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Valverde	  &	  María	  Calzada	  Pérez	  (eds),	  Exploring	  New	  Paths	  in	  Language	  Pedagogy:	  Lexis	  and	  corpus-‐based	  
language	  teaching.	  London:	  Equinox,	  p.	  129-‐144.	  
	  
	  
The	  main	  paper	  as	  referenced	  above	  surveys	  27	  empirical	  studies	  of	  ‘data-‐driven	  learning’	  which	  focus	  on	  
learning	   outcomes,	   where	   DDL	   is	   taken	   to	   refer	   to	   any	   explicit	   use	   of	   corpora	   for	   foreign	   or	   second	  
language	  learning.	  The	  studies	  surveyed	  are	  part	  of	  a	  larger	  collection	  of	  empirical	  evaluations	  of	  DDL	  that	  I	  
have	  collected	  in	  recent	  years,	  hence	  the	  present	  supplement.	  
	  
This	  supplement	  is	  divided	  into	  3	  sections:	  

1. a	  grid	  overview	  providing	  some	  basic	  information	  on	  each;	  
2. a	  short	  summary	  of	  each	  paper;	  
3. a	  list	  of	  references	  to	  the	  source	  articles.	  

	  
NB	  Apologies	  in	  advance	  for	  inevitable	  inaccuracies	  –	  I	  would	  of	  course	  be	  grateful	  to	  the	  authors	  or	  others	  
for	  any	  correction	  or	  further	  input.	  The	  information	  presented	  here	  reflects	  my	  own	  interpretation	  of	  the	  
studies:	  given	   the	  constraints	  of	   space,	   it	   cannot	  pretend	   to	  be	  complete,	  and	  having	  been	  collated	  over	  
time	   is	   likely	   to	   be	   a	   little	   idiosyncratic	   in	   places.	  My	  main	   objective	   is	   to	   highlight	   the	  work	   so	   far	   (the	  
repeated	  complaint	  of	  lack	  of	  empirical	  research	  in	  DDL	  suggests	  that	  these	  papers	  are	  not	  necessarily	  very	  
high	  profile),	  and	  to	  whet	  your	  appetite.	  So	  if	  a	  particular	  study	  interests	  you,	  I	  would	  strongly	  recommend	  
that	  you	  read	  the	  original	  and	  do	  not	  rely	  on	  solely	  on	  my	  review.	  
	  
This	  supplement	  will	  be	  updated	  as	  more	  studies	  come	  to	   light	  at	  CorpusCALL	  (http://corpuscall.eu/)	  and	  
on	  my	  homepage	  (bit.ly/Midi7k)	  where	  you	  can	  also	  find	  pre-‐prints	  of	  many	  of	  my	  own	  papers.	  I	  would	  be	  
grateful	  to	  anyone	  who	  could	  provide	  any	  leads	  to	  other	  empirical	  studies	  published	  in	  the	  area	  (in	  English	  
or	  in	  other	  languages).	  
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1.	  Overview	  
	  
Key:	  	  
• study:	  the	  paper(s)	  reporting	  each	  study;	  
• country	  (L1):	  the	  country	  where	  it	  was	  conducted,	  along	  with	  the	  mother	  tongue	  of	  the	  majority	  of	  

participants;	  
• L2	  (level):	  the	  target	  language	  and	  current	  level	  of	  proficiency	  –	  from	  beginning	  or	  low	  to	  advanced,	  

passing	  through	  (lower	  or	  upper)	  intermediate	  where	  the	  information	  can	  be	  derived;	  
• context	  (speciality):	  the	  type	  of	  institution	  where	  it	  was	  conducted	  (e.g.	  uni	  3	  =	  3rd	  year	  of	  university	  

study),	  and	  the	  major	  field	  of	  study	  of	  most	  participants;	  
• learners:	  the	  number	  of	  learners	  involved	  (including	  any	  control	  group,	  indicated	  in	  brackets);	  
• time:	  the	  duration	  of	  the	  study	  in	  hours,	  weeks,	  semesters,	  etc.;	  
• interface:	  whether	  the	  participants	  used	  a	  hands-‐on	  concordancer,	  a	  CALL	  program	  including	  corpus	  

data,	  or	  paper-‐based	  materials;	  
• RQ	  (research	  question):	  whether	  the	  study	  evaluates	  learners’	  behaviour	  (B),	  attitudes	  (A),	  using	  corpora	  

as	  a	  reference	  resource	  (R),	  or	  learning	  outcomes	  (L);	  
• design	  /	  instruments:	  the	  main	  research	  instruments	  (including	  use	  of	  control	  items	  or	  populations);	  
• data:	  whether	  some	  kind	  of	  statistical	  analysis	  (S)	  is	  provided,	  or	  only	  raw	  figures	  and	  percentages,	  or	  no	  

quantitative	  analysis	  at	  all	  (0);	  
• aim:	  the	  main	  point	  under	  study	  –	  usually	  a	  language	  item,	  but	  e.g.	  corpus	  linguistics	  refers	  to	  an	  

introduction	  to	  CL	  for	  L2	  learners.	  
	  
	  

	  

study	   country	  	  
(L1)	  

L2	  	  
(level)	  

context	  
(speciality)	   learners	   time	   interface	   RQ	   design	  /	  	  

instruments	   data	   aim	  

1. Baten	  et	  al.	  
1989	  

Netherlands	  
(Dutch)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  2	  
(economics)	  

400	   4	  
months	  

hands-‐on	  
B,	  
A,	  
L	  

project,	  oral	  exam,	  
feedback	  

0	   ESP	  vocabulary,	  
lexical	  relations	  

2. Mparutsa	  et	  
al.	  1991	  

Zimbabwe	  
(Shona?)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  	  
(economics,	  
geology,	  

philosophy)	  

variable	   variable	   hands-‐on	   B	  
A	  

informal	  feedback,	  
questionnaires,	  class	  
discussions,	  short	  

reports	  

0	   conceptual	  
meaning	  

3. Stevens	  1991	   Oman	  
(Arabic)	  

English	  
(int?)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(science)	   54	   2	  

sessions	   paper	   B	   post	  tests	   S	   vocabulary	  

4. Ma	  1994	   Hong	  Kong	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int?)	   uni	   18	   10h	   hands-‐on	   B	  

R	  

2	  questionnaires,	  2	  
interviews	  (some	  
students	  only)	  

0	   writing,	  error-‐
correction	  

5. van	  Halteren	  
1994	  

Netherlands	  
(Dutch)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  1/2	  
(L2)	   ?	   2	  sems	   hands-‐on	  

B	  
A	   “poll”	   0	   syntax	  

6. Gan	  et	  al.	  
1996	  

Malaysia	  
(Malay)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

teacher	  training	  
(L2)	   48	   10	  wks	  

(20h)	   hands-‐on	   A	  
L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  control	  
items,	  questionnaires	   S	   vocabulary	  

7. Aston	  1997	   Italy	  (Italian)	  
English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  	  
(translat)	   ?	   ?	   hands-‐on	   B	   class	  discussions	   0	  

corpus	  
linguistics	  

8. Cobb	  1997a,	  
1997b,	  1999	  

Oman	  
(Arabic)	  

English	  
(low)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(business)	  

11	  
(100s)	  

1	  yr	   program	   L	  
pre+post	  tests	  &	  

delayed,	  control	  pop,	  
questionnaires,	  tracking	  

S	   vocabulary	  

9. Johns	  1997	   UK	  (Malay)	  
English	  
(adv)	  

uni,	  teachers	  
(L2)	   ?	   6h	   program	   B	  

diaries,	  written	  
feedback,	  class	  

discussions,	  tracking	  

raw	  
n°s	   various	  

10. Maia	  1997	  
Portugal	  

(Portuguese)	  
English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  	  
(translat)	   12-‐16	   1	  yr	   hands-‐on	   B	  

project	  reports,	  class	  
discussions,	  email	  

feedback	  
0	  

translation,	  
corpus	  

linguistics	  

11. Bowker	  1998	  
Ireland	  
(English)	  

French	  
(adv)	  

uni	  3	  	  
(linguistics)	   14	   4h	   hands-‐on	  

A	  
R	  

translations,	  
questionnaires	   S	   translation	  

12. Granath	  
1998,	  2009	  

Sweden	  
(Swedish)	  

English	  
(adv?)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(L2)	   57	   1	  sem	  

(27h)	   hands-‐on	   B	  
A	   questionnaires	   raw	  

n°s	   syntax	  

13. Turnbull	  &	  
Burston	  1998	  

Australia	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4+	  
(Japanese,	  
managemt)	  

2	   8	  mths	   hands-‐on	  
B	  
A	  
R	  

observations,	  interviews,	  
questionnaires,	  class	  
discussions,	  written	  

evaluations	  

0	   self-‐correction	  
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14. Bowker	  1999	  
Ireland	  
(English)	  

French	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4	  	  
(translat)	   5	  

2	  wks	  
(2h30)	   hands-‐on	  

A	  
R	   translations,	  interviews	   S	   translation	  

15. Whistle	  1999	   UK	  (English)	   French	  
(int+)	  

uni	  1/2	  	  
(L2)	  

?	   1	  term	  
(6h?)	  

hands-‐on	   B	  
A	  

class	  discussions	   0	   set	  grammar	  
points	  

16. Bernardini	  
2000	   Italy	  (Italian)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  3	  	  
(translat)	   6	   8	  wks	   hands-‐on	   B	   class	  discussions	   0	  

corpus	  
linguistics	  

17. Seidlhofer	  
2000,	  2002	  

Austria	  
(German)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  1/2	  	  
(L2)	   10	   1	  sem?	   hands-‐on	   A	  

informal	  feedback,	  
teacher	  evaluations,	  
class	  discussions,	  diary	  

grids	  

0	   corpus	  
linguistics	  

18. Ciesielska-‐
Ciupek	  2001	  

Poland	  
(Polish)	  

English	  
(low)	  

high	  	  
school	   33	   ?	   paper	   A	  

L	  
post	  tests	  &	  delayed,	  

questionnaires	  
raw	  
n°s	   	  various	  

19. Cobb	  et	  al.	  
2001;	  Cobb	  2006b	  

Canada	  
(English)	  

French	  /	  
German	  
(int)	  

(adult)	  	  
(?)	  

2	  
(c=1)	   14h	   program	   L	   pre+post	  tests	   raw	  

n°s	   vocabulary	  

20. Horst	  &	  
Cobb	  2001;	  Horst	  
et	  al.	  2001	  

Canada	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(int)	  

uni	  	  
(mixed)	   33	   12	  wks	   program	   B	  

L	  

post	  tests,	  control	  items,	  
rating	  WordBank	  entries,	  

questionnaires	  
S	   reading,	  

vocabulary	  

21. Kennedy	  &	  
Miceli	  2001,	  2002	  

Australia	  
(English)	  

Italian	  
(int)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(L2,	  mixed)	   17	   7h	   hands-‐on	   B	  

interviews,	  
questionnaires,	  class	  
discussions,	  classroom	  
observations,	  text	  

revision	  

0	   corpus	  
linguistics	  

22. St.	  John	  2001	   UK	  (English)	   German	  
(beg)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(linguistics)	  

1	   20h?	   hands-‐on	   B	  
A	  

task	  reports,	  interviews	   0	   corpus	  
linguistics	  

23. Todd	  2001	   Thailand	  
(Thai)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  4+	  	  
(science,	  
engineer)	  

23	   ?	   hands-‐on	   R	   self-‐correction	   S	   self-‐correction,	  
vocabulary	  

24. Bernardini	  
2002	   Italy	  (Italian)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4	  	  
(translat)	   10	  

1	  sem	  
(15h)	   hands-‐on	  

B	  
A	  

observations,	  class	  
discussions,	  translations	  

or	  oral	  reports	  on	  
language	  point	  

0	  
translation,	  
corpus	  

linguistics	  

25. Fan	  &	  Xun-‐
feng	  2002	  

Hong	  Kong	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  3	  	  
(translat)	   21	   1h40	   program	  

A	  
R	  

questionnaires,	  class	  
discussions	  

raw	  
n°s	   reading	  

26. Hadley	  2002	  
Japan	  

(Japanese)	  

English	  
(false	  
beg)	  

uni	  1	  
(economics)	   25	  

1	  mth	  
(6h)	   paper	   A	   questionnaires	  

raw	  
n°s	   phrasal	  verbs	  

27. Johns	  2002	  
UK	  (French,	  
English)	  

English,	  
French	  
(int?)	  

uni	  2/3?	  	  
(mixed)	  

16	  
(8	  lang	  
pairs)	  

3	  days	   paper	   A	  
reciprocal	  translations,	  

questionnaires	  	   0	   grammar/usage	  

28. Cheng	  et	  al.	  
2003	  

Hong	  Kong	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(L2)	   29	   2	  wks	   hands-‐on	   B	   project	  reports	  

raw	  
n°s	  

corpus	  
linguistics	  

29. Clerehan	  et	  
al	  2003	  

Australia	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(mixed)	  

uni	  1	  
(computing)	   170	   4	  weeks	   hands-‐on	   A	  

B	   questionnaires	   raw	  
n°s	   general	  

30. Curado	  
Fuentes	  2003,	  
2002	  

Spain	  
(Spanish)	  

English	  
(int)	  

uni	  3	  	  
(business)	  

20	  
(c=10)	   2	  wks	   hands-‐on	   L	  

post	  tests	  (oral	  
presentations),	  control	  
pop,	  e-‐mail	  surveys	  

raw	  
n°s	  

collocations,	  
clusters,	  

compounds	  
31. Lee	  &	  Liou	  
2003	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int?)	   high	  school	   46	  

10	  wks	  
(8h)	   hands-‐on	  

A	  
L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  
questionnaires	   S	   vocabulary	  

32. Sripicharn	  
2003	  

Thailand	  
(Thai)	  

English	  
(int+)	   uni	  2	   40	  	  

(c=22)	  

4	  
months	  
(30x15	  
mins)	  

paper	  
L	  
B	  
A	  

pre+post	  tests,	  
questionnaires,	  

interviews	  
S	  

vocabulary	  &	  
grammar	  for	  

writing	  

33. Sun	  2003	   Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int	  /	  
adv)	  

uni	  3/4	  	  
(L2/ling)	  

3	   2h	   hands-‐on	   B	  
error-‐correction,	  think-‐

aloud,	  teacher	  
observations	  

0	   error-‐correction	  

34. Sun	  &	  Wang	  
2003	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int?)	  

high	  school	   81	  
(c=40)	   1h40	   hands-‐on	   L	   pre+post	  tests,	  control	  

pop	  
S	   collocations	  

35. Chambers	  &	  
O’Sullivan	  2004	  

Ireland	  
(English)	  

French	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4	  	  
(L2)	   8	   8h	   hands-‐on	  

B	  
A	  

self-‐correction,	  
questionnaires	  

raw	  
n°s	  

self-‐correction,	  
lexico-‐grammar	  

36. Curado	  
Fuentes	  2004	  

Spain	  
(Spanish)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  3	  	  
(tourism)	  

20	  	  
(c=10)	  

2	  wks	  
(5h+)	  

hands-‐on	   L	   oral	  reports,	  small	  group	  
discussions	  

raw	  
n°s	  

(semi-‐)technical	  
language	  in	  
spoken	  use	  

37. Gaskell	  &	  
Cobb	  2004	  

Canada	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  
(mixed)	   20	  

1	  sem	  
(45h)	   hands-‐on	  

B	  
A	  
R	  

questionnaires,	  diary	  
grids,	  tracking,	  writing	   S	  

error-‐
correction,	  
grammar	  

38. Yoon	  &	  
Hirvela	  2004	   USA	  (mixed)	  

English	  
(int	  /	  
adv)	  

uni	  1/4+	  	  
(mixed)	   22	   20	  wks?	  

(90h?)	   hands-‐on	   B	  
A	  

questionnaires,	  
interviews,	  classroom	  

observations,	  interviews	  
with	  instructor	  

S	   writing	  
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39. Cargill	  &	  
Adams	  2005	  

Australia	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(int+?)	   uni	  6+	   17	   1h30	   hands-‐on	   A	  

questionnaires	  post-‐
course	  +	  8	  months	  later	  

raw	  
n°s	   writing	  

40. Chambers	  
2005	  

Ireland	  
(English)	  

mixed	  
(adv)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(L2/ling)	   14	   9h	   hands-‐on	  

B	  
A	  

informal	  feedback,	  
interviews,	  classroom	  
observations,	  reports	  

0	  
corpus	  

linguistics	  

41. Chan	  &	  Liou	  
2005	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int?)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(mixed)	   32	  

5	  wks	  
(5h)	   hands-‐on	  

A	  
L	  

post	  tests	  &	  delayed,	  
control	  items,	  

questionnaires,	  tracking	  
S	  

verb-‐noun	  
collocates	  

42. Frankenberg-‐
Garcia	  2005	  

Portugal	  
(Portugues)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4	  	  
(translat)	   16	   0h50	   hands-‐on	   B	  

questionnaires,	  
translations	  

raw	  
n°s	   translation	  

43. Kaur	  &	  
Hegelheimer	  2005	   USA	  (mixed)	   English	  

(int)	  
uni	  	  
(?)	  

18	  
(c=9?)	   4	  wks?	   hands-‐on	   R	  

L	  
post	  tests,	  control	  pop,	  

writing	   S	   AWL	  vocabulary	  

44. Tian	  2005a	  
2005b	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  2/4	  	  
(mixed)	  

98	  
(c=48)	  

5	  wks	  
(10h)	   paper	   L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  control	  
pop,	  mixed	  design	   S	  

grammar,	  word	  
usage,	  text	  type	  

45. Allan	  2006	   Ireland	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

language	  centre	  
(mixed)	  

18	  
(c=5)	   12	  wks	   paper	  

B	  
A	  
L	  

post	  tests,	  control	  pop,	  
informal	  feedback,	  
questionnaires	  

S	   vocabulary	  

46. Boulton	  &	  
Wilhelm	  2006;	  
Boulton	  2011b	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4	  	  
(L2)	   30	  

1	  sem	  	  
(3	  yrs+)	   hands-‐on	   B	   	  project	  papers	  

raw	  
n°s	  

corpus	  
linguistics	  

47. Götz	  &	  
Mukherjee	  2006	  

Germany	  
(German)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  1/3	  
(L2)	   36	   1	  sem	   hands-‐on	  

B	  
A	  

pre+post	  questionnaires,	  
project	  reports,	  
observations	  

S	  
corpus	  

linguistics	  

48. Gut	  2006	   Germany	  
(German)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  2/3	  
(L2)	  

21	   1	  sem	  
(15h?)	  

program	   B	  
A	  

group	  presentations,	  
questionnaires	  

raw	  
n°s	  

phonetic	  
properties	  of	  
non-‐native	  
speech	  

49. Koo	  2006	  
USA	  	  

(Korean)	  

English	  
(int+	  
>adv?)	  

uni	  6+	  	  
(mixed)	   10	  

2	  
sessions	  
(1	  wk)	  

hands-‐on	  
B	  
A	  
R	  

tracking,	  stimulated	  
recall,	  productions	  

raw	  
n°s	   paraphrasing	  

50. Koosha	  &	  
Jafarpour	  2006	  

Iran	  
(Farsi	  ?)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4	  	  
(L2)	  

200	  
(c=100)	   1	  sem	   paper	   L	   pre+post	  tests,	  control	  

pop	  
S	   collocations	  of	  

prepositions	  

51. Lee	  &	  Swales	  
2006	  

USA	  (Chinese)	   English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  5+	  	  
(mixed)	  

4	   13	  wks	  
(20h	  +)	  

hands-‐on	   A	  
interviews,	  class	  

discussions,	  project	  
reports	  

0	   corpus	  
linguistics	  

52. Liou	  et	  al.	  
2006	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv?)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(?)	   varied	   variable	   program	  

B	  
A	  
R	  
L	  

post	  tests	  &	  delayed,	  
questionnaires,	  tracking	   S	  

various	  pilot	  
experimentation	  

53. O’Sullivan	  &	  
Chambers	  2006	  

Ireland	  
(English)	  

French	  
(adv)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(L2/ling)	   14	   11h	   hands-‐on	   R	   self-‐correction,	  

questionnaires	  
raw	  
n°s	   self-‐correction	  

54. Schmied	  
2006	  

Germany	  
(German)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  	  
(?)	  

