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OZET
INGiLiz DiLi EGiTiMI BOLUMUNDEKi OGGRENCILERIN,
BAGLAGLARI ISLEVSEL VE NICELIK ACISINDAN YAZIL!I ANLATIMDA
KULLANMA PERFORMANSLARININ ANA DILi INGILIZCE OLAN

OGRENCILERIN PERFORMANSLARI ESAS ALINARAK BILGISAYAR
DESTEKLIi ORTAMDA KARSILASTIRMALI ANALIZI

Dilaver Ali BAYRAKGI

ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali Yiiksek Lisans
Danisman : Yrd. Dog. Dr. Abdurrahman KiLIMCI
NiSAN, 2004,130 sayfa

Bu calismanin amaci o6grencilerin baglacglar islevsellik ve nicelik
agisindan kullanim performanslarinin  bilgisayarl dilbilim araglar ile
arastirmak ve bunu anadili ingilizce olan Universite 6grencilerinin dil bilgileri
ile karsilasgtirmaktir. Calisma, dilin betimlenmesini amaglayan yeni bir
yaklasim olan bilgisayarl dilbilim cergevesinde Ogrenci verilerini bilgisayar
yolu ile inceleme ydntemi Uzerine odaklanmaktadir.

Ogrencilerin ingilizce dil dizeyini ortaya koymak amaciyla, ¢calisma, bir
bilgisayar programi yardimi ile her bir sbzcUgl dilsel iglevine gobre
etiketlenmis deney ve kontrol olmak Uzere iki veri yigim kullanmaktadir.
Deney veri yiini, Cukurova ve Mustafa Kemal Universitesi ingiliz Dili E§itimi
Boliminde son sinif bilgi seviyesinde bulunan 6grencilerinin yazdigi tartisma
ve betimsel nitelikli kompozisyonlardan olugmaktadir. Kontrol veri yidini ise,
Amerikali Universite &grencilerinin tartisma igerikli kompozisyonlarindan
olugsmaktadir. Kontrol veri yiginini esas alarak ve Kargilastirmali Ara Dil
Analizini benimseyerek yapilan aragtirmada, amag¢ hedef dil ile ara dili
(Amerikall 6grencilerin ingilizce'sinin  Turk 6grencilerin  Ingilizce'si ile
karsilastirimasi) karsilastirarak ilgili  bdlumde uyguianan muifredatin
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égrencilerin ingilizce'sini akademik yazim normiarina ne kadar yaklastirdigini
arastirmaktir.

Calisma, bir dizi sézclk ve sézdizimi analizinden elde edilen buigular
isiginda, hem uyguianan mufredat bakimindan geligsimsel olarak, hem de ana
dili ingilizce olan 6grencilerin performansini esas alarak hangi sézciklerin
6§renciier tarafindan ¢ok sik ya da ¢ok seyrek kullaniidigi, kullanimindan
kaginiidigl, resmi yada resmi oimayan kullanim olgusu agistndan 6grencilerin

yazili anlatim performansini degerlendirmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Islevsel kullanim, nicel kullanim, Gok sik kullanim, Cok
seyrek kullanim, Ingilizce Dil Dlzeyi, Yazily Anlatim Performansi, Kullanimdan
Kacinma, Resmi Kullanim, Resmi Olmayan Kullanim.
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ABSTRACT
THE COMPUTER CORPUS-BASED QUANTITATIVE AND
FUNCTIONAL INTERLANGUAGE ANALYSIS WITH REFERENCE TO
CONJUNCTS ON THE WRITTEN PERFORMANCE OF TURKISH
STUDENTS FROM THE ENGLISH DEPARTMENT

Dilaver Ali BAYRAKCI
Department of English, Master of Arts
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Abdurrahman KiLIMCI

April 2004, 130 Pages

The Computer Corpus-Based Quantitative and Functional Contrastive
Interlanguage Analysis on the Written Performance of the English Language
Learners at Cukurova and Mustafa Kemal Universities with Reference to the
Native Speaker Performance.

This study aims to explore learners’ interlanguage to
determine to what extent their written language reflects the norms of
academic writing from both quantitative and functional perspectives through
corpus. linguistics. After a general review of approaches to learner language
and traditional analysis methods, the study focuses on computer learner
corpus (CLC) research within corpus linguistics, a new computer based
approach to linguistic description.

In order to characterise learners’ English, the study utilises two POS
(part of speech) tagged corpora, an experimental corpus comprising
argumentative and descriptive essays by the Turkish university students of
proficiency level and a reference (control) corpus of argumentative essays by
the American University students. Taking reference corpus as basis and
adopting contrastive interlanguage analysis (CIA), the study, then,
investigates to what extent the syllabus in effect has approximated the
learners language to academic writing norms through NL vs. IL (comparison
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of native language and interlanguage) comparisons carried out both POS
tagged and raw corpora.

Finally, in the light of the findings from a serious quantitative and
functional analyses, learner groups’ performance is evaluated in terms of
both the developmental aspect taking into consideration the syliabus in
effect and over—and/or underuse phenomena fegard'mg the native speaker

performance.

Keywords: Functional performance, Quantitative Performance Linguistic
Proficiency, Assumed Linguistic Proficiency, Avoidance, Formal
Instruction, Informal Instruction, Overuse, Underuse
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background To The Study

The present study takes the Computer Learner Corpus (CLC)
research as its basis. Within the framework of corpus-based approach to
linguistic description, CLC adopts Conirastive Interlanguage Analysis (CIA)
as its methodology (Granger 1998). Since CLC studies attempts to describe
learner English and employ the methods and techniques of corpus
linguistics, it Is closely related to both corpus linguistics and second
language research (SLA). Milton (1998) underlines the significance of
interlanguage studies from the CLC perspective and points out that “the
collection and study of corpora of interlanguage are powerful and necessary
prerequisites to the understanding of the production”. Accordingly, this study
aims to compile a corpus of learners’ writings and carry out a contrastive
interlanguage analysis from the perspective of native language (NL) and
interlanguage (IL). The outcome of the study is expected to shed light on
advanced Turkish university students’ interlanguage in terms of the use of

conjuncts from both functional and quantitative perspectives.

1.2 Statement of The Problem

According to Granger (1998) adverbial connectors such as however,
nevertheless, although, besides and so on - what Quirk et al. (1985) cali
‘conjuncts’ - adopt a cohesive role in the written language. In addition,
“connectors can be said to function as cohesive ‘signposts’ in discourse,
helping the listener or reader to relate successive units to each other and
thus making sense of the.text” (Leech&Startvik 1994:177). Halliday and
Hasan (1985) add that conjunctive eieménts play an indirect cohesive roles
because of their specific meanings: they also note that such words are not

primarily devices for reaching out into the preceding (or following) text, but



they seem to express certain meanings requiring the presence of other
components in the discourse. Halliday and Hasan (1985:4) explain that “ the
concept of cohesion is a semantic one; it refers to relations of meaning that
exist within the text, and that define it as a text”. They alsc point out that
cohesion, the general meaning of which is embodied in the concept of text,
provide ‘texture’, and helps to create text. They define cohesion as a
general text-forming relation, or set of such relations, certain of which, when
incorporated within a sentence structure. And they add that they are subject
to certain restrictions because the grammatical condition of ‘being a
sentence’ ensures that the parts go together to form a text anyway. But,
they note, the cohesive relations themselves are the same whether their
elements are within the same sentence or not (Halliday&Hasan 1985:9).

Celce-Murcia (1990:137) also defines the meaning of conjunction as *
a word or expression that signals the type of link a sentence or clause has
with the preceding sentence or text, from a broad semantic perspective, a
conjunction expresses an additive, adversative, casual, or sequential tie.
Similarly, Granger (1998) pointsl out such cohesive elements are significant
in the sense that they connect one idea to the other in a logicai way and
thus they are commonly called ‘connectors’.

For this reason, in the light of the definitions given it is clear that the
less use of the conjuncts not only renders a piece of writing difficult to
understand but also causes breakdown between the ideas presented and
give a disorganized look to the essays. Granger (1998) notes that
coherence and clarity are essential for effective communication. She also
adds that connectors such as buf (to indicate a contrast), because (reason),
therefore (result), in addifion (listing), for instance (exemplification), etc.
achieve this by signalling logical or semantic relations between units of
discourse. As a result, a student’s knowledge of wide variety conjuncts will
make his writing more effective in terms of presenting ideas logically.

We can see from Granger’s research on the use of conjuncts among
the Swedish Ieamers of English that, no matter how advance the learners

are, they limit themselves to very few conjuncts and she notes that this



gives the idea of repetition or in other words ‘overuse’ (Granger 1998:81-
86). The research suggests that they either avoid using conjuncts such as
resultive and contrastive, because they do not feel safe in using them or
because they are not taught the significance and the functions of these
conjuncts in writing.

In this particular study, taking Granger's (1998) study as a starting
point, we conducted a pilot study with the writing samples of advanced
Turkish students. Our pilot study results reveal that having a limited
repertoire of conjuncts students aimost often stick to the same conjuncts

and they seem {o be unable to restate the same idea in another way.

1.3 Scope of The Study

The study focuses on the written performance of the advanced
Turkish University students with reference to use of conjuncts from
functional and quantitative perspectives. In order to carry out an IL
(interlanguage) and NL (nativelanguage) comparison, two comparable
corpora were coliected: native speaker (NS) and nonnative speaker (NNS)
corpora. The NS corpus was made up of the American University
students’ argumentative essays and, similarly, the NNS corpus was
compiled from the argumentative essays writterr by the advanced Turkish
University students in their 3 and 4" years at both the Cukurova
University and Mustafa Kemal University.

The study particularly dwells on the conjuncts used by both NNS
and NS in their essays. Both corpora were compared and in terms of the
choice of conjuncts employed and their contribution to the argumentative
essays written by NNSs and NSs.

Beside providing quantitative information as to the occurrence of
the conjuncts in the database, the study also focus on the functional role
of conjuncts in the written production of the American university students
and advanced Turkish university students of English. Hence, the study is

both quantitative and qualitative in this respect.



The conjuncts which were dealt with in the study are based on the

seven main conjunctive roles with fairly clear subdivisions income cases

as defined by Quirk et al. (1997:634). Seven conjunctive roles can be

distinguished in some cases with fairly clear subdivisions as shown in the

following diagram:

fig 1. The roles of conjuncts with their subdivisions

(a) LISTING

(b) SUMMATIVE
(c) APPOSITIONAL
(d) RESULTIVE

(e) INFERENTIAL

(i) enumerative

( ii ) additive >

____ equative

L reinforcing

(i) reformulatory

(it) replacive

(fy CONTRASTIVE

(g) TRANSITIONAL

&

(iii ) antithetic

(v} concessive

(1) discoursal

( ii ) temporal

Reference : Quirk et. al. A comprehension of the English Grammar.
Longman 1897. London. p. 634



1.3.1 The Semantic Roles Of Conjuncts

The common conjuncts the study focused on are listed below
according to their role classes and subclasses. The list includes all adverb
realizations as well as some frequent prepositional phrases and noun
phrases except for enumerative conjuncts (which are an open class).

The conjuncts which are rare and used especially in spoken
English were not included in the list (Quirk et él. 1997.634-636). The list

includes role classes, subclasses and subtypes.

