinclair 1994, 200).
Emphasising the great potential of corpus analysis in a pedagogical context, Hunston/
Francis (2000, 272) suggest that teachers, especially those in training, “should be encouraged to identify patterns as a grammar point for learners to notice”. Concordancing can
certainly help teachers create a data-rich learning environment and “enrich their own
knowledge of the language” (Barlow 1996, 30), as well as that of their pupils.

3.2. Direct applications o specialised corpora
Data-driven learning activities are not restricted to large general corpora but can also
be based on the types of small and specialised corpora that have been discussed in
section 2.2. of this article: LSP corpora, learner corpora and parallel corpora. Classroom
concordancing in Johns’ or Bernardini’s sense is regarded as a useful tool in teaching
LSP by a number of researchers and teachers in this field (for an overview, see Gavioli
2006, ch. 4). Mparutsa/Love/Morrison (1991) comment, for example, on the problems
ESP students may have with general words (such as ‘price’) that are used in special ways
and in particular (fixed) expressions in certain genres (cf. Brodine 2001, 157; cf. also
Thurstun/Candlin 1998). In “[w]orking with corpora,” Gavioli (2006, 131) states, “ESP
students become familiar with a productive idea of idiomatic language features, [and]
they learn to use and adapt language patterns to their own needs”. In a similar vein,
Bondi (2001, 159) discusses DDL in LSP contexts as a language awareness-raising strategy. Providing examples of useful worksheets, she points out that “[s]tudents of economics, for example, could become much better readers by developing an awareness of the
forms and functions of different meta-argumentative expressions [e. g. ‘considers’ or ‘examined’] and by learning to understand the different role they play in the different
genres”. Small and specialised corpora can also function as the source for DDL materials
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in general language teaching (cf. Tribble 1997), e. g. in the teaching of conversational
skills. This particular use is exemplified by Pérez Basanta and Rodrı́guez Martı́n (2007)
who extract typical features of spoken English from a corpus of film transcripts (a collection of subtitles from movie DVDs) to be used in DDL tasks in EFL conversation
classes.
What has been said above about the awareness-raising potential of DDL activities
with LSP corpora is also true for DDL with learner corpora (article 15). Taking up
Granger/Tribble’s (1998) suggestion to combine data from native and learner corpora in
the LT classroom, Meunier (2002, 130⫺134) presents examples and describes the advantages of DDL exercises with parallel native and learner concordances (cf. also Papp
2007). However, such exercises should, according to Meunier (2002, 134), “only be used,
here and there, to complement native data and to illustrate […] universally problematic
areas” (e. g. verb or noun complementation). Seidlhofer (2000, 207) also comments on
“using learner corpora for learning”, though with a shift in focus from learner errors to
dealing with questions learners have about what they and their classmates have written.
This focus on familiar texts (i. e. on texts the learners themselves have produced) ensures
motivation and, in Seidlhofer’s (2000, 222) terms, “the consideration of two equally
crucial points of reference for learners: where they are, i. e. situated in their L2 learning
contexts, and where they eventually (may) want to get to, i. e. close to the native-speaker
language using capacity captured by L1 corpora.” Pedagogical applications of such “local learner corpora” (Seidlhofer 2002, 213) have also been discussed by Mukherjee/Rohrbach (2006; cf. also Turnbull/Burston 1998). In their paper on error analysis in a local
learner corpus, the authors claim that their learners do “not only profit from the correction of their own mistakes but also from the analysis of their fellow-students’ errors and
their corrections” (Mukherjee/Rohrbach 2006, 225). Local learner corpora like the ones
described by Seidlhofer and by Mukherjee/Rohrbach could easily be compiled by a larger
number of teachers and lecturers by simply collecting their students’ writings in
electronic format, and subsequently serve as an exciting source of data to inspire the
creation of DDL materials.
The third type of specialised corpus described in section 2.2., the parallel or translation corpus (i. e. a corpus that consists of original texts and their translations), also lends
itself to the kind of DDL exploitation that we have envisaged for LSP and learner
corpora. In coming to terms with the meaning(s) of an item in a foreign language, it can
be extremely helpful for learners to create a parallel concordance and look at the translation equivalents of this item in their native language, or, the other way round, look for
perhaps partly unknown translation equivalents of a selected native language item in the
target language. Another promising use of parallel corpora in LT lies in highlighting
collocational and phraseological differences between a word in the target language and
its dictionary translation in the source language. Gavioli (1997), for example, reports
that classroom work based on concordances of English ‘crucial’ and Italian ‘cruciale/
cruciali’ has led her Italian students to illuminating findings about the different behaviour of these words. Johns (2002, 114) discusses the potential of parallel corpora for the
creation of “reciprocal language materials”, i. e. “materials which could be used both to
teach language A to speakers of language B, and language B to speakers of language
A.” He provides examples of exercises derived from English-French parallel concordances. Similar exercises, but resulting from English-Chinese parallel concordancing,
have been designed by Wang (2001; cf. also Ghadessy/Gao 2001). Parallel or comparable
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corpora (i. e. text collections in different languages but of similar text types) have also
been described as “aids in translation activities” (Zanettin 2001, 193) and as useful tools
in the training of professional translators and interpreters (cf. e. g. Bernardini 2002;
Bowker/Pearson 2002, ch. 11). Johansson (2007) gives examples of using the EnglishNorwegian Parallel Corpus (article 16) with a group of Norwegian students in solving the
students’ learning problems and in dealing with problems of translation. Concordancing
activities in the education of translators are described by Gavioli/Zanettin (1997) and by
Bernardini (1997). According to Gavioli/Zanettin (1997, 6), comparable corpora provide
“a repertoire of naturally occurring contexts in the target language onto which hypothesised translations can be mapped.” They hence “problematize the choices of the translator” (ibid.) or trainee translator, and help him or her find the most adequate and acceptable translation.