?	   (on-‐
going)	  

program	   B	  
A	  

tracking,	  post	  tests,	  
interviews	  

0	   grammar	  

55. Boulton	  
2007	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(engineer)	  

104	  
(c=51)	   0h30	   paper	   A	  

R	   post	  tests	   S	   will	  /	  going	  to	  

56. Braun	  2007	   Germany	  
(German)	  

English	  
(int?)	   high	  school	   25	  

(c=13)	  
4	  wks	  
(16h)	   program	   A	  

L	  

post	  tests,	  control	  pop,	  
questionnaires,	  class	  
discussions,	  teacher	  

observations	  

S	  

lexical	  &	  
grammatical	  
points	  from	  
coursebook	  

57. Cresswell	  
2007	   Italy	  (Italian)	   English	  

(adv)	  
uni	  3	  	  

(translat)	  
126	  

(c=65)	   1	  sem?	   hands-‐on	   B	  
L	  

post	  tests,	  control	  pop,	  
informal	  feedback,	  
interviews,	  oral	  

presentations,	  writing	  

S	   connectors	  

58. Curado	  
Fuentes	  2007	  

Spain	  
(Spanish)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  	  
(tourism)	  

20	  
(c=10)	   5h	   hands-‐on	   L	   post	  tests,	  control	  pop,	  

email	  tasks	   S	   reading	  

59. Estling	  
Vannestål	  &	  
Lindquist	  2007	  

Sweden	  
(Swedish)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(teachers,	  
admin)	  

a)	  37	  
(c=23);	  
b)	  35	  

1	  sem	  
each	   hands-‐on	  

A	  
L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  control	  
pop,	  questionnaires,	  

interviews	  

raw	  
n°s	  

grammar	  &	  
perceptions	  of	  

grammar	  	  

60. Hafner	  &	  
Candlin	  2007	  

Hong	  Kong	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4	  	  
(law)	  

300	  
(9	  case	  
study)	  

1	  yr	   hands-‐on	   B	  
A	   tracking,	  interviews	   raw	  

n°s	   various	  

61. Hirata	  &	  
Hirata	  2007	  

Japan	  
(Japanese)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  	  
(?)	   69	  

4	  wks	  
(6h)	   hands-‐on	   A	   questionnaires	  

raw	  
n°s	   reading,	  lexis	  

62. Huang	  &	  
Liou	  2007	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(L2?)	   38	  

12	  wks	  
(out	  of	  
class)	  

program	   L	  
pre+post	  tests,	  

concordance	  tracking,	  
questionnaires	  

S	  
vocabulary	  
acquisition	  

through	  reading	  

63. Lavid	  2007	   Spain	  
(Spanish)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4+	  
(linguistics)	  

?	   1	  sem?	   hands-‐on	   A	   informal	  feedback,	  class	  
discussions	  

0	   mental	  
transitivity	  

64. Sun	  2007	   Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv?)	  

uni	  4+	  
(technical)	  

20	  	  
(3	  ints)	   ?	   program	   B	  

A	  
tracking,	  questionnaires,	  

interviews	   S	   writing	  
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65. Yeh	  et	  al.	  
2007	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(L2)	  

19	   4	  wks	  
(1h20)	  

hands-‐on	  
B	  
A	  
L	  

post	  tests	  &	  delayed,	  
writing,	  questionnaires,	  

tracking	  
S	   adjectives	  

66. Belz	  &	  
Vyatkina	  2008,	  
2005a,	  2005b	  

USA	  (English)	   German	  
(adv)	  

uni	  	  
(?)	  

2	   8	  wks	  
(4h)	  

hands-‐on,	  
paper	  

B	  
L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  
observations,	  written	  

production	  

raw	  
n°s	  

modal	  particles	  
/	  da-‐	  

compounds	  
67. Boulton	  
2008a	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(engineer)	   113	   0h30	   paper	   R	   post	  tests	   S	   phrasal	  verbs	  

68. Boulton	  
2008b,	  2010a	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(architect)	   62	   1h	   paper	  

A	  
L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  control	  
items,	  questionnaires	   S	  

grammar	  /	  
usage	  

69. Johns	  et	  al.	  
2008	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int?)	  

high	  school	   22	  
(c=11)	  

16	  wks	  
(48h)	  

program,	  
hands-‐on,	  
paper	  

A	  
L	  

post	  tests,	  control	  pop,	  
questionnaires,	  school	  

exams	  
S	   reading	  comp	  

70. Lin	  2008	   Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  3	  	  
(L2)	  

25	   8	  wks	  
(13h20)	  

program	   A	  
L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  delayed	  
writing,	  questionnaires	  

S	   AWL	  vocabulary	  

71. Smith	  et	  al.	  
2008	  

Taiwan	  
(mixed)	  

Chinese	  
(int?)	  

internet	  
volunteers	  	  

(?)	  

25	  
(2	  post-‐
tests)	  

6	  wks	   hands-‐on	   A	  
L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  on-‐line	  
discussions	  boards	  

raw	  
n°s	  

word	  meaning,	  
usage	  

72. Thorne	  et	  al.	  
2008	   USA	  (mixed)	   English	  

(adv)	  
uni	  4+	  	  
(ITAs)	   53	   ?	   paper	   L	   spoken	  usage	   raw	  

n°s	  
directives,	  
speaking	  

73. Yoon	  2008	   USA	  (Korean)	  
English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4+	  	  
(mixed)	   6	  

10	  wks	  
(50h?)	  

hands-‐on,	  
paper	  

B	  
A	  
R	  

observations,	  interviews,	  
recall,	  tracking,	  

assignments,	  reflection	  
0	   writing	  

74. Boulton	  
2009a	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(engineer)	  

132	  
(c=64)	   0h30	   paper	   R	  

L	  
post	  tests,	  control	  pop	   S	   connectors	  

75. Boulton	  
2009b	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(architect)	   34	   12	  wks	  

(3h)	   hands-‐on	   A	  
	  

questionnaires,	  Index	  of	  
Learning	  Styles	   S	   learning	  styles	  

76. Chang	  &	  Sun	  
2009	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int?)	   high	  school	   26	  

3h	  
(4	  wks)	   hands-‐on	  

L	  
A	  

pre+post	  tests,	  
comparison	  groups,	  

questionnaires	  
S	  

scaffolding	  in	  
proof-‐reading	  of	  
collocations	  

77. Chujo	  et	  al.	  
2009	  

Japan	  
(Japanese)	  

English	  
(beg)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(engineer)	  

22	  
(c=25)	  

20	  wks	  
(10h)	   hands-‐on	   L	  

A	  
pre+post	  tests,	  control	  
pop,	  questionnaires	   S	  

TOEIC	  
vocabulary,	  
grammar	  

78. Gilmore	  
2009	  

Japan	  
(Japanese)	  

English	  
(int)	   uni	  2	   45	   1h30	   hands-‐on	  

R	  
A	   revisions,	  questionnaires	  

raw	  
n°s	   error-‐correction	  

79. Liu	  &	  Jiang	  
2009	  

USA,	  China	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  2/4	  	  
(EFL	  /	  ESL)	  

244	   1	  sem	   hands-‐on	   A	   questionnaires	   S	   various	  

80. Schaeffer-‐
Lacroix	  2009	  

France	  
(French)	  

German	  
(int–)	  

junior	  high	  
school	  

33	  	  
(final	  
phase)	  

3	  years	  
(total)	   hands-‐on	  

A	  
B	  
R	  

analysis	  of	  revisions,	  
interviews	   S	   various	  

81. Tyne	  2009	   UK	  (English)	  
French	  
(int?)	  

uni	  3	  	  
(linguistics)	   10	   1	  yr	   hands-‐on	   A	   questionnaires	  

raw	  
n°s	   spoken	  corpora	  

82. Varley	  2009	  
New	  Zealand	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  	  
(L2)	   19	  

1	  sem	  
(56h)	   hands-‐on	  

B	  
A	  

questionnaires,	  projects,	  
reflective	  log,	  
discussions	  

raw	  
n°s	  

corpus	  
linguistics,	  
genre	  

83. Boulton	  
2010b	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(architect)	  

29	   1h	   paper	   B	   Index	  of	  Learning	  Styles	   S	   learning	  styles	  

84. Chang	  2010	   Korea	  
(Korean)	  

English	  
(int	  /	  
adv)	  

uni	  
(mixed)	  

28	   2h	   hands-‐on	   A	   questionnaires	   raw	  
n°s	  

writing	  

85. Conroy	  2010	   Australia	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(int+,	  
adv)	  

uni	  	  
(mixed)	  

165	   1-‐4h	   various	   B	  
R	  

questionnaires	  (53);	  
some	  interviews,	  logs,	  

writing	  

raw	  
n°s	  

writing,	  error-‐
correction	  

86. Kennedy	  &	  
Miceli	  2010	  

Australia	  
(English)	  

Italian	  
(int)	  

uni	  	  
(L2)	   3	   0h45	   hands-‐on	  

A	  
B	  
R	  

revisions,	  interviews,	  
questionnaires	   0	   creative	  writing	  

87. Landure	  &	  
Boulton	  2010	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(low)	  

uni	  	   43	   2h	   hands-‐on	   B	  
R	  

revisions,	  questionnaires	   raw	  
n°s	  

error-‐correction	  

88. Moreno	  Jaén	  
2010	  

Spain	  
(Spanish)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  3-‐	  
	  (L2)	   21	   3	  weeks	   hands-‐on	  

L	  	  	  
A	  	  
B	  

pre+post	  tests,	  
questionnaires	   S	   collocations	  

89. Okamoto	  
2010	  

Japan	  
(Japanese)	  

English	  
(low)	  

uni	  3/4	  	  
(IT,	  engineer)	   15	   15	  

weeks	   hands-‐on	   R	   questionnaires	   raw	  
n°s	   writing	  

90. Park	  &	  
Kinginger	  2010	  

US	  	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(business)	   1	   1h49	   hands-‐on	   B	  

tracking,	  screen	  
recordings,	  
retrospection	  

raw	  
n°s	   writing	  

91. Rapti	  2010	   Greece	  
(Greek)	  

English	  
(int)	  

high	  school	  	  
(age	  13-‐15)	  

28	  	  
(c=14)	  

5	  
months	  
(1h40	  /	  
wk)	  

paper	  (&	  
hands-‐on)	  

A	  
L	  

questionnaires,	  pre+post	  
tests,	  interviews,	  

observation	  

raw	  
n°s	  

grammar	  	  
(verbs)	  
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92. Wu	  et	  al.	  
2010	  

New	  Zealand	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(int?)	   uni	   9	   2h	   program	   R	   revisions,	  tracking	  

raw	  
n°s	   error-‐correction	  

93. Acar	  et	  al.	  
2011	  

Japan	  
(Japanese)	  

English	  
(?)	  

uni	  	  
(engineer)	  

8	   1	  week	   hands-‐on	   R	   writing	  (pre/post)	   raw	  
n°s	  

writing,	  error-‐
correction	  

94. Al-‐Lawati	  
2011	  

Oman	  
(Arabic)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(L2?)	   25	  

6h	  	  
(7	  wks)	   paper	   B	   think-‐aloud	   0	   strategy	  use	  

95. Boulton	  
2011a	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(architect)	  

59	  
(c=25)	  

12	  wks	  
(3h)	  

hands-‐on	   L	   post	  tests	  &	  delayed,	  
control	  pop	  

S	   noticing	  skills	  

96. Chang	  &	  Kuo	  
2011	  

Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int)	  

uni	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
(computing)	   23	  

1	  
semester	   program	  

R	  
A	  

pre-‐post	  assignments,	  
questionnaires	   S	  

writing,	  
structure	  

97. Charles	  2011	   UK	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4+	  	  
(mixed	  EAP)	   44	   6	  wks	  

(12h)	   hands-‐on	   A	   questionnaire	   raw	  
n°s	  

discourse	  
analysis,	  
rhetorical	  
functions	  

98. Chen	  2011	   Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int)	  

uni	  
(?)	   51	   0h40	   hands-‐on	   R	  

A	   translation,	  interviews	   S	   translation,	  
collocates	  

99. Gao	  2011	   Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  2	  
(engineer)	  

21	   (1	  class?)	   hands-‐on	   R	  
A	  

pre+post	  tests,	  
questionnaires	  

S	   translation,	  
error-‐correction	  

100. Kaszubski	  
2011	  

Poland	  
(Polish)	  

English	  
(int?)	  

uni	  	  
(corpus	  

linguistics	  /	  EAP)	  
12	  

own	  
time	  /	  1	  
sem	  

hands-‐on	   B	  	  
A	  

tracking,	  questionnaires	   raw	  
n°s	  

pursuing	  
autonomous	  

queries	  

101. Kettemann	  
2011	  

Austria	  
(German)	  

English	  
(int+)	  

uni	  1	  	  
(L2)	  

10	  
1	  wk	  
(own	  
time)	  

paper	   A	  	  	  
B	  

tasks,	  questionnaires	   0	   cultural	  
awareness	  

102. Kettemann	  &	  
Marko	  2011	  

Austria	  
(German)	  

English	  
(adv?)	  

uni	   17	   6x1h	   hands-‐on	   B	  
A	  

diaries,	  questionnaires,	  
reports	  

0	   critical	  discourse	  
analysis	  

103. Landure	  
2011	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(mixed)	  

unemployed	  
(computing)	  

44	   2x2h	   hands-‐on	  

R	  
B	  
L	  
A	  

observations,	  
questionnaires,	  post-‐test	  

raw	  
n°s	  

reading,	  
vocabulary	  

104. Pérez-‐
Paredes	  et	  al.	  
2011	  

Spain	  
(Spanish)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  2	  
(L2)	  

37	  
(c=15)	   2x1h	   hands-‐on	   B	   tracking	   S	   grammar,	  

writing	  

105. Philip	  2011	   Italy	  	  	  	  	  
(Italian)	  

English	  
(adv)	   uni	   41	  	  	  

(c=10)	   1	  session	   hands-‐on	   B	  	  	  	  
R	  

observation,	  controlled	  
writing	   0	  

writing,	  
comparing	  
resource	  use	  

106. Rodgers	  et	  
al.	  2011	  

Ireland	  	  	  	  
(Irish)	  

French	  
(int?)	  

uni	  2/3	  
(biotechnology)	   19	   20h	  	  

(10	  wks)	   hands-‐on	   A	   questionnaires,	  
interviews	  

raw	  
n°s	  

grammar,	  topic	  
vocabulary	  

107. Smith	  2011	   Taiwan	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(int)	  

uni	  1	  
(humanities)	  

19	  	  
(/90)	  

1	  sem	   hands-‐on	   A	  
B	  

comments	   raw	  
n°s	  

corpus	  	  
building	  

108. Boulton	  
2012a	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  3	  
(L2)	   12	   1	  sem	   hands-‐on	  

A	  
R	  

translations,	  exams,	  
questionnaires	   S	  

translation,	  
meta-‐awareness	  

109. Boulton	  
2012b	  

France	  
(French)	  

English	  
(int–)	  

uni	  2	  
(architecture)	   40	  

3h	  	  
(10	  wks)	  

paper,	  
hands-‐on	  

L	  
A	   test,	  questionnaires	   S	  

paper-‐	  vs	  
computer-‐based	  

DDL	  

110. Chang	  2012	   USA	  	  
(Chinese)	  

English	  
(adv?)	  

uni	  6+	  	  
(soc	  sciences)	  

7	   5h	  	  
(5	  wks)	  

hands-‐on	   B	  
L	  

pre+post	  tests,	  self-‐
analysis	  

S	   stance	  &	  move	  
in	  writing	  

111. Charles	  2012	   UK	  	  
(mixed)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  4+	  	  
(mixed)	  

50	   6	  wks	  
(12h)	  

hands-‐on	   A	   questionnaires	   	  
discourse	  +	  
grammar	  for	  
EAP	  writing	  

112. Chujo	  &	  
Oghigian	  2012	  

Japan	  
(Japanese)	  

English	  
(beg)	  

uni	  	  
(engineer)	  

62	  
(c=23)	  

2	  sem	  
(30h)	  

paper,	  
hands-‐on	  

L	  
A	  

pre+post	  tests	   S	  
noun	  &	  verb	  
phrases,	  

vocabulary	  
113. Frankenberg-‐
Garcia	  2012	  

Portugal	  
(Portuguese)	  

English	  
(adv)	  

uni	  2	  	  
(tourism)	  

48	  
(c=12)	   1	  class	   paper	   R	   post-‐tests	   S	   lexis:	  production	  

&	  reception	  

114. Geist	  &	  Hahn	  
2012	  

Germany	  
(German)	  

English	  
(int)	   high	  school	  	   53	   3h45	  

(5	  wks)	   hands-‐on	   B	  
diaries,	  observation,	  
productions diaries,	  

observation,	  productions	  
0	   writing	  

115. Osolsobě	  &	  	  
Vališová	  2012	  

Czech	  Rep	  
(mixed)	  

Czech	  
(int–	  >	  
adv)	  

uni	   20	   90	  mins	  
(1	  class)	   hands-‐on	   A	  

B	  
observation,	  
questionnaires	  

raw	  
n°s	   word	  forms	  

116. Geluso	  
Forthcoming	  

Japan	  
(Japanese)	  

English	  
(int)	  

uni	  1	  
(communication)	  

25	   2h	  (3	  
classes)	  

hands-‐on	   R	   productions	   S	  
formulaic	  
sequences,	  
writing	  
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2.	  Short	  summaries	  
	  
• Baten	  et	  al.	  1989.	  After	  an	  initial	  introduction,	  400	  second-‐year	  Dutch	  economics	  students	  of	  English	  were	  left	  to	  
their	  own	  devices	   to	   select	  a	  business	   topic	  and	   texts,	   choose	   ‘keywords’	   for	   comparison	  with	   concordances	   in	   the	  
library	  Brown	  Corpus	   and	  produce	  diagrammatic	   representations	  of	   the	   relationships	   over	   a	   4-‐month	  period.	   Their	  
written	  work	  and	  a	  prepared	  oral	  exam	  on	   it	   showed	  remarkable	  sophistication	   in	  corpus	  use,	   though	  spontaneous	  
conversation	   with	   20	   students	   showed	   transfer	   of	   keywords	   but	   not	   so	   much	   of	   collocates.	   Feedback	   is	  
overwhelmingly	   positive	   regarding	   motivation	   and	   the	   possibilities	   for	   individualisation	   and	   autonomy	   in	  
contextualised	  vocabulary	  work;	  negative	  points	  relate	  mainly	  to	  the	  limitations	  of	  the	  corpus	  and	  availability	  of	  the	  
concordancer.	  

• Mparutsa	  et	  al.	  1991.	  This	  paper	  reports	  on	  3	  case	  studies	  in	  different	  disciplines	  with	  variable	  number	  of	  learners	  
ranging	   from	   a	   single	   volunteer	   (for	   peer	   tutoring)	   to	   27	   students	   sharing	   4	   computers.	   The	   focus	   is	   generally	   on	  
conceptual	   meaning	   of	   specialist	   terminology	   from	   small	   textbook	   corpora;	   initial	   tasks	   were	   inevitably	   highly	  
controlled	   as	   some	   learners	   had	   no	   previous	   experience	   of	   computers,	   achieving	   remarkable	   freedom	   in	   later	  
sessions.	  Students	  claim	  greater	  confidence	  and	  show	  remarkable	  enthusiasm,	  even	  opting	  for	  extra	  sessions.	  

• Stevens	   1991.	   Stevens	   compared	   students’	   performance	   in	   tests	   using	   a	   traditional	   gap-‐fill	   text	   or	   multiple	  
concordances,	  i.e.	  for	  testing	  purposes	  only.	  Although	  there	  was	  no	  control	  group,	  each	  participant	  completed	  half	  the	  
questions	  using	  traditional	  gap-‐fills,	  half	  using	  concordances.	  The	  concordance	  questions	  were	  answered	  significantly	  
better	  in	  the	  second	  session,	  perhaps	  suggesting	  the	  importance	  of	  training	  (although	  all	  students	  had	  received	  some	  
training	  in	  advance	  of	  the	  first	  session).	  Various	  explanations	  are	  discussed,	  but	  it	  seems	  that	  multiple	  concordances	  
do	  elicit	  better	  scores,	  and	  perhaps	  contribute	  to	  the	  learning	  process.	  