(a) LISTING (Class)

(i ) Enumerative (subclass)

first, second, third..., first (ly), secondly, thirdly...,

one, two, there..., in the first place, in the second place ...

first of all, second of all, on the one hand ...on the other hand,
for one thing ...(and) for another (thing), for a start, to begin with,
to start with,next, then, to conclude, finally, last, lastly, last of all

(i) Additive {Subclass)

Equative {Subtype)

correspondingly , equally, likewise, similarly, in the
same way, by the same token

Reinforcing {Subtype)

again, also, besides, further, furthermore, moreover, in
particular, what is more, in addition, above all, on top of
it ali, to top it (all), to cap it (all)

{b) SUMMATIVE (Class)

altogether, overall, then, therefore, thus, (all) in all; in
conclusion, in sum, to conclude, to sum up, to summarize

(c) APPOSSITIVE (Class)

namely, thus, in other words, for example, for instance, that is, that
-is-to say, specifically : N



(d) RESULTIVE (Class)

accordingly, consequently, hence , now, so,
therefore, thus, as a consequence, in conseqguence, as a result,
of course; somehow [for some reason or other’]

(e) INFERENTIAL (Class)

else, otherwise, then, in other words, in that case

() CONTRASTIVE (Class)

(i ) Reformulatory (Subclass)

better, rather, more accurately, more precisely; alias,
alternatively, in other words ‘

( ii ) Replacive (Subclass)

again, alternatively, rather better, worse;
on the other hand

( §ii ) Antithetic (Subclass)
contrariwise, conversely, instead, oppositely, then;
on the contrary, in contrast, by contrast, by way of

contrast,in comparison, by comparison, by way of
comparison, (on the one hand ...) on the other hand

( iv ) Concessive (Subclass)
anyhow, anyway , anyways, besides, else, however,
nevertheless, nonetheless> [ also written none the
less ], notwithstanding, still, though, yet, in’ any case,
in’ any event, at’ any rate, at’ all events, for’ all that,
in spite of that, in spite of it all, after all, at the same’
fime, on the other hand, all the same, admittedly, of
course, still and all ; that said

g) TRANSITIONAL (Class)

{ i ) Discoursal (Subclass)
incidentally, now, by the way, by the by(e)

( ii ) Temporal (Subclass)
meantime, meanwhile, in the meantime, in the
meanwhile; originally, subsequently, eventually



1.4 Aim Of The Study

The aim of this study is fo find out the written performance of the
advanced Turkish University students with reference to use of conjuncts from
functional and quantitative perspectives. By carrying out an interlanguage and
nativelanguage comparison, it is aimed to detect the choice of conjuncts
made use of, their frequency and their contribution to the argumentative
essays written by NNSs and NSs. In addition to that it is also concentrated
on functional role of conjuncts .in written production of the native and
nonnative university students.

1.5 Operational Definitions™

For the purpose of this study, the terms below will be defined as
follows:
LINGUISTIC REPERTOIRE: Learners’ cumulative experiences in relation
to lexical and syntactic knowledge.
LINGUISTIC PROFICIENCY: Learners’ skill to use their stock of lexical
and syntactic experiences (Linguistic reperioire) effectively.
ASSUMED LINGUISTIC PROFICIENCY: Learners’ knowledge of English
with respect to their levels. The higher the levels they are at are, the more
proficient they are assumed to be.
AVOIDANCE: Learners’ suppressing certain syntactic structures for fear
of failure and, as a resuif, committing an error.
FORMAL INSTRUCTION: This term is interchangeably used with
grammar instruction, and means laying emphasis on the grammatical
aspects of the language. |
UNDERUSE: Students’ using certain linguistic items less. frequently than
the native speakers (NSs)
OVERUSE: Students’ using certain linguistic items more frequently than
the NSs.



1.6 Research Questions

The research questions the study seeks to clarify are:

Q1. Do advanced Turkish learners of English employ conjuncts to the same
extent as native American university students? If they avoid using certain
conjuncts, what type of conjuncts do they avoid? And in what frequency do

they use them?

Q2. What kind of semantic roles do conjuncts play in NNS and NS
argumentative essays? And to what exient do they match in both corpora

as far as the semantic relations are concerned?

Q3. What semantic categories of conjuncts characterize both the NNS and

NS argumentative essays?

Q4. if certain categories are overused/underused, what might be the
reason?

1.7 Assumptions And Limitations

While comparing the two groups of students it was assumed that the
Turkish students are all at proficient level. As a result of this, they were all
accepted as to have used the conjuncts in a proper way. in addition to that
only the conjuncts, which were used most often by the both groups have
were taken into consideration. That is to say, top 30. The other rest were
excluded from the analyse. The number of the words was to be used in the
essays were also limited to 1000 word at the most and 500 words at least

for each student.



1.8 Subjects

it is assumed that students in each group have the same linguistic
proficiency regardless of such variables as possible difference in their
knowledge of English, age, sex, social background, which might result from
individual differences. The reason underlying this assumption is that these
students have been admitted to the related levels after they have achieved
the desired level of proficiency.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 What Is Corpus?

According to the linguists such as Quirk, Kennedy, Granger et.al., the
concept of carrying out research on written or spoken texts is known to be
the field of corpus linguistics. If we make a review of the literature we can
see that individual texts are often used for many kinds of literary and
linguistic analysis. For example, the stylistic analysis of a poem, or a
conversation analysis of a TV talk show can be two of them. In addition to
that the shortest description corpus can be made as “A corpus consists of a
databank of natural texis, compiled from writing and/or a transcription of
recorded speech "(McEnery&Wilson 1996:2).

As a matter of fact, it would be beneficial to have a look at other
definitions of corpus by different authorities. There are numerous definitions
of corpus, which are similar to each other in meaning, but in principle,
Kennedy defines corpus as “In the language sciences a corpus is a body of
written text or transcribed speech which can serve as a basis for linguistic
analysis arjd description ”(Kennedy 1998:1). Similarly McEnery and Wilson
add some for the description of the corpus as, “we can say that any
collection of more than one text can be called a corpus” and they add
“corpus is the written text on a particular subject, which can be used as a
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basis for linguistics analysis” (McEnery&Wilson 1996:2). In a similar idea
Granger notes “A corpus is a body of text assembled according to explicit
design criteria for specific purpose” (Granger 1998:7). Krieger (2003) states,
“a corpus consists of a databank of natural texts, compiled from writing
andfor a transcription of recorded speech”. Aston points out that “the corpus
primarily constitutes a resource for the learner, either via printed
concordances or hands-on concording of corpora” (Aston 1997:51). More to
the point, another definition of corpus is that "A corpus is a body of text
assembled according to explicit design criteria for a specific purpose”
(Atkins and Ciéar 1992:5). From the immediate definition we can infer {hat it
must be collected very meticulously. What Sinclair notes for the idea is that
“the results are only as good as the corpus” (Sinclair 1991:9). In other words
it can be said that “the quality of the investigation is directly related to the
quality of the data” (Granger 1998:7). In addition to the definitions above,
Granger (1998) also exemplifies the notion as:

“To begin with a hypothetical but realistic example, iet us
suppose that higher education teacher X, in a non-English speaking
country, teaches English to her students every week, and every so offen
sets them essays to wrife, or other written tasks in English. Now, instead
of returning those essays to students with comments and a sigh of relief,
she stores the essays (of course with the students’ permission) in her
computer, and is gradually building up, week by week, a larger and more
representative collection of her students’ work. Helped by computer tools
such as a concordance package, she can extract data and frequency
information from this ‘corpus’, and she can analyse her students’
progress as a group in some depth.”

Furthermore; Leech (1991) sees the notion corpus as the sole
source of evidence in the formation of linguistic theory and clarifies it as -
"This was when linguists...regarded the corpus as the sole explicandum of
linguistics” (Leech 1891.28). And Sinclair (1296:23) also makes a definition
of corpus as “the linguists’s corpus is a collection of pieces of language,
selected and ordered according to explicit linguistic criteria in order to be
used as sample of the language.” Cyristal stafes that corpus, plural corpora
means a collection of linguistic data, either compiled as written texts or as a
transcription of recorded speech. “The main purpose of a corpus i§ to verify

a hypothesis about language - for example, to determine how the usage of a
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particular sound, word, or syntactic construction varies” (Cyristal 1992:85).
In addition to that Mc Arthur (1992) states the word ‘corpus’ comes from
Latin corpus body and he also adds similar opinion to that of Cyristal’'s at the
same time as the plural form of corpus is usually known as ‘corpora’. He
briefly continues that corpus is a collection of texts, especially if complete
and self-contained. In Granger (1998), he gives the corpus of Anglo-Saxon
verse as a sample. In order to ciarify the notion he asserts that in linguistics
and lexicography, a body of texts, utterances or other specimens considered
more or less representative of a language, and he adds, they are usually
stored as an electronic database. Besides, he reports that currently,
computer corpora may store many millions of running words, whose
features can be analysed by means of fagging (the addition of identifying
aﬁd classifying tags to words and other formations) and the use of
concordancing programs (McArthur 1992:265-266).

When we look up a dictionary we can see that the definition of
corpus in Latin is “body”, so we can say that a corpus is any body of text.
But the term "corpus” when used in the context of modern linguistics it can
easily be seen that tends most frequently to have more specific
connotations than this simple definition. in the following list McEnery&Wilson

(1996) describe the four main characteristics of the modern corpus.
» Sampling and representativeness
» Finite size
« Machine-readable form
» A standard reference

There is often a facit understanding that a corpus constitutes a
standard reference for the language variety that it represents. From this, it
can be supposed that it will be widely available to other researchers, which
is indeed the case with many corpora - e.g. the Brown Corpus, the LOB
corpus and the London-Lund corpus. McEnery&Wilson (1896) clarify the

" advantages of matter as:
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» One advantage of a widely available corpus is that it provides a
yardstick by which successive studies can be measured. So
long as the methodology is made clear, new resuits on related
topics can be directly compared with already published results
without the need for re-computation.

e Also, a standard corpus also rﬁeans that a continuous base of
data is being used. This implies that any variation between
studies is less likely to be attributed to differences in the data
and more to the adequacy of the assumptions and methodology

contained in the study.

2.2 What Is Corpus Linguistics?

In recent years, it can be seen that a great amount of research has
been put into practice to demonstrate how computers can ease language
learning. One specific area on the computer limit, which still remains
reasonably open to exploration, is corpus linguistics. Having learned that
corpora will revolutionize and boost language teaching, many researchers
have become very interested to find out what corpus linguistics and studies
can make themselves learn and have to offer the English language teachers
and how feasible such an operation would be. This thesis is supposed o
address those guestions by examining what corpus linguistics is, how it can
be applied to teaching English, and some of the issues concerned.
Resources are also included both during the account of my thesis and in
references section, which will assist anyone who is interested in pursuing
this line of study further.

When we make an overall review on corpus linguistics we can say that
it first appeared in 1960s. “The computer corpus has infiltrated all fields of
language-related research, from lexicography to literary criticism through
artificial intelligence and language teaching” (Granger 1.998:3)." Similarly
Leech points out that “corpus linguistics is a new way of thinking about
'Ianguage, which is challenging some of our rﬁszdeeply-rooted ideés about
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language” (Leech 1992:107). He also adds that “ it focuses on performance
(rather than competence), description (rather than universals) and
guantitative as well as qualitative analysis” (Leech 1982:107). Cyristal
(1992) states that “corpus linguistics deals with the principles and practice of
using corpora in language study” (Cyristal 1992:85). Mc Arthur adds some
to the definition as “corpus linguistics studies data in any such corpus”
(McArthur1992:266).

As said by most linguists such as Granger (1998), Kennedy (1998) et
al., for many years linguists have been storing compilation and analysis of
corpora in computerized databases. Cited compilation and analysis has
’guidedﬁa new art called “corpus linguistics”. Kennedy supports the idea as
“Over the last three decades the compilation and analysis of corpora stored
in computerized databases has led to a new scholarly enterprisé known as
corpus linguistics” (1998:1). The goal of corpus linguistics is to examine
large bodies of texts often with the aid of computers to find out what they
have to say about language. Rochester (2001) states that fhis often involves
describing language statistically, and he expresses its bent is definitely
empirical, as opposed to Chomskian linguistics, according to him it is more

mainstream..

There are various activities, which can be accounted within the scope
of corpus linguistics, and as Kennedy (1988) notes in his study, it shows
how quantitative analysis can contribute to linguistic description. When we
look over the studies have been made so far on the subject we can see that
most of them are on English language. The reason lies behind may be
explained as its being the most widely taught and learned one both as a
second and a foreign language all over the world. The answer to the
question “what can be done with corpus?” has the fundamental importance
in itself. “Corpus linguistics is not an end in itself but is one source of
evidence for improving descriptions of structure and use of languages, and
for various applications, including the processing of natural language by
machine and understanding how to learn or teach a language” (Kennedy
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1998:1). McEnery&Wilson (1996) also define corpus linguistics and its

components as in the following order:

Corpus Linguistics is now seen as the sfudy of linguistic phenomena

through large collections of machine-readable texts: corpora.

