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ALEX BOULTON

Data-Driven Learning: On Paper, In Practice

1. The impact of corpora in language teaching aadhing

Corpora have much to contribute to teaching andnieg, most
obviously in advancing our knowledge of languagd haw it works,
with improved descriptions finding their way int@nious types of
reference materials. In paper form, they have hessd for several
centuries in preparing dictionaries, receiving td&sble impetus
from the COBUILD projects starting in the 1980s,thwbilingual
dictionaries now starting to catch up (see Cobk3200hey are also
increasingly used in the preparation of generagesamanuals and
specialised reference works treating particulansref language use
(such as phrasal verbs in English), as well asgfammars aiming
either at comprehensive language description ca pedagogically
useful version for language learners. From sucéreete works with
their improved linguistic description we can als@pect more
appropriate syllabuses firmly rooted in the realifylanguage use.
This is most evident in the long history of corfaased word lists, but
most new materials from major publishers todayneléo be corpus-
based to some extent, as do more and more int@nad{i-recognised
language tests.

So pervasive is the uptake of corpus informatioauah levels
that it is barely possible to scratch the surfagd it is likely to
continue unabated. However, it is worth noting ttit corpus input
described so far reflects an “indirect approachdr{fer 2006: 125), in
that it occurs far upstream at the level of instius, publishers,
editors, materials writers, researchers and otpecialists. By the
time it filters downstream to the classroom, thgpas input may have
become virtually invisible to the learner. One ntighen wonder



whether corpora have a more direct contributionmtke — not just
whatto learn, buhowto learn it (Johns 2002: 110). The last twenty
years in particular have seen increasing interese possibilities of
getting learners to interact directly with corpoespecially in what
Johns (e.g. 1991a) has called “data-driven leafnomgDDL. This
takes us far from the traditional study of an indiial text or the
presentation of a grammar point, and may involvgnificant
innovation in the processes and methodologies wedbl

Language teachers and learners today can accegscaigora
free on line. These include very large general a@pas well as
genre-specific ones for academic English and ofipercialisations,
along with parallel corpora, comparable corporal Earner corpora.
Various interfaces also allow the user to treat ¢hére web as a
corpus in its own right; where nothing appropriase available,
software exists to help with creating corpora frecnatch (especially
from the Internet), and other software can be doaaéd free for
corpus interrogation. Recent years have also deeddvelopment of
any number of on-line programs and software whitkgrate some
kind of corpus consultation. The resources availaoé too numerous
to mention, and well beyond the scope of this lartic

Teachers coming to corpora for the first time megsonably
seek some kind of guidance. The closest thingg@madard “manual’
devoted to DDL is probablyConcordances in the Classroom
(Tribble/Jones 1997), although there are also abeurof fee-paying
courses, on-line tutorials, “how-to” introductionsnore general
textbooks on (applied) corpus use, research pagedsconferences
relating direct experience, and pages of links betwthem; Boulton
(2009a) discusses some of these. The key for mlaowever, is
probably to experiment; this is after all the dpiof DDL itself
(O’'Keeffe/Farr 2003), and experience suggestsriwst practitioners
are largely self-taught.

Given the wealth of resources available, there dsekem to be
every reason to rejoice as we enjoy the prospe@vef-increasing
corpus use in the classroom. However, it has becmymamnonplace
within DDL circles to lament that the “trickle doWfrom research to
teaching has not become the “torrent” predicted_bgch (1997: 2)
over ten years ago. Despite the considerable s@aterest and the
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multiplicity of resources available, public awarssds low: corpus
consultation remains rare even in university andseaech
environments (Thompson 2006), and it has had Viytua impact on
“ordinary” learning practices elsewhere. A numbérfactors may
account for this.

Firstly, it may be that DDL itself does not live tpits claims if
it is found to be too difficult, demotivating, itevant, and inefficient.
Boulton (2009a) discusses these and other barmesome detail;
suffice to say here that current research is, ewthole, positive, with
participating learners enjoying the work and bemefi from it (cf.
Boulton 2008a). Those who voice these objectiors tgpically
working teachers, suggesting a lack of communinabietween the
research and teaching communities, as well as degpeerns such
as the perceived threat to the teacher’s role césfea loss of power,
control, and respect as the ultimate knower. Arrosle¢ of objections
concerns the resources themselves: the corporaaitwlare are not
always appropriate for learning purposes (cf. Ko2&@8), often with
“too many degrees of freedom [...] for the ordinaggrher” (Schmied
2006: 104). Computer rooms may be unavailable wiesred, badly-
equipped, too small, subject to breakdown, lackingtechnical
backup, or simply non-existent. These problemsartinly very real
in many cases; but again, the suspicion is that thect a deeper
underlying malaise on the part of the teacher, @alhe resentment of
new technology and the time spent mastering ityels as the risk to
face in front of learners who are possibly moreréite than the
teachers in ICT (information and communication testbgy). This is
a teacher’s version of the student’s “technophobited by Seidlhofer
(2000: 208) and others, and such teachers aregy ltkebe hostile to
any use of ICT or CALL (computer-assisted languagening).

How then are we to counter such objections and pterdDL
in wider circles? Roémer’s (2006) “wish list” inclagl more relevant
corpora and more user-friendly software designeth ianguage
learning in mind, as well as her “corpus missiamthe form of better
communication between current practitioners, betweesearchers
and teachers, and especially the integration qfuconsultation into
teacher-training courses. On the last point, mo#iatives to date
involve in-service programmes or MA courses wheueents may go
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on to train as teachers. But if Conrad (2000: 556)ght in that “the
strongest force for change could be a new generatib ESL
teachers”, then DDL needs to be incorporated inte-sgrvice
training. This is rare at the moment for understdnhel reasons
(though see Farr 2008; O’'Keeffe/Farr 2003; Seidth@000): student
teachers are likely to be more interested in tlggirements essential
to qualifying. As long as DDL is absent at thisdg\it is likely to be
seen as marginal, or even as an unnecessary eutcienb (cf.
Mauranen 2004: 197). A similar comment can be madelation to
classroom use: many learners are most concernédpagsing their
exams and gaining qualifications, so may perceiMeL Das not
directly relevant or even a waste of time.