• Ma	   1994.	   18	   part	   time	   students	   followed	   a	   10-‐week	   course	   in	   computing	   in	   Hong	   Kong,	   including	   this	   10-‐hour	  
English	  module	  with	  an	  aim	  to	  writing	  computer	  manuals.	  The	  corpus	  was	  created	  specially	  for	  the	  course:	  52K	  words	  
of	   start-‐up/installation	   chapters	   from	   14	   manuals,	   as	   well	   as	   a	   smaller	   corpus	   (size	   unknown)	   of	   complete	  
“documentation	   files”.	   The	   students’	  writing	  was	  marked	   for	   errors	   to	   check	   against	   the	   corpus.	   Data	   consisted	   of	  
detailed	  “concordance	  diaries”;	  two	  questionnaires	  (half-‐way	  through	  and	  at	  the	  end)	  plus	  interviews	  with	  randomly	  
selected	  students.	  The	  search	  queries	  are	  analysed	  and	  compared	  against	  the	  other	  data;	  despite	  some	  success,	  the	  
main	  conclusion	  is	  that	  left	  to	  their	  own	  devices,	  students	  do	  not	  use	  their	  time	  efficiently,	  formulating	  inappropriate	  
queries	  and	  underusing	  some	  functions,	  and	  concentrate	  on	  language	  use	  for	  error-‐correction	  only.	  

• van	   Halteren	   1994.	   Students	   use	   a	   parsed	   treebank	   corpus	   to	   explore	   English	   syntax	   for	   linguistic	   purposes,	  
according	  to	  course	  guidelines.	  Students	  claim	  they	  think	  they	  are	  doing	  more	  and	  are	  more	  actively	  involved	  than	  in	  
the	  earlier	  traditional	  programme,	  but	  are	  mixed	  in	  whether	  they	  are	  learning	  more	  or	  not	  about	  syntax,	  partly	  as	  they	  
have	  less	  time	  for	  explanations.	  

• Gan	   et	   al.	   1996.	   As	   part	   of	   their	   pre-‐service	   training,	   48	   future	   teachers	   learned	   vocabulary	   through	   both	  
concordancing	  and	  traditional	   instruction,	  with	  5x	  2-‐hour	  classes	  on	  each	  approach.	  Although	  some	  were	  unfamiliar	  
even	  with	  a	  computer	  keyboard,	  only	  2	  hours	  of	  training	  was	  provided.	  The	  pre+post-‐test	  design	  showed	  significant	  
improvement	   favouring	   the	  experimental	   treatment,	  and	  questionnaires	   showed	  a	  preference	   for	   the	  experimental	  
teaching,	  especially	  working	  in	  pairs,	  though	  the	  majority	  thought	  a	  combination	  of	  both	  methods	  would	  be	  best.	  

• Aston	  1997.	  An	   initial	  trial	  suggested	  that	   learners	  seek	  to	  find	  generalised	   language	  rules	   in	  corpus	  data,	  but	  do	  
not	  pick	  up	  on	  patterns	  and	  tendencies.	  A	  second	  trial	  encouraged	  learners	  to	  look	  first	  for	  non-‐linguistic	  information	  
in	  medical	   research	   articles.	   Small	   groups	   of	   learners	   successfully	   pursued	   their	   own	   questions	   in	   browsing	  mode,	  
reported	  their	  findings	  clearly	  to	  others,	  and	  derived	  procedures	  for	  tackling	  texts	  in	  the	  future.	  

• Cobb	  1997a,	  1997b,	  1999.	  This	  large	  study	  describes	  an	  in-‐house	  program	  in	  Oman	  including	  concordance	  data	  for	  
vocabulary	   learning	   to	   help	  with	   reading.	   Several	   hundred	   1st-‐year	   business	   students	   used	   the	   software,	   based	   on	  
2,000	  frequent	  words	  in	  English,	  with	  the	  aim	  of	  maximising	  vocabulary	  learning;	  control	  groups	  used	  word	  lists	  and	  
dictionaries.	  The	  main	  analysis	  focuses	  on	  one	  group	  of	  11	  lower-‐level	  learners:	  their	  average	  gain	  was	  430	  words	  in	  3	  
months	  using	  the	  VLT,	  with	  the	  experimental	  group	  outperforming	  the	  control	  group	  on	  weekly	  quizzes.	  Overall,	  the	  
experimental	  group	   rated	   the	  materials	  highly,	  and	  did	  better	  on	  definitional	  knowledge	  and	   transfer	   to	  new	  texts,	  
both	  short	  and	  long-‐term.	  

• Johns	  1997.	  News	  and	  popular	  science	  texts	  are	  available	  as	   ‘remedial	  grammar’	   for	   international	  students	  using	  
Context	   incorporating	   quizzes	   and	   pre-‐selected	   10-‐line	   concordances.	   The	   first	   50	   case	   histories	   are	   reported,	  
followed	  by	  feedback	  from	  Malay	  teachers.	  The	  quiz	  approach	  is	  found	  to	  encourage	  students	  to	  select	  the	  ‘difficult’	  



Alex	  Boulton.	  19/07/12.	  Empirical	  research	  in	  data-‐driven	  learning:	  A	  summary.	  bit.ly/Midi7k	   8	  

Updated	  supplement	  to:	  Boulton,	  A.	  2010.	  Learning	  outcomes	  from	  corpus	  consultation.	  In	  María	  Moreno	  Jaén,	  Fernando	  Serrano	  Valverde	  &	  María	  Calzada	  Pérez	  (eds).	  
Exploring	  New	  Paths	  in	  Language	  Pedagogy:	  Lexis	  and	  Corpus-‐Based	  Language	  Teaching.	  London:	  Equinox,	  p.	  129-‐144.	  

option,	  and	  to	  attempt	  the	  quiz	  without	  looking	  at	  the	  evidence,	  leading	  to	  a	  high	  rate	  of	  abandonment.	  The	  teachers	  
highlight	  how	  important	  it	  is	  to	  persevere,	  but	  note	  the	  limits	  of	  computer-‐correction	  (only	  specified	  answers	  may	  be	  
considered	  correct),	  though	  they	  remembered	  many	  details	  even	  2	  months	  later.	  

• Maia	   1997.	   The	   students	   in	   this	   translation	   course	   compiled	   thematic	   corpora	   (monolingual,	   comparable)	   for	  
language	   learning	  and	   translation	  purposes,	  using	  various	   resources.	   Students	   chose	   from	  a	   list	  of	   themes	   for	   their	  
project	  corpus	  with	  a	  view	  to	  creating	  translation	  glossaries,	  and	  the	  qualitative	  analysis	  details	  each.	  

• Bowker	   1998.	   14	   students	   on	   a	   translation	   course	   (French/English)	   had	   already	   been	   introduced	   to	   corpus	   use;	  
they	  translated	  2	  specialist	  texts	  into	  their	  L1,	  one	  using	  an	  L1	  ESP	  corpus,	  the	  other	  using	  only	  traditional	  reference	  
sources.	   Analysis	   of	   their	   translations	   showed	   the	   corpus-‐aided	   translations	   contained	   significantly	   fewer	  
comprehension	   errors,	   and	   fewer	   production	   errors	   of	   all	   types	   (though	   not	   all	   significantly	   so).	   Learners	   were	  
generally	   positive	   to	   corpus	   use	   (for	   comprehension,	   finding	   and	   choosing	   terms	   and	   confirming	   choices),	   though	  
some	  prefer	   the	   familiarity	   of	   traditional	   grammars	   and	  dictionaries;	   there	  was	   some	   frustration	   at	   the	   time	   spent	  
using	  corpora.	  

• Granath	   1998,	   2009.	   In	   the	   first	   paper,	   70	   students	   analysed	   printed	   concordances,	   performed	   pre-‐set	   queries,	  
chose	  and	  performed	   their	  own	   research	   in	   the	   lab.	  Questionnaires	   show	   that	  most	   learners	  appreciated	   the	  more	  
closed	  exercises,	  but	  did	  not	  see	  the	  point	  of	  the	  hands-‐on	  work.	  No	  short-‐term	  effect	  was	  found	  on	  their	   linguistic	  
performance,	  although	  it	  is	  suggested	  that	  language	  awareness	  may	  have	  increased,	  producing	  longer-‐term	  benefits.	  
The	   follow-‐up	   paper	   reports	   on	   the	   same	   course	   until	   2006:	   although	   time	   in	   the	   computer	   room	   is	   considerably	  
reduced	  to	  only	  2	  hours,	  students’	  reactions	  have	  become	  more	  positive,	  in	  particular	  with	  increasing	  numbers	  finding	  
it	  easier	  and	  useful	  (though	  the	  majority	  still	  find	  it	  not	  very	  useful),	  and	  expecting	  to	  use	  corpora	  in	  the	  future.	  

• Turnbull	  &	  Burston	  1998.	  2	  students	  enrolled	  for	  a	  master’s	  degree	  in	  Australia	  submitted	  course	  assignments,	  and	  
errors	  were	   then	  highlighted	  using	  MS	  Word	   revision.	  They	  were	  shown	  how	  to	  use	  concordancers	   to	  correct	   their	  
errors;	   the	   small	   scale	   of	   the	   study	  means	   that	   each	   learner’s	   concordancing	   activities	   can	   be	   reported	   in	   depth.	  
Radically	  different	  motivations	  and	  learning	  styles	  meant	  that	  one	  (field	  independent)	  student	  used	  the	  concordancer	  
frequently	  and	  effectively,	  and	   felt	  she	   learned	  a	  great	  deal,	  while	   the	  other	   (field	  dependent)	  showed	   less	   interest	  
and	  was	  less	  successful,	  and	  found	  it	  a	  waste	  of	  time.	  

• Bowker	   1999.	   5	   MA	   translation	   students	   translated	   a	   scientific	   text	   from	   French	   into	   their	   L1,	   using	   either	  
traditional	  resources	  (anything	  they	  could	  find	  on	  campus)	  or	  a	  corpus.	  2	  weeks	   later,	  having	  received	  no	  feedback,	  
they	  translated	  the	  same	  text	  again,	  but	  using	  the	  other	  resource	  type.	  Analysis	  of	  the	  translations	  shows	  that	  corpus	  
resources	   resulted	   in	   significantly	   fewer	   errors,	  while	   interviews	   reveal	   that	   student	   translators	   tend	   to	   have	   blind	  
faith	  in	  dictionaries	  and	  their	  general	  language	  knowledge,	  but	  few	  are	  willing	  to	  use	  corpora	  spontaneously.	  

• Whistle	  1999.	  More	  or	  less	  detailed	  worksheets	  were	  designed	  to	  help	  learners	  through	  hands-‐on	  concordancing	  
to	  explore	  each	  of	  the	  assigned	  grammar	  points.	  The	  programme	  was	  suspended	  after	  one	  term	  as	  it	  was	  apparently	  
unpopular	  with	  a	  majority	  of	  students,	  especially	  because	  formulating	  their	  own	  search	  queries	  was	  time-‐consuming,	  
laborious	  and	  boring;	  they	  would	  have	  preferred	  prepared	  concordances.	  Benefit	  was	  found	  to	  be	  limited	  to	  students	  
with	  a	  more	  solid	  understanding	  at	  the	  start.	  

• Bernardini	  2000.	  The	  learners	  were	  introduced	  to	  corpora,	  and	  required	  to	  analyse	  set	  questions	  on	  their	  own	  out	  
of	  class.	  Reporting	  back,	   their	  conclusions	  were	  generally	   found	  to	  be	  correct,	  and	  their	  enthusiasm	   is	  clear	  as	   they	  
reported	  using	  the	  BNC	  for	  other	  courses	  too.	  There	  was	  however	  some	  frustration,	  especially	  as	  they	  had	  difficulty	  
generating	  and	  refining	  search	  strings.	  

• Seidlhofer	  2000,	  2002.	  To	  improve	  on	  an	  earlier,	  disappointing	  course,	  this	  cohort	  of	  students	  examined	  a	  corpus	  
of	  texts	  of	  their	  own	  writings.	  Following	  a	  number	  of	  introductory	  sessions,	  students	  explored	  each	  other’s	  texts	  using	  
WordSmith	  Tools.	  Despite	  the	  small	  corpus	  of	  very	  short	  texts,	  learners	  were	  able	  to	  discover	  many	  of	  the	  elements	  of	  
corpus	   linguistics	  and	  compare	  against	   larger	  corpora.	  Allowing	   learners	  greater	  personal	   involvement	   in	  the	  corpus	  
and	  in	  the	  questions	  to	  explore	  led	  to	  far	  greater	  enthusiasm	  and	  motivation.	  

• Ciesielska-‐Ciupek	  2001.	  A	  group	  of	  33	  secondary-‐school	  learners	  of	  mixed	  levels	  supplemented	  their	  course	  book	  
with	  internet	  materials	  and	  concordance	  print-‐outs.	  Tests	  on	  language	  items	  covered	  were	  positive,	  and	  maintained	  4	  
weeks	   later	  with	  no	   further	   revision.	   The	   students	   rated	   these	   resources	  as	  a	  whole	   increasingly	  highly	   in	   terms	  of	  
interest	  and	  motivation,	  preferring	  them	  to	  traditional	  materials,	  although	  they	  found	  them	  difficult.	  

• Cobb	  et	  al.	  2001;	  Cobb	  2006b.	  One	  adult	  intermediate	  learner	  of	  French	  read	  a	  short	  story	  by	  Maupassant	  3	  times	  
(twice	  with	  sound)	  using	  R-‐READ,	  an	  interface	  which	  allows	  automatic	  dictionary	  look-‐up	  as	  well	  as	  concordances	  from	  
the	  entire	  Maupassant	  corpus	  (1m	  words)	  by	  clicking	  on	  any	  item,	  and	  creation	  of	  WordBank	  entries	  on-‐line;	  another	  
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read	   a	   German	   novella	   unassisted.	   The	   learner	   was	   tested	   using	   the	   VLT	   before	   the	   experiment	   and	   after	   each	  
reading.	  Test	  results	  show	  dramatic	   increase	   in	  the	  number	  of	  known	  words	   i	   the	  assisted	  format	  (153	  definitely	  or	  
possibly	   known),	   substantially	   more	   than	   for	   the	   unassisted	   (only	   11	   new	   words	   entering	   the	   ‘possibly	   known’	  
category),	  and	  the	  differences	  cannot	  be	  attributed	  to	  time	  on	  task.	  

• Horst	  &	  Cobb	  2001;	  Horst	   et	   al.	   2001.	  Dictionary	  use	  and	   concordancing	   for	   vocabulary	   learning	  was	   compared	  
among	   33	   intermediate-‐level	   Asian	   and	   Romance	   speakers	   who	   needed	   English	   for	   university	   study	   in	   Canada.	  
Learners	   could	   choose	   either	   resource	   in	   creating	   collaborative	   Word	   Banks	   on	   line,	   with	   the	   resulting	   entries	  
generally	  being	  deemed	  very	  satisfactory	  in	  terms	  of	  both	  definitions	  and	  examples.	  Vocabulary	  gains	  were	  significant	  
but	  generally	  small,	  which	  is	  attributed	  to	  problems	  in	  using	  a	  general	  vocabulary	  test	  to	  measure	  learning	  of	  specific	  
items.	  A	  questionnaire	  showed	  that	  concordancers	  were	  used	  less	  frequently	  than	  bilingual,	  monolingual	  or	  computer	  
dictionaries,	  but	  that	  concordancing	  was	  the	  strongest	  predictor	  of	  vocabulary	  learning.	  

• Kennedy	   &	  Miceli	   2001,	   2002.	   Learners	   proceeded	   from	   controlled	   activities,	   to	   correcting	   their	   own	   work,	   to	  
exploring	   their	   own	   questions;	   most	   found	   it	   useful,	   although	   there	   was	   some	   discouragement	   in	   working	   with	  
complex	  data.	  10	  students’	  work	  was	  examined	  in	  detail,	  and	  difficulties	  outlined	  in	  the	  4	  main	  stages	  of:	  formulating	  
the	   question;	   devising	   a	   search	   strategy;	   observing	   the	   examples	   found	   and	   selecting	   relevant	   ones;	   drawing	  
conclusions.	  The	  project	  is	  still	  seen	  as	  useful,	  with	  further	  training	  as	  the	  main	  way	  forward.	  

• St.	  John	  2001.	  The	  single	  learner	  in	  this	  study	  is	  claimed	  to	  be	  a	  beginner,	  although	  an	  exemplary	  linguistics	  student	  
who	  liked	  grammar	  and	  had	  already	  been	  learning	  German	  for	  a	  year	  at	  university.	  The	  student	  attempted	  9	  of	  17	  set	  
tasks	  using	  corpora	  and	  showed	  considerable	  creativity,	  autonomy	  and	  was	  generally	  successful	   in	  their	  completion;	  
motivation	  and	  confidence	  (and	  success)	  increased	  over	  the	  course.	  

• Todd	  2001.	  2	  errors	  were	   indicated	   in	   reports	  submitted	  by	  23	  postgraduate	  students,	  who	  used	  the	   internet	   to	  
generate	  concordances	  and	   induce	   rules.	   In	  80%	  of	  cases	   their	   rules	  matched	   the	  concordances;	  70%	  also	  matched	  
traditional	  reference	  sources.	  For	  20/23	  cases,	  their	  corrections	  matched	  their	  rules,	  resulting	  in	  18	  valid	  corrections.	  
Items	  with	  many	  meanings	  or	  patterns	  of	  usage	  were	  found	  to	  be	  the	  most	  difficult;	  more	  surprisingly,	  adjectives	  were	  
found	   easier	   than	   verbs,	   in	   turn	   easier	   than	   nouns.	   Overall,	   the	   study	   lends	   strong	   support	   to	   learners’	   ability	   to	  
induce	  patterns	  from	  self-‐generated	  concordances.	  

• Bernardini	  2002.	  After	  the	  theoretical	  introduction,	  the	  10	  volunteers	  were	  keen	  to	  try	  hands-‐on	  work.	  This	  started	  
with	   controlled	  activities	  using	   the	  BNC,	  becoming	   freer	  and	   taking	  more	  autonomy	  with	   specific	   corpora	  and	   then	  
translation/parallel	  corpora.	  Class	  discussion	  following	  oral	  presentation	  of	   language	  points	  revealed	  mainly	  positive	  
reactions	   (in	   control,	   autonomising,	   relevant,	   transferable,	   etc.),	  with	   the	   few	  negative	   reactions	   relating	   to	   lack	  of	  
time.	  

• Fan	   &	   Xun-‐feng	   2002.	   Students	   were	   tested	   on	   comprehension	   of	   2	   legal	   texts,	   assisted	   by	   a	   bilingual	   corpus	  
allowing	  them	  to	  compare	  translations	  or	  click	  for	  concordances	  of	  key	  items.	  Questionnaires	  and	  videoed	  interviews	  
show	  positive	  reactions,	  with	  all	  but	  one	  student	  finding	  the	  concordances	  and	  bilingual	  hyperlinks	  at	  least	  moderately	  
useful.	  Comprehension	  scores	  were	  mixed,	  however,	  showing	  that	  bilingual	  corpora	  present	  their	  own	  difficulties.	  

• Hadley	   2002.	   25	   Japanese	   university	   students,	   allegedly	   beginners	   in	   English,	   spent	   4	   classes	   working	   on	   the	  
COBUILD	   Sampler	   for	   phrasal	   verbs;	   the	   teacher	   monitored	   as	   they	   completed	   the	   exercises	   on	   their	   own.	  
Questionnaires	   showed	   they	   found	   grammar	   important	   but	   unappealing	   before	   the	   experiment,	   but	   were	  
subsequently	  motivated	  by	  the	  authentic	  nature	  and	  discovery	  processes	  involved	  in	  the	  concordance	  activities,	  even	  
if	  these	  were	  found	  difficult.	  