These are used within a number of research areas going from the
Descriptive Study of the Syntax of a Language to Prosody or Language

Learning, to mention but a few.

The use of real examples of texts in the study of language is not a new
issue in the history of linguistics.

Corpus Linguistics has developed considera‘bly in the last decades due
to the great possibilities offered by the processing of natural language
with computers. The availability of computers and machine-readable text
has made it possible to get data quickly and easily and also to have this

data presented in a format suitable for analysis.

Corpus linguistics is, not the same as mainly obtaining language data
through the use of computers. Corpus linguistics is the study and
analysis of dafa obtained from a corpus.

The main task of the corpus linguist is not to find the data but to analyse
it. Computers are useful, and sometimes indispensable, fools used in

this process.

Resources and practices in the teaching of languages and linguistics

are seem to be inclined to reflect the separation between the empirical and

rationalist approaches. It can be seen that many textbooks contain only

made-up examples and can be said that their descriptions are based upon

perception or second-hand accounts. Other books, however, are explicitly

empirical and use examples and descriptions from corpora or other sources

of real life language data.

Corpus examples can be accepted significant in language learning

because they expose students to the variety of sentences that they are likely

to encounter when using the language in their life experience. Students who
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are taught with course books which are written by using traditional methods
contain sentences such as “Jack wenf to London last year” are often unable
to analyse more complex sentences such as “Successful businessmen who
‘have long stayed at the summit in the business world know very well that
success only comes to those who just will not accept defeat (from the
Spoken English Corpus)” (McEnery&Wilson 1996:4).

Apart from being a source of empirical teaching data, corpora can be
used to look critically at existing language teaching materials. Kennedy
(19872, 1987b) has looked at ways of stating quantification and frequency in
ESL (English as a second language) textbooks. Holmes (1988) has observed
ways of expressing doubt and assurance in ESL textbooks, while Mindt
(1992) has looked at future time terms in German textbooks of English.
These studies can be said to have similar methodologies. They analyse the
relevant structures or/fand vocabularies, both in the sample textbooks and in
standard English corpora and then they compare their discoveries between
the two sets. As we look over the studies carried out on this matter we can
see that there were considerable differences between what textbooks are
teaching and how native speakers really use language as evidenced in the
corpora. Some textbooks put the emphasis over important aspects of usage,
or cenire on less frequent stylistic choices without regard for more common
ones. The general conclusion from these studies is that non-empirically
based teaching materials can be misleading and that corpus studies are
offered to be used to inform the production of material so that the more
common choices of usage are given more attention than those which are less
common.

There are many fields related with corpus linguistics. Many fields are
becoming more aware of the benefits of this science day by day. “Work
relevant for corpus linguistics is being done in many fields, including
computer science and artificial intelligence, as well as in various branches of
descriptive and applied linguistics” (Kennedy 1998:2). Besides, there are
some debatable matters over the validity of a certain corpus in order to be
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accepted as proper to be studied on. Corpus linguistics is also a field where
undertakingé are at a constant increase. Still a good many of features are
found day-by-day and added to this field. Kennedy (1998) suggests that
because corpus linguistics is a field where activity is increasing very rapidly
and where there is as yet no magisterial perspective; he concludes even the
very notion of what constitutes a valid corpus can still be controversial.
Computer has aiso brought an incredible pace to this field of research. “The
widespread use of the computer corpus has led to the development of a
new discipline which has come to be called ‘corpus linguistics’, a term which
refers not just to a new computer-based methodology” (Granger 1998:3).
But as Leech puts it, to a new research enterprise,and says'that “computer
corpus is a new way of thinking about language” (Leech 1992:106). He
points the importance of description and performance in corpus lingﬁistics.
“With its focus on performance (rather than competence), description (rather
than universals and quantitative analysis, it can be seen as contrasting
sharply with the Chomskyan approach” (Leech 1892:107).

Kennedy (1998) suggests that it also needs to be understood at the
outset that not very use of computers with bodies of text is part of corpus
linguistics. He gives an example for that and states as “ the aim of Project
Gutenberg to distribute 10.000 texts to 100 million computer users by the
year 2001 is not in itself part of corpus linguistics although texts included in
this ambitious project may conceivably provide iextual data for corpus
analysis” (Kennedy 1998:2). It is also possible to say as Fillmore dées “the
two kinds of linguists need each other. Or better, that that the two kinds of
linguists, whenever possible, should exist in the same body” (Filimore
1992:35). One of the utmost uses of the computer can be described as its
playing a central role in corpus linguistics. “A first majer advantage of
computerization is that it liberates language analysts from drudgery and
empowers [them] to focus their creative energies on doing what machines
do” (Rundell and Stock 1292:14). On this point, Fillmore {1992) implies the
benefit of studying corpus as one of the observations he made is that every -
corpus that he had had a chance to examine, however small, had taught



him facts that he couldn't imagine finding out about in any other way
(Fillmore 1992:35).

Furthermore; Granger (1998:3) notes that “More fundamental,
however, is the heuristic power of automated linguistic analysis, ie. Its power
to uncover totally new facts about language.” It is this aspect, rather than “the
minoring of intuitive categories of description” (Sinclair 1998:202). Actually
studying on corpus linguistics is not new. For many decades linguists have
studied it, but there were no computers then and it has been performed by
great difficulties. To reach huge size of texts was difficult and took great
amoui;ﬁ of time and effort. Therefore, it is widely accepted that to come to a
reliable conclusion on a research was too tiring and consuming.
McEnery&Wison (1996) note that Abercrombie's observations that corpus
research. is time—consuming, expensive and error-prone are no longer
applicable thanks to the development of powerful computers and they add
that software which is able to perform complex calculations in seconds,
without error.

Computers provided the researchers with a great speed and easiness.
Huge size of compilations can be evaluated dependably with the help of
computer in a short time and without difficuity. It was also likely to make an
unexpected mistake during the course of evaluating them. Kennedy (1998)
expresses that corpus linguistics did not begin with the development of
computers but he also adds that “there is no doubt that computers have given
corpus linguistics a huge boost by reducing much of the drudgery of text-
based linguistic description and vastly increasing the size of the databases
used for analysis” (Kennedy 19988:2). It can be said that corpus linguistics is
not a pointless process made up of just an automatic language description. It
has an aim and a very important function as it is so all in other researches,
whichAhave been fulfilied in other fields so far, and it has a significant
purpose. Kennedy supports the idea, as “It should be made clear, however
that corpus linguistics is not a mindless process of automatic language
description. As in all the researches being carried out around, linguistics also
has a fundamental function and aim to be followed carefully and with great
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attention” (Kennedy 1998:2). According to Biber,Conrad & Reppen (1994)
there seems to be two general points in relation {o the illustrative analyses.
First, corpus-based analyses often give us an idea about that eariier
conclusions based on perceptions are inadequate or incorrect- that is, the
actual patterns of use in large text corpora often run in opposition to our
expectations based on perception. Second, corpus-based analyseé
demonstrate that even the notion of core grammar needs qualification, and it
seems to be because “investigation of the patterns of structure and use in
large corpora reveals important, systematic differences across registers at all
Iinguisﬁc levels” (Biber,Conrad &Reppen 1994.169). Researchers such as
Celce, Halliday, Sinclair et al. make use of the corpora to clarify the*confusing
and problematic points in many subjects beside, maybe more often
nowadays, in language teacﬁing processes. Teachers in secondary and high
schools, and lecturers in universities, for example McEnery, Baker and Wilson
from Edinburgh University benefit from or/and take the advantage of the
results, which they get from the corpora obtained from a specific subject so
as to improve their teaching process in their classrooms via sorting out the
impediments before them. Linguists, when we have a look at their studies,
use corpora to answer questions and solve problems. The use of corpora
should be done efficiently and in a proper way. Although some of the
instructors who have the assistance of learner’s corpora, it seems probable
that they still face problems in foreign and second language teaching
process. One of the reasons for that can be the lack of analysing the corpora
in an effective and fruitful way as well as in an acceptable way in order to
have the impediment to be crossed out. Although computer and the
sophisticated software developed for corpus-based studies increased and
eased the process of analysing it cannot be said enough for the task to be
accomplished. In other words, just by depending on the computer itself may
not be adequate to sort out the problem. For example, Kennedy (1998) urges
that sometimes manual work is needed to accompany to it. Because of that
reason, he points out that there are still too many problems to be solved

especially in foreign language and in second language teaching. He hints the
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idea that linguists are experiencing the use of corpus linguistics widely in
order to enhance the process of language teaching. Besides, he adds that to‘
analyse the corpora in an efficient way is also of great importance. Thanks to
the blend of manual and computer analysis by some researchers, some of
the most revealing insight on language and language use seem to have come
from this source. He éxpre'sses that it is now possible for researchers with
access to a personal computer and off-the-shelf software to do linguistic
analysis using a corpus, ad to discover facts about a language which have
never been noticed or written about previously. He points, the most important
skill as not to be able to program a computer or even to manipulate available
software, but to be able to ask insightful questions which address real issues
and problems in theoretical, descriptive and applied language studies.

Many of the key problems and challenges in corpus linguistics are
associated with the following questions conveyed from Kennedy (1998:3-4).

The main questions are listed as:

*How can we best éxploit the opportunities which arise
from having text stored in machine-retrievable form?

*What linguistic theories will best help structure corpus-
based research?

*What linguistic phenomena should we ook for?

*What applications can make use of the insights and improved
descriptions of languages which come out of this research?

In answering these and other questions he expresses that corpus
linguistics has potential to provide solutions and new directions to some of
the major issues and problems in the study of human communication.
(Kennedy 1998:3-4).

2.2.1 Benefits Of Corpus Data

There are many benefits of corpus data in language studies and some
others related to Ianguage itseli. As conveyed from Kennedy (1998) some of
the major ones can be stressed as:
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1. Leech (1992) argues that the corpus is a more powerful methodology
from the point of view of the scientific method as it is open to objective

verification of results

2. Is language production really a poor reflection of language
competence as Chomsky really argued? Labov (1969) showed that "the
great majority of utterances in all contexts are grammatical”. Here, it is
not possible to say that all sentences in a corpus are grammatically
acceptable, but it seems probable that the Chomsky's (1968:88) claim
that performance data is 'degenerate’ is an exaggeration (see Ingram
1989:223 for further criticisms of this view).

3. Quantitative data seems to be of use to linguistics. For example,
Svartvik's (1966) study of passivisation used guantitative data extracted
from a corpora. Eisewhere, all successful approaches to automated
part-bf-speech analysis reply on gquantitative data from corpora. The

proof of the pudding is in the eating.

2.2.2 The Scope Of Corpus Linguistics

Brown (1990) states that the field of “corpus linguistics” has explored
the use of corpus-based techniques in to a variety of applications such as
text (etrievai, speech recognition, machine translation and ontology
cons’tfuction. He explicates that in each field the initial corpus-based
experiments typically emphasize statistical analysis over linguistic theory, an
approach which has led to some remarkable successes. “In machine
translation, for example, early statistical approaches demonstrated
performance that was competitive with that achieved by contemporaneous
linguistically motivated approaches” (Brown ef a/.1890:79-85). But McEnery
(1996) adds that purely statistical approaches aiso introduce errors that no
human would make because the techniques typically exploit term
cooccurrence“and a fairly compliex set of factors actually %hteract to produce
these cooccurrences. They exemplify that the present statistical models to

be in‘adequate to capture some of these interactions, but significant
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performance improvements can be achieved when appropriate linguistically
motivated constraints are effectively integrated with the statistical analysis.
“The experience.to date with cross-language text retrieval suggests that
similar improvements can be obtained for this aspect of corpus linguistics as
well” (McEnery&Wilson 1996:16).