To sum up so far: for DDL to make any significampict, it
has to be introduced early, reduce perceived threeateacher (and
learner) roles, circumvent the problems inherenismmg computers,
and enhance its reputation for direct relevanceemse of use. Which
poses something of a paradox: on the one hand, BDbt ordinary
practice; on the other, DDL has becomeordinary practice (or at
least, not to be seen agtraordinary when first encountered). There
might then be an argument, contrary to common hédbe presenting
DDL not as a radical new technique, but as ordinprgctice
alongside other ordinary activities and materials -ether words, to
“demystify” corpus use (Gabrielatos 2005). The gnation itself
should make things easier for learners and teadhefercing us as
researchers to find ways to reduce some of the naglieal aspects, to
eliminate excess baggage rather than continuaéitisg to add new
features, and should also by association help ¢atify DDL with
ordinary practice. All of this needs to be donehwiit losing the
advantages of DDL, and without it becoming comgetevisible or
melting into the background.

One direction lies in the development of ICT and LCA
resources which integrate corpus consultation imesdorm or
another, and countless such applications can belfon the Internet.
These initiatives are hugely appreciated, but aispects they are also
underused outside the environments where they wereloped.
Computers have enormous appeal for some, but megr deany
others: users may not be well-disposed to any fisew technology,



and resent spending time finding out how to naeigedich piece of
software or Internet interface. ICT has enabledeased interactivity,
undoubtedly a worthwhile objective, but many teash&ant to be
able to print out activities for classroom use prablem even with
some static html interfaces. In other words, ICTpligations are
perhaps not ordinary enough.

In the classroom itself, the most ordinary materiasides pens
and paper are probably coursebooks. One obviousiljpidg then
would be to integrate elements of DDL into such edimm. This
would inevitably entail some watering down of therdircore, hands-
on, autonomous approach to consultation of eleitroorpora; but if
this can be achieved while retaining at least sofnthe benefits of
DDL, the compromise may be worthwhile.

2. DDL and the print medium

A major question then is whether coursebooks aherdoff-the-peg”
resources can successfully integrate a DDL appreadar indeed
whether they can truly constitute DDL at all (eBgrnardini 2001:
228). The second element may seem intractablecimiisence of any
watertight definition of DDL, although it might h@inted out that if
Johns (e.g. 1991a, 1991b), widely considered adatther of DDL,
made extensive use of printed handouts, thendiffisult to maintain
that they are not DDL. If appeals to authority aensidered of
dubious legitimacy, one might also mention thatvjglimg learners
with printed data and accompanying activities isbpibly “the most
common procedure” (Todd 2001: 93) for corpus usdaimguage
teaching. Dozens if not hundreds of research papspsrt such
practices, while the hands-on activities in cowsglethers could just
as easily be done on paper (e.g. the links to ptexacordances used
in Gaskell/Cobb 2004).

As Johns (1988: 14) pointed out, DDL “entails aftsini the
traditional division of roles between student agalcher, with [...] the



teacher acting as research director and resealtdba@tor rather
than transmitter of knowledge.” This key elementdblotrue for
prefabricated materials, even though the answens eaknown in
advance — the “rule-hiding” Johns (1991a: 4) ackedges in his own
handouts. Perhaps they do not, as Johns (1991kpudqj, entirely
“cut out the middleman” (i.e. the teacher), but téa&cher takes on the
new role of guide, and is certainly not the “bad abagister/tutor”
feared by Cobb (1997: ch2). Printed materials higne substantial
advantage of obviating the need for computer laboes and the
associated problems mentioned at the start of dnicle. More
positively, they may actually improve the efficignaf the process by
reducing some of the difficulties associated withndis-on work,
especially the risk of being “overwhelmed” by thass of data (Johns
1986: 156), much of it irrelevant, incomprehensitlded extremely
messy. With prepared materials, the data can ledsend grouped
appropriately, and carefully devised activities ediminate much of
the tedium associated with hands-on work, and aule irrelevant
paths from the start. Learners may react more faaby to this
compromise: Granath (1998) found that less thahdiaier students
liked deciding the queries themselves, while twadghappreciated the
teacher-designed exercises; and Whistle’s (199Psidlents simply
did not see why the concordances could not beqaftiatit in advance.
After a brief introduction to paper-based concomds 40% of the
students in Boulton’s (forthcoming) study expreseedopinion as to
whether they would like to try it on computer, véhthe others were
evenly split for and against.

If printed materials have these advantages, themakes little
objective difference whether they are provided bwchers or by
coursebook writers. Of course, the printed materiaferred to in
scholarly papers are largely “reactive” in the senbat they are
created in response to specific questions and gmbbamong a given
population of learners. However, they are ofteryckd with other
learners (and even by other teachers), given thimob reluctance to
abandon them after the considerable time spentéir preparation
(cf. Warren 1998: 214). Use of published materaaly increases the
distance slightly, and as far back as 1984 Johns sumjgesting
concordances could be integrated directly into Hiar materials



(Higgins/Johns 1984: 93), later revealing thatdws “experience in
using concordance data reactively has indicatedititduld be used
proactively also in a more traditional teacher-ceshtsetting” (Johns
1991b: 31). From the learners’ point of view, actal element of
DDL is to be able to take greater responsibilitytfeeir own learning;
providing handouts clearly reduces the scope fis. tHowever, the
basic process still consists of exploring the ddetecting patterns,
formulating hypotheses and generalising to othesegaIn other
words, learners do still have more input than adittonal teaching,
and the compromise may be more appealing to thbsedo not have
a particularly inductive style to start with.

Materials exist to make the teacher's job easiel arore
effective, removing some of the burden in termdiwie, effort and
know-how, in addition to providing the resourcesrtiselves. In turn,
the teacher’s role consists, in part, of makingld@ners’ task easier
in much the same ways; they will be failing in thisDDL is
perceived as making things unnecessarily diffionhjch may be the
case where learners are introduced all at onceganéw approach
(DDL), new materials (corpora), and new technol¢pftware). DDL
as an approach can seem difficult enough, withgtsociated elements
of discovery learning and induction, not to mentitre fuzzy and
probabilistic nature of language — quite differérdm the familiar
comfort of rules and “being taught”. The use of pmya brings
additional problems due to issues of authentidggontextualisation,
(inrelevance, quantity, truncation, and so on faracry from reading
or listening to a text, invented or not. Additidyal the new
technology represents a formidable barrier as érarmegotiate
technical aspects of the interface, formulate aefineé workable
queries in the appropriate query syntax, even assutiey have
access to computers that can handle the tasks tatdtechnical
support is available.