• Johns	   2002.	   In	   3	   sessions	   on	   consecutive	   days,	   British	   engineering	   students	   of	   French	   and	   French	   students	   of	  
various	  subjects,	  all	  at	  Birmingham	  University,	  were	  paired	  to	  analyse	  worksheets	  for	  particular	  problems:	  translations	  
of	   dont,	   French	   conjunctions	   requiring	   the	   subjunctive,	   and	   translations	   of	   phrasal	   verbs	   with	   out.	   Evaluation	   by	  
means	  of	  a	  questionnaire	  was	  generally	  positive,	  with	  suggestions	  for	  improvement.	  

• Cheng	  et	  al.	  2003.	  2	  weeks	  of	  this	  2-‐semester	  course	  were	  devoted	  to	  corpus	  linguistics;	  here	  they	  were	  required	  
to	   design	   and	  write	   up	   a	   short	   research	   project	   for	   assessment.	   The	   variety	   of	   the	   topics	   covered	   attests	   to	   their	  
enthusiasm;	  their	  own	  evaluations	  show	  that	  the	  vast	  majority	  found	  the	  work	  interesting	  and	  useful.	  However,	  3/4	  
admitted	  encountering	  difficulties	  in	  various	  stages,	   including	  conceiving	  their	  project,	  formulating	  queries,	  selecting	  
and	  analysing	  data,	  making	  sense	  of	  truncated	  concordances,	  etc.	  

• Clerehan	  et	  al.	  2003.	  A	  general	  on-‐line	  resource	  including	  on-‐line	  dictionaries	  and	  a	  concordancer	  was	  introduced	  
to	   undergraduates	   in	   one	  hour,	   after	  which	   they	  were	   free	   to	   use	   it	   as	   they	   saw	   fit.	   The	   data	   include	   170	   surveys	  
returned	  from	  240	  first-‐year	  computing	  students	  four	  weeks	  later,	  57%	  of	  them	  non-‐native	  speakers	  of	  English.	  Less	  
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than	  20%	  of	   the	   students	   said	   they	  used	   the	   site	  more	   than	  5	   times,	   and	  60%	  did	  not	  use	   the	   concordancer	  at	  all,	  
probably	   as	   it	   had	   not	   been	   demonstrated	   to	   them.	   Of	   those	   who	   did,	   5%	   did	   not	   find	   it	   helpful;	   45%	   neutral	  
(interpreted	   as	   “of	   some	   use”);	   50%	   helpful	   or	   very	   helpful;	   the	   figures	   for	   local	   and	   international	   students	   are	  
comparable.	   Simply	   making	   resources	   available	   is	   clearly	   not	   enough;	   but	   if	   even	   just	   one	   in	   five	   of	   the	   total	  
population	  found	  a	  concordancer	  useful	  with	  no	  training	  at	  all,	  this	  might	  be	  enough	  to	  justify	  its	  inclusion.	  

• Curado	  Fuentes	  2003,	  2002.	  2	  groups	  of	  10	  learners	  prepared	  a	  5-‐minute	  oral	  presentation	  on	  a	  business	  topic,	  the	  
experimental	   group	   being	   trained	   in	   corpus	   use	   for	   this;	   the	   language	   focus	   was	   on	   clusters,	   collocations	   and	  
compounds.	  Analysis	  of	  the	  videoed	  presentations	  shows	  the	  experimental	  group	  making	  rather	  more	  mistakes,	  but	  
also	   considerably	  more	  effective	  use	  of	   the	   target	  points.	  A	   follow-‐up	   survey	   suggests	   the	   learners	   find	   the	   corpus	  
tools	  more	  useful	  for	  semi-‐technical	  than	  technical	  items,	  grammar	  or	  discourse	  elements.	  

• Lee	   &	   Liou	   2003.	   46	   high	   school	   students	   in	   Taiwan	   were	   introduced	   to	   concordancing	   using	   the	   VLC	   web	  
concordancer.	  50	  minutes	  of	  class	  time	  over	  each	  of	  10	  weeks	  was	  given	  over	  to	  completing	  activities	  and	  exploring	  
web	  concordances	   for	  vocabulary.	   Students	  were	  divided	   into	  3	   levels	  according	   to	  3	   separate	  measures;	   the	   same	  
tools	   in	   post-‐test	   showed	   all	   levels	   improving,	   with	   the	   differences	   between	   them	   being	   reduced	   (although	   the	  
differences	   were	   not	   significant).	   An	   unidentified	   pre-‐experiment	   questionnaire	   was	   designed	   to	   distinguish	   those	  
with	   a	  preference	   for	   inductive	   and	   (the	  majority)	   deductive	   approaches	   to	   language	   learning;	   again,	   there	  was	  no	  
significant	  difference	   in	  post-‐test	  performance,	  but	  those	  with	  a	  preference	  for	   induction	  performed	  better.	  A	  post-‐
test	  questionnaire	  showed	  that	  both	  types	  were	  open	  to	  concordancing,	  with	  the	  major	  problems	  residing	  in	  technical	  
aspects	  and	  user-‐unfriendly	  interface.	  

• Sripicharn	  2003.	  18	  upper-‐intermediate	  students	  of	  English	  in	  Thailand	  used	  30	  paper-‐based	  DDL	  activities	  for	  12	  
minutes	  of	  each	  class	  of	  a	  4-‐month	  writing	  course.	  They	  scored	  slightly	  higher	  than	  the	  control	  group	  in	  the	  post-‐test,	  
though	  the	  difference	  was	  not	  significant	  –	  perhaps	  because	  pre-‐test	  scores	  were	  already	  high,	  and	  the	  control	  and	  
experimental	  situations	  not	  sufficiently	  different.	  Questionnaires	  show	  considerable	  enthusiasm	  for	  the	  approach	  to	  
vocabulary	  in	  particular	  even	  in	  this	  essentially	  deductive	  environment;	  6	  in-‐depth	  interviews	  with	  each	  of	  6	  students	  
on	  specific	  units	  allow	  insights	  to	  the	  processes	  involved.	  

• Sun	  2003.	  After	  30	  minutes’	   introduction	  to	  corpus	  techniques,	  the	  learners	  were	  given	  about	  an	  hour	  to	  correct	  
errors	  in	  a	  list	  of	  8	  sentences.	  They	  used	  the	  corpus	  to	  correct	  these	  under	  teacher	  guidance,	  a	  think-‐aloud	  protocol	  
recording	  their	  actions.	  4	   factors	   influencing	  success	  are	   identified:	  prior	  knowledge	  of	   the	   language	  point	   (learners	  
used	  the	  corpus	  successfully	  to	  confirm	  intuitions,	  but	  had	  more	  difficulty	  in	  exploring	  new	  points);	  cognitive	  skills	  (4	  
main	  stages:	  comparing,	  grouping,	  differentiating,	  inferring);	  teacher	  intervention	  (guidance	  was	  essential	  where	  prior	  
knowledge	  was	  limited);	  concordancer	  skills	  (teacher	  guidance	  was	  again	  often	  essential,	  though	  presumably	  could	  be	  
reduced	  with	  experience).	  

• Sun	  &	  Wang	  2003.	   81	   second-‐year	  high-‐school	   students	   in	  Taiwan	  studied	  collocations	  using	  either	  an	   inductive	  
approach	  from	  concordances,	  or	  deductively	  in	  a	  control	  group	  using	  traditional	  methods.	  Only	  4	  items	  were	  tested:	  2	  
easy	   and	   2	   difficult	   collocation	   patterns.	  While	   the	   control	   group	  was	   provided	  with	   rules,	   the	   experimental	   group	  
searched	   for	   the	   target	   patterns	   to	   induce	   their	   own	   rules;	   performance	   was	  measured	   by	   asking	   the	   learners	   to	  
correct	  errors	  in	  sentences	  before	  and	  after	  the	  experiment.	  The	  experimental	  group	  showed	  greater	  improvement	  in	  
the	  collocations	  tested,	  significantly	  so	  for	  the	  apparently	  easier	  items.	  

• Chambers	  &	  O’Sullivan	  2004.	  8	  MA	  students	  of	  French	  wrote	  an	  assigned	  600-‐word	  commentary	  with	  access	   to	  
dictionaries,	  and	  errors	  were	  underlined.	  After	  a	  6-‐hour	  introduction	  to	  corpus	  techniques,	  they	  were	  allowed	  2	  hours	  
to	  use	  concordancers	  to	  improve	  their	  text.	  Improvement	  was	  noted	  in	  all	  areas,	  surprisingly	  even	  on	  areas	  (such	  as	  
gender)	  which	   could	  have	  been	   checked	  more	  quickly	   in	   traditional	   resources.	   This	   indicates	   the	  motivation	  of	   the	  
learners	   involved:	   reactions	  were	  generally	  positive	  and	  potentially	  useful,	  with	  a	  majority	   claiming	   they	  would	  use	  
corpora	  in	  the	  future.	  Negative	  reactions	  were	  also	  gathered.	  

• Curado	   Fuentes	   2004.	   Upper-‐intermediate	   students	   followed	   a	   third-‐year	   course	   for	   tourism	   based	   on	   spoken	  
corpora	  of	  professional	  and	  academic	  English.	  The	  two	  tasks	  consisted	  of	  oral	  reports	  (monologues,	  prepared	  but	  no	  
notes)	  and	  discussions	   (groups,	   spontaneous).	  The	  experimental	  group	  showed	  considerably	  more	   ‘effective’	  use	  of	  
structures	  that	  occurred	  in	  the	  corpus	  (37	  vs.	  18),	  semi-‐technical	  collocations	  (18	  vs.	  8),	  phrase	  clusters	  (15	  vs.	  10)	  and	  
technical	  noun+noun	  combinations	  (4	  vs.	  0)	  in	  Task	  A,	  as	  well	  as	  more	  ‘effective’	  marking	  elements	  (15	  vs.	  3)	  in	  Task	  2;	  
they	  also	  showed	  “greater	  confidence	  than	  the	  control	  group	  in	  the	  spontaneous	  speech	  task”	  (p22).	  A	  similar	  number	  
of	  ‘errors’	  can	  be	  attributed	  to	  the	  experimental	  group’s	  faster	  pace	  of	  delivery	  and	  longer	  presentations.	  

• Gaskell	   &	   Cobb	   2004.	   Errors	   were	   indicated	   on	   students’	   essays	   on	   this	   writing	   course:	   for	   the	   first	   4	   essays,	  
concordances	  were	   prepared	   for	   each	   student	   for	   each	   of	   5	   errors	   and	  made	   available	   on-‐line;	   after	   this	   students	  
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were	  expected	   to	  create	   their	  own	  concordances	   for	   self-‐correction.	  Questionnaire	   responses	  are	  positive:	   learners	  
feel	  they	  have	  improved	  their	  writing	  skills	  and	  grammar	  on	  the	  points	  covered	  (though	  do	  not	  necessarily	  attribute	  
this	  to	  concordances).	  Tracking	  shows	  the	  students	  did	  make	  use	  of	  the	  pre-‐cast	  concordances,	  but	  were	  less	  keen	  on	  
making	  their	  own;	  these	  generally	  resulted	  in	  an	  appropriate	  revision,	  even	  for	  their	  own	  concordances.	  Over	  1/3	  of	  
the	   learners	  became	   independent	  concordance-‐users	  and	  claimed	   they	  would	  continue	   in	   the	   future.	   Learners	  may	  
well	  have	  integrated	  specific	  language	  points,	  but	  error	  types	  did	  not	  significantly	  decrease	  over	  the	  course	  as	  a	  result	  
of	  concordancing;	  recommendations	  include	  longer	  training	  and	  a	  longer	  time-‐scale	  for	  such	  results	  to	  be	  seen.	  

• Yoon	  &	  Hirvela	  2004.	  Following	  an	  extensive	  4-‐week	  introduction	  to	  corpus	  techniques,	  learners	  mainly	  worked	  in	  
their	  own	  time,	  with	  feedback	  during	  class.	  A	  detailed	  questionnaire	  was	  complemented	  by	  hour-‐long	  interviews	  with	  
one	  positive	  and	  one	  negative	   student	   in	  each	  group.	   Learners	  were	  generally	  positive,	   the	  overwhelming	  majority	  
claiming	   they	   would	   use	   corpora	   in	   the	   future.	   They	   found	   corpora	   most	   useful	   for	   lexical	   usage	   and	   phrases	  
(preferring	  dictionaries	  for	  meaning),	  as	  well	  as	  writing	  (the	  skill	  most	  focused	  on	  in	  class).	  The	  intermediate	  learners	  
seemed	  more	  favourable	  than	  the	  advanced	  group,	  perhaps	  as	  they	  had	  received	  more	  guidance,	  considered	  crucial	  
here.	  The	  study	  also	  reports	  some	  negative	  reactions,	  mostly	  of	  frustration,	  the	  perceived	  time-‐wasting,	  and	  difficulty	  
of	  interpreting	  truncated	  concordances.	  

• Chambers	  2005.	  Students	  are	  from	  a	  variety	  of	  degrees,	  hence	  corpora	  cover	  several	  languages.	  Evaluation	  is	  based	  
on	  learners’	  research	  reports;	  5	  case	  studies	  are	  provided.	  The	  final	  section	  of	  the	  report	  requires	  students	  to	  evaluate	  
the	  activity.	  The	  reactions	  are	  generally	  positive,	  particularly	  for	  the	  large	  number	  of	  ‘examples’,	  although	  there	  were	  
also	  strong	  views	  on	  the	  disadvantages;	  these	  tend	  to	  limit	  the	  role	  of	  corpus	  studies	  compared	  to	  grammar	  books	  and	  
dictionaries,	  draw	  attention	  to	  the	  need	  for	  more	  training	  and	  practice,	  and	  categorise	  the	  analysis	  process	  as	  tedious	  
and	  time-‐consuming	  

• Chan	  &	  Liou	  2005.	   Following	  an	   introduction	   to	   corpus	   techniques,	  32	  Taiwanese	   college	   students	  were	  given	  5	  
web-‐based	   treatments	   of	   verb-‐noun	   collocations,	   3	   inductively	   using	   TOTALrecall	   (a	   Chinese-‐English	   bilingual	  
concordancer),	  2	  without;	  each	  unit	  was	  accompanied	  by	  1	  hour	  of	  various	  on-‐line	  exercises.	  An	  immediate	  post-‐test	  
showed	   significantly	   greater	   improvement	   for	   the	   items	   using	   concordancing;	   a	   delayed	   post-‐test	   10	   weeks	   later	  
showed	  a	   decrease,	   although	   the	   results	  were	   still	   significantly	   higher	   than	   for	   the	  pre-‐test,	  with	   the	   experimental	  
treatment	  still	  significantly	  better.	  It	  is	  argued	  that	  an	  inductive	  approach	  takes	  time	  to	  produce	  its	  maximum	  effect.	  
There	   was	   no	   significant	   correlation	   between	   level	   and	   post-‐treatment	   scores;	   a	   questionnaire	   showed	   generally	  
favourable	  attitudes,	  which	  did	  correlate	  with	  performance.	  

• Frankenberg-‐Garcia	  2005.	  Advanced	  student	  translators	  translated	  a	  short	  text	  into	  the	  L2	  in	  the	  computer	  room,	  
completing	   a	   grid	   to	   show	   resources	   used	   (various	   dictionaries,	   corpora,	   the	   internet,	   etc.);	   these	  were	   compared	  
against	  the	  translations	  themselves	  for	  each	  item.	  Look-‐ups	  were	  generally	  perceived	  as	  successful,	  even	  though	  many	  
still	   contained	   errors.	   Preferred	   references	   were	   term	   banks	   and	   dictionaries,	   accounting	   for	   3/4	   of	   all	   look-‐ups;	  
monolingual	   and	   bilingual	   corpora	   accounted	   for	   about	   1/10.	   However,	   translations	   showed	   that	   the	   preferred	  
references	  were	  used	  with	  least	  success,	  while	  corpora	  and	  internet	  search	  engines	  were	  useful	  in	  about	  2/3	  of	  cases.	  

• Kaur	   &	   Hegelheimer	   2005.	   18	   ESL	   students	   in	   the	   US	   were	   introduced	   to	   concordancing	   over	   2	   weeks,	   and	  
completed	   a	   vocabulary	   pre-‐test	   on	   30	  AWL	   items.	   They	   then	   completed	   vocabulary	   exercises	   on	   the	   target	   items	  
(cloze	  and	  sentence-‐building)	  in	  class,	  and	  a	  writing	  exercise	  out	  of	  class;	  the	  control	  group	  was	  allowed	  access	  to	  an	  
on-‐line	   dictionary,	   while	   the	   experimental	   group	   also	   had	   access	   to	   the	   BNC	   written	   section	   using	   LexTutor.	   The	  
vocabulary	   results	   show	   the	   concordance	   group	   performing	   better,	   though	   not	   significantly	   so,	   with	   no	   apparent	  
correlation	  between	   results	  and	  concordance	  use	   (they	  used	   the	  dictionaries	  more	   frequently).	  On	   the	  other	  hand,	  
they	  used	  the	  target	  items	  significantly	  more	  frequently	  and	  more	  accurately	  in	  the	  written	  assignment.	  

• Tian	   2005a,	   2005b.	   Students	   from	   various	   disciplines	   enrolled	   in	   an	   English	   news	   media	   class	   in	   Taiwan	   were	  
divided	  into	  2	  large	  classes,	  2	  hours	  per	  week	  over	  5	  weeks	  to	  study	  grammar	  points,	  word	  usage,	  and	  text	  type.	  The	  
experimental	  group	  were	  given	  print-‐outs	  of	  the	  target	  items	  from	  on-‐line	  news	  sources,	  along	  with	  basic	  guidelines	  
for	   induction;	   the	  control	  group	  were	  given	  rules	  and	  examples	   from	  grammars	  and	  media	  textbooks.	  The	  different	  
question	  types	   for	  each	  category	   in	   the	  pre-‐	  and	  post-‐tests	  may	  compromise	  the	  results,	  alleged	  to	  show	  that	  both	  
corpus	  work	  and	  traditional	  teaching	  are	  successful,	  with	  corpora	  significantly	  more	  useful	  for	  work	  on	  grammar	  and	  
text	  type.	  Proficiency	  was	  not	  a	  significant	  factor	  as	  measured	  by	  a	  local	  test	  for	  any	  of	  the	  tasks;	  students	  were	  only	  
considered	  high	  or	  low,	  although	  a	  presumably	  normal	  distribution	  may	  be	  responsible	  for	  evening	  out	  differences.	  

• Allan	  2006.	  The	  18	  students	  were	  enrolled	  for	  an	  exam	  preparation	  course	  for	  the	  CAE	  in	  Ireland.	  The	  experimental	  
group	  worked	  with	  printed	  concordances	  from	  a	  100K-‐word	  newspaper	  corpus	  over	  twelve	  weeks,	  with	  tasks	  assigned	  
out	  of	  class.	  Questionnaires	  show	  considerable	  variation	  in	  the	  number	  of	  concordance	  tasks	  completed	  and	  the	  time	  
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spent	  on	  them,	  though	  most	  rated	  them	  useful	  and	  interesting,	  and	  intended	  to	  use	  them	  in	  the	  future.	  The	  VKS	  for	  
self-‐assessment	  showed	  the	  experimental	  group	  making	  greater	  gains	  than	  the	  control	  of	  5	  students	  –	  and	  not	  just	  on	  
the	  items	  taught,	  which	  is	  taken	  to	  show	  that	  the	  benefits	  of	  corpus	  consultation	  can	  extend	  to	  other	  items.	  

• Boulton	   &	   Wilhelm	   2006;	   Boulton	   2011b.	   These	   French	   learners	   were	   enrolled	   for	   the	   linguistics	   option	   of	   a	  
distance	  MA	  in	  English,	  assessed	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  a	  20-‐page	  research	  paper	  based	  on	  an	  aspect	  of	  corpus	  linguistics	  of	  
their	   choice.	   Their	   papers	   form	   the	   basis	   for	   this	   study,	   revealing	   choices	   of	   corpora	   and	   software,	   procedures	  
employed,	  popular	   topics;	   in	  particular,	   learners	  were	  encouraged	   to	  describe	  obstacles	  encountered	  and	   solutions	  
adopted.	  Difficulties	  of	  distance	  learning	  are	  not	  to	  be	  underestimated,	  but	  completion	  rates	  are	  higher	  than	  in	  some	  
other	   options	   as	   informal	   feedback	   suggests	   students	   appreciate	   the	   autonomy	   to	   work	   on	   a	   topic	   of	   their	   own	  
choosing	  in	  relation	  to	  their	  other	  studies	  or	  personal	  interests.	  