There is now mouhting evidence from both corpus linguistics and
cross-language text retrieval research that treating both individual words
and multi-word phrases as the ““terms" which are manipulated can
significantly improve the effectiveness of cross-language techniques. This
effect was observed by variety of linguists with regard to different aspects.
For example van der Eijk (1993) observed this effect with adjacency-based
phrases in automatic vocabulary construction experiments, on the ofher
hand Hull and Grefenstette (1996) observed it with dictionary-based phrases
in cross-language text recovery experiments, then again Radwan and Fiuhr
(1995) observed it with dictionary-based phrases in cross-language text
retrieval experiments that integrated both dictionary-based and corpus-
based techniques. McEnery&Wilson (1996) find it a particularly surprising
result since the preponderance of the evidence on text retrieval in a single
language indicates that multi-word phrases are of little use. They consider
the baéis for this effect is that presumably it is translation ambiguity which
causes cross-language full-text retrieval systems to achieve lower retrieval
effectiveness than their monolingual counterparts, and the use of phrases
constrains this translation ambiguity to a significant extent.

Corpus linguistics seems to have also produced several useful tools
for designers of cross-language text retrieval systems. According to Kikui
(1986) one of them in particular can pe needed in almost every cross-
language text retrieval application is language identification. He adds that
with the notable exception of CL-LSI, cross-language text refrieval
- techniques typically can require that the language in which the query and
each document are expressed be known so that the correct processing can
be applied. He conciudes that today, language identification techniques with
better than 85% accuraéy are availabte.
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Krieger (2003) states that the main focus of corpus linguistics can be
defined as the discovering of patterns of authentic language use through
-analysis of actual usage. He argues that the aim of a corpus based analysis
is probably not to generate theories of what is possible in the language,
such as Chomsky's phrase structure grammar which can generate an
infinite number of sentences but which does not account for the probable
choices that speakers actually make. And adds that corpus linguistics’ only
concern is likely to be the usage patterns of the empirical data and what that
reveals to us about language behaviour.

Corpus linguistics can be also defined as “compilation of the texts,
which is used for the source of a study to make analysis on and finding
evidence according to the specific purpose of the researcher. Corpus
linguistics, for the most part deals with the depiction and clarification of the
nature, and with particular matters such as language acquisition and
deviation” (McEnery&Wilson 1993:233). Kennedy defines the notion as
“Corpus linguistics is based on bodies of text as the domain of study and the
source of evidence for linguistic description and argumentation” (Kennedy
1998:7,8). He adds that it has also embody methodologies for linguistic
description in which quantification of the distribution of linguistic items is part
of the research aclivity. It can also be added that corpus linguistics is more
related with-the performance than competence.

Observation of language has of great importance in the field. Leech
notes “the focus of study is on performance rather than competence, and on
observation of language in use leading to theory rather than vice versa”
{Leech 1992:107). The main focus of corpus linguistics is to discover
patterns of authentic language use through analysis of actual usage. Krieger
(2003) conveys the aim of a corpus based analysis as it is not to generate
theories of what is possible in the language, such as Chomsky's phrase
structure grammar which can generate an infinite number of sentences but
which does not account for the probable choices that speakers actuaily

- make. He adds that corpus linguistics’ only concern is the usage patterns of
the empiricai data and what that reveals to us about language behaviour
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According to McEnery&Wilson (19986) it can be deceptive to suggest
that corpus linguistics is a theory of language in competition with other
theories of language such as transformational grammar, or even more that it
is a new or separate branch of linguistics as some other noteworthy linguists
do so. In fact, they add, corpus linguistics has a very close relationship with
other fields of lihguistics that it has the proving speciality in itself for the
other studies to make use of. They conclude that every researchers need
evidence to exploit in order to put an idea forward they look for a proper and
appropriate source to get the suitable information from. Corpus linguistics
introduces that kind of information to the researchers as a source of
evidence. So far, when we make a brief research it can be seen that tHey
have tried to get the information from other weaker andlinsufficient kinds of
sources such as observing the spoken and written form of languages,
nature, rudiments and so on (McEnery&Wilson 1995:258-274)

Kennedy (1998) points the matter as linguists have always needed
sources of evidence for theories about the nature, elements, structure and
functions of language, and as a basis for stating what is possible in a
language. He argues that at various times, such evidence has come from
intuition or introspection, from experimentation or elicitation, and from
descriptions based on observations of occurrence in spoken or written texts.
He suggests, in the case of corpus-based research, the evidence is derived
directly from texts. Researchers get the information depending on the data
obtained from the texits. “In this sense corpus linguistics differs from
approaches to language which depend on introspection for evidence’
(Kennedy 1988:7).

Malinowski (1935), in order to clarify the crted idea, wrote about the
paradigm shift in his weli-known work, Coral Gardens and their Magic,
which he considered was necessary in the linguistics of the day. Reported
from Kennedy (1998), Malinowski suggests that the neglect of the obvious
has been fatal to the development of scientific thought. The false
conception of language as a means of transfusing ideas from the head of .
the speaker to that of the listener has, he considers, largely vitiated the
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philological approach to language. According to him, the view set forth
here is not merely academic. He defines that it compels us, as we shall
see, to correlate other activities, to interpret the meaning-text; and this
means a new departure in the handling of linguistic evidence. As a
conclusion, it will atso force us to define meaning in terms of experience
and situation.

It can be said that corpus linguists are concerned besides what
words, structures or uses are possible in a language, they are also
interested in the probability of what is likely to be occurred or what is
probable in a language use as well. The linguists’ aim at using the
information they get on teaching methodology. It can be said that benefiting
from corpus linguistics is being widely understood as the time passes by.
What is probable or what is necessary or insufficient in language teaching
process can be determined through corpus-based linguistic studies and
analysing learner’s corpora excessively. in others words, both the linguists
and the researchers try to come to a conclusion about the needs and the
necessities of teaching process. It is possible to find a great deal of
evidence from many different kinds of sources in order to justify a theory or
a probability on a particular subject. “The use of a corpus as a source of
evidence however is not necessarily incompatible with any linguistic theory,
and progress in the language sciences as a whole is likely to benefit from a
judicious use of evidence from various sources for example from the texts,
introspection, elicitation or other types of experimentation as appropriate”
(Kennedy 1998:8). We are supposed to make an examination in order io be
sure of the facts of any idea or hypothesis. Kennedy (1998) sees judicious
evaluation as a vital for a correct conclusion. According to his ideas, any
scientific enterprise must be empirical in the sense that it has to be
supported or falsified on evidence and, in the final analysis, statements
made about language can be based on the introspective judgement of
speakers of the language or on a corpus of text. “The difference lies in the
richness of the evidence and the confidence we can have in the
generalizability of that evidénce, in its validity and reliability” (Kennedy
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1998:8). He also adds, the evidence should be dependable in order the
conclusion to be approved. As a conciusion he suggests, the boundaries,
therefore, between corpus-based.description and argumentation and other
approaches to language description are not rigid, and linguists of varied
theoretical persuasions now use corpora for evidence which is
complementary to evidence obtained from other sources.

Krieger (2003) notes that one frequently overiooked aspect of
language use which is difficult to keep track of without corpus analysis is
register. Register consists of varieties of language which are used for
different situations. Language can be divided into many reg‘isters, which
range from the general to the highly specific, depending upon the degree of
specificity that is sought. A general register could include fiction, aéademic
prose, newspapers, or casual conversation, whereas a specific register
would be sub-registers within academic prose, such as scientific texts,
literary criticism, and linguistics studies, each with their own field specific
characteristics. Corpus analysis reveals that language often behaves
differently according to the register, each with some unique patterns and
rules.

in addition to cited usage and benefits of corpus linguistics, it has
some other aspects of practice, which differentiates it from the others.
Kennedy (1988) points out the concern of corpus linguistics as it is like all
linguistics, is concerned primarily with the description and explanation of the
nature, structure and use of language and languages and with particular
matters such as language acquisition, variation and change. He proposes,
corpus linguistics has nevertheless developed something of a life of its own
within linguistics, with a tendency sometimes to focus on lexis and lexical
grammar rather than pure syntax. He concludes this as partly a result of using
methodologies such as concordancing where the contextual evidence
“available in a single line of wide-carriage computer printout of 130 characters. -
He alsc notes that it is sometimes too limited for the analysis of syntax or

discourse.
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To work in corpus linguistics is nowadays associated with several quite
different activities. Scholars working in the field tend to be identified with one
or more of them. There seems to be four groups of scholars according to their
activities and objectives. The first group of researchers, as conveyed from
Kennedy {1998) consists of corpus makers or compilers. These scholars are
concerned with the désign and compilation of corpora, the collection of texts
and their preparation and storage for later analysis. He portrays the second
group of researchers to have been concerned with developing tools for the
analysis of corpora. And he adds, important contributions to software
development especially for the syntactic analysis of corpora have been
associatéd particularly but not exclusively with researchers in computational
linguistics. “These researchers have been concermned with the use of corpora
to develop, among other things, algorithms for natural language processing
and the modelling of linguistic theories” (Kennedy 1998:8). He regards the
third group of researchers as descriptive linguists whose main concern has
been to make use of computerized corpora to describe reliably the lexicon
and grammar of languages, both of the linguistic systems we use and our
likely use of those systems. According to him, it is the probabilistic aspect of
corpus-based descriptive linguistic studies which especially distinguishes
them from conventional descriptive fieldwork in linguistics or lexicography. He
suggests, that is, corpus-based descriptive linguistics is concerned not only
with what is said or written, where, when and by whom, but how often
particular forms are used. He expresses that the measurement of the
distribution of words and grammar has encouraged new ways of studying the
linguistic basis of varieties of language. And he alsc adds, corpus provides
contexts for the study of meaning in use and, by making availabie techniques
for extracting linguistic information from texts on a scale previously
undreamed of, it facilitates linguistic investigations where empiricism is text
based. Kennedy {1998.9) describes the fourth area of activity as the one,
which has been among the most innovative outcomes of the corpus
-revolution. And he concludes that it has been the exploitation of corpus-based

linguistic description for use in a variety of applications such as language



27

learning and teaching, and natural language processing by machine,
inciuding speech recognition and translation.
“At the present time in corpus linguistics, some researchers seem to focus on
issues in corpus design, others on methods for text analysis and processing,
and still others, probably the majority, on corpus-based linguistic description
and the application of such descriptions” (Kennedy 1998?9).

Although the scope of corpus linguistics may be defined in terms of
what people do with corpora, Kennedy (1998) suggests that it would be a
mistake to assume that corpus linguistics is simply a faster way of
describing how a language works, or is about the nature of linguistic
evidence. He continuous as “Analysis of a corpus by means of standard
corpus linguistic research software can and frequently does reveal facts
about a language which we might never previously have thought of seeking”
(Kennedy 1998:8).

According to Kennedy (19988), corpus linguistics goes beyond the
use of corpora as a source of evidence in linguistic description. He adds that
it also revives and carries on a concern of some linguists with the statistical
distribution of linguistic items in the context of use. “From the 1920s there
was, especially in the United States and the United Kingdom, a tradition of
word counting in texts in order to discover the most frequent, and arguably
therefore the most pedagogically useful, words and grammatical structures
for language teaching purposes” (Kennedy 1998:10).

With a corpus-stored computer, it can be said that it is easier to
find, sort and count items. It seems to be true for both as a basis for
linguistic description and for addressing language-related issues and
problems. It shouid not be seen surprising, therefore, that a wide range of
research activities seem to have come to be within the scope of corpus
linguistics. According to Kennedy (1998), analyses can contribute to the
making of dictionaries, word lists, descriptive grammars, diachronic and
synchronic comparative studies of speech varieties, and to stylistic,
‘pedagogical and other-applications. “With appropriate software it is easy to
étudy {he dis‘tribution ro’f phonemes, letiers, pfjncthation, inflectional and
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derivational morphemes, words (as variously defined), collocations,
instances of particular word classes, syntactic patterns, or discourse
structures” (Kennedy 1998:11).