4. Tasks or the uture
Despite the progress that has unquestionably been made in the field of pedagogical
corpus applications, there is still scope for development. A number of tasks can be
formulated to foster both the indirect and the direct use of corpora in language learning
and teaching. Referring back to what has been mentioned in section 1.2., the next two
sections will examine what further effects CL could have on LT and vice versa.

4.1. Fostering the indirect use o corpora in language teaching
We have seen that corpora and corpus evidence have already had an immense impact
on teaching syllabi, teaching materials, and especially reference works like dictionaries
or grammars (see the discussions in sections 2.1. and 2.2.). I would, however, argue
that general and specialised corpora could be even better exploited to positively affect
pedagogical practice. I am thinking here of further research activities that are inspired
or driven by the needs of learners and language teaching practitioners. No matter how
promising the advances made in the field of TaLC are, we still have a long way to go in
providing more adequate descriptions of different types of language (different text types,
registers and varieties), based on larger collections of data. I expect, for instance, that
the place that LSP has in the language teaching domain will become increasingly significant in the future, and that more and better teaching materials tailored to the communication needs of students of economics or participants of business English courses, to
mention only two groups of learners, will be required. These teaching and learning resources should ideally be based on expert performances (as opposed to apprentice performances; cf. Tribble 1997) in the selected field and, if possible, on large amounts of
genuine language material. This implies the need to compile more and larger corpora of
different types of written and especially spoken data. A task for the corpus researcher
will then be to derive from these corpora those items and meanings that are most relevant for the learner group in question (cf. the publications in the CorpusLab series that
are tailored to different groups of learners; e. g. Barlow/Burdine 2006). If we wish to
tailor materials to learners’ needs and focus on language points that tend to be particu-
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larly troublesome, we also ought to create more learner corpora of different kinds and
find out more about the characteristics of learner language, so that, in the future, a
larger number of dictionaries, grammars, and textbooks will not only be corpus- but
also learner corpus-informed.
Further important insights to boost indirect corpus applications in LT could come
from contrastive linguistic research on the basis of parallel or comparable corpora ⫺
another field of research in which significant developments are to be expected in the
next few years (cf. articles 16 and 54). A number of comparative analyses of selected
lexical-grammatical features in corpora and coursebooks have been carried out, mainly
based on English language corpora and EFL teaching materials (cf. section 2.1.). More
investigations of this type, in particular for different languages but also for different
varieties of English, could help to isolate further mismatches between ‘real’ language
and ‘school’ language, which could then lead to further improvements of teaching materials (cf. also Johansson/Stavestrand 1987, 147).