• Cargill	  &	  Adams	  2005.	  Following	  a	  pilot	  session	  with	  applied	   linguistics	  students,	  17	  agricultural	  science	  students	  
and	   researchers	  were	   introduced	   to	  ConcApp	  and	  a	   small	   corpus	  of	  5-‐8	  discipline-‐specific	   research	  articles	   for	   self-‐
help	   with	   academic	   writing	   in	   a	   single	   90-‐minute	   session.	   Questionnaires	   showed	   highly	   favourable	   responses,	  
especially	  for	  creating	  their	  own	  corpus	  and	  intention	  to	  use	  in	  the	  future.	  However,	  a	  second	  questionnaire	  8	  months	  
later	  elicited	  only	  2	  responses	  (for	  10	  valid	  email	  addresses),	  both	  of	  which	  were	  highly	  negative.	  Possible	  reasons	  are	  
discussed,	  including	  timing	  (as	  these	  students	  were	  then	  in	  the	  experimental,	  not	  writing	  phase	  of	  their	  research),	  and	  
lack	  of	   time	   to	  build	   their	  own	  corpus.	  Also,	   corpus-‐building	  had	  not	  been	  part	  of	   the	   training	   session,	   the	  original	  
corpus	   was	   not	   available	   outside	   the	   university,	   and	   ConcApp	   is	   now	   no	   longer	   free.	   The	  main	   conclusion	   is	   that	  
regular	  use	  is	  essential,	  and	  the	  researchers	  plan	  kibbitzer-‐like	  techniques	  in	  future	  one-‐to-‐one	  consulting	  sessions.	  

• Götz	  &	  Mukherjee	  2006.	  Students	  conducted	  (1	  of)	  9	  different	  corpus	  projects	  in	  a	  linguistics	  seminar:	  1x	  literary	  
analysis,	  2x	  learner	  corpora,	  3x	  spoken	  vs	  written	  English,	  3x	  on-‐line	  environments	  and	  e-‐learning.	  Most	  perceived	  the	  
experimental	   activities	   positively	   (if	   not	   enthusiastically)	   in	   terms	   of	   interest,	   usefulness	   and	   fun,	   although	   few	  
thought	  they	  had	  learned	  much	  language.	  The	  less	  positive	  results	  are	  attributed	  to	  insufficient	  introduction	  to	  corpus	  
consultation,	  although	  the	  students	  were	  allowed	  considerable	  autonomy.	  

• Gut	  2006.	  9	  weeks	  of	  introduction	  and	  exercises	  were	  completed	  by	  project	  work	  on	  the	  LeaP	  corpus:	  12	  hours	  of	  
NNS	  German	  and	  English	  sound-‐aligned	  with	  PRAAT,	  PoS,	  spectrogram,	   intonation,	  etc.	  Comparison	  with	  NS	  speech	  
allows	   detailed	   analysis	   of	  NNS	   pronunciation.	   Students	   claimed	   they	   learned	  more	   from	   the	   traditional	   approach,	  
which	  they	  also	  preferred	  to	  the	  corpus	  work,	  although	  they	  found	  this	  to	  be	  interesting.	  In	  the	  course	  as	  a	  whole	  they	  
claimed	  they	   learned	  a	   lot	  about	  NNS	  accents	  which	  would	  be	  useful	   for	  their	  teaching,	  although	  only	  1/10	  claimed	  
their	  own	  accent	  had	  improved.	  

• Koo	  2006a.	  Data	  collected	  from	  video	  tracking	  and	  stimulated	  recall	  allow	  a	  detailed	  analysis	  of	  the	  use	  10	  Korean	  
post-‐graduate	   students	   in	   the	   US	   made	   of	   corpora,	   dictionaries	   and	   other	   reference	   tools.	   Following	   a	   short	  
introduction,	  participants	  were	  allowed	  a	  week	  to	  experiment	  with	  the	  corpus	  (New	  York	  Times	  2000-‐02)	  before	  the	  
main	   task	   which	   required	   them	   to	   paraphrase	   a	   newspaper	   article.	   Corpus	   uses	   include	   collocations,	   definitions,	  
context,	  and	  parts	  of	  speech;	  dictionary	  uses	  include	  definitions,	  parts	  of	  speech,	  and	  sample	  sentences;	  the	  two	  were	  
frequently	  combined,	  leading	  to	  greatest	  success.	  Participants	  particularly	  appreciated	  multiple	  examples	  of	  everyday	  
language	  use,	  and	  frequency,	  patterns	  and	  collocations.	  They	  are	  claimed	  to	  have	  gained	  in	  responsibility	  for	  language	  
learning,	  confidence	  in	  writing,	  independence	  and	  awareness	  of	  nature	  of	  authentic	  language.	  

• Koosha	   &	   Jafarpour	   2006.	   200	   university	   students	   of	   English	   in	   Iran	   took	   part	   in	   this	   large-‐scale	   test	   for	  
prepositional	  collocations	  over	  15	  classes,	  half	  as	  a	  control	  with	  traditional	  instruction,	  half	  in	  an	  experimental	  group	  
using	  concordance	  print-‐outs.	  Cloze	  tests	  allowed	  comparisons	  before	  and	  after	  as	  well	  the	  experimental	  condition	  as	  
between	  the	  2	  groups.	  The	  experimental	  group	  scored	  significantly	  higher	  in	  the	  use	  of	  the	  target	  language.	  

• Lee	  &	  Swales	  2006.	  A	  detailed	  plan	   is	  provided	  of	   this	  15-‐week	  course	  designed	  to	  help	   research	  students	  write	  
academic	   papers.	  Work	   covered	   a	   number	   of	   language	   points	   decided	   by	   the	   teachers,	   though	   learners	   compiled	  
corpora	  of	   their	  own	  writing	  and	   texts	   in	   their	   field,	  and	  had	   freedom	  of	  choice	   in	   the	   final	  project,	  presented	  as	  a	  
conference	  paper.	  The	  high	  drop-‐out	   rate	   (12	  students	  originally	   signed	  up)	   for	   this	  optional	  course	   is	  attributed	   to	  
time	   constraints.	   Students	   were	   largely	   successful,	   and	   appreciated	   learning	   how	   to	   use	   tools	   to	   make	   them	  
increasingly	  independent	  of	  native	  speakers,	  and	  language	  specific	  to	  their	  needs;	  this	  is	  reflected	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  most	  
of	  them	  bought	  WordSmith	  Tools	  for	  their	  own	  future	  use.	  

• Liou	  et	  al.	  2006.	  This	  paper	  describes	  the	  3	  main	  tools	   in	  the	  CANDLE	  project:	  TOTALrecall	  (a	  40m-‐word	  Chinese-‐
English	  parallel	  concordancer	  based	  on	  the	  cultural	  magazine	  Sinorama),	  Tango	  (a	  bilingual	  collocation	  aid	  based	  on	  
the	   same	  corpus)	  and	  Collocation	  Checker	   (compares	   learner	  productions	  against	   the	  corpus).	  Various	  modules	  are	  
then	  outlined,	  with	  brief	  reporting	  of	  empirical	  evidence	  from	  pilot	  tests.	  In	  particular,	  16	  graded	  texts	  were	  given	  to	  
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38	   first-‐year	   students	   over	   12	   weeks	   to	   read	   using	   these	   tools:	   the	   post-‐tests	   show	   significant	   improvement,	   the	  
questionnaires	  are	  positive,	  and	  a	  sophisticated	  tracking	  system	  shows	  how	  the	  tools	  were	  used.	  A	  suite	  of	  tools	  to	  
encourage	  inductive	  learning	  using	  various	  exercise	  types	  reports	  significant	  improvement	  for	  32	  first-‐year	  students	  in	  
the	  post-‐test,	  but	  results	  from	  the	  delayed	  post-‐test	  and	  the	  questionnaires	  are	  not	  reported.	  In	  a	  third	  pilot,	  over	  1/2	  
of	  errors	  indicated	  were	  successfully	  corrected	  using	  the	  tools	  with	  positive	  feedback.	  It	  is	  clear	  that	  most	  of	  these	  are	  
only	  pilot	  studies	  of	  the	  tools	  rather	  than	  rigorous	  experimental	  analyses	  of	  corpus	  consultation,	  and	  basic	  information	  
is	  often	  missing.	  

• O’Sullivan	  &	  Chambers	  2006.	  As	  with	  Chambers	  and	  O’Sullivan	  (2004),	   learners	  first	  wrote	  an	  assigned	  600-‐word	  
text	   in	  the	  L2	  with	  access	  to	  traditional	  resources,	  and	  errors	  were	  highlighted.	  They	  are	  then	  trained	   in	  corpus	  use	  
over	  9	  hours,	  following	  which	  they	  are	  allowed	  2	  hours	  to	  use	  concordances	  to	  correct	  their	  original	  texts.	  Reactions	  
were	  positive	  although	  slightly	  less	  so	  than	  for	  the	  previous	  MA	  students,	  with	  most	  finding	  corpora	  helpful	  (especially	  
for	  lexico-‐grammar)	  and	  intending	  to	  use	  it	  again,	  although	  negative	  reactions	  are	  also	  noted	  (especially	  from	  students	  
who	  had	  missed	  several	  training	  sessions).	  

• Schmied	   2006.	   Learners	   access	   the	   Chemnitz	   Internet	   Grammar,	   which	   includes	   an	   English-‐German	   translation	  
corpus,	   with	   various	   tools	   including	   links	   to	   the	   internet;	   learners	   can	   also	   input	   their	   own	   texts.	   The	   programme	  
allows	  both	  deductive	  and	  inductive	  learning,	  with	  procedures	  outlined,	  exercises	  incorporating	  automatic	  feedback.	  
The	  evaluation	  presented	   is	  minimal	   in	   this	   paper,	   the	  main	   finding	  being	   that	   the	   learners	   involved	  have	  extreme	  
difficulty	   with	   an	   inductive	   approach.	   Other	   research	   by	   the	   same	   author	   (Schmied	   2004)	   shows	   that	   there	   is	   no	  
significant	  difference	  in	  performance	  between	  learners	  who	  follow	  set	  tasks	  and	  those	  with	  a	  more	  open-‐ended	  brief.	  

• Boulton	  2007.	  Over	  100	  learners	  were	  tested	  on	  a	  single	  grammar	  point,	  use	  of	  will	  and	  going	  to,	  before	  and	  after	  
the	  test	  condition.	  The	  experimental	  groups	  were	  given	  sets	  of	  raw	  concordances	  for	  each	   item,	  the	  control	  groups	  
sheets	  of	  grammar	  explanations	  to	  study	  for	  10	  minutes;	  they	  were	  then	  used	  as	  an	  aid	  to	  completing	  the	  second	  test.	  
Both	  groups	  scored	  significantly	  higher	  in	  the	  second	  test,	  although	  there	  was	  no	  significant	  difference	  between	  them.	  
This	  is	  taken	  to	  indicate	  that	  learners	  can	  benefit	  from	  corpus	  consultation	  (with	  no	  instruction	  whatsoever)	  as	  much	  
from	  traditional	  deductive	  teaching.	  

• Braun	   2007.	   16	   classes	   in	   a	   German	   high	   school	   participated	   over	   4	   weeks,	   integrating	   corpus	   analysis	   to	   the	  
ongoing	  course.	  2	   interviews	  were	  chosen	  from	  the	  ELISA	  corpus;	   the	  first	  was	  studied	  using	  traditional	   techniques,	  
the	   second	  with	   corpus	   techniques	   for	   the	  experimental	   group,	  but	  not	   the	   control	   group.	   The	   corpus	   group	   rated	  
these	   activities	   as	  more	   useful,	   and	   scored	   higher	   on	   the	   follow-‐up	   computer-‐based	   tasks;	   however,	   there	  was	   no	  
overall	  difference	  on	  the	  final	  test	  on	  the	  unit	  as	  a	  whole.	  

• Cresswell	  2007.	  The	  experimental	  group	  were	  introduced	  to	  corpora	  and	  required	  to	  investigate	  the	  meaning	  and	  
usage	  of	  various	  connectors.	  About	  half	  attempted	  an	  inductive	  approach,	  starting	  with	  the	  data	  and	  comparing	  back	  
to	   traditional	   references,	   the	   others	   starting	   with	   the	   references	   in	   a	   deductive	   approach.	   Learners	   of	   both	   types	  
(especially	  inductive)	  generally	  succeeded	  in	  the	  task,	  with	  some	  qualification,	  although	  their	  findings	  proved	  difficult	  
to	  convey	  to	  others.	  Furthermore,	  the	  overt	  knowledge	  was	  not	  found	  to	  translate	  well	  into	  use,	  as	  the	  experimental	  
group	  performed	  only	  very	  slightly	  better	  than	  the	  control	  group	  on	  use	  of	  connectors	  in	  essays.	  

• Curado	  Fuentes	  2007.	  The	  experimental	  group	  spent	  3	  hours	  exploring	  register	  with	  6	  tourist	  adverts	  in	  the	  corpus,	  
before	  using	  a	  concordancer	  for	  2	  hours	  on	  the	  rest.	  Various	  exercises	  submitted	  by	  email	  show	  positive	  results.	  In	  the	  
reading	  comprehension	  post-‐test,	  the	  experimental	  group	  performed	  significantly	  better	  than	  the	  control	  group,	  who	  
had	  worked	  with	  text	  book	  and	  texts	  in	  a	  traditional	  manner.	  

• Estling	   Vannestål	   &	   Lindquist	   2007.	   In	   the	   first	   trial	   (T1),	   the	   experimental	   group	   used	   corpus	   techniques,	  
compared	  to	  the	  regular	  grammar	  book	  for	  the	  control.	  In	  each	  case,	  initial	  stages	  were	  conducted	  using	  concordance	  
print-‐outs;	  then	  the	  queries	  were	  given;	  then	  students	  were	  asked	  to	  formulate	  their	  own	  queries	  for	  the	  questions	  
set.	   Exercises	   were	   done	   in	   pairs	   between	   classes,	   followed	   by	   team-‐teaching	   of	   work	   done.	   Both	   trials	   used	  
questionnaires	  to	  measure	  perceptions	  towards	  grammar,	  but	  only	  T1	  measured	  performance	  from	  initial	  diagnostic	  
test	   and	   final	   exam	   (i.e.	   not	   related	   to	   corpus	  work):	   learning	  outcomes	  were	   the	   same	   for	   both	   groups.	  Attitudes	  
towards	  corpora	  were	  generally	  favourable	  in	  both	  trials,	  with	  many	  students	  saying	  they	  might	  use	  corpora	  in	  future	  
(if	  not	  for	  teaching).	  Attitudes	  towards	  grammar	  were	  slightly	  worse	  in	  the	  experimental	  group	  after	  T1,	  though	  the	  T2	  
interviews	  highlighted	  technical	  problems,	  and	  the	  need	  for	  substantial	  training	  and	  support.	  	  

• Hafner	   &	   Candlin	   2007.	   Logs	   of	   2	   cohorts	   of	   around	   150	   law	   students	   are	   supplemented	   by	   interviews	   with	   9	  
participants,	   all	   advanced	   learners	   and	   regular	   computer	   users.	   Training	   resulted	   in	   initial	   benefits	   with	   some	  
‘adopters’	   (4/9),	   but	   these	   disappeared	   over	   time	   as	   learners	   resorted	   to	   practices	   familiar	   in	   their	   law	   studies,	  
tending	  to	  focus	  on	  full	  texts	  rather	  than	  corpus-‐like	  consultation	  (e.g.	  concordances).	  Indeed,	  some	  found	  the	  tools	  to	  
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be	  constraining	  as	  they	  focus	  on	  language	  rather	  than	  content,	  while	  others	  also	  prefer	  more	  familiar	  tools	  (especially	  
internet	  searches).	  	  

• Hirata	  &	  Hirata	  2007.	  This	  paper	   involves	  students	  using	  keywords	   to	  browse	  the	  web	   for	   texts	   to	  compile	   their	  
own	  corpus	  by	  simply	  copying	  into	  a	  text	  file,	  which	  they	  then	  explored	  at	  text	  level	  and	  using	  a	  concordancer,	  thus	  
allowing	  them	  to	  ‘authenticate’	  the	  texts.	  The	  69	  participants	  were	  involved	  in	  a	  university	  reading	  program	  designed	  
to	  enhance	  their	  lexical	  skills	  and	  text	  awareness.	  Though	  they	  had	  only	  lower	  intermediate	  levels	  in	  English,	  and	  some	  
had	  never	  used	  a	  search	  engine	  before	  even	  in	  their	  own	  language,	  they	  rate	  the	  course	  fairly	  positively	   in	  terms	  of	  
satisfaction,	  understanding	  of	   the	   target	   items,	  and	  enhanced	  ability	   to	   induce	  meaning.	  This	   is	   taken	   to	   show	  that	  
basic	  procedures	  can	  be	  beneficial	  with	  a	  minimum	  of	  training	  even	  for	  lower	  level	  learners	  with,	  it	  is	  claimed,	  longer-‐
term	  benefits.	  

• Huang	  &	  Liou	  2007.	  16	  news	  magazine	  texts	  were	  chosen	  and	  sequenced	  for	  lexical	  difficulty	  (ave	  95%	  of	  ‘known’	  
words)	  and	  recycling;	  learners	  accessed	  these	  from	  home	  and	  responded	  to	  general	  comprehension	  questions.	  Target	  
items	  were	  unknown	  words	   as	   tested	  before	   the	   experiment,	   subsequent	   learning	   via	   the	  VKS.	   Target	  words	  were	  
highlighted	  red	  on	  first	  occurrence,	  then	  green,	  with	  on-‐line	  help	  including	  bilingual	  Chinese-‐English	  concordances	  and	  
glosses.	   The	   use	   of	   concordances	   was	   not	   explicitly	   tested,	   but	   rather	   ‘incidental’	   vocabulary	   learning,	   which	   was	  
shown	  to	  be	  limited	  although	  the	  students	  were	  generally	  favourable	  to	  the	  programme	  overall;	  learning	  improved	  as	  
the	  words	  were	  met	  more	  frequently,	  although	  some	  words	  encountered	  up	  to	  15	  times	  were	  still	  no	  learned.	  On-‐line	  
tracking	   shows	   the	   concordances	   were	   used	   for	   already	   familiar	   words	   but	   not	   for	   target	   items;	   more	   training	   is	  
recommended.	  

• Lavid	  2007.	  Following	  an	  introduction	  to	  relevant	  areas	  of	  corpus	  linguistics,	  students	  were	  divided	  into	  4	  groups	  to	  
investigate	   an	   area	   of	   mental	   transitivity;	   this	   involved	   selecting	   concordances,	   comparing	   L1	   and	   L2	   usage,	   and	  
comparing	  their	  results	  with	  dictionaries.	  The	  students	  were	  enthusiastic	  about	  working	  with	  authentic	  language,	  but	  
also	   expressed	   some	   frustration;	   they	   felt	   it	   would	   have	   been	   virtually	   impossible	   without	   considerable	   teacher	  
guidance.	  

• Sun	  2007.	  The	  Scholarly	  Writing	  Templates	  program	  was	  developed	  for	  postgraduate	  students	  who	  need	  to	  write	  
articles	   in	  English,	  each	  student	   inputting	  articles	  from	  their	  specialist	  field.	  20	  Taiwanese	  students	  used	  the	  SWT	  to	  
help	  with	  article	  structure	  as	  well	  as	  language	  use	  via	  corpus	  searches;	  while	  previous	  publishing	  experience	  was	  not	  
seen	   to	   affect	   use,	   tracking	   shows	   that	   lower	   levels	   tended	   to	   be	   more	   accepting	   of	   proposals	   for	   both	   article	  
structure	  and	  language	  use,	  while	  more	  advanced	  learners	  were	  more	  critical.	  Learning	  outcomes	  were	  not	  examined,	  
although	  the	  paper	  reports	  more	  effective	  writing,	  and	  the	  feedback	  was	  generally	  positive,	  especially	  among	  those	  
currently	  writing	  papers,	  and	  particularly	  for	  information	  structure.	  