The scope of the corpus linguistics varies. There may be lots of
scopes as Kennedy (1998) notes the following:

“The scope and current concerns of a field of scholarship can
sometimes be seen or defined through the topics which make up
conference programmes and the content of specialist journals. In the
1980s the topics which appear on conference programmes and in
journals which cover corpus linguistics include improved ways of
annotating corpora, the tagging of parts of speech and the senses of
polysemous word forms, improved automatic parsing, identification of
collocations, phraseological units and discourse structure, text
categorization, research. methodology in the face of more and bigger -
corpora, and the application of this work in lexicography, syntactic
description, Itransfation, speech and handwriting recognition, and
fanguage teaching. Educational applications are increasingly on the
agenda. At Lancaster University in 1994 and 1996 the pedagogical
significance of electronic corpora was the subject of conferences on the
teaching of linguistics and the teaching of languages.”

In March 1993, a Georgetown University Round Table meeting in
Washington, DC, on corpus-based linguistics identified the foliowing topics
as those in particular need of investigation and dissemination at a time

when linguistics was returning to more texi-based approaches to
language. Kennedy (1998) lists them as in the following:

1- the design and development of text-speech corpora

2- tools for searching and processing on-line corpora

3- critical assessments of on-line corpora and corpus
processing tools

4- methodological issues in corpus-based analysis
applications and results in linguistics and related
disciplines, including language teaching, computational
linguistics, historical linguistics, discourse analysis and

stylistic analysis.
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2.2.2 Some Major Achievements Of Computer Corpus-Based
Scholarship

We can imagine that with the help of computer the study of corpus

has gained great improvement. To begin with, it would be beneficial to give a
brief definition of computer corpus but widely accepted at the same time by
other linguists such as Kennedy; Granger, Quirk et al. In this respect, Crystal
states that “A computer corpus is a large body of machine-readable texts”
(Crystal 1892:85). The scope of computer corpus-based scholarship can also
be measured by some of its achievements. According to Kennedy (1998) in
lexicography the revision of the Oxford English Dictionary, its publication in
etectronic form on CD-ROM and the publication of new learners’ dictionaries
of English by other major publishers were all based on corpora. The
compiletion of the 100-million-word British Nafional Corpus in 1994 set a new
standard in corpus. design and compilation. Another important ihternational
standard set in corpus preparation and formatting has been in the gradual
adoption of the Standard Generalized Markup Language (SGML) through the
Text Encoding Initiative (TEI) (Kennedy 1998:12). According to Francis
(1992), the third addition of Webster's New International Dictionary published
in 1961 had available a corpus of over10 million citation slips to validate and
lustrate the meanings and uses of the almost half a million headword entries
which it contained. “Webster's Third was probably the last major English
dictionary to be completed without an electronic database” (Francis 1992:22).
According to Kennedy (1998), some well-known corpora from the
beginnings of the computer age are appeared to be the Brown corpus of
written American English and the Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen corpus of written
British English. The Brown corpus was compiled in the 60's, its British
counterpart in the 70's. Both consist of around one million tokens (i.e. words,
counted every time they appear). The London-Lund corpus is ancther corpus
of British English created around that time, but this corpus is different from
the Brown and the LOB in that it exclusively contains transcripts from spoken
material, collected at the Survey of English Usage at University College
London. The London-Lund corpus, the Brown corpus, the LOB and other
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corpora are now available on CD-ROM as the ICAME collection of English
texts. The International Computer Archive of Modern and Medieval English
(ICAME), situated at Bergen in Norway, offers a wealth of information on
these corpora. Nowadays we shall find modern corpora, which differ from
those named above. In the first place, thanks to technological advancements,
in particular faster and more powerful cbrﬁputers, the size of modern corbora
is vastly greater. The British National Corpus, for example, consists of around
100 million words, i.e. it is a hundred times larger than the Brown corpus!
Also, corpus designers today usually try to include as much spoken material
as is financially and ‘technically feasible. As we know that creating transcripts
of conversations is a time-consuming and expensive process. Three
examples of modern corpora are the British National Corpus, which | have
just mentioned, the international Corpus of Engiish and the Bank of English,
situated at Birmingham University. it is possible to view them as listed by
Kennedy (1998:11-67) in the following lines:

® The Bank of English was initiated in 1991 by
COBUILD (a division of HarperColiins publishers) and the
University of Birmingham. The main purpose of the Bank
of English is and has been to provide a textual database
for the compilation of dictionaries and for language
studies. The Bank of English is a monitor corpus (i.e. new
material is constantly added). By now the corpus has got a

size of more than 320 million words.

® The British National Corpus was compiled by a
consortium of British publishers, of academic institutions
such as Oxford University Computing services, Lancaster
University's Centre for Computer Research on the English

Janguage and the British Library. It is now a 100 miliion
word borpus Vof modéfh British English, both written and

spoken, including everyday conversations. it is available
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“on CD-ROM for research purposes; we have got a copy at

our department.

® The Internafional Corpus of English (ICE) will
ultimateiy be a coliection of 1,000,000 word corpora from
each country or region where English is spoken as a first
language. The corpus consists of a written and a spoken
component. The Survey of English Usage, situated at
University College London, is responsible for this project.
The home page of the Survey provides information on a
variety of research projects, including the International
Corpus of English (ICE)

2.3 Types of corpora

In this session we will examine the roles, which corpora may play in
the study of language. The importance of corpora to language study can be
said to align to the importance of empirical data. Empirical data can enable
the linguist to make objective statements, rather than those which are
subjective, or based upon the individual's own internalised cognitive
perception of language. Empirical data also allows us to study language
varieties such as dialects or earlier periods in a ianguage for which it is not
possible to carry out a rationalist approach. It is suggested that “the created
corpora were supposed to represent proportionally the qualities of the
language as a whole (‘general’ or ‘balanced’) corpora” (Aston 1897:5).

According to McEnery&Wilson (1996), it is important to note that
although many linguists such as Kennedy, Granger et al., may use the term
"corpus" to refer to any collection of texts, when it is used here it refers to a
body of text which is carefuuy sampled to be maximally representative of the
language or language variety. Corpus linguistics, proper, is supposed to be
seen as a division of the activity within an empirical approach to Hnguistics.
They state that although corpus. linguistics entails an empirical approach,
empirical linguistics is not always supposed to entail the use of a corpus. in
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the following pages | intended to consider the roles which corpora use may
play in a number of different fields of study related to language. | focused on
the conceptual issues of why corpus data are important to these areas, and
how they can contribute to the advancement of knowledge in each, providing
real examples of corpus use. In view of the huge amount of corpus-based
linguistic research, the examples are possibly needs to be selective.

The definition of a corpus as a collection of texts in an electronic
database can beg many questions for there are many different kinds of
corpora. In some dictionary definitions it is suggested that corpora
neéessarily consist of structured collections of text specifically compiled for
linguistic analysis, that they are large or that they attempt to be representative
of a language as a whole. But, according to some of the linguists such as
Kennedy (1998), Granger (1998), Quirk (1987) et.al,, this is not necessarily
so. For example according to Kennedy (1998), not all corpora, which can be
used for linguistic research were originally seem t{o be compiled for that
purpose. Historically it is not even the case that corpora are necessarily

stored electronically so that they can be machine-readable, although this is
| nowadays the type.' He suggests that electronic corpora consist of continuous
text samples taken from whole texts; they can even be made up of collections
of citations. At one exireme it is assumed that an electronic dictionary may
serve as a kind of corpus for certain types of linguistic research while at the
other extreme “it is accepted as a huge unstructured archive of texts may be
used for similar purposes by corpus linguists” (Kennedy 1938:3).

Corpora seems to have been compiled for many different purposes,
which in turn is assumed to influence the design, size and nature of the
individual corpus. But Kennedy defines the reason for collecting corpora as “A
maijor reason for compiling linguistic corpora is to provide the basis for more
accurate and reliable descriptions of how languages are structured and used”
(Kennedy 1998:88). Some current corpora intended for linguistic research
have been designed for general descriptive purposes, that is to say that they
have been designed so that they can be examined or investigated to answer

questions at various linguistic levels on the prosody, lexis, grammar,
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discourse patterns or pragmatics of the language. Other corpora have been
designed for specialized purposes such as discovering which words and word
meanings should be included in a learners’ dictionary; which words or
meanings are most frequently used by workers in the oil industry, econofniCS,
education, engineering of different kinds, or what differences there are
between uses of a language in different éeographica! social, historical or
work-related contexts (Kennedy 1998:4).

A distinction is sometimes made between a corpus and a text
archive or text database. The difference is tried to be clarified whereas a
corpus designed for linguistic analysis is hormally a systematic, planned and
structured compilation of text, an archive is a text repository, often huge and
opportunistically collected, and normally not structured. It is generally the
case, as Leech suggested that “The difference between an archive and a
corpus must be that the latter is designed or required for a particular
‘representative’ function” (Leech 1991 :11). It is nevertheless not always easy
to see clearly what a oorpué is representing, in terms of language varisty
(Kennedy 1998:4).

Especially it can be frequently seen in today’s ELT methodology
studies corpora have also been widely used in the teaching of linguistics. Kirk
(1994) requires his students in his study to base their projects on corpus
data, which they are expected to analyse in the light of a model such as
Brown and Levinson's politeness theory or Grice's co-operative principle.
According to McEnery&Wilson (1996), in taking this approach, Kirk can be
seen as using corpora not only as a way of teaching students about variation
in English but also to introduce them to the main features of a corpus-based
approach to linguistic analysis.

A further application of corpora in this field can be stressed is their role
in computer-assisted language learning. Recent work carried out by
McEnergy and Wilson (1993) at Lancaster University has looked at widely in
their study for the role of corpus-based computer software for teaching
undergraduates the fundamentais of grammatical analysis: They introduced a
software that heips‘ doing the work more efficiently and easier.
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McEnery&Wilson (1996) note that according to its definition, this software
‘Cytor’ reads in an annotated corpus (either it can be a part-of-speech tagged
or parsed) one sentence at a time, hides the annotation and asks the student
to annotate the sentence him or herself. Students can call up help in the form
of the list of tag mnemonics, a frequency lexicon or concordances of
examples. McEnery, Baker and Wilson (1995) carried out an experiment over
the course of a term to determine how effective Cytor was at teaching part-of-
speech learning by comparing two groups of students - one who were taught
with Cytor, and another who were taught via traditional lecturer-based
methods. In general, it was seen that the computer-taught students
performed better than the human-taught students throughout the term.

Databases which are made up not of samples, but which constitute an
entire population of data, may consist of a single book (e.g. George Eliot’s
Middlemarch ) or of a number of works. Kennedy adds that “These corpora
may be the work of a single author (e.g. the complete works of Jane Austen)
or of several authors (e.g. medieval lyrics), or all the editions of a particular
newspaper or magazines in a given year {(Kennedy 1998:4). it is also
possible to see that some projects have assembled all the known available
texts in a particular genre or from a particular historical period. Some of these
databases or text archives are seemed to be very large indeed, and if we
make a wide ranged research we can see that théy have rarely yet been used
as corpora for linguistic research, but it does not mean that they will not be
used in the future. As the use of corpora for the researches widens day by
day, it is very likely to see them as the subject of a specific research in the
following days by any interested researchers. “In many respects it is thus the
use to which the body of textual material is put, rather than its design
features, which deﬁné what a corpus is” (Kennedy 1898:4).

Kennedy (1998) points out that a corpus can constitute an empirical
bases not only for identifying the elements and structural patterns which -
make up the systems we use in a language, but also for planning out our use
of these systems. There seems to be various ways of using corpora. A corpus
can be analyzed and compared with other corpora or parts of corpora to
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study variation. Most importantly, it can be analysed distributionally to show
how often particular phonological, lexical, grammatical, discoursal or
pragmatic features occur, and also where they occur.