Kaltenbock and Mehlmauer-Larcher (2005: 81) ardw the
lack of mediation is a major reason for the failofeDDL to make
greater impact, claiming it as a “necessary prasggufor successful
application of computer corpora in language teaghiti it is possible
to simplify the equation in initial stages, so muble better. Of the
three elements — the DDL approach, the corporatettienology — the
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last is probably the most commonly-cited sourcedifficulty (e.g.
Farr 2008), so would seem to be the one bestdefiafer; the use of
printed materials allows precisely this (cf. Lamidiskov Mortensen
2007: 84.1). Chambers and Kelly (2004: 128) renusaf the “truism
that technology is at its most successful when thehnology
disappears”, also citing the over-reliance on tettgy as one of the
factors inhibiting the spread of DDL to a wider piab

All of this is not to suggest hostility to hands-aorpus
consultation: quite the opposite. Using technolaggy be more
environmentally friendly than paper materials, alldar greater
autonomy, and be motivating for many — althoughhaps fewer than
is generally assumed: Jarvis (2004) found only 8%espondents in
higher education in Britain definitely agreeing ttltmmputers were
motivating. However simple the corpus interfaceyéeer well DDL
is integrated with other functions, however userdly the program
— the very fact of having to use computers willedehany. Perhaps
the main argument for introducing DDL via printedterials is that it
cuts out this barrier and thus has the potentialpien it up to a wider
audience. This in turn will hopefully set the scdae later work on
computers as learners gain the knowledge and gkidteessary for
more autonomous work — choosing the corpus anevaodt deciding
the language points to work on, adapting the ambro their
individual needs, styles and preferences. If autphbas often been
singled out as the main advantage of DDL (e.g. A2001: 41), it
should be remembered that autonomisation itsedf gsadual process
(cf. Mukherjee 2006). “Autonomy can still be engeretl where
concordances are provided as materials by teaghgrBDL can still
promote learner autonomy even in a less than idesironment”
(Allan 2006: 15). Using printed materials allowsareers to take
things at their own pace, one step at a time (Tulkdurston 1998:
12), with correspondingly less chance of being @ffitby excessive
demands. A gradual initiation should allow them develop the
necessary techniques before going on to find oaterg¢heir own
corpora and locate appropriate software on theriateat which stage
they will be able to continue their language leagnioutside the
classroom and after their education has finishatioui the need for
teachers or textbooks. Initial use of prepared rasedoes not imply



that hands-on concordancing, with everything timaits, remains the
long-term objective for those who continue to ném@ign language
skills.

Theoretical arguments aside, the crucial issuehestier there is
benefit to the learner. Although many scholarlycées discuss uses of
printed materials, there is surprisingly little coete research: a
survey of empirical DDL studies (Boulton 2008a) riduonly a
handful analysing learning outcomes from use ofitped materials.
Ciesielska-Ciupek (2001) is unusual in that she ass working in a
secondary-school environment, although the experindesign and
data analysis do not allow more than a subjectpexiation of the
positive outcomes. A rigorously statistical largade study by
Koosha and Jafarpour (2006) found the DDL group ingak
substantially greater gains in the target items ttee control group.
Allan (2006) similarly gives the advantage to DRilthough she was
working with far fewer students and also admitstaiar design
problems. Intriguingly, she provides some evidetiz# her learners
also performed better on non-target items, sugugstiat theprocess
of DDL leads to greater language awareness, ngtiskills, and
ultimately better learning — even from paper-basswurces. Finally,
three controlled experiments by Boulton (2008b,2)Gorthcoming)
show learners making significant gains on targaing in post-tests,
although differences with control groups were mpostinall or not
significant. However, the learners in these studies experiencing
their first taste of DDL with no prior training, gbe results not only
show that DDL can lead to immediate learning on a pith
traditional approaches, but also suggests thanitigaiand further
experience would give it a distinct advantage araditional teaching,
even at lower levels. Although no studies to datectly compare the
benefits of hands-on corpus consultation with thodéeprepared
materials (cf. Chambers 2005: 121), it does seah EDL can be
useful via the printed medium.

3. Existing DDL materials in print
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This section looks at a number of coursebooks aheroprinted
materials, which are likely to be crucial for theread of any new
approach:

Conferencesjournals, and workshops have all played theit par
in spreading new ideas and practice, but, | wouljlie, the
most powerful device in this has been one of thertaols of
the trade’ of language teaching: the published sEhwok.
(Littlejohn 1998: 190)

Printed materials for English as a foreign langu@gfel)would seem
to be the most likely place to find some aspectBbt, though it is
probable that there are at least some additiorahsitavailable for
other languages, countries and educational envieotsn(see e.g.
Tono 2008). Nonetheless, work in and on EnglisHikiely to be
predominant, as major DDL events and researchttebe conducted
in English, which is also the target language nresjuently discussed
there. Furthermore, there is a good chance thatah market would
be strongly represented as DDL is still largelyoagsted with higher
education.

The aim is not to provide a comprehensive review,which
various frameworks exist (see, for example, Litthej 1998); but to
focus only on those elements relevant to DDL. Rathan attempt a
rigorous definition of DDL which might miss somderesting items,
it seems preferable to cast the net fairly widé.oAthe materials here
claim to be usinguthenticdata obtained froronorpora and these data
are the source dearning — in other words, some kind of inductive
approach to the corpus data is required. These ealismare not
sufficient for activities to be called DDL (cf. Gaddatos 2005), nor
are they strictly necessary (there may be DDL-tgptvities where
they are absent); but they seem to be at the béarhat is generally
accepted as DDL (Boulton 2009c).

3.1. Collins COBUILD English Course 2. Willis/\4l11988.
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The Collins COBUILD English Coursevas based on a lexical
syllabus, a list of words and phrases and theis degived from the
COBUILD corpus, then a fraction of its current siZéne concept of
the lexical syllabus was proposed by Sinclair arehduf (1988),
outlined further in Willis (1990), and extended bgwis (e.g. 1993,
1997). It does not ignore grammar and other arédanguage, but
they are subordinate to the central organisingufeadf lexis — “the
commonest word forms in the language; their cenpatterns of
usage; the combinations which they typically for(8inclair/Renouf
1988: 148). The corpus input provides some justiion for the
prominent phrase on all COBUILD products at theetifHelping
learners withreal English.” A corpus-informed lexicon features at th
back of each edition: Level 2 adds 850 new wordk¢o700 covered
in level 1, extensively treated and recycled thraug; level 3 aims
for 2500 words in total. The authors aim for a thaked approach,
and the back cover proclaims that learners wilk¢diver recurring
features of the language by analysing samplesabfglish.” This is
at the level of individual texts taken from the mas or elsewhere, and
while learners are frequently required to matchaets from the texts
or dialogues against the grammar rules provided, ¢an be argued
not to involve induction as such. Other activitregjuire learners to
categorise words, phrases or sentences, or tdfideammon factors,
which certainly encourage noticing skills and laage awareness.
While some of these fragments are taken from thipusy no use is
made of concordances.