• Yeh	  et	   al.	   2007.	   Taiwanese	   students	   in	   their	   first	   year	  of	   English	   at	  university	  were	   introduced	   to	   a	   collocations	  
concordancer	  based	  on	  the	  40m-‐word	  Chinese-‐English	  bilingual	  corpus	  Sinorama.	  Over	  4	  weeks,	  5	  units	  (20	  minutes	  
each)	   focused	  on	  one	  overused	  adjective	   and	  5	  or	   6	   synonyms,	   the	   focus	  being	  on	  adjective-‐noun	   collocation.	   The	  
initial	   induction	  exercises	   (quite	  hard	   in	  the	  traditionally	  deductive	  environment)	  were	  completed	  by	  a	  series	  of	  on-‐
line	  exercises	  (substitution,	  gap-‐fill,	  translation).	  Immediate	  post-‐tests	  showed	  significant	  improvement,	  maintained	  8	  
weeks	   later	   in	   a	   delayed	   post-‐test.	   Independently-‐assessed	   written	   production	   also	   improved,	   especially	   but	   not	  
exclusively	   for	   the	   target	   items.	  Only	  1/10	   students	  held	  negative	   attitudes	   after	   the	   course,	   and	  3/4	   considered	   it	  
effective.	  

• Belz	  &	  Vyatkina	  2008,	  2005a,	  2005b.	  American	  learners	  of	  German	  and	  German	  learners	  of	  English	  participated	  in	  
CMC	   activities,	   their	   emails	   and	   chats	   providing	   input	   to	   Telekorp,	   a	   1.4m-‐word	   bilingual	   developmental	   learner	  
corpus.	   An	   unspecified	   number	   of	   students	   participated	   over	   several	   years	   (the	   earlier	   papers),	   the	  main	   analysis	  
focusing	   on	   2	   American	   learners.	   Initial	   CMC	   exchanges	  were	   analysed	   for	   use	   of	  German	  modal	   particles	   and	  da-‐	  
compounds,	  with	  learners’	  own	  productions	  and	  Telekorp	  extracts	  forming	  the	  basis	  for	  some	  inductive	  activities	  (on	  
paper	  or	  hands-‐on)	  alongside	  deductive	  presentations.	  Analysis	  of	   these	   learners’	  productions	  before	  and	  after	   the	  
interventions	  show	  the	  target	  items	  being	  used	  more	  frequently	  and	  appropriately.	  

• Boulton	  2008a.	   131	   learners	  were	  presented	  with	   concordance	  print-‐outs	   for	   common	  phrasal	   verbs	   to	   analyse	  
with	  no	  prior	  training	  in	  order	  to	  test	  their	  ability	  to	  detect	  patterns	  in	  raw	  data.	  Pre-‐	  and	  post-‐tests	  showed	  significant	  
improvement,	  although	  it	  was	  surprising	  that	  this	  was	  even	  greater	  for	  the	  phrasal	  than	  non-‐phrasal	  uses	  of	  the	  verbs;	  
the	  suggestion	  is	  that	  participants	  concentrated	  more	  on	  what	  they	  perceived	  as	  difficult	  (the	  PVs),	  encouraged	  by	  the	  
inductive	   approach.	   Although	   the	   higher	   level	   students	   performed	   better	   all	   round,	   the	   lower	   levels	   improved	  
proportionally	  more;	   as	   all	   groups	   were	   at	  most	   lower	   intermediate,	   the	   conclusion	   seems	   to	   be	   that	   lower	   level	  
learners	  can	  derive	  some	  benefit	  from	  raw	  concordances	  even	  with	  minimal	  training.	  
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• Boulton	   2008b,	   2010a.	   62	   mainly	   lower-‐intermediate	   French	   learners	   of	   English	   were	   given	   a	   5-‐minute	  
introduction	  to	  concordancing,	  then	   in	  groups	  they	  worked	  on	  printed	  materials	   for	  5	   language	   items	  using	  corpora	  
(inductively	  in	  pairs,	  feeding	  back	  to	  the	  whole	  group),	  and	  5	  others	  using	  dictionary	  entries	  and	  traditional	  teaching.	  
The	  grammar/usage	  points	  had	  been	  collected	  from	  their	  own	  written	  productions	  earlier	  in	  the	  year,	  and	  featured	  in	  
an	  earlier	  pre-‐test	  as	  well	  as	  a	  post-‐test	  the	  following	  week.	  The	  post-‐test	  shows	  significant	  improvement	  (unlike	  for	  5	  
untreated	   items);	  although	  the	   improvement	  was	  greatest	  for	  the	  experimental	  treatments,	  the	  difference	  between	  
treatments	  was	  not	   significant.	  The	   lower	   level	   students	  narrowed	   the	  gap	  using	  corpora	  while	   the	  more	  advanced	  
ones	  maintained	   their	  advantage	  using	   the	   traditional	  approach.	  A	  questionnaire	  completed	  after	   the	  experimental	  
condition	  showed	  very	  positive	  reactions.	  

• Johns	  et	  al.	  2008.	  High	  school	  students	  in	  Taiwan	  were	  introduced	  to	  a	  novel	   in	  16	  weekly	  3-‐hour	  extra	  sessions:	  
the	   control	   group	  merely	   to	   read	   it,	  while	   the	  experimental	   group	  used	  various	  CALL	  programs	   (mainly	   gap-‐fill	   and	  
bilingual	   sentence-‐shuffling)	   and	   (bilingual)	   concordancing	   tools	   designed	   by	   the	   authors,	   as	   well	   as	   concordance	  
print-‐outs.	  The	  experimental	  group	  performed	  significantly	  better	  in	  the	  post-‐test	  for	  reading	  comprehension,	  and	  had	  
double	  the	  reading	  speed;	  they	  also	  performed	  significantly	  better	  on	  the	  end-‐of-‐term	  exam,	  suggesting	  improvement	  
extending	   beyond	   the	   specific	   tasks	   covered.	   Questionnaires	   showed	   very	   positive	   attitudes,	   with	   preferences	   for	  
different	  tools,	  and	  greater	  motivation	  than	  the	  control	  group.	  

• Lin	  2008.	  An	  8-‐week	  course	  on	  AWL	  vocabulary	  was	  developed	  for	  25	  third-‐year	  English	  majors	  in	  Taiwan.	  In	  each	  
lesson	  the	  words	  were	  first	  presented	  explicitly	  (by	  peer-‐teaching	   in	  the	  final	   lessons)	  and	  then	  in	  context;	  students	  
then	  had	  to	  access	  to	  an	  on-‐line	  Moodle	  resource	  incorporating	  concordances	  to	  explore	  collocates.	  Very	  high	  scores	  
in	  the	  VLT	  pre-‐test	  did	  not	  allow	  for	  breadth	  of	  knowledge	  to	  increase,	  but	  depth	  improved	  significantly	  on	  the	  VKS.	  A	  
VocabProfile	  analysis	  of	  student	  essays	  showed	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  productive	  use	  of	  the	  target	  items,	  declining	  
only	  slightly	  in	  the	  final	  delayed	  post-‐test	  4	  weeks	  later.	  Questionnaires	  showed	  fairly	  positive	  attitudes	  to	  the	  course	  
overall.	  

• Smith	   et	   al.	   2008.	   25	   students	  were	   recruited	   on-‐line	   for	   this	   experiment	   to	   test	   the	   utility	   of	   SketchEngine	   for	  
learners	  of	  Chinese	  outside	   the	   classroom.	  Basic	  background	   information	  was	   collected	  and	  participants	   completed	  
forced-‐choice	  16-‐item	  pre-‐tests	  and	  post-‐tests	  on	  collocational	  and	  pragmatic	  context.	  Following	  a	  brief	  introduction	  
in	   English,	   participants	   were	   asked	   to	   use	   the	   tools	   as	   much	   as	   possible	   over	   the	   coming	   6	   weeks.	   The	   context	  
inevitably	   leads	   to	   certain	   difficulties,	   not	   least	   the	   fact	   that	   only	   2	   students	   completed	   the	   post-‐test;	   statistical	  
information	  is	  thus	  not	  possible	  (one	  student	  increased	  score,	  the	  other	  had	  full	  marks	  in	  the	  pre-‐test).	  Feedback	  from	  
the	   discussion	   boards	   suggest	   SketchEngine	   is	   popular,	   although	   there	   are	   problems	   in	   parsing	   Chinese,	   and	   one	  
student	  wondered	  what	  it	  contributed	  above	  and	  beyond	  normal	  concordances;	  this	  feedback	  may	  only	  be	  from	  the	  2	  
students	  who	  completed	  the	  post-‐test.	  

• Thorne	  et	  al.	  2008.	  This	  pilot	  study	  of	  a	  training	  programme	  for	  international	  teaching	  assistants	  used	  transcripts	  
from	  MICASE	  and	  the	  in-‐house	  ITAcorp,	  consisting	  of	  300K	  words	  from	  115	  ITAs	  doing	  role	  plays	  of	  office	  hours	  and	  
presentations.	  The	  contrastive	  approach	  was	  to	  raise	  awareness	  of	  language	  in	  relation	  to	  roles	  in	  spoken	  discourse.	  
Inspired	   by	   Vygotskyan	   and	   Gal’perin,	   the	   authors	   distance	   themselves	   from	   ‘traditional’	   DDL	   by	   making	   use	   of	  
complex	  materialisations	  and	  detailed	   instructions	   to	   guide	   the	   learners	   in	   their	   analysis	  of	   corpus	  extracts	  –	  often	  
longer	   stretches	   of	   discourse,	   though	   concordances	   were	   also	   used	   –	   to	   identify	   directives,	   discuss	   and	   identify	  
patterns.	  None	  of	   the	   students	   had	  used	   the	   target	   structure	  before	   (you	   [HEDGE]	  want	   to…);	   none	  of	   the	   control	  
group	   (n=13)	   used	   it	   afterwards	   either,	   but	   10	   of	   the	   two	   experimental	   groups	   (n=40)	   did	   in	   “varied	   and	   accurate	  
ways”	  (p.277),	  and	  also	  used	  more	  other	  constructions	  than	  the	  control.	  

• Yoon	  2008.	  A	  10-‐week	  EAP	  course	  at	  an	  American	  university	   introduced	  the	  COBUILD	  Sampler	   to	  help	  advanced	  
students	  with	  their	  writing.	  A	  variety	  of	  tools	   is	  used	  to	  assess	  the	  behaviour	  and	  reactions	  of	  6	  of	  the	  14	  students,	  
mainly	  with	  Chinese	  or	  Korean	  L1.	  The	  participants	  used	  the	  tool	  for	  writing	  or	  checking	  their	  own	  productions	  out	  of	  
class,	  with	  the	  teacher	  subsequently	  preparing	  handouts	  based	  on	  their	  emailed	  reports.	  Students	  reported	  increased	  
confidence	   and	   autonomy	   in	   writing	   and	   improved	   writing	   procedures,	   as	   well	   as	   increased	   language	   awareness	  
especially	  for	  checking	  existing	  knowledge.	  Corpus	  consultation	  was	  mainly	  perceived	  as	  a	  useful	  additional	  technique,	  
more	   favourably	   received	   as	   time	   went	   on,	   although	   the	   paper	   reports	   mixed	   success	   depending	   on	   a	   variety	   of	  
individual	  variables	  especially	  concerning	  past	  and	  on-‐going	  writing	  experiences.	  

• Boulton	  2009a.	   The	   students	  were	  divided	   into	  4	  groups,	  2	   receiving	   traditional	   information	   types	  on	   the	   target	  
language	  (grammar/usage	  books,	  bilingual	  dictionaries),	  2	  from	  corpus-‐based	  sources	  (KWICs,	  full-‐sentence	  data	  from	  
newspapers	  via	  WebCorp).	  An	   immediate	  post-‐test	  using	  the	   information	  sheets	  was	  used	  to	  analyse	  how	  well	  they	  
could	  use	  the	  different	  information	  types	  by	  comparison	  with	  the	  pre-‐test;	  recall	  was	  tested	  10	  days	  later.	  Both	  corpus	  
groups	  performed	  significantly	  better	  in	  test	  2,	  which	  is	  taken	  to	  mean	  that	  lower-‐level	  learners	  can	  identify	  patterns	  
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from	  concordances	  and	  apply	  them	  to	  new	  contexts	  (especially	  noteworthy	  as	  the	  KWIC	  group	  scored	  higher	  than	  the	  
full-‐sentence	   group).	   Scores	   in	   the	   third	   test	   were	   also	   higher	   than	   the	   pre-‐test	   showing	   that	   learning	   happened,	  
although	  no	  difference	  was	  found	  between	  groups,	  suggesting	  that	  corpus	  data	  is	  as	  useful	  as	  traditional	  references.	  

• Boulton	   2009b.	   This	   paper	   follows	   on	   from	   Boulton	   (2010b)	   with	   lower-‐intermediate	   consulting	   the	   BNC	   for	  
specific	   language	  points	   in	   short	   sessions	  during	  class.	   Final	  questionnaires	  are	   rather	  disappointing:	  previous	  years	  
had	   been	  more	   favourably	   disposed	   to	   paper-‐based	  materials.	   Reactions	   are	   also	   compared	   against	   learning	   styles	  
measured	  using	  the	  ILS,	  showing	  the	  more	  Visual	   learners	  in	  particular	  were	  better	  disposed	  to	  corpus	  consultation,	  
though	   correlations	   were	   not	   particularly	   high,	   perhaps	   due	   to	   the	   instrument	   used.	   Other	   areas	   for	   individual	  
variation	  include	  motivation	  and	  attitude.	  

• Chang	  &	  Sun	  2009.	  Corpora	  were	   introduced	  to	  26	  high	  school	  students	   in	  Taiwan	  to	  help	  with	  proof-‐reading	  of	  
V+prep	  collocations	  in	  sets	  of	  10	  sentences.	  15	  minutes	  only	  were	  allowed	  to	  introduce	  concordancing;	  in	  subsequent	  
weeks,	   the	   students	   (a)	   practiced	   for	   30	   minutes,	   (b)	   completed	   a	   task	   with	   or	   without	   scaffolding	   prompts	   for	  
keyword	  selecting,	  output	  analysis,	  rule	  formation,	  evaluation;	  (c)	  completed	  a	  task	  without	  scaffolding	  prompts.	  The	  
results	   show	   significant	   results	   all	   round:	   the	   corpus	   helped	   improved	   proof-‐reading	   on	   this	   point,	   scaffolding	  was	  
useful	   and	   led	   to	   greater	   confidence	   in	   responses,	   and	   its	   benefits	   remained	   even	   when	   it	   was	   removed.	  
Questionnaire	   feedback	   was	   largely	   positive,	   and	   items	   the	   students	   did	   or	   did	   not	   like	   about	   corpus	   work	   and	  
scaffolding	  are	  discussed.	  

• Chujo	  et	  al.	  2009.	  These	  22	  first-‐year	  Japanese	  engineering	  students	  are	  considered	  ‘beginners’	  despite	  6+	  years	  of	  
English	   (TOEIC	  average	  =	  378).	   The	  experimental	   group	   spent	   their	  90-‐minute	   class	  over	  20	  weeks	  working	   in	  pairs	  
following	   detailed	   worksheets	   for	   hands-‐on	   work	   consultation	   of	   a	   Japanese-‐English	   parallel	   concordancer	   of	  
newspaper	   texts	   (30	  minutes),	   followed	   by	   class	   feedback,	   normative	   explanations,	   homework	   exercises	   and	   final	  
feedback.	  Pre-‐	  and	  post-‐tests	  showed	  significant	  improvement	  on	  the	  TOEIC	  vocabulary	  and	  5	  of	  the	  6	  grammar	  areas	  
covered	  (p<0.01);	  a	  control	  group	  not	  using	  corpora	  improved	  significantly	  on	  the	  vocabulary	  and	  two	  grammar	  areas	  
only	   (however,	   this	   group	   was	   studying	   vocabulary	   and	   listening,	   not	   vocabulary	   and	   grammar).	   Questionnaire	  
responses	  are	  generally	  positive	  about	  the	  course	  as	  a	  whole,	  though	  the	  DDL	  worksheets	  scored	  lowest	  (53%	  finding	  
them	   useful)	   compared	   to	   the	   subsequent	   grammar	   explanations	   (74%),	   homework	   exercises	   (84%)	   and	   teacher	  
feedback	  (84%).	  

• Gilmore	  2009.	  45	  second-‐year	  intermediate-‐level	  Japanese	  students	  needing	  English	  for	  EAP	  writing	  received	  a	  30-‐
minute	   introduction	   to	   the	   BNC	   and	   BoE	   online,	   then	   spent	   an	   hour	   browsing	   it	   themselves.	   They	   then	   used	   the	  
corpora	  out	  of	  class	  to	  improve	  a	  previous	  written	  assignment	  with	  errors	  highlighted.	  Four	  native-‐speaker	  reviewers	  
then	  rated	  each	  version,	  and	  found	  the	  new	  version	  more	  ‘natural’	  in	  61%	  of	  cases,	  equivalent	  in	  33%,	  less	  natural	  in	  
only	   6%.	   Feedback	   shows	   95%	  of	   students	   found	   the	   corpora	   useful,	  with	   84.5%	  preferring	   the	   BoE	   as	  more	   user-‐
friendly,	  15.5%	  preferring	  the	  BNC	  as	  larger.	  

• Liu	   &	   Jiang	   2009.	   160	   intermediate-‐level	   EFL	   students	   at	   a	   Chinese	   university	   and	   76	   ESL	   students	   at	   2	   US	  
universities	  (higher	  levels,	  including	  an	  MA	  TESOL	  course)	  followed	  a	  course	  introducing	  corpora	  in	  language	  learning	  
during	  one	  semester.	  The	   instructors	  were	  all	  new	  to	  corpus	   linguistics	  and	  were	  trained	  by	   the	  researchers	  before	  
teaching	  their	  courses.	  The	  classes	  are	  described,	  based	  on	  lesson	  plans	  and	  student	  productions;	  the	  main	  results	  are	  
from	  a	  post-‐course	  questionnaire.	  The	  results	  are	  generally	  positive,	  as	  the	  learners	  appreciate	  the	  discovery	  approach	  
and	   feel	   the	   courses	   helped	   their	   grammar	   and	   language	   awareness	   generally.	   The	   ESL	   results	  were	  more	   positive	  
than	  the	  EFL	  ones	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  reasons	  discussed;	  there	  was	  also	  a	  significant	  correlation	  with	  the	  enthusiasm	  of	  
the	  various	  teachers.	  

• Schaeffer-‐Lacroix	  2009.	  In	  this	  three-‐year	  study,	  four	  large	  groups	  of	  German	  learners	  at	  a	  collège	  in	  France,	  aged	  
10-‐15,	  accessed	  specially-‐compiled	  tourist	  corpora	  as	  a	  writing	  resource,	  mainly	  via	  AntConc.	   In	   the	  main	  phase,	  33	  
learners	   used	   the	   corpus	   as	   an	   aid	   to	   correction	   for	   writing	   projects;	   the	   output	   is	   analysed	   statistically	   and	  
qualitatively	  (especially	  for	  revisions	  subsequent	  to	  corpus	  consultation),	  and	  interviews	  with	  learners	  provide	  further	  
data.	  The	  corpus	  input	  is	  found	  in	  particular	  to	  aid	  collocation,	  conformity	  to	  genre-‐based	  norms,	  linguistic	  forms	  (e.g.	  
compounding,	   morphology	   and	   punctuation),	   and	   contribute	   to	   learner	   autonomy,	   encouraging	   a	   “researcher”	  
mentality	  to	  language	  learning;	  it	  was	  less	  successful	  for	  syntax.	  