When we check through the early 1980s, it was possible to list on a
few fingers the main electronic corpora, which a small band of devotees had
put together over the previous two decades for linguistic research. Thus there
seemed to be not much detailed studied corpora in that period. Kennedy
(1998) notes that “these corpora were available to researchers on a non-profit
bases, and were initially available for processing only on mainframe
computers. “The development of more powerful micro cbmputers from the
mid-1970s and the advent of CD-ROM in the 1980s made corpus-based
research more accessible to a much wider range of participants” (Kennedy
1998:4).

Provided that you take a tour among the sites related with corpus
linguistics researches on the Internet or in the libraries, it is easy for a
researcher to see that by the 1980s, there were many corpus-making projects
in various parts of the world. Lancashire (1991) shows the huge range of
corpora, archives and other electronic databases available or being compiled
for a wide variety of purposes. Some of the largest corpus projects seem to
have been undertaken for commercial purposes can be seen to have compiled
by dictionary publishers. That is so probably because other projects in corpus
compilation or analysis are on a smaller scale, they do not necessarily become
well known. Stilt on the other hand, “undertaken as part of graduate theses or
undergraduate projects, they enabled students to gain original insights into the
structure and use of language” (Kennedy 15898:5).

2.3.1 Pre-Electronic Corpora

Corpus-based reséarch is oﬁ:eh assumed to have begun in the
early 1960s with the availability of electronic, machine-readable corpora.
However, before then there seems to have been a considerable tradition of
corpus-based linguistic analysis of varicus kinds, which are occurring in five
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main fields of scholarship. Kennedy (1998) assembles them under 5

headings:
Fig.2

Five Main Fields of Scholarship
Biblical Lexicography Dialect Language Grammatical
and Studies education Studies
Literary studies Studies

Reference: Kennedy G. An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics. Longman
1988. London.p.13)

2.3.1.1 Biblical And Literary

There have been many corpus researches made over the bible. It has
been noticed that some words were used more often than the others. The
significance of the words frequently used has been taken into consideration
while coming to a conclusion about some specific concerns. Some of the
major studies and the plot of the researches in this field are mentioned
below by Kennedy (1898:13):

“One of the first significant pieces of corpus-based research with
linguistic associations involved using the Bible as a corpus on which to
base commentaries or criticism. From the 18" century, lists and
concordances of words used in the Bible were made in an aftempt fo
show that the various parts of the Bible were factually consistent with
each other. Alexander Cruden, a London bookseller, proofreader, morals
campaigner and prison reformer, born in Aberdeen in 1701, produced
the most famous of these for the Authorized (King James) Version of the
Bible. First published in 1736, Cruden’s Concordance was a
monumental piece of laborious scholarship which went through 42.
editions~even before 1879. It included concordances not only for what
the author considered to be the major content words in the Bible but also .
some function words such as how, you, he, once, between (but not on,
she or with) and certain collocations such as how long, how many, how
much, how much less, how much more, how often, all the nations.”



37

2.3.1.2 Lexicographical

Corpora for lexicography cannot be considered as a new field of
study. It is possible to notice many kinds of researches had been
accomplished in the past if we make a review of the literature on this
subject. Plenty of studies mention about this subject that are available on
the Internet nowadays and easy to obtain information through this way.
Especially, when we have a discussion which is based on pre-gslectronic
corpora, Francis (1992) reminds us that the use of corpora for lexicography
goes back at least to the early 17" century.

Samuel Johnson, built on the work of his pre-decessors over the
previous 150 years and recorded on slips of paper a large corpus of
sentences from “writers of the first reputation” to illustrate meanings and
uses of English words. Johnson worked with some six assistanis to
assemble over 150,000 illustrative citations for the approximately 40,000
headword entries in his Dicfionary of the English Language. It is likely that
the corpus formed from these sample citations came to well over one million
words (Kennedy (1998:14).

We can also notice that the Oxford Engilish Dictionary (OED) was
similarly corpus-based. When the twelfth and final volume of the OED was
publis’hed in 1928, as Kennedy reports, “it was the culmination of 71 years
of sustained work on a corpus of the canon of mainly ﬁterary written English
from about AD 1000” (Kennedy 1998:14). As it is known, working manually
with text is enormously time-consuming and labour intensive as the first
editor of the OED, James Murray, discovered. Kennedy (1998) conveys
Murray his successor Henry Bradley, and two editors involved in earlier
preparation had all died before the work was completed. This is perfectly a
good sample to emphasize how difficult and takes long time to complete a
study in those years. Some 2,000 volunteer readers were said {o have
collécted about five million citations totallingﬁ perhaps 50 million words to
illustrate the meanings and uses of the 414,825 entries which appeared in
- the dictionary. The total scope of the task managing this vast amount of
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information without a computer and the effect on Murray's family can be
judged from the commentary on the project written by his grand daughter
(Murray 1977). “Over 350 volumes of early manuscripts from Beowulf to the
17" century were edited and published for the first time by the Early English
Text Society beginning in 1864, initially to make accessible part of the
corpus from which the citations for the dictionary were to be extracted”
(Kennedy 1998:15).

It is suggested by Kennedy (1998) that subseguent supplements to
the Oxford English Dictionary were able to make use of several million more
citation sieeps which is conveyed to have been compiled since the first
volume was published in 1884. This huge corpus for lexicographical
research, and its analysis and description is regarded as one of the greatest
pieces of linguistic scholarship in English or any language, and Kennedy
states that “it was done without the contribution of speed, accuracy and
exhaustiveness, which the computer can bring to the task” (1988:15).

Francis (1992) notes that another great corpus of citations may be
noted is Noah's Webster's An American Dictionary of the English Language,
which was published in 1828. “The third edition of Webster's New
international Dictionary published in 1961 has available a corpus over 10
million citation slips to validate and illustrate the meanings and uses of the
almost half a million headword entries which it contained” (Francis 1992:22).

2.3.1.3 Dialect

Kennedy (1998) informs that alongside the lexicographical work on
the OED and Webster’s, an interest in linguistic variation in regional dialects
also led some 19" century linguists to assemble and interpret corpora of
various kinds. Most of the work was on lexical variation in the choice of
words for particular concepts, and possible variant forms of particular words,
both in spelling and pronunciation. “The English Dialect Dictionary (Wright
1898-1905) and The Existing Phonology of English Dialects (Ellis, 1889)
were two monumental results of specialized corpus-based studies of lexical
variation in dialects of the United Kingdom” (Kennedy 1998:15-16).
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2.3.1.4 Language Education

- When we look through the studies accomplished during the previous
century, it can clearly be seen that some of the most influential corpus-
based research in the first half of the 20" century had a pedagogical
purpose. Thorndike (1921)~compiled a corpus of 4.5 million words from 41
different sources to make a word frequency list which was initially intended
to lead to better curricula materials for teaching literacy to native speakers of
English in the United States. Another work was that during the 1930s,
Thorndike’s corpus was updated in collaboration with Lorge (Thorndike &
Lorge, 1944). “The lexical analysis of this corpus and the published works,
which derived from the research of Thorndike and Lorge were enormously
influential for the teaching of English in many parts of the world over the
next 30 years” (Kennedy 1998:16).

Despite the fact that Thorndike's corpus work had been underiaken
with learners of English in United States schools, it can be seen that an
earlier corpus was produced in Germany to gather statistical information on
the use of words and letters of the German language in order to improve the
training of stenographers, who, of course, in an age before dictaphones,
tape recordérs and photocopiers, had a vital role recording the daily
discussions and decisions made in government and business (Kennedy
1998:16). There have been other works those foliowing Thorndike’s studies.
It is also possible to notice that Thorndike's work was regarded as a
pioneering work on this matter. After that study, “other pre-electronic
corpora were assembled for teaching purposes in several countries for
languages including Dutch, French, German, lialian, Latin, Russian and
Spanish” (Kennedy 1898:16). McEnery&Wilson (1996) informs that the
studies of child language in the diary studies pericd of language acquisition
research (roughly between 1876 and 1926) were seemed to be based on
carefully composed parental documentations recording the chiid's locutions.
it can be seen that these primitive corpora are stiil used as sources of
normative data in language acquisition research today, for example, ingram
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(1978). Corpus collection continued and diversified after the diary studies
period: large sample studies covered the period roughly from 1927 to 1957
analysis was gathered from a large number of children with the express aim
of establishing models of development. “Longitudinal studies have been
dominant from 1957 to the present - again based on collections of
utterances, but this time with a smaller (approxirﬁateiy 3) sample of children
who are studied over long periods of time, [for example, Brown (1873) and
Bloom (1970)]” (Kennedy 1988:16).

According to Kennedy (1998), other corpora, in order to study
aspects of the lexico-grammer of English with pedagogical purposes, were
complied in the 1950s and 1960s. The most important one among these
was a corpus of about half a million words of written British English
assembled in india by H.V. George and his colieagues in Hyderabad from
novels, place and non-fiction sources including newspapers. “Some of the
analyses carried out on this corpus and other smaller ones compiled for
pedagogical purposes in Japan, North America and in Europe” (Kennedy
1998:16).

2.3.1.5 Grammatical

It seems that corpora have long been one of the sources for the
compilation of descriptive grammars. .In the first half of the 20™ century,
newspapers and novels were used as a source of examples to illustrate
grammatical features or constructions by the major descriptive grammars of
English. “The work of Jespersen (1909-49) is probably the best known, but
Kruisinga (1931-32) and Poutsma (1926-29) are among those who
produced grammars based on somewhat informal corpora of various sizes
rather than on introspection” (Kennedy 1998:17).

Afterwards, Fries can be said to have assembled more structured and
systematic corpora for grammatical studies in the United States. Fries, in his
American English Grammar (1940), used a corpus of letters written to the
US government by people of different educational and social backgrounds in
\ar&e‘r to deééﬁbe the diﬁ’érence En‘ usage among social c!aéé people in the
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society. “He recorded, for example, the incidence of the past participle done
used as a preterite among less well-educated correspondents, and noted
that they sung or it sunk were commonly used in standard educated
American English of the time” (Kennedy; 1998:17).

The Survey of English Usage (SEU) Corpus (Quirk 1968) is
considered as the most significant pre-electronic corpus which was
assembled particularly for grammatical description. “When Randolph Kirk
founded the Survey in 1958, the aim was to collect 200 samples, each of
about 5,000 words, representative of spoken and written British English, to
form a corpus of one million words which could be used as a basis for
describing the grammar and usage of educated adult native speakers of
British English” (Kennedy 1998:17).

2.3.2.Ectronic Corpora

2.3.2.1 General Corpora

It is possible to say that different kinds of text bodies, which are
available in machine-readable form, can be used as corpora for linguistic
analysis. These corpora can be compiled in many different ways according to
the purpose they were carried out. Their representativeness, organization
and format are also important. When we make a research through the corpus
linguistics literature, we can see that sometimes several different types of
electronic corpora are distinguished.

So far in corpus linguistics studies, some corpora have been brought
together basically to make available a text base for indefinite linguistic
research. According to Kennedy (1998:18) we call such corpora as “general
corpora”. The linguists to analyse in order to find answers to particular
questions use these corpora, which are consi'stin‘g of a body of texts. They
try to find answers to the guestions about the vocabulary, grammar or
discourse structure of the language. Some of the questions may be like the
ones as: “Are speakers or writers of American English, for example, more
likely to say or.write in certain circumstances rather than under certain
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circumstances? |s British usage the same? What prosodic, lexical or
syntactic devices are used most frequently to initiate turn-bidding
interruptions in discourse?” (Kennedy 1998:20). The SEU Corpus can be
pointed out to be an example of a general-purpose corpus which has been
used especially for research on grammar. “A general corpus is typically
designed to be balanced, by containing texts from different genres and
domains of use including spoken and written, private and public’ (Kennedy
1998:20). It is also possible to include texts according to their apparent or
possible typicality or influence in a language. By doing that, a greater
proportion of samples from wide-circulation newspapers or best-selling
novels might be included to our study. In addition to those from some other
sources, it can be beneficial to the researcher. “General or balanced corpora
are sometimes referred to as core corpora, which can be used as a basis for

comparative studies” (Kennedy 1998:20).