The COBUILD course sold reasonably well withoutrgeia
runaway success. The authors (cited in Schmitt/ Mb@el997: 323)
attribute this largely to “packaging”, essentiat Bmy innovation to
reach its public. For example, grammar is treataglicitly as a
consequence of the main lexical syllabus; teaclzrd learners
generally expect a stronger grammar profile. Thisp &eel a more
eclectic approach would have been useful to “en@ilevation to
take place within a relatively familiar environménflthough new
editions were never produced and it is now out rifitpthe series
proved influential beyond its sales. It is douhtlubwever, whether it
can really be regarded as DDL.
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3.2. Touchstone 4. McCarthy/McCarten/Sandiford 2006

A more recent series of coursebooks and one afighegeneration of
“corpus-informed” materials i§ouchstongbased on the Cambridge
International Corpus and designed especially fog thmerican
market. The corpus element is given prominencehenbiack cover
and in the introduction, as well as in the assedigbublicity and
accompanying website, and in a monograph about hbek
(McCarthy 2004). The corpus input helps in decidivat to teach at
different stages, and provides a source of texts tfi@ course.
However, access to the corpus is at all stages iateti by the
writers, who may adapt or modify texts as theyfge#building” texts
and “constructing” dialogues out of the originatajathey are thus
(only) a “reflection of real usage” (McCarthy 2004\Vith the
exception of a list of the 500 most frequent wotts, corpus input is
largely invisible in the book itself, part of a derate decision to
produce materials that “are familiar in structumed aeasy to use”
(McCarthy 2004: 15).

The introduction claims the course is based on ‘foomicative
methodologies”; most relevant of the six main feagufor the present
article is that “it promotes active and inductieardning” (p. vi). The
most evident example of this is in the “figure utbsections at the
beginning of each unit, where learners are encedrég focus on the
grammar point and work out the meaning and uséh&mnselves prior
to reading the explanation on the facing page. fEfxes themselves
are clearly carefully designed to present the granpoint as saliently
as possible, and to contrast it with known strueguiSimilar points
can be made about vocabulary which, unusually foowrsebook, is
given particular prominence here (McCarten, 200ivides the
rationale for this).

Although the course is corpus-informed, the languagsented
bears little trace of its corpus origin; the teate so mediated that,
even where induction is called for, the answers absolutely
transparent. These are deliberate choices, anduti®rs make no
claims to a DDL approach — indeed, quite the opgpo$Teachers and
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learners should expect that, in most ways, corpfsred materials
will look like traditionally prepared materials” @Carthy 2004: 15).
In other words, absence of DDL can in no way bera&s a criticism.
The importance of corpus-informed materials sucfi@shstonean

scarcely be overstated; the authors have producedajar step
forward, and the publishers have clearly put enaismoesources
behind it; but again, it is not DDL.

3.3. The Intermediate Choice. Mohamed/Acklam 1995.

Corpora receive greater prominence in this couusit 1 features
activities based on an interview with a researdhtking about the
British National Corpus (BNC) and its uses in laage learning. This
sets the scene for 18 short concordance extracsghout the book
(average 6% lines); these are sometimes calledeisess”, though
they are invariably in the KWIC (keyword in contefdrmat, with the
keyword manually highlighted and the important sunding text in
bold. These concordances may present multiple afshe same item,
but frequently feature a number of different buited items (e.g. unit
13: afew, a little, any, some many much); here each occurs in one or
two lines only, and essentially provides a novelusl format to the
traditional function of “example”.

The accompanying tasks are often deductive (togodte the
concordance lines according to given rules), oocoadly inductive
(asking learners to come up with their own catesgions, or to
answer questions based on the concordances). Hbetés book
provides some rationale for this, and further emes the
importance of spoken material from the BNC in evanit. While the
overall feel is distinctly close to DDL, the corpestracts are largely
to illustrate rules, with little opportunity for ¢hlearner to really
explore concordances; this is borne out by the éd&ay overt corpus
material in the accompanying workbook (Thornbur93y

3.4. Focus on Vocabulary. Schmitt/Schmitt 2005.
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Focus on Vocabulanhas a very explicit aim, as its subtitle makes
clear: “mastering the Academic Word List”. The AWlas devised
by Coxhead (2000), inspired by the University Word List (&fation
1990) which in turn supplemented the largely fremyebased
General Service List produced by West (1953). THe Wwords on the
AWL are taken from a rigorously constituted cormisa variety of
academic texts; they account for 10% of the conpithout being
domain-specific, and thus constitute a valuablepkupent to general
lists for learners needing English for academicppaes (Coxhead
2000: 222).Focus on Vocabulargims to cover over 500 of these
words systematically, an ambitious endeavour feingle book.

A number of activities require learners to guessrtieanings of
words, or to focus on collocations, usage patteans, so on — the
types of activities commonly associated with DDLhe§e activities
are based on two to four full sentences, presumetrgidered to be
more useful or less intimidating than KWIC concordes, and are
apparently taken from the corpus. Other actividgasourage learners
to detect patterns of usage, and especially of viardlies. While the
presentation of the data is thus not typical of DRlseems that the
writers are aiming in this direction, and the réswf other recent
research are incorporated at all stages: as thle dmaer claims, it
really is a “research-based vocabulary textbookgthbin its
conception and in what the learners are requiretbto

3.5. Natural Grammar. Thornbury 2004.

Thornbury is well aware of issues related to dadacand induction,
which receive a chapter eachHow to Teach GrammgL999); in the
latter section he includes a sample lesson using@¥éncordances

to teach verbs that take either the infinitive be ting form. His
Natural Grammay examined here, is more than just a grammar book,
as the introduction explains:

1 The AWL and the GSL <can both be downloaded from
<http://www.lextutor.ca/freq/lists_download/>.
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As Professor John Sinclair put it: ‘Learners wodtdwell to learn the
common words of the language very thoroughly, bseahey carry
the main patterns of the language.’ [...] By learnitngse high-
frequency words and their high-frequency pattetthg learner is
getting traditional grammar ‘for free’, as it we(p. i)

Natural Grammaralso pays homage to other researchers from the
COBUILD tradition, and clearly owes a debt to tlegital syllabus
concepts behind th€ollins COBUILD English Coursésee above).
The book presents 100 of the commonest words ofidfng mostly
grammar-function words — in alphabetical order, iso not a
coursebook as such, although the introduction sffitte advice for
approaching the book. A third of the units contamexercise where
the learner is asked to work with somewhere betwgeand 19
“concordance lines”, which in all cases are fulhtemces and not
KWICs. The task in these exercises is to match saakence against
a grammar pattern already provided; in other worttgy are
exclusively deductive activities. Working with mple contexts like
this is clearly very much DDL-inspired, althoughetideductive
exercises hold it back from going the whole wayisTimight be a
deliberate attempt to avoid something too dramigicaew, or
perhaps is intended to reduce false inferences avenpal time
wasting.