• Tyne	  2009.	  This	  sociolinguistics	  course	  was	  designed	  to	  encourage	  sensitivity	  to	  variation	  in	  L2	  French.	  Following	  a	  
2-‐hour	   introduction	  to	  PRAAT,	  3rd	  year	  students	  were	  required	  to	  record	  and	  transcribe	  2	  short	  extracts	  for	  further	  
work.	  The	  course	  was	  offered	  over	  3	  years,	  with	  65	  students	  offering	  ‘remarkably	  positive’	  feedback;	  10	  students	   in	  
the	  final	  year	  answered	  a	  more	  detailed	  questionnaire,	  again	  with	  positive	  results	  concerning	  transcription,	  the	  use	  of	  
corpora,	  and	  9/10	  claiming	  it	  had	  helped	  their	  French.	  These	  learners	  were	  clearly	  very	  aware	  of	  the	  issues	  involved,	  



Alex	  Boulton.	  19/07/12.	  Empirical	  research	  in	  data-‐driven	  learning:	  A	  summary.	  bit.ly/Midi7k	   17	  

Updated	  supplement	  to:	  Boulton,	  A.	  2010.	  Learning	  outcomes	  from	  corpus	  consultation.	  In	  María	  Moreno	  Jaén,	  Fernando	  Serrano	  Valverde	  &	  María	  Calzada	  Pérez	  (eds).	  
Exploring	  New	  Paths	  in	  Language	  Pedagogy:	  Lexis	  and	  Corpus-‐Based	  Language	  Teaching.	  London:	  Equinox,	  p.	  129-‐144.	  

but	  also	  claimed	  similar	  activities	  would	  have	  been	  useful	  at	  earlier	  stages,	  although	  some	  criticism	  leaves	  open	  the	  
question	  of	  learning	  styles	  and	  cultures.	  

• Varley	   2009.	   The	   course	   introduces	   English	  majors	   and	  minors	   to	   corpus	   study,	   beginning	  with	   closed	   activities	  
leading	   up	   to	   individual	   projects	   where	   they	   explore	   genre	   through	   existing	   corpora	   or	   create	   their	   own.	   Initial	  
questionnaires	  showed	  considerable	  enthusiasm,	  though	  this	  declined	  slightly	  in	  the	  reflective	  logs	  during	  the	  course,	  
and	   in	  5	  subsequent	   interviews.	  Most	  receptive	  were	  the	  non-‐specialist	  students	  who	  had	  specific	  motivations,	  and	  
who	  were	  often	  less	  successful	  with	  traditional	  teaching;	  age	  was	  not	  an	  important	  factor.	  

• Boulton	  2010b.	  This	  study	   is	  a	   follow-‐up	  to	  Boulton	  (2008b,	  2010a)	  where	  students	  used	  printed	  materials	  using	  
either	  a	   traditional	  approach	  or	  DDL.	  Following	   the	  experiment,	   the	  students	  now	  completed	   the	   Index	  of	   Learning	  
Styles	   in	  order	   to	  determine	   if	   there	  was	  any	   correlation	  between	   learning	   styles	  and	  a)	   their	   reactions	   to	   the	  DDL	  
treatment,	  or	  b)	  their	  learning	  outcomes.	  Unsurprisingly,	  the	  strongest	  style	  for	  these	  architecture	  students	  is	  Visual;	  
those	   who	   scored	   strongest	   on	   this	   scale	   were	   also	   the	   most	   receptive	   to	   DDL	   (r=0.44).	   There	   was	   also	   some	  
correlation	   between	   the	   Active	   (r=0.31)	   and	   sequential	   (r=0.21)	   students	   and	   learning	   outcomes.	   However,	   the	  
correlations	  are	  for	  the	  most	  part	  fairly	  low.	  This	  could	  be	  due	  to	  aspects	  of	  the	  experimental	  design	  (such	  as	  the	  small	  
sample	  size:	  n=29),	  but	  might	  suggest	  that	  DDL	  is	  not	  limited	  to	  particular	  learning	  styles.	  

• Chang	  2010.	  28	  of	  the	  43	  participants	  returned	  questionnaires	  following	  an	   introduction	  to	  corpus	  use,	   including	  
general	   on-‐line	   corpora	   and	   home-‐made	   specialised	   corpora:	   introduction,	   demonstration	   and	   tasks.	   The	  
questionnaires	  show	  that	  the	  participants	  found	  the	  corpora	  useful	  and	  would	  use	  them	  in	  the	  future	  (average	  >5	  on	  a	  
6-‐point	   Likert	   scale),	   with	   a	   slight	   preference	   for	   general	   corpora	   despite	   their	   writing	   needs	   (for	   undergraduate,	  
postgraduate	  and	  doctoral	  studies).	  Though	  the	  students	  had	  not	  used	  corpora	  before,	  over	  two	  thirds	  had	  used	  the	  
Internet	  in	  similar	  ways,	  but	  found	  corpora	  more	  useful.	  

• Conroy	   2010.	   This	   study	   introduced	   concordancing	   and	   advanced	   Google	   techniques	   in	   1	   to	   4	   hours	   to	   165	  
students	  at	  an	  Australian	  university	  from	  a	  range	  of	  disciplines	  and	  courses.	  The	  53	  questionnaires	  show	  that	  all	  found	  
the	  training	  ‘very’	  (68%)	  or	  ‘somewhat	  useful’	  (32%),	  and	  87%	  wanted	  further	  training.	  In	  particular,	  89%	  found	  using	  
concordancers	   ‘very	   rewarding’	   or	   ‘somewhat	   useful’.	   47%	   of	   students	   already	   used	   the	   internet	   for	   language	  
learning,	  increasing	  to	  53%	  two	  weeks	  after	  training,	  with	  58%	  saying	  they	  would	  continue	  later;	  the	  equivalents	  for	  
corpus	  use	  were	  4%,	  28%	  and	  36%.	  Some	  students	  said	  they	  preferred	  the	  internet	  to	  the	  1m-‐word	  Brown	  corpus;	  45	  
errors	  were	  highlighted	  in	  the	  work	  of	  3	  students,	  who	  chose	  to	  use	  Google	  to	  correct	  22	  (15	  successful),	  a	  corpus	  for	  
one	  (successful),	  and	  other	  tools	  for	  the	  remaining	  22	  (11	  successful).	  The	  study	  concludes	  that	  students	  can	  usefully	  
be	  introduced	  to	  corpora,	  but	  that	  Google-‐assisted	  language	  learning	  may	  be	  easier	  for	  some	  to	  assimilate	  and	  thus	  
more	  profitably	  promoted.	  

• Kennedy	  &	  Miceli	   2010.	   Intermediate	   specialist	   learners	   of	   Italian	   at	   undergraduate	   level	   in	   Australia	   used	   the	  
CWIC	  corpus	  as	  a	   “resource”	   for	   creative	  writing	   in	   this	  one-‐semester	  apprenticeship.	  The	  case-‐study	  of	  3	   students	  
focused	  on	  use	  of	  the	  corpus	  and	  bilingual	  dictionaries	  to	  revise	  an	  earlier	  text	  for	  45	  minutes	  via	  “pattern-‐hunting”	  
(looking	   for	   content	   or	   language	   ideas),	   “pattern-‐defining”	   (checking	   usage)	   and	   translation	   (finding	   an	   Italian	  
equivalent	   of	   an	   idea	   in	   English).	   The	   results,	   along	  with	   a	   45-‐minute	   interview	   and	   end-‐of-‐course	   questionnaires,	  
show	  very	  different	  uptake	  among	  the	  three	  students;	  successful	  corpus	  use	  is	  linked	  to	  “trial	  and	  error”	  and	  “making	  
it	  their	  own”;	  a	  number	  of	  principles	  are	  inferred.	  

• Landure	  &	  Boulton	  2010.	  In	  most	  studies	  using	  corpora	  for	  revision,	  the	  learners’	  attention	  is	  drawn	  to	  the	  errors	  
by	   the	   teacher.	   In	   this	   study,	   the	   students	   first	   translated	  10	   sentences	  using	  different	   tools:	   their	  own	  knowledge,	  
dictionaries,	  and	  on-‐line	  translators;	  they	  were	  then	  encouraged	  to	  use	  the	  corpora	  when	  they	  themselves	  detected	  a	  
difference	   in	   their	   other	   results.	   The	   revisions	  were	   generally	   positive,	   suggesting	   that	   low-‐level	   learners	   can	   draw	  
some	  immediate	  benefit	  from	  careful	  corpus	  use	  even	  with	  no	  prior	  instruction.	  The	  reactions	  were	  overwhelmingly	  
positive	  for	  these	  non-‐English	  majors,	  and	  resulted	  in	  considerable	  collaboration,	  unusual	  for	  them.	  

• Moreno	   Jaén	   2010.	   Pre-‐	   and	   post-‐tests	   were	   compared	   for	   21	   students	   (3rd-‐	   to	   5th-‐year	   English	   majors	   in	   7	  
different	  Andalusian	  universities)	  using	  an	  on-‐line	  collocations	  module	  (ADELEX).	  Concordancers	  were	  used	  far	  more	  
by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  course,	  though	  still	   less than	  dictionaries	  (though	  in	  both	  pre-‐	  and	  post-‐test,	  over	  half	  of	  students	  
used	  no	  resources	  at	  all).	  The	  course	  was	  found	  to	  be	  effective	  with	  a	  significant	  improvement	  in	  overall	  results	  and	  
for	   5	   or	   the	   7	   individual	   tasks	   set	   for	   identifying,	   using	   and	   producing	   collocations.	   Questionnaires	   also	   showed	  
favourable	  reactions	  about	  collocation	  learning	  and	  concordancing	  techniques.	  However,	  it	  is	  argued	  that	  3	  weeks	  is	  
not	  enough	  for	  all	  students	  to	  become	  autonomous	  corpus	  users.	  

• Okamoto	  2010.	   Third-‐	   and	   fourth-‐year	   computer	   science	   students	   (n=21)	  opted	   for	   this	   15-‐week	   course	   to	  help	  
with	  professional	  writing	  in	  Japan;	  though	  many	  of	  their	  courses	  are	  in	  English,	  they	  still	  are	  of	  low	  proficiency	  (TOEIC	  
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maximum	  350).	  They	  began	  with	  the	  BNC	  and	  MICASE	  before	  moving	  on	  to	  AntConc	  to	  analyse	  at	  least	  three	  research	  
articles	  they	  chose	  themselves,	  presenting	  their	   (mainly	   lexicogrammar)	  results	  to	  the	  class.	  15	  questionnaires	  were	  
collected	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  course,	  suggesting	  that	  the	  students	  were	  “on	  the	  whole…	  positive”	  despite	  their	  L2	  level,	  
intending	  to	  continue	  with	  corpora	  in	  the	  future.	  Difficulties	  were	  mainly	  technical,	  especially	  in	  the	  use	  of	  Macintosh	  
computers.	  

• Park	  &	  Kinginger	  2010.	  This	  case	  study,	  of	  a	  single	  advanced	  learner	  in	  the	  US	  using	  a	  corpus	  for	  writing,	  tracks	  all	  
corpus	  queries	  and	  records	  the	  computer	  screen;	  the	  participant	  later	  reviews	  these	  and	  comments	  on	  her	  thoughts.	  
The	  results	  show	  that	  the	  writing	  process	  is	  divided	  into	  ‘transactions’	  of	  specific	  questions,	  which	  can	  be	  described	  as	  
interrelated	  narratives.	   194	   searches	  are	   conducted	   in	  109	  minutes	   for	  118	   transactions	   (26	  of	  which	  are	   complex,	  
featuring	  several	   related	  points);	  analysis	  shows	  that	  planning,	  writing	  and	  revising	  occur	  simultaneously	  and	  not	   in	  
discrete	  steps.	  

• Rapti	  2010.	   Following	  a	  pilot	   study,	  13-‐	   to	  15-‐year-‐old	   learners	   followed	  either	  a	   traditional	  or	  DDL	  approach	   to	  
grammar	   (verbs)	   over	   a	   5-‐month	  period.	  Although	  no	   statistical	   analysis	   is	   provided,	   the	   experimental	   group’s	   test	  
performance	  was	  more	   stable,	  with	  more	   students	   improving	   their	   score	   than	   in	   the	  control	  group.	  Questionnaires	  
and	   interviews	   reveal	  mixed	   reactions	   to	   the	  use	  of	   concordances	   (ease,	  usefulness,	  motivation),	  but	  on	   the	  whole	  
DDL	  was	   preferred	   to	   a	   traditional	   approach	   to	   grammar.	  Most	   classes	  were	   based	   on	   prepared	   hand-‐outs,	   the	   2	  
hands-‐on	  classes	  encountering	  a	  number	  of	  difficulties.	  

• Wu	  et	   al.	   2010.	   Following	   a	   2-‐hour	   introduction	   to	   the	   tools,	   9	   students	  wrote	   an	   IELTS-‐style	   essay	   in	   standard	  
conditions;	  this	  was	  annotated	  for	  “errors”	  which	  the	  students	  then	  attempted	  to	  revise	  using	  the	  software	  in	  2	  hours.	  
Their	  searches	  were	  logged	  and	  the	  results	  compared.	  In	  total,	  67%	  of	  errors	  were	  successfully	  corrected	  (12%	  were	  
unchanged,	  the	  others	  unsuccessfully	  changed).	  The	  improvement	  is	  attributed	  to	  the	  frequency-‐based	  nature	  of	  the	  
lists,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  reduction	  of	  confusing	  data.	  

• Acar	  et	  al.	  2011.	  The	  students	  were	  given	  20	  minutes	  of	  instruction	  showing	  them	  how	  to	  use	  inverted	  commas	  in	  
Google	  and	  instructed	  to	  check	  4-‐word	  blocks	  of	  their	  writing	  on	  general	  topics	  over	  a	  1-‐week	  period:	   less	  than	  100	  
hits	   was	   given	   as	   a	   sign	   they	   should	   try	   changing	   prepositions,	   articles,	   etc.	   (>1000	   =	   OK).	   Though	   most	   of	   the	  
sentences	  still	  contained	  errors	  afterwards,	  24%	  of	  them	  showed	  improvement	  in	  clarity	  or	  grammatical	  accuracy	  (min	  
16%,	  max	  31%),	  a	  promising	  result	  from	  this	  entirely	  autonomous	  procedure	  with	  no	  teacher	  highlighting	  of	  errors.	  

• Al-‐Lawati	   2011.	   A	   ‘corrected’	   corpus	   of	   advanced	   student	   essays	   was	   used	   to	   devise	   paper-‐based	   grammar	  
exercises	   for	   lower-‐intermediate	   students	   in	   Oman.	   Following	   an	   introductory	   session,	   students	   were	   recording	  
working	   in	  groups	  of	  4	  over	   several	  weeks	  devising	  and	   testing	  hypotheses	  against	   the	  corpus	  data.	  A	  classification	  
system	  based	  on	  Oxford	  (1990)	  and	  O’Malley	  &	  Chamot	  (1990)	  showed	  the	  main	  strategies	  used	  were	  association	  /	  
elaboration,	   deductive	   reasoning,	   using	   linguistic	   clues,	   paying	   selective	   attention,	   and	  monitoring.	   This	   is	   taken	   to	  
suggest	  that	  these	  are	  inherently	  “data-‐driven	  learning	  strategies	  and	  implies	  that	  students	  should	  be	  given	  training	  in	  
how	  to	  use	  these	  strategies”	  (p314).	  

• Boulton	  2011a.	  Lower-‐intermediate	  students	  of	  English	  in	  the	  experimental	  groups	  spent	  the	  last	  10-‐20	  minutes	  of	  
class	   time	   over	   12	   sessions	   using	   the	   BYU-‐BNC	   for	   language	   points	   arising	   in	   class;	   no	   training	   was	   provided,	   but	  
detailed	  instructions	  were	  given	  for	  each	  activity.	  At	  the	  end	  of	  the	  year,	  both	  experimental	  and	  control	  groups	  were	  
given	  a	  short	  text	  to	  read	  for	  5	  minutes,	  then	  tested	  on	  whether	  they	  had	  noticed	  a	  number	  of	  language	  points	  (focus	  
on	   form	   and	   on	   meaning)	   entirely	   unrelated	   to	   any	   work	   conducted	   during	   the	   year.	   The	   results	   show	   the	  
experimental	  group	  performing	  better	   in	  noticing	  than	  the	  control	  group,	  though	  the	  difference	  did	  not	  quite	  reach	  
statistical	  significance.	  

• Chang	  &	  Kuo	  2011.	  Corpus	  and	  genre-‐analysis	  were	  combined	  in	  an	  on-‐line	  course	  based	  on	  60	  research	  articles	  in	  
computer	  science.	  The	  23	  intermediate-‐level	  students	  in	  the	  pilot	  study	  were	  positive	  in	  most	  questionnaire	  feedback	  
at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  semester,	  though	  the	  platform	  itself	  was	  viewed	  negatively.	  Two	  pre-‐	  and	  post-‐course	  assignments	  
were	   analysed	   for	   students’	   ability	   to	   detect	  moves	   and	   organise	   information	   in	   introductions,	   and	   to	   apply	   data-‐
commentary	   patterns	   to	   their	   own	   work.	   65%	   of	   the	   first	   assignment	   were	   inappropriately	   organised	   before	   the	  
course,	  but	  all	  were	  well	  structured	  with	  effective	  use	  of	  connecting	  expressions	  in	  the	  second.	  The	  second	  task	  also	  
showed	  improvement,	  though	  this	  was	  not	  statistically	  significant,	  a	  fact	  attributed	  to	  different	  task	  conditions.	  

• Charles	  2011.	  This	  course	  aimed	  to	  combine	  corpus	  consultation	  and	  discourse	  analysis	  via	  consultation	  of	  an	  ESP	  
corpus	  of	  published	  native-‐speaker	  PhDs	  (300K	  materials	  science,	  190K	  politics).	  49	  graduates	  with	  different	  L1s	  and	  
different	  disciplines	  spent	  an	  hour	  a	  week	  over	  6	  weeks	  investigating	  rhetorical	  functions:	  comparing	  2	  extracts	  then	  
exploring	   given	   items	   further	   in	   expanded	   contexts,	   leading	   to	   pair	   discussion	   and	   class	   feedback.	   The	   feedback	   is	  
generally	  positive	   (averaging	  82%	  agree	  or	  strongly	  agree	  with	  the	  questions);	   the	  paper	  discusses	   in	  detail	   the	   less	  
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favourable	  responses,	  including	  difficulty	  of	  software	  use.	  It	  is	  argued	  that	  corpus	  and	  discourse	  can	  be	  combined	  in	  a	  
way	  that	  is	  “both	  feasible	  and	  pedagogically	  valid”	  (p.	  40).	  

• Chen	  2011.	  This	   study	  presents	  WebCollocate	  which	  extracts	  collocates	   from	  160m	  words	  of	  POS-‐tagged	  Project	  
Gutenberg	   texts;	  a	  more	  modern	  Wikipedia	  version	   is	  under	  construction.	  Two	  groups	  of	   intermediate-‐level	  college	  
students	  in	  Taiwan	  translated	  30	  sentences	  with	  problem	  collocates,	  then	  were	  introduced	  to	  the	  tool	  (29	  students)	  or	  
the	  VLC	  concordancer	  (n=22)	  in	  about	  10	  minutes,	  then	  allowed	  30	  minutes	  to	  improve	  their	  translations.	  There	  was	  
no	  significant	  difference	  before,	  but	  the	  manually	  graded	  products	  were	  significantly	  better	  in	  the	  experimental	  group	  
post-‐treatment.	  Coupled	  with	  interviews	  with	  some	  students,	  it	  seems	  that	  learners	  can	  use	  collocates	  lists	  extracted	  
from	  a	  PoS-‐tagged	  corpus	  more	  easily	  than	  simply	  searching	  for	  collocates	  in	  raw	  concordances.	  

• Gao	  2011.	  21	  first-‐year	  upper-‐intermediate	  L2	  engineering	  students	  in	  Taiwan	  were	  briefly	  introduced	  to	  a	  Chinese-‐
English	   parallel	   concordancer.	   Pre-‐/post-‐test	   translation	   tasks	   showed	   significant	   improvement	   as	   the	   participants	  
managed	  to	  detect	  errors	  in	  their	  own	  earlier	  translations,	  especially	  for	  word	  choice,	  combinations	  and	  collocations.	  
Subsequent	   questionnaires	   revealed	   overwhelmingly	   positive	   reactions	   to	   the	   parallel	   corpus	   as	   a	   complement	   to	  
dictionaries,	  with	  students	  intending	  to	  continue	  using	  it	  afterwards.	  