2.3.2.2 Specialized Corpora

Kennedy (1998) explains the meaning of specialized corpora as the
ones which are designed with particular research projects in mind are
sometimes called specialized éorpora. “Corpora assembled by major
commercial publishers as sources of word frequency data and citations for
the compilation of modern dictionaries are of this kind” (Kennedy 1998:20).
Jones adds in his study that specialized corpora have also been assembled
to study topics as varied as child language development (Carterette &
Jones, 1974) or the English used in Petroleum geology exploration, drilling
and refining (Zhu 1989). “Corpora may be even more specialized and
consist of examples of people disagreeing with each other in radic
interviews, or of teachers’ directives in high school classrooms” (Kennedy
1998:20). Leech (1982:112) has described the development of training
corpora and fest corpora as specialized corpora to facilitate the building of
models of language and of language processing. According to Kennedy
{1998), major types of specialized corpora include those compiled for
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studies of regional or sociolinguistic variation. Dialect corpora, regional
corpora, non-standard corpora and learners’ corpora come into this category

Spoken language is undoubtedly the commonest form. or use of
language, nevertheless it can be seen that most of the corpus-based studies
of English have so far been based on the analysis of written corpora because
studying on spoken corpora involves complex_ phonetic features, is much
more time consuming, complicated and expensive to undertake. Kennedy
(1998) explains that corpora may alse be broadly characterized according to
the way they represent a language. On the other hand, he aiso adds that a
corpus can consist of a total statistical population. He exemplifies that a
corpus consisting of the complete works of Charles Dickens or of all the
edition of the New York Times between 1940 and 1990 represents a total
population of text. He opposes the idea that the corpus is the representative
of an entity. Moreover, he argues that it is that entity. On the other hand, he
says that “a one-million-(or 100-million-) word linguistic corpus which seeks to
be representative of a language or language variety in a particular year (e.g.
written or spoken New Zealand English in 1986) should ideally be sampled
systematically from all the spoken and written English produced in that
country in that year so that it represents the language as fairly as possible”
(Kennedy 1998:20). Kennedy believes that such a sample-text corpus (that is
the way he names it) is designed to be representative sample of the total
population of discourse. He judges that population is not necessarily ‘the
language as a whole’ and claims “texts can be sampled from sub-populations,
according io regions, genres, or groups of users (e.g. school-children,
women, journalists or immigrants)” (Kennedy 1998:21).

According to Kennedy (1998) sample text corpus may consist of
complete texts, which are sampled from a population of complete texts. He
conveys them to be sometimes called as a “full-text corpus” or he adds it may
consist of samples of a specified size taken from compiete texts. It seems
that particular corpora tend to be suitable for particular types of analysis and
as said by Kennedy (1998) some corpora are basically not suitable for certain

kinds of research. In order to clarify it, he expresses that for stylistic or
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discourse studies, for example, a corpus which consists of 2,000-word
samples extracted from many texts may not be able to capture reliable the
internal structural characteristics of full texts where introductory and
concluding sections may be expected to have different linguistic features. He
claims such studies may require the use of full text corpora. Kennedy (1998)
points out that corpora can consist of the ‘raw’ orthographic text of transcribed
speech or of writing and contain a minimum of annotations. He adds these
annotations that identify such divisions as paragraphs and line numbers.
According to him, it is also possible to annotate the original “raw” text or pre-
processed linguistically to show the word ciass of each word in the text by
means of a grammatical tag or label which is attached to each word. What is
more he states, corpora can also be parsed to show the sentence structure
and the function in the sentences of the different word ciasses. It can be seen
that the tagging and parsing of corpora can now be undertaken automatically
with increasingly high levels of reliability.

From the studying carried out so far we can notice that some corpora
have been compiled containing vast amounts of text which are added to,
often opportunistically, and which are not necessarily balanced and
structured, so that text does not systematically and proportionately come from
particular genres or registers. Conveyed from Kennedy (1998) new texts,
from daily newspapers and other sources, may actually replace material
which was in the corpus earlier. “These dynamic corpora, sometimes also
referred to as monitor corpora, are open-ended language ‘banks’ which are
limited only by the financial resources and technology needed to maintain
them” (Kennedy 1988:21). He adds that the types of corpora mentioned so
far have been synchronic corpora. A synchronic corpus is an attempt to
represent a language or a text type at a particular time (e.g. it may contain
written texts of American English only published in 1861). He exemplifies, a
diachronic corpus, on the other hand, represents a language over a period of
time. (e.g. it may contain English texts covering the period from about AD 700
to AD 1700) and can be used, among other things, for studying language

change.
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By means of various technological advances in storage and processing
of texts, a significant growth can be observed in corpus-building activity since
the mid-1980s. And according to Kennedy (1998), as a result of this, scholars
in many language-related fields now can be said to have a wide range of
choices for seiecting appropriate corpora to seek answers to particular

research questions about the nature, structure and use of languages.

2.4 Major Areas Of Research in Corpus Linguistics

According to McEnery&Wilson (1996) the availability of the
computerised corpus and the wider availability of institutional and private
computing facilities do seem to have encouraged to the stimulation of corpus
linguistics. Johansson (1991) shows how corpus linguistics grew during the

latter half of this century in the following diagram.

Fig. 3 The total figures of Corpus linguistics studies in the latter half of
this century

Date : Stula;i;si
To1965 10
1966-1970 20
19711975 30
1976-1980 80
1981-1985 160

1985-1991 320

Reference: Johansson, S. Times change and so do corpora. Longman.1981.
London p.17) !
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2.4.1Corpora For Lexicography

When we have a look at the history of electronic corpora in corpus
linguistics, we can see that from the late 1960s, a number of electronic
corpora were compiled for specialized purposes, especially, but not
exclusively for lexicographical projects of various kinds. Algeo (1988)
reported the compilation of a corpus of about five million words drawn from
the 18" century to the present. That five million words had been compiled for
studying characteristic Briticisms in the English language. According to
Kennedy (1998), the corpus was initially on 110,000 slips but in its
computerized form promises to be not only the basis for a dictionary of
Briticisms but @ source for the diachronic study of British English and a
reference source for comparative linguistic and cultural studies especially
between British and American English. “The potential value of the corpus can
be seen in the light it can throw on such phenomena as the possible source
of the discourse item you know” (Kennedy 1998:33).

Kennedy (1998) states that other specialized corpora with similar
applied linguistic purpose include the Jiao Tong University Corpus for English
in Science and Technology (JDEST) and the Guangzhou Petroleum English
Corpus (GPEC) which is produced in China. Both are designed to facilitate
lexical analysis of particular registers, including counts of high frequency
words. The JDEST Corpus was compiled in the 1980s and consists of about
one million words from written English texts in'mainly the physical sciences,
engineering and technology. The GPEC consists of about 411.000 words
comprising 700 texts from the pe‘troleum industry from written American and
British English sources of the mid-1980s.

in 1893, Stenstdrm and Breivik announced the development of a
corpus of London teenager language (COLT), being a half-million-word
corpus of the English of 13-17 years-oids. After its completion in 1994, COLT
was incorporated into the British National-Corpus. Ancther study on corpus
linguistics is the European Corpuys Initiative has produced a 93-miflion-word
" corpus which includes texts from most of the major European languages and
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some others including Chinese, Malay and Japanese. A large corpus of 27
million words of text from Dutch newspapers has been made available for
research through the institute for Dutch Lexicography at Leiden University.

According to Kennedy (1998) a corpus of 28 million sentences of
written Japanese and much smaller corpus of {ranscribed spoken Japanese
are reported to have been produced for the Japanese Electronic Dictionary
Research Institute. Bilingual corpora have aiso been compiled containing
parallel texts from pairs of languages such as English, Finnish, French,
Greek, Norwegian, Spanish, Swedish and Welsh.

it is also conveyed from Kennedy (1998) that the first major machine-
readable corpus based lexicography project is the Cobuild project, which
made use of the Birmingham Collection of English Text, was a joint venture
between a major commercial publisher, Collins, and a research tem based in
the English Department of the University of Birmingham, hence Cobuild
(Collins Birmingham University International Language Database ). By 1997
the size of this monitor corpus was reported to be over 300 mitlion words and

growing.
2.4.2 Dictionaries As Corpora

it is interesting to note that while electronic corpora have been used to
make dictionaries, at the same time some dictionaries have themselves been
used as rather specialized kinds of corpora. Kennedy (1998:35) defines the

matter as in the following:

“The development of systems for the automatic processing of
natural languages for purposes such as translation requires detailed
information about the possible meanings of individual words. At present,
published dictionaries are the best practical source of information on the
various senses of words. For this reason, machine-readabie versions of
dictionaries on computer tape or CD-ROM have been used for research
on automnatic sense disambiguation, among other things. Probably the
best-known electronic dictionary used as a corpus in the 71980s was the
Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English (LDOCE), which was
available on tape for a number of research teams.”
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2.4.3 Corpora For Studying Spoken English

Although almost all of the corpus linguistics researches were made
on written corpora, there are few studies on spoken corpora. It is noted that
the London-Lund Corpus of spoken English has been used for lexical,
grammatical and discourse analysis as well as for prosodic studies whereas
the Lanchester / IBM Spoken English Corpus (SEC} (Knowles et al., 1992)
has been designed and used most particularly for detailed prosodic
research. The corpus consists of about 52,600 words of the spoken
standard British English (RP) of aduits sampled between 1984 and 1987
from 11 categories including radio news broadcasts, university lectures,
religious broadcasts, broadcast fiction, poverty, dialogue and propaganda.
“One particular advantage of this corpus is that it is available in several
versions including in orthographic transcription, with or without punctuation,
grammatically tagged with the CLAWS tagset, parsed, and prosodically
transcribed, showing features of stress, intonation and pauses” (Kennedy
1998:36).

2.4.4 Diachronic Corpora

According to Kennedy (1998), the study of language change is most
naturally corpus based. it is scarcely surprising therefore that in the mid-
1990s some of the most vigorous activity in corpus-based research has
been in diachronic studies of English. He adds that with the earliest periods
of a language it is possible for corpora to be more or less exhaustive
coliections of all known written records of the language. He exemplifies the
notion as; the Complete Corpus of Old English prepared at the University of
Toronto consists of 3,022 texts, the entire population of surviving Old
English texté. Available now in electronic form, this corpus was published in
1981 as the basis for a definitive Dicfionary of Old English. “The citations in
the Oxford English Dictionary constitute a corpus made for lexicographical
purposes. This corpus consists of quotations from"mainly literary works-
covering over eight centuries” (Kennedy 1898:38).
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2.4.5 Corpora For Research On Language Acquisition
2.4.5.1 Language Pedagogy

Kennedy (1998) suggests that corpus has so far been vastly used
and being used today in language teaching field. Fries and Traver (1940)
and Bongers (1947) are the two of the most well known linguists who used
the corpus in research on foreign language pedagogy. Indéed, Kennedy
(1992) notes that the corpus and second language pedagogy had a strong
link in the early half of the twentieth century, with vocabulary lists for foreign
learners often being derived from corpora. And McEnery&Wilson (1996)
suggest as the word counis which were derived from such studies as
Thorndike (1921) and Palmer (1933) were important in terms of defining the
target of the vocabulary control movement in second language pedagogy.

The study of language acquisition and development is essentially
dependent on transcriptions of interaction between and among children and
the people who look after them in natural situations. It can be seen that over
the last three decades many rich and important bodies of language
acquisition data have been recorded and transcribed for particular purposes.
“The Child Language Data Exchange System (CHILDES) has since the mid-
1980s brought together bodies of mainiy child language acquisition data
from over 500 children to form a very large database, most of which has
been reformatted according to a common set of transcription conventions”
(Kennedy;1998:40).