3.6. Phrasal Verbs: American English. Barlow/Buel2006.
Business Phrasal Verbs and Collocations. Burding®a2008.

Both these books bear the lali@brpusLAB and the wordcorpus

features prominently on the front cover, while Baek claims “a new
approach to language learning” featuring “corpusedainstruction”,
among other things. Frequency information is giseparately for
spoken and written English for each target verberfwnit begins
with the instruction to “study these examples”, lagively full

sentences with the main meanings provided. Howetber exercises
ask the learners to examine a short set of connoedines, followed
by some guiding questions focusing the learnetehtibn on patterns
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of meaning, usage and collocation. Exercises sukhthase are
described in the introduction as “pattern idensfion” and
“concordance-based research” activities (2006: e later book
omits the second phrase, but replaces it with merdf “a technique
called data-driven learning in which you will ansdyand classify
usage” (2008: 3).

In the earlier book, the data in these exercisasisbentirely of
full sentences, between three and eight for eatlitsr these are
occasionally aligned around the target words idb®he data in the
second book are presented as screen shots of betiand 15
KWICs, with the target words in bold face. In theesnd book, these
activities feature systematically in the review tget titled
“CorpusLab exercises” after every ten units, megrtimat they are
introduced earlier than in the first book whereytrere scattered
among the later units. These activities are cdytadDL, but are
comparatively infrequent: there are only nine ie finst book and five
in the second. They do however have a higher prafilthe second
book as they are introduced earlier and more syteatly, and the
KWIC presentation is visually more remarkable.

3.7. Exploring Academic English. Thurstun/Cand@®1.

Exploring Academic Englislis entirely given over to recognisably
corpus-based materials and DDL techniques. Thpossible in part
due to its very concentrated focus on a small nurob&on-domain
specific rhetorical vocabulary items drawn from iNals (1990)
University Word Listlt is only concerned with academic English for
essay writing at university level, and is primardyworkbook rather
than a coursebook; the underlying rationale isimedl in Thurstun
and Candlin (1998). A small group of rhetoricalglated items is
briefly introduced, then each one is then given shme systematic
treatment. The first “look” phase presents an enpage of about 30
KWIC concordance lines for learners to study orirtlogvn; in the
second “familiarise” phase, they have to use thiforimation to
answer questions about different meanings, useslocates,
colligations, and so on. Learners play an active here — extracting
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data from the KWICs, identifying patterns, groupiimformation
appropriately — which calls upon both inductive addductive
processes. The third “practise” phase involves maaioze and
matching exercises, included precisely because ‘fr@yide a sense
of familiarity given the novel nature of the manbsl
(Thurstun/Candlin 1998: 273). After each group ofts; multiple
gapped concordances are provided along the lindsosg piloted by
Stevens (1991). The final “create” phase asks é¥arto write a short
text recycling the target items.

Each of the six units focuses on only three or tauget items,
a relatively low return for an average of twentyges — one of the
major criticisms in Thompson’s (2001) review of theok — but a
deliberate choice as the authors make clear (199%.advantage is
that the target items are treated in considerabfghd with learners
receiving repeated exposure to them as well as otwsiderable
quantities of related language. As each unit isstbamn a rhetorical
function, learners are likely to become more sarmsito other uses,
and indeed to improve their noticing and thus leayskills in general
(cf. Allan 2006). Finally, the book’s systematicpapach and tips in
dealing with complex data can be treated as aaduottion to DDL in
itself, “train[ing] the learner in effective corpuanalysis skills”
(Thompson 2001: 30) and thus facilitating a tramsitto hands-on
DDL. Thurstun and Candlin (1998: 277) also repdrattstudents
piloting the materials “overwhelmingly indicatedaththey find all

exercises ‘very helpful’ or *helpful’.

3.8. Concordance Samplers 2: Phrasal Verbs (CS@pdale 1995a.

COBUILD materials gained an early reputation for eith
uncompromising rethink of the language and of laggulearning
based on evidence rather than pre-existing iddesCobncordance
Samplersare as innovative as one might expect. In additmnhe
Phrasal Verbsvolume discussed here, two others were produced on
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Tenses (Capel 1993) andPrepositions (Goodale 19958) An
introductory needs test is based on multiple cateoace lines just like
Stevens (1991) and also found Exploring Academic Englisiisee
above); in a final series of revision tests, eanh Is a separate test
item. Following a very brief “guide to meanings' feach particle, the
main body of the book is taken up with 46 pagekWiCs at 40 lines
per page: the 16 particles have up to seven pagds while 10 major
verbs each have a page to themselves; the conceslamne usually
but not always left-aligned. Although the data aresumably selected
rather than representing a random sample, apanrt flat they are
“completely unedited”, as Sinclair points out i timtroduction, since
otherwise their “freshness and [...] authenticityldiminish” (p. 4).

The final pages feature five worksheets which atespecific to
any particular phrasal verb — some might even laptad to other
language points. This does mean that the learnsrsbane quite
mechanical tasks to perform, for example listingtla® prepositions
that follow a given phrasal verb, or all its sefs&aoccurrences or
passive forms, or grouping different meanings, ¥bile one might
wonder whether such an approach would be too tediad laborious
on paper, Hadley (2002) used the book with lowlle¥apanese
learners and reports finding their interest andivatbn increased.
The overall feel of th&€Concordance Sampleiis closer to hands-on
DDL: more data, fewer exercises, less mediationh wiore of the
responsibility falling on the learner (who may ageault learn more
and become more autonomous).

3.9. Alternative sources

Published courses are not the sole repository dfitgat DDL
materials. Research publications constitute one siplgs
underestimated source, as many describe particcdarses and
include examples of worksheets used. These soared®o numerous

2 There is some variation between the differenti@th; for example Capel
(1993) provides the worksheets at the start obthak, and has only one set of
tests resembling the revision tests at the endeobbok discussed here.
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to name individually, but many can be found in agait journals and
in collections of papers such as those issuing fiteeTeaching and
Language CorpordTaLC) conferences. Similarly, a number of items
aimed at teachers contain examples of printed mégeparticularly
notable here is Tribble and Jones (1997), but Usettivities can be
found in several other “how-to” introductions, cees, tutorials and
books (see Boulton 2009a). Textbooks on corpusiigtigs can also
provide inspiration, even if they are not primardyned at language
learners; an especially valuable resource in thépect is Sinclair's
Reading Concordancg2003).