4.2. Fostering the direct use o corpora in language teaching
Although a lot is still left to be done as far as the indirect use of corpora in LT is
concerned, there is probably even more scope for development with respect to direct
applications. The gap between corpus linguistics and the teaching reality described by
Mukherjee (2004), is still far too wide, and the extent to which corpora and concordances
have actually been used in LT classrooms is, unfortunately, as yet fairly limited. Now
that we know how beneficial corpus work can be to the learner, I think that it is the
applied corpus linguist’s task to, as Chambers (2005) and Mukherjee (2004) call it, “popularise” corpus consultation and the work with corpus data in schools. In order to
achieve this, some obstacles have of course to be overcome and a DDL-friendly environment has to be created. First of all, schools have to be equipped with corpus computers
and appropriate software packages. For this purpose, new concordance programs that
are appealing and easy to use may have to be written so that teachers and learners are
not put off from working with corpora right away because the software is too complex
or not user-friendly enough. John Sinclair (personal communication) has recently initiated a project which will provide broadband and corpus access for every classroom in
Scotland by 2007 with the aim to support written literacy of the 12⫹-year-olds. We are
thus coming closer to Fligelstone’s (1993, 100) hoped for scenario in which learners can
access corpora whenever they want and simply “go to any of the labs, hit the icon which
says ‘corpus’ and follow the instructions on the screen” ⫺ but we are not quite there yet.
Projects like Sinclair’s Scotland project ought to be encouraged in different countries. An
alternative to providing direct corpus access in the classroom would be to introduce
learners and teachers to the resources that are accessible online and show them the
potential of the Web as a huge resource of language data (article 18). Boulton/Wilhelm
(2006) in this context talk about freely available corpus tools that learners have a right
to use and that ought to be put in the hands of the learner.
A second and very important step towards creating a DDL-friendly environment will
be to guide teachers and learners and give them a basic training in accessing corpora
and in working with and evaluating concordances. Such a training is crucial because, as
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Sinclair (2004b, 2) puts it, “a corpus is not a simple object, and it is just as easy to derive
nonsensical conclusions from the evidence as insightful ones” (cf. also Gavioli 1997, 83).
Guidance for teachers in how to read concordances and advice on what types of DDL
exercises they could create can be found in Sinclair (2003) and Tribble/Jones (1997).
Once they are familiar with the basics of corpus work and have learnt to deal with their
new role as facilitators of autonomous learning activities, a follow-up task for teachers
will be to “create conditions to make it [i. e. corpus work] relevant for” their learners
(Gavioli 2006, 133) and to encourage DDL activities of an inductive and exploratory
kind. It would probably also be helpful for learners and teachers of different languages
if more DDL materials with ready-made exercises and photocopiable work-sheets on
selected language points were available, but both groups might profit a lot more from
getting their hands on corpora themselves.

5. Concluding remarks
This article has focussed on the relationship between corpus linguistics and language
teaching. I hope to have shown that corpus resources and methods have a great potential
to improve pedagogical practice and that corpora can be used in a number of ways,
indirectly to inform teaching materials and reference works, or directly as language
learning tools and repositories for the design of data-intensive teaching activities. I have
also tried to make clear that a lot still remains to be done in research and practice before
corpus linguistics will eventually ‘arrive’ in the classroom. Communication between corpus researchers and practitioners has to be improved considerably so that teachers and
learners get the support they need and deserve.
As for the development of the CL-LT relationship and going back to what is shown
in Figure 7.1 above, I would predict that the requirements of language learners and
teachers will keep affecting corpus research and the creation of suitable tools and resources. In the future, more and more developments in corpus linguistics will probably
be oriented towards language teaching and learning. Among other things I envisage a
stronger emphasis on learner corpora, spoken language corpora, and specialised corpora ⫺ corpora that are tailored to the target learner group and its needs. As suitably
formulated by Aston (2000, 16), “language pedagogy is increasingly designing its own
corpora to its own criteria”. We do not know exactly how these criteria will develop in
the next few decades. One thing that we can be sure of, however, is that the field of
corpus linguistics and language teaching has an exciting future that both researchers and
teachers can, and should, look forward to.
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Introduction

1.1. Objectives and structure o this article
The production of dictionaries is one of the “clients” of corpus linguistics, insofar as
many dictionaries of recent date have been created in some way “on the basis” of corpora. This reliance on corpus data concerns the selection of raw material from which