It would be beneficial to give an example of the usage of corpus
linguistics and learners’ corpora in a language teaching analysis. Conveyed
from Kennedy (1998), Green & Hecht (1998) account that since 1979, the
language-teacher-training departments of the universities of Munich and
York have built up a joint corpus of ‘learner language’. They report that the
learners are school pupils in French, German, Hungarian, ltalian, and
Swedish secondary schools at beginners’, intermediate, and advanced
levels. The corpus consists currently of over 5,000 samples of performance

in English as a foreign language, on oral and written communicative tasks
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and grammar and vocabulary tests. These foreign language samples are
comprehended by native language samples, produced by peer groups in
English schools performing the same tasks. The data have been analysed
from different points of view. Reported from Kennedy (1998), an earlier
paper (Hecht and Green 1989b) looked at the grammatical competence and
performance of learners and native speakers. Competence was interpreted
as the degree of accuracy achieved when the focus was on the transmission
of meaning. It was found that whilst the learners had achieved a good level
of competence, there was a sharp fall-off from competence to performance.
A comparable group of native speakers, on the other hand, showed only a
negligible fall-off.

To paraphrase the matter above it can be said that “the native
speakers were much better at ‘performing their competence’ than learners”
(Ellis 1985:197).

It can also be argued by referring to Krashen (1981) as reported by
Kennedy (1998) that the learners had recourse to two different grammatical
systems in the two tasks. “In the performance task, where the focus was on
content, they might be supposed tc have drawn largely on acquired
(implicit) grammar, whereas in the competence task, where their attention
was drawn to form, they may have monitored their production and corrected
it where necessary with the help of Jearned (explicit) rules” (Krashen
1981.4).

According to Kennedy (1998), One-million-word corpus of the English
for computer science has been deveioped at Hon'g Kong University of
Science and Technology. According to Kennedy (1998) it is intended to
assist the teaching of English for computer science étudenis in Hong Kong
(Fang, 1993, James 1996). “The corpus consists of three 2,000-word
samples from each of some 166 English language textbooks used in
computer science courses in the early 1990s” (Kennedy 1998:44).




51

2.4.6 Other Corpora For Special Purposes

On this part of research it can be expressed that in paraphrasing
Ecclesiastes, Of making many corpora there is no end” (Greenbaum
1981:171). In addition to the established general or comparative corpora
mentioned earlier, there are increasing numbers of corpora being compiled
today for special purposes. Some of them will doubtless be used for other
comparative purposes. “Although the word ‘corpus’ is sometimes is used to
label a machine-readable version of even a single book or quite smali
coliections of texts, the majority of these corpus projects for speciaiiied
purposes have settled on a corpus size of between about 100,000 and two
million words of running text in iength” (Kennedy 1998:43).

it is important to have a look at some studies which concern corpus for
grammatical description of corpus. The size and their outcomes give us
significant information about the researches done in this field. One of them is
Nijmegen Corpus. Since the early 1970s a group led by Jan Aarts at the
University of Nijmegen has been associated with a number of impo{rtant
corpus building and corpus-analysis projects. It was important because it
carried one of their major goals the grammatical description of Engiish.
According to Kennedy (1998) the Nijmegen Corpus consists of about 132,000
words of British English from 1962 to 1968. Six 20,000-word exiracts of
written, mainly literary, English from six authors and 12,000 words of
transcribed sports commentary make up the corpus. “The Nijmegen Corpus is
analysed in terms of a very large set of labeled trees or phrase markers, and
is intended to be used with the Linguistic data Base (LDB) also developed at
Nijmegen” (Kennedy 1998:43).

it can be pointed out that “experience with the Nijmegen Corpus
highlighted various shortcomings in the way in which linguistic knowledge
could be formalized for the analysis of texts” (Oostdijk 1991:14). In addition to
that “In a sense, work on the 1.5-million-word Tools for Synfactic Corpus
Ana/yéis (TOSCA) Corpus project at Nijmegen grew out of earlier
development work on the smaller Nijmegen Corpus. The TOSCA Corpus is
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linguistically analysed and consist of 75 samples each of 20,000 words from
various fiction genres in written British English” (Kennedy 1998:43).
According to Kennedy (1998) the samples are larger than in most corpora of
this size, in accordance with the compilers’ views on the need for samples of
a certain minimum size as a foundation for quantitative studies. The texis
which make up the TOSCA Corpus are intended to be representative of
written-to-be-read, published, educated contemporary British English prose
prodeuced between 1976 and 1986 (see Oostdijk, 1988a, 1991; van Halteren
& Qostdijk, 1993). Forty-five samples come from 21 non-fiction genres
including, for example, (auto)biography, history, literary critism, politics,
women’s studies, chemistry, economics, physics. There are 30 samples from
9 fiction genres, including, for example, horror, humour, love and romance,
and general fiction.

As it is conveyed from Kennedy (1998) one of the most important
corpus study is the Longman/Lanchester English Language Corpus (LLELC).
The Longman Corpus Network is a commercial database consisting of three
major corpora, the Longman/Lanchester English Language Corpus (LLELC),
the Longman Spoken Corpus (LSC), and the Longman Corpus of Learners’
English (LCLE). In the late 1980s, in coliaboration with Geoffrey Leech, who
had directed the compilation of the LOB Corpus at Lancaster University
between 1970 and 1976, Della Summers and her {eam began compiling the
Longman/Lanchester English Language Corpus. It was intended to be a
‘well-balanced’ corpus of 20"-century English, covering British, American and
other major varieties of native-speaker English in both spoken and written
varieties, and to eventually contain up to 50 million words. Between 1991 énd
1995 the British National Corpus was undoubtedly the most ambitious corpus
campilation project yet attempted. The project was established to produce a
corpus of about 100 million words of contemporary spoken and written British
English. The corpus was designed to be representative of British English as a
whole and not just one particular genre, subject field or register. The 4,124

texts in the BNC come from 90% written and 10% spoken sources.
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According to Greenbaum (1996) the most ambitious corpus project for
the comparative study of English worldwide is the International Corpus of
English (ICE). In 1988, the late Sidney Greenbaum, Director of the Survey of
English Usage at University of College London, proposed the development of
a large corpus for comparative study of both spoken and written forms of
regional varieties of English throughout the world. The ICE project envisages
the compilation of up to 20 parallel subcorpora, each consisting of one million
words of the English used by adults over the age of 18 who have received
formal education through the medium of English to at least the compilation of
secondary school, in countries such as the UK, USA, Canada, Australia and
New Zealand where English is the dominant or major first language, as well
as in the countries such as india, Nigeria, Singapore or regions such as
Caribbgan where English may be an additional official language or a second
language of a significant part of the population. The spoken and written texts
are selected from the period 1990-93.

According to Burnard (1988), since the 1970s one of the most
remarkable and valuable repositories of machine-readable texts has been the
Oxford text Archive (OTA). Based at Oxford University Computing Services,
OTA contained by the early 1990s over 2,000 texts or coilections of texts from
some forty languages including Arabic, Armenian, Coptic, Danish, Dutch,
English, Finnish, French, Fufulde, Gaelic, German, Greek, Hebrew, {celandic,
italian, Kurdish, Latin, Latvian, Malayan, Mayan, Pali, Portuguese, Russian,
Sanskrit, Serbo-Croatian, Spanish, Swedish, Turkish and Welsh.

Kennedy (1998) conveys that the Bell Communications Research
Corpus (also known as the Belicore Corpus) is a very large archive of
modern English collected in the USA. 1t includes about 200 million words of
newspaper wire service text, about 50 million words of other journalistic
writing, and sundry other bodies of text including the Brown Corpus and
some English dictionaries.
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2.5 Techniques And Procedures Used in Corpus Linguistics
2.5.1 Issues In Corpus Design And Compilation

it is widely accepted that linguistic corpora are intended to be fhe
basis for the analysis and description of the structure. It can also be used for
the benefit of languages and for various applications. However, Johansson
may very well have been correct in the mid-1990s to have noted that “the
verb most frequently collocating with corpus is probably compife”
(Johansson 1994:13). From the 1960s to the 1990s, as a result of a swift
outlook to the studies have been carried out so far, it can be noted that the
compilation, structure and size of corpora have been the subject of
continuing attention among corpus linguists.

It is certain that matters in corpus design and compilation are primarily
concerned with the validity and reliability of research based on particUlar
corpus. It also concerns whether that corpus can serve the purposes for
which it was intended. “Issues have included whether a corpus should be-a
static or dynamic sample of a language, how best it can be representative of
a language or a genre, how big a corpus should be to be representative or to
serve particular purposes, and how big the text samples shouid be” (Kennedy
1998:60).

2.5.2 Static Or Dynamic

A corpus can be a static collection of texts selected according to
some specific factors. It can be typical of the whole language or an aspect of
the language at a paﬁicular time.. “For example, attempt to select text
samples from different domains of use of spoken and written English in such
a way that the corpus could be taken as synchronically representative of
English” (Kennedy 1998.60). A great deal of care should be typically taken
in designing the structure of such a corpus. Particular genres with 'a
particular sample size should be included deliberately. “The great grammars
of English such as Quirk et al. (1985), which were based on the SEU
Corpus, took for granted that the corpus was a kind of snapshot of British
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English” (Kennedy 1998:60). Such a corpus like a photograph of a setting,
aims to capture the main characters of the landscape. On the other hand,
even if the design is ideal, obviously not ail local varieties can be included in
such a static corpus and only certain key genres are to be taken into
consideration. Such corpora are a series of static grasp of the small
samples from the language. They are even from within texts rather than
whole works by authors. The nature of the sample corpus can be such that it
freezes the language at a particular point in time but, because of its careful
structuring with fixed or in other words certain numbers of texts and text
type, it can be used for comparative purposes with similarly prepared
corpora. Kennedy notes “Small or large corpora can be static. Even the
British National Corpus of 100 million words is of this type’ (Kennedy
1998:61). :

It can be said that the place of static sample corpora seems io be
certain for research on high average frequency vocabulary, and for
phonological, morphological, syntactic and much discourse-focused
research.

“An alternative view of corpus design is that of the dynamic or monitor
corpus” (Sinclair 1991:24). A monitor corpus can be said to be more similar
to a moving picture than a snapshot. It is so-called because it provides the
resources to monitor changing patterns of usage over time. Such a dynamic
collection text is continuously growing and changing with the addition of new
text samples. Sinclair describes the notion of the monitor corpus as “holding
the state of the language at any one time” (Sinclair 1991:25). But, on the
other hand, the composition and the size of the monitor corpus is constantly
changing and this may therefore make it unsuitable for comparative studies,
for example, relative frequency of items in different varieties of the
language. Therefore, the monitor corpus can be defined as an entirely
different enterprise, from the staticlsample corpus. The difference is that “the
data collection for-a monitor corpus is often opportunistic and necessarily
not ‘balanced” (Kennedy 1998:61). Another difference is that quantity of text

replaces planning of sampling as the main compilation criterion. It needs
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expensive resources in computer hardware for capture, storage and
processing of text, and the sophisticated software and technical expertise
for analysis. Because of that reason, to work with monitor corpora may be
less available to individual researches. It seems likely to be undertaken
mainly by large commercial companies and governmental agencies or
professional research centres.

2.5.3 Representativeness And Balance

Linked to the issue of whether a corpus should be static or dynamic is
the issue of how to achieve valid and reliable grounds for selecting whét
texts go into a corpus. Questions associated with ‘representativeness’ and
‘balance’ are complex and often intractable. Leech (1991) has suggested
that a corpus is ‘representative’ in the sense that findings based on an
analysis of it can be generalized to the language as a whole or a specified
part of it. The notion of representativeness and balance are, of course, in
the final analysis, matters of judgement and can only be approximate.

in the light of the perspectives on variation offered by several
decades of research in discourse analysis and sociolinguistics, it is not easy
to be confident that a sample of texts can be thoroughly representative of all
possible genres or even of a particular genre or subject field or topic. And
according to Kennedy, yet it remains a legitimate goal for the compilation of
a corpus to be representative of a language. After ali, generalizations are an
essential part of science and we have no difficulty accepting generalization
about the sound systems of a language even when every speaker