Even though some of these materials are in priftiedat ready
for use, most are unlikely to reach teachers direthis has led some
researchers and teachers to post their materiallm®nJohns again
setting the trend. Worksheets in Natual DDL Library® focus on
wide-ranging aspects of lexis, grammar, meaningges discourse,
and so on. Most involve multiple concordances, Iguathe KWIC
format but sometimes complete sentences, some feoan parallel
corpora. Occasionally the learner is given a tiawltli description or
explanation in advance (such as might be foundni dictionary,
usage manual or grammar book); the task is thertesd this
description, or to categorise concordances acogrdino the
description. More usually, the data are accompahieduidelines to
help the learner focus on the target item, ask/agiequestions, detect
the patterns of use in the contexts, and formulappropriate
inferences. Finally, activities are provided foareers to apply what
they have found; what is remarkable here is théetyapof activities,
many of which are traditional but here based omentic data in the
form of individual or multiple concordances: iddéying and
underlining target items; cloze and other forms adfmpletion
exercises; choosing the right form in context; ipgtbare items in the
appropriate form (e.g. tense, aspect, countahilitgprrecting
inappropriate forms; matching split sentences; rrarging items;

3 Since 2007, this has been hosted at
<http://www.eisu2.bham.ac.uk/johnstf/ddl_lib.htmit. also includes sample
activities by Joseph Rézeau, although these delesitiave to be traced via an
archive such as <http://www.archive.org>.
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word-formation (affixation, compounding, etc.); gtien/answer (e.g.
what's the difference between X and &f2vhat do X and Y have in
commony, grouping lines according to meaning, usage, ; etc.
translation (especially but not exclusively in thase of parallel
concordances); writing sentences or inventing neamples; and so
on. Overall, most of the materials here conformthe discovery
learning or inductive paradigm of (i) observatidii) hypothesis-
formation, (iii) use/experimentation; one of the snhadeveloped
versions of this can be found in Willis (2003).

A somewhat different format also proposed by Jq&082) is
the “kibbitzer”, the analogy being to chess witHomkers providing
comments from a distance. The starting point islesits’ academic
writing, and the comments are based on learneisstgpns, teachers
corrections, or Johns’ own reactions. Rather thamply telling
students the answers (even where this is posstbe)dea is to lead
learners through the stages of querying a corpuinth answers
together (cf. Johns 1997). Kibbitzers tend to keedaon very specific
points, but this site contains notes based on &V examples from
1996 to 2000, many of which cover quite common fgoand so can
be reused or adapted. The idea continues with wsrldbbitzers
written by Swales and colleagues at MICASEhe 14 examples here
are generally far longer and more complete thamslohotes, and
notably include data other than just concordanespgcially in the
form of frequency information, collocates tablesndagraphs
comparing distributions across genres, betweenssaxé age groups,
between corpora, and so on.

A number of other individuals or groups have pungable
materials on line, of which the following are justfew. Estling
Vannestal and colleagfesrovide slides and exercise booklets for an

4 See also Tim Johns’ EAP page
<http://lwww.eisu2.bham.ac.uk/johnstf/timeap3.htm>.

5 J. Swales, A. Ohlrogge, A. Adel, F. Reinhard, dui& J. McCormick, J.
Tsang, R. Alejo, R. Maybaum, S. Pilon, S. Richard$orEhryl Leicher & S.
Marx. MICASE kibbitzershttp://lw.Isa.umich.edu/eli/micase/kibbitzer.htm>

6 M. Estling Vannestal, H. Lindquist, E. Tyberg, lansson & M. Karlsson.
Corpora in grammar teaching
<http://www.vxu.se/hum/utb/amnen/engelska/kig/>.
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introduction to corpus use for grammar classescfitesd in Estling
Vannestal/Lindquist 2007). Sripicharn has over 2@reises on
individual points, all taken from the freely availa sampler of the
Bank of English; these can be printed or done very simply on line.
Materials by Lopes Moreira Filficalso include a number of basic
interactive exercises, all with instructions in Bigh. Barlow has
recently set aside part of h@orpusLABsite for teachers to upload
their own DDL materials, and it is to be hoped thettre and more
resources will become available there. Chambers Kty (2004)
report several planned projects to develop onlimeksheets, and a
number of other individual sites contain printatded reusable
materials.

4. Discussion

Not all of the materials discussed above might dresiclered DDL.: it
IS not enough to be corpus-informed, or to inclegacts taken from
a corpus, or to use inductive learning. In the cabepublished
materials, the use of corpora tends to be giveigha profile in the
accompanying publicity, on the book covers anchmihtroductions,
but this visibility is often lost in the materialsemselves where the
extracts take on the familiar form of complete $ext sentences, even
if these are called “concordances” in some casé® dhoice of
terminology is presumably a deliberate one: “sergémwould seem to
keep things familiar and reduce jargon, while “cangd@ance” plays on

7 P. Sripicharn, My DDL Materials
<http://www.geocities.com/tonypgnews/units_indexothtm>. Collins
WordbanksOnline English corpus
<http://www.collins.co.uk/Corpus/CorpusSearch.aspx>.

8 J. Lopes Moreira Filho. Reading class builder

<http://www.corpuslg.org/software/rch/materiais.i#tm
9 M. Barlow.CorpusLAB<http://www.corpuslab.com/>.
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the novelty of the activity and enhances standimgreg the research
community.

If the net was initially cast wide, it is partlydmise there are so
few promising items: e-mails sent to major EFL jmlrs did not
bring up any further materials, nor did postingsCiorporaList and
CorpusCALL”. Furthermore, several of the items discussed aere
old or out of print, while others have limited diltition from small
publishers. The fact that most have merited revieand are the
subject of research articles by the authors anerstbuggests that they
are both rare and innovative, even ground-breaking.