• Kaszubski	   2011.	   Pilot	   tests	   are	   outlined	   using	   IFAConc	   for	   EAP.	   In	   the	   first,	   12	   corpus	   linguistics	   students	   were	  
introduced	   to	   the	   software	   in	   30	   minutes	   and	   required	   to	   complete	   two	   homework	   assignments:	   questionnaire	  
responses	  are	  generally	  favourable,	  but	  a	  split	  emerges	  in	  preference	  for	  pursuing	  set	  questions	  or	  their	  own	  queries.	  
In	  the	  second,	  14	  first-‐year	  writing	  students	  at	  lower	  levels	  went	  from	  training	  examples	  to	  autonomous	  consultation:	  
tracking	   histories	   suggests	   considerable	   individual	   variation,	   with	   6	   ‘adopters’	   who	   continued	   after	   the	   study,	   5	  
‘minimalist’	  users	  and	  3	  ‘refusers’	  –	  categories	  which	  correlate	  with	  ability	  and	  final	  course	  grades.	  The	  importance	  of	  
feedback	  via	  the	  annotation	  function	  is	  also	  highlighted	  in	  the	  questionnaires.	  

• Kettemann	  2011.	  The	  teacher	  used	  WST	  with	  a	  140K	  corpus	  of	  self-‐proclaimed	  ‘Emo’	  texts	  (articles,	  blogs,	  forum	  
threads,	   poems,	   lyrics)	   to	   create	   4	   tasks	   based	   on	   data	   on	   a	   decreasing	   cline	   of	   processing:	   (a)	   verbs	   following	   I,	  
semantically	  grouped	  with	  frequencies	  given;	  (b)	  keywords	  compared	  to	  COLT;	  (c)	  most	  frequent	  content	  words;	  (d)	  
unsorted	  concordances	  of	  alone	  /	   lonely	  /	  on	  my	  own.	  Ten	  data	  sets	  were	  collected	  from	  40	  first-‐year	  students	  who	  
responded	   to	   questions	   about	   the	   data	   in	   their	   own	   time	   during	   the	   week,	   a	   qualitative	   analysis	   of	   which	   shows	  
considerable	  self-‐investment	  and	  motivation.	  The	  conclusion	   is	  “optimistic”	  about	   the	  use	  of	   (language)	  corpora	   for	  
other	  domains,	  here	  cultural	  studies.	  

• Kettemann	  &	  Marko	  2011.	  Adopting	  a	  Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis	  to	  corpus	  use	  on	  Christian	  Fundamentalism,	  the	  
authors	  compiled	  a	  600K-‐word	  corpus	  on	   Intelligent	  Design	  with	  17	  students.	  After	  a	  brief	   introduction	  to	  CDA	  and	  
WordSmith,	  the	  participants	  spent	  at	  least	  an	  hour	  a	  week	  over	  6	  weeks	  exploring	  this	  corpus.	  Research	  diaries	  show	  
that	  after	  about	  3	  weeks	   they	  had	  become	  “relatively	  competent	  WordSmith	  users”	   (p.35),	  but	   tended	   then	  not	   to	  
stretch	   to	   new	   techniques,	   though	   they	   mostly	   preferred	   working	   with	   their	   own	   data	   rather	   than	   the	   corpus	  
provided.	   Different	   students	   showed	   different	   ways	   of	   working	   with	   corpora,	   but	   many	   went	   for	   the	   instant	  
gratification	  of	  word	  lists	  rather	  than	  in-‐depth	  concordance	  analysis.	  Questionnaires	  are	  largely	  favourable;	  the	  final	  
project	  reports	  generally	  encouraging.	  

• Landure	  2011.	   This	   study	   introduces	  44	  unemployed	   trainees	  of	   varying	  ages	   to	  CoCA	  and	   the	  BNC	   to	  help	  with	  
specialist	  computer	  texts.	  Language	  level	  is	  mixed	  (mainly	  lower-‐intermediate),	  as	  is	  level	  of	  education	  (¼	  not	  having	  
completed	   high	   school).	   Small	   group	  work	   and	   individual	   consultation	   change	   the	   dynamic	   of	   the	   class,	   increasing	  
autonomy	  and	  collaboration	  as	  well	  as	  confidence	  as	   the	  students	  are	   required	   to	   ‘discover’	  how	  the	  corpora	  work	  
and	  what	  they	  can	  be	  used	  for.	  Two	  articles	  were	  worked	  on,	  the	  first	  using	  corpora,	  the	  second	  bilingual	  dictionaries;	  
though	  the	  latter	  were	  found	  to	  be	  more	  efficient	  for	  immediate	  consultation,	  retention	  was	  better	  for	  corpora	  (68%	  
vs	  48%)	  a	  week	  later	  when	  gap-‐filling	  the	  same	  articles	  with	  the	  items	  previously	  searched	  for.	  Questionnaires	  show	  
that	  only	  half	  found	  the	  corpus	  work	  easy,	  but	  84%	  rated	  it	  useful	  and	  80%	  claimed	  they	  would	  use	  corpora	  in	  their	  
future	  careers.	  

• Pérez-‐Paredes	  et	  al.	  2011.	  Second-‐year	  English	  students	   in	  Spain	  were	  given	  on-‐line	  grammar	  activities	   in	  two	  1-‐
hour	  sessions	  on	  a	  previously	  seen	  text,	  each	  involving	  an	  observation	  phase	  followed	  by	  corpus	  searches	  (BNC)	  and	  
rewrite	  exercises.	  Unlike	  the	  control	  group	  (n=15),	  the	  experimental	  group	  (n=22)	  had	  explicit	  guidance	  for	  corpus	  use.	  
Computer	   tracking	   showed	   that	   although	   the	   EG	   had	   less	   time	   (all	   but	   one	   accessed	   the	   guidance),	  they	   used	   the	  
Internet	  more,	  used	  more	  different	  web	  sites,	  and	  completed	  more	  activities,	   though	  the	  only	  significant	  difference	  
was	  in	  the	  corpus	  use.	  The	  authors	  argue	  that	  tracking	  is	  essential	  to	  see	  what	  happens	  at	  a	  finer	  level	  of	  granularity	  at	  
the	  level	  of	  individual,	  and	  underline	  the	  importance	  of	  training.	  
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• Philip	  2011.	  Advanced	  students	  wrote	  a	  short	  story	  using	  key	  words	  in	  the	  same	  form	  and	  order	  as	  given.	  The	  main	  
research	  question	  is	  based	  on	  post-‐hoc,	  apparently	  subjective	  classification	  of	  learners	  into	  small	  groups	  according	  to	  
their	  preferred	  resource:	  6	  corpus	  users,	  3	  Googlers,	  3	  dictionary	  users	  and	  20	  mixed-‐resource	  users	  (compared	  to	  a	  
control	  of	  10	  dictionary	  users)	  –	  all	   familiar	  resources	  for	  these	   Italian	  advanced	  students	  of	  English.	  Analysis	  of	  the	  
final	   texts	   show	   that	   corpus	  use	   is	   definitely	   effective,	   but	   at	   least	   in	  part	   because	   they	   tend	   to	  be	  used	  by	   ‘good’	  
students	  –	  those	  who	  are	  motivated	  to	  discover	  and	  experiment	  with	  a	  new	  tool	  to	  add	  to	  their	  arsenal.	  A	  number	  of	  
characteristics	  of	  other	  users	  are	  discussed.	  

• Rodgers	   et	   al.	   2011.	  200	   articles	   (140K	  words)	   from	   ‘popular’	   sources	   constitute	   a	   biotechnology	   corpus	   for	   23	  
second-‐	  or	  third-‐year	  students	  with	  an	  option	  in	  French	  in	  Ireland.	  Following	  two	  introductory	  sessions,	  students	  spent	  
10	  weeks	   following	  worksheets	   for	   grammar	   and	   topic-‐oriented	   tasks	  using	  WST.	   19	  questionnaires	   and	   interviews	  
showed	  largely	  favourable	  reactions	  to	  learning	  both	  language	  and	  content,	  and	  all	  but	  2	  students	  expressly	  claimed	  
they	  would	   like	   to	  continue	  the	   following	  year.	  However,	   learning	  styles	  and	  preferences	  are	  salient:	   some	  found	   it	  
“more	  personal”,	   “easy”	  and	  “quick	   to	  use”,	  and	  cite	   the	  advantages	  of	   contextualisation,	  while	  others	   listed	   these	  
same	  points	  as	  disadvantages	  (p.403-‐404).	  

• Smith	  2011.	  90	   first-‐year	  undergraduates	   in	  Taiwan	  were	  exposed	  to	  corpora	  over	  a	  semester	  before	  choosing	  a	  
project:	   33	   chose	   general	   websites,	   49	   chose	   some	   aspect	   of	   SketchEngine,	   19	   chose	   to	   build	   a	   corpus	   using	  
WebBootCat,	  the	  focus	  of	  this	  study,	  mainly	  because	  it	  would	  be	  relevant	  to	  their	  field	  of	  study.	  3	  of	  the	  19	  had	  some	  
difficulty	   in	  understanding	  what	  corpus	   linguistics	   is	  all	  about,	  a	  number	   followed	  the	   instructions	  on	  how	  to	  tweak	  
their	  corpus	  without	  really	  understanding.	  36	  comments	  were	  collected,	  only	  3	  of	  which	  were	  negative	  (1	  claiming	  it	  
was	   not	   enjoyable	   /	   useful,	   2	   indicating	   they	  would	   not	   continue	  with	   corpora	   after	   course),	   the	   others	   generally	  
finding	   the	   construction	   of	   their	   corpus	   enjoyable	   and	   useful	   and	   led	   to	   a	   sense	   of	   ownership,	   that	   they	   learned	  
English	   in	  the	  process,	  might	  continue	  with	  corpora	  after	  the	  course,	  and	  felt	   they	  had	  acquired	  reusable	  skills.	   It	   is	  
argued	  that	  the	  process	  of	  corpus	  building	  is	  as	  important	  as	  the	  explicit	  outcomes	  (if	  not	  more	  so).	  

• Boulton	  2012a.	  Distance	  students	  majoring	  in	  English	  were	  encouraged	  to	  use	  monolingual	  on-‐line	  corpora	  (CoCA	  
and	   the	   BNC)	   in	   non-‐literary	   translation	   from	   French	   during	   on-‐line	   exams.	   Minimal	   training	   was	   provided,	   with	  
students	  having	   to	  explore	   the	  corpora	   in	  advance	  at	  home	  based	  on	  a	   limited	   theoretical	   introduction,	  a	   series	  of	  
guides,	   and	   examples	   of	   past	   practice.	   The	   exam	   required	   them	   to	   choose	   three	   short	   extracts	   (3-‐5	   words)	   and	  
demonstrate	  how	  they	  used	  the	  corpora	  in	  translation.	  The	  paper	  discusses	  the	  wide	  range	  of	  search	  techniques	  and	  
functions	  used,	  and	  how	  effectively	  they	  are	  able	  to	  think	  through	  the	  processes	  in	  the	  exams	  themselves.	  While	  these	  
actual	   results	   are	   encouraging,	   a	   questionnaire	   shows	   the	   students	   lack	   confidence	   in	   their	   own	   abilities	   despite	  
recognising	  the	  potential	  of	  corpus	  use	  in	  translation;	  further	  scaffolding	  and	  guidance	  is	  clearly	  necessary.	  

• Boulton	   2012b.	   DDL	   was	   briefly	   introduced	   to	   40	   second-‐year	   architecture	   students,	   who	   then	   experienced	   a	  
variety	   of	   DDL	   activities	   on	   problem	   lexicogrammar	   points	   in	   short	   sessions	   over	   10	   weeks,	   alternating	   between	  
paper-‐based	  and	  computer-‐based	  activities.	  A	   test	   in	   the	   final	  session	  gave	  a	  slight	  but	  not	  significant	  advantage	  to	  
paper-‐based	   activities,	   though	   questionnaires	   showed	   the	   students	   had	   a	   slight	   preference	   for	   computer-‐based	  
activities.	  They	  were	  generally	  receptive	  to	  DDL	  as	  a	  whole,	  but	  this	  did	  not	  seem	  to	  correlate	  with	  learning	  outcomes.	  
A	   correlation	   was	   found	   between	   proficiency	   and	   outcomes	   from	   the	   paper-‐based	   treatment,	   but	   this	   can	   be	  
interpreted	  as	  meaning	  computer-‐based	  DDL	  is	  open	  to	  all	  levels	  even	  among	  these	  lower-‐intermediate	  learners.	  

• Chang	   2012.	   15	   introductions	   to	   research	   papers	   in	   the	   social	   sciences	  were	   annotated	   for	  move	   structure	   and	  
stance	  to	  help	  7	  Chinese	  doctoral	  students	  in	  the	  US	  in	  their	  writing.	  Following	  2	  orientation	  sessions,	  for	  3	  weeks	  the	  
participants	  wrote	  and	  revised	  article	  introductions	  using	  the	  corpus.	  A	  post-‐test	  shows	  more	  overt	  move	  structures	  
and	   greater	   awareness,	   as	  well	   as	   improved	   stance	   overall	   (though	   less	   so	   in	  more	   nuanced	   cases);	   this	   correlates	  
significantly	   with	   performance.	   The	   most	   frequently	   used	   processes	   were	   ‘make	   sense’,	   ‘explore’	   and	  
‘reason/analyse’;	  less	  frequent	  were	  ‘make	  inference’	  and	  ‘verify’;	  least	  used	  was	  ‘predict/hypothesise’	  (though	  there	  
is	  no	  significant	  correlation	  with	  performance).	  Surprisingly,	   the	  students	  preferred	   to	  work	  a	  discourse	   rather	   than	  
sentence	  level.	  

• Charles	   2012.	   Five	   groups	  of	   18	   students	   from	  mixed	  disciplines	  were	   introduced	   to	   corpus	  work	  over	   6	  weeks,	  
compiling	  and,	  in	  some	  cases,	  cleaning	  their	  own	  selections	  of	  10	  or	  more	  research	  articles	  to	  help	  with	  their	  own	  EAP	  
writing.	   50	   questionnaires	  were	   collected,	   showing	   that	   80%	  or	  more	   found	   the	   corpus	   compilation	   easy,	   AntConc	  
easy	  to	  use	  to	  find	  answers	  to	  their	  own	  questions,	  and	  the	  whole	  process	  interesting.	  This	  is	  supported	  by	  the	  claim	  
that	  58%	  use	   their	   corpus	  at	   least	  once	  a	  week,	  with	  86%	  expecting	   to	   add	  more	   files	   in	   future.	  Difficulties	  mainly	  
concern	  the	  use	  of	  ‘quick	  and	  dirty’	  corpora,	  though	  this	  may	  be	  ‘adequate’	  for	  most	  purposes.	  
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• Chujo	   &	   Oghigian	   2012.	   Beginning	   level	   students	   of	   English	   used	   mainly	   computer-‐based	   DDL	   from	   a	   parallel	  
Japanese-‐English	  newspaper	  corpus	  to	  study	  vocabulary,	  noun	  phrases	  and	  verb	  phrases	  over	  two	  semesters.	  Pre-‐	  and	  
post-‐tests	   show	   them	   making	   significant	   gains	   in	   almost	   all	   areas,	   while	   the	   non-‐DDL	   group	   only	   gained	   on	   the	  
vocabulary	   tests	  and	  one	  of	   the	  4	  VP	  question	   types,	  none	  of	   the	  NP	  ones.	  However,	   the	  non-‐DDL	  group	  had	  been	  
concentrating	  on	  vocabulary	  and	  listening,	  and	  improved	  their	  TOEIC	  Bridge	  scores	  over	  the	  year	  more	  than	  the	  DDL	  
groups.	   The	   following	   year,	   a	   comparable	   group	   (25	   students)	   did	  most	   activities	   on	   paper:	   open-‐ended	   questions	  
suggest	  differing	  preferences	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  reasons;	  translation	  was	  found	  to	  be	  less	  necessary	  when	  working	  with	  
edited	  paper-‐based	  materials.	  A	  mix	  of	  paper-‐based	  and	  computer-‐based	  DDL	  is	  therefore	  mooted.	  

• Frankenberg-‐Garcia	  2012.	  This	  experimental	  study	  was	  designed	  to	  test	  whether	  dictionary	  definitions	  would	  help	  
with	   lexical	  meaning	   (reception:	  multiple	   choice	   translation)	   and	   usage	   (production:	   error-‐correction)	  more	   or	   less	  
than	  specially-‐chosen	  single	  or	  multiple	  (3-‐item)	  corpus	  ‘examples’.	  The	  48	  Portuguese	  students	  of	  English	  divided	  into	  
groups	  gave	  clear	  results:	  in	  comprehension,	  definitions	  and	  multiple	  examples	  are	  equally	  useful,	  single	  items	  and	  no	  
input	   (control	   group)	   significantly	   less	   so;	   in	   production,	   multiple	   examples	   are	   significantly	   better	   than	   single	  
examples,	  which	   are	   significantly	   better	   than	   definitions	   or	   no	   input.	   Interestingly,	   substantial	   variation	  was	   found	  
between	  individuals	  in	  the	  corpus	  groups,	  unlike	  the	  dictionary	  and	  control	  groups.	  

• Geist	  &	  Hahn	  2012.	  53	  learners	  aged	  14-‐16	  were	  introduced	  to	  BNC	  Baby	  (4m	  words)	  and	  Xaira	  and	  then	  required	  
to	  write	  a	  cover	  letter	  for	  a	  job	  advertisement.	  Of	  the	  6	  functions	  demonstrated,	  the	  most	  used	  was	  ‘simple	  search’;	  
‘sort’	  not	  at	  all.	  Technical	  aspects	  were	  not	  a	  problem:	  the	  class	  with	  previous	  experience	  of	  corpus	  use	  was	  quickest	  
to	  master	  the	  technical	  aspects,	  but	  actually	  demonstrated	  less	  effective	  corpus	  use	  overall.	  Age-‐related	  issues	  include	  
irrelevant	  corpus	  use	  just	  to	  satisfy	  the	  teacher	  (on-‐line	  bilingual	  dictionaries	  were	  preferred),	  and	  distractions	  from	  
games	  and	  the	  Internet,	  as	  well	  as	  motivation	  –	  highly	  variable	  between	  students.	  

• Osolsobě	  &	  Vališová	  2012.	  Groups	  of	  novice	  corpus	  users	  of	  mixed	  nationalities	  were	  introduced	  to	  large	  corpora	  
of	  written	  and	  spoken	  Czech	  and	  encouraged	  to	  use	  them	  inductively	  to	  work	  out	  lemmas,	  gender/case,	  frequencies,	  
and	  collocates.	  The	  first	  3	  were	  deemed	  easy	  and	  beneficial,	  while	  the	  last	  was	  more	  complex	  due	  to	  software	  use	  and	  
presentation	   of	   results	   (especially	   for	   a	   highly-‐inflected	   language	   like	   Czech),	   but	   feedback	   was	   generally	   positive.	  
Similar	   activities	   were	   conducted	   with	   10	   native	   Czech	   speakers,	   who	   also	   appreciated	   the	   approach	   (suggesting	  
combining	  it	  with	  dictionary	  work),	  but	  were	  frustrated	  with	  annotation	  errors.	  

• Geluso	  Forthcoming.	  As	  many	  students	  are	  likely	  already	  using	  Google	  for	  linguistic	  purposes,	  Geluso	  exploits	  this	  
as	  a	  way	   in	   to	  DDL	  with	   just	  a	  brief	   introduction	  and	  3	  short	  sessions.	  25	   Japanese	  students	  searched	   for	   formulaic	  
sequences	   using	   double	   quote	  marks	   to	   improve	   self-‐selected	   ‘questionable	   phrases’	   in	   their	   own	  writing,	   revising	  
according	  to	  frequency.	  4	  raters	  compared	  the	  167	  phrases	  before	  and	  after,	  the	  results	  showing	  significant	  increase	  
in	  ‘naturalness’	  (though	  there	  was	  no	  control	  group	  revising	  in	  other	  ways).	  
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