An essential question arises: why does so littldliphed
material make use of DDL? The immediate answer tmase
commercial: language teaching materials represeig business”
(Cook/Seidlhofer 1995: 8), and publishers needegadnvinced that
such materials will sell well. It is important toderline that this has
little to do with any pedagogical merit of DDL:ig& simply difficult to
blame publishers for being reluctant to risk iniregtin materials if,
having done their market research, they find theketadoes not
exist™ If past experience is a factor, we must assume tihe
materials described here have not enjoyed the cocmhesuccess
needed to inspire new investment from major publishIn most
cases, this is not surprising, as they are fromomsources with
limited publicity, and are often aimed at very dfje@nd hence small
segments of the market. Of the two general courdebfrom major
publishers, theCollins COBUILD EnglishCoursedid sell in large
numbers, andouchstoneseems set to be a major commercial success;
but tellingly, neither really promotes a DDL appcbha

10 Several responses did bring to light a numbemeline interactive resources
which there is not the space to discuss here; suiggnaan be found at
<http://www.uib.no/mailman/public/corpora/2008-A®D6422.html>  and
<http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-
bin/webadmin?A1=ind0810&L=corpuscall&X=157DDC7ED298B&37&Y=
boulton%40UNIV-NANCY2.FR>.

11 However, responses to recent email enquiriegesighat representatives of
major publishers are often quite unaware of what. D
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Hanks (2008: 221) forcefully makes a similar paiegarding
dictionaries, but in the following quotation the ndalictionary might
easily be replaced Hgnguagecoursebooks

Dictionary publishing is characteristically caugita vicious circle. It

is a cut-throat competitive business, in which redirlg is at least as
important as content. [...] Dictionary publishers deto pride

themselves on being ‘market-driven’. This is thetrof a problem.

Existing dictionaries create certain expectation®mg users about
what dictionaries will be like. These expectatiare conservative;
people expect new dictionaries to be improved wvessiof old ones,
not radical new departures. How could it be othseRi[...] So

dictionary publishers are typically conservativetiven by an

unthinking market and opposed to any innovation thight frighten

away buyers.

There is clearly a catch-22 situation here whicpliap equally to
DDL: materials are needed to create a market, lithbut an existing
market publishers are reluctant to take the rishweler, studies of
attitudes among “key players” (textbook writersadeers, teacher
trainees, and teacher trainers), such as that ctediby Heyvaert and
Laffut (2008) in Flanders, suggest changes mayadar off.

One problem is that DDL practitioners tend to bémgrily
concentrated in higher education rather than withenlarger markets
of secondary education or language schools. Onenogg/that many
of the publications discussed here are the workeséarchers or of
teachers intimately connected with a research enwient. This is no
doubt inevitable, insofar as new ideas tend toaert up first in a
research environment where practitioners are eggettt combine
teaching and research interests. Creating new awmdtwand
experimenting with new techniques is not only mdrthe job, it is for
many the most interesting aspect of the job. fiadg of what attracts
people to university work in the first place, ahere is considerable
pressure to publish research for career purposathf{toks often do
not “count” in assessment exercises). This meaatsdsearchers may
be more interested in doing new things rather thansolidating
current work by spreading existing ideas to a widadience. The
impetus for innovation is reinforced by the spesed contexts of
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higher education, which means that there are dffetific needs or
circumstances not catered for in existing materialdeed, extended
use of published materials might even be disparagedesearch
environments. There are also fewer outside comgtraio hinder
innovation, with syllabuses and course contentsiddec by the
individual or at a local level. Finally, there dhe resources to make it
possible, in terms of know-how, hardware and safywalass sizes,
and perhaps most importantly, time available.

As a consequence of all this, most of the techgaetivities,
corpora, software and so on have been designedtigttuniversity
environment in mind, with comparatively little eggrdevoted to
adapting the approach to other contexts. This oeief the idea that
DDL is only appropriate for adult, sophisticatedyanced university-
level learners, although what little research themith other types of
learner tends to be largely positive (cf. Boult@02a). The situation
is unlikely to change as long as DDL remains theao of university
teachers with their strong interest in researcputrfrom full-time
working teachers is essential (cf. McCarthy 20Q8) they cannot
reasonably be expected to make the crossover tharaséhe onus is
on the researchers to build the necessary bridgpartly through
providing more accessible materials.

5. Perspectives

One of the most immediate solutions is to contisliaring resources,
especially via the Internet. They can be difficdtfind if scattered
around the web on individual homepages, and it bayseful for
each to link to other sites, or to have centralipades of link¥.

12 Some existing sites include Tom CoblCompleat Lexical Tutor
<http://www.lextutor.ca/>; David Lee: Devoted to Corpora
<http://devoted.to/corpora>; Michael BarlowText Corpora and Text
Linguistics <http://www.athel.com/corpus.html>; Betsy Kerr'ss&ful links”
<http://www.tc.umn.edu/~bjkerr/CSC_DDL_Bib.htm>.
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Alternatively, it might be better to group themaeditly on high-profile
sites such a€orpusLAB comparable initiatives exist for other corpus
resources, such as tlxford Text Archiver theCommon Language
Resources and Technologinfrastructure Network. A further
advantage of a centralised resource is that thitigeaand failings of
different materials become more apparent, which gmavide
inspiration for improving existing resources, ciegtnew ones, and
filling in the gaps.

This DIY approach is to be lauded, but there ataally fewer
worksheets ready to be printed out for immediate dsan is
sometimes claimed (e.g. O’Keeffe et al. 2007: 24) in any case
they can only take us so far. The language poimgered are
extremely heterogeneous, as they tend to be baspdrticular points
of difficulty which have struck individual teachezsearchers, with
little connection between them. Similarly, varietay be a good thing
in itself, but the huge diversity of different typef instructions and
activities can appear confusing. In any case, tlhedgil of
individuals has its limits. Creating materials dam extremely time-
consuming even for one’s own use: Johns (1991apdit four hours
preparing a handout for class use, and as longnagaimake it
presentable for inclusion as an appendix to a reseaticle. Where
the aim is to share, instructions need to be comyléransparent and
generalisable to other contexts, and potential riribrs may be
concerned to produce perfectly formatted workshigégtey feel they
may be judged on the result. Finally, some peog be unwilling to
share the fruits of their considerable laboursffee, guarding their
materials jealously; this is also a problem in csrgreation, where
copyright is a further issue, and one which hastgebe resolved
definitively even for the extracts used in not-foofit resources.

More decisive in promoting public awareness is whadtlishers
do. Coursebooks entirely devoted to DDL present uamber of
problems, not least that they ignore alternatiaenmg styles, and that
an overdose of DDL can be demotivating if it becsrte repetitive
and mechanical, as has been remarked elsewhere. (e.g
Thurstun/Candlin 1998). Variety is important pedgigally speaking,

13 OTA <http://ota.ahds.ac.uk/>; CLARIN <http://ww\adn.eu/>.
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and purely DDL resources might be best kept in rueseas
supplementary materials for specific language goifExploring
Academic Englisland theCorpus Samplerdiscussed above may find
their best use this way. A further possibility wale to focus on
language items where learners are known to havfieulif. These
might be identified from learner corpora, and plofable
worksheets developed for individual use as appatgriln other
words, where the deductive approach of traditidgeathing is found
wanting, an alternative inductive DDL approach rmighave
something to contribute (cf. Boulton forthcoming).

On the whole, it will probably be more fruitful fond ways to
integrate  DDL activities into coursebooks, workbeokand
photocopiable supplements, with tips for use anttaeactivities
included in teacher’s books (cf. Chambers/Kelly £0025-126). As
we have seen, a few books have already adoptedppioach with
interesting results. The aim is not to replacetgsapproaches and
techniques, but to enrich and extend them (cf. iBEbtos 2005) by
finding a place in among them for DDL. This need lp@ particularly
dramatic, as DDL in many respects builds on popelarent practices
(Boulton 2009c). On the other hand, corpora and Diged to be
given a higher profile within these materials ieyhare to penetrate
public consciousness.

While the emphasis here has been on printed ortatian
materials as the most familiar and easy-to-use dtrnanother
possibility for publishers would be to include cora of their
coursebook documents or of comparable and compdghkts on CD-
ROMs or websites which accompany coursebooks, jpoged already
mooted by McCarthy (2004: 18). In the case of welsithis does not
mean giving something away free to all-comers: lffranchoring the
site to the course represents appreciable puhligibjfle making the
full benefits available only to those who are dls@ossession of the
course itself. Such a measure need not be expeosid#ficult to
create, as most publishers already have their oeftware and
corpora, although some adaptation might be necggssapyright
should not be a problem for course documents, aactkes returning
only short extracts may not contravene copyrigharily case; and if
the CD-ROM or website is planned anyway, the medigelf is not
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an extra cost. The procedure is not likely to berendifficult or
expensive than any other CALL package. Many indigld or small
groups have found it possible to provide free azdesDDL-style
activities and resources on line, such as the smeétlia ELISA*
(Braun 2006); on CD-ROM, one might mentigideoCorpug2006),
which includes videos along with software to acctss transcript
corpus, although this is a stand-alone resourcesanot accompanied
by any activities or suggestions for use (see MelR@07, for a brief
introduction). While these still encounter some tbé objections
relating to any ICT activity discussed earlier, laoring them firmly
onto a related coursebook would increase their idiaoy and
relevance; explicit activities (as opposed to simpbaking them
available for exploration) with appropriate instions, answers and
feedback would make them easier to use at the toliaeilities like
these would represent a substantial pedagogical &xtany course.

6. Conclusion

Most of the current interest in DDL is within thesearch community,
with learners in higher education working direatly corpora via a
complex interface. Such practices are a worthy fgvethose who will
need to use a foreign or second language aftemigamiversity; but
this is not the case for everyone (cf. Chamber$2004), and hands-
on DDL represents a daunting leap for many learraard their
teachers, especially in schools. Current reseanstierstandably
focuses on new things which technology allows leesrio do, but in
the process inevitably neglects to consolidate tiegjsgains by
comparing results against the reality of ordinargaching
environments. Full hands-on DDL may be possiblerésearch
environments, but as Mukherjee (2006: 14) remaitkss “doubtful
[...] whether this extremely autonomous corpus-basgility can be
fruitfully put into practice in the reality of ELTlassrooms.” As he

14 <http://www.uni-tuebingen.de/elisa/html/elisaoihtmI>.
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goes on to say, this can only happen if teachersraolved in the
development of activities and materials in actiesearch projects, an
extremely rare occurrence to date. In other warelsearchers should
not be surprised that teachers do not listen tonthé they do not
listen to the teachers (a point forcefully madeMmCarthy 2008).

A number of hugely innovative websites have beereldped
which incorporate DDL in a more guided environmehis certainly
makes the approach more accessible, but perhaps radego far
enough. In particular, while ICT can be tremendpumsbtivating for
some, it represents an affective barrier for mathers, as well as
representing a major logistical problem in many iemments.
Integrating DDL activities into published materials a natural
progression in trying to make it more accessibke.ofl course
represents something of a compromise in an attéongconcile the
extraordinary (DDL) with the ordinary (published t@aals). And as
with any compromise, it might be necessary to abargbme hard-
line principles in order to get others across,rtooeirage teachers and
learners to take the first steps.

DDL itself is not an all-or-nothing process: Galates (2005)
compares the “soft” approach, where teachers leathérs through
prepared materials, to the “hard” version of haodszoncordancing;
similarly, Mukherjee (2006: 12) refers to a “clioklearner autonomy,
ranging from teacher-led and relatively closed oodance-based
activities to entirely learner-centred corpus-brimgsprojects.” Even
in the case of so-called “deductive DDL"” (Cressw2007), the
learners are still taking an active role in diseowg the language,
identifying the patterns given and fitting them dtwer. The materials
discussed here vary from tenuously DDL to quiteursthly so,
suggesting that the approach can be compatible thi¢h printed
format at least to some degree. Although this afessity entails a
certain watering-down of the processes involvedhas been argued
here that this is possible without DDL losing itsssential
characteristics, and that the overall gains outiweagparent short-
term losses.

In particular, the use of published materials calp IDDL to
reach a wider audience of teachers and learnerirfg a key part of
the “missionary work” advocated by Romer (2006)sIhot the only
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path available, but one worth pursuing along witheo initiatives
such as more pedagogically oriented corpora, ussdly interfaces,
and teacher training. Presented in an “ordinarytlion®, DDL loses
some of its radical image, and thus becomes morenabte to
“ordinary teachers and learners in ordinary clagssy (Mauranen
2004: 208), building as it does on current prastiotinduction and
the use of authentic documents. It can lead to idiate learning, as
well as better noticing skills and language awasenghich are not
necessarily encouraged as part of standard comativ@cteaching
(Carter 1998: 51). Although printed materials dd imothemselves
promote all the benefits of hands-on DDL, they jdev a
comparatively accessible lead-in, thus settingsttene for individual
exploration later on with the accompanying benefifs greater
autonomy, learner-centredness, and life-long legtnEven a small
step in this direction is better than no step htlalO’Keeffe et al.
(2007: 247) are right, corpora will become more armate present in
coursebooks anyway; better for us as teachers eswhirchers — and
for the learners — if we are involved from the tstar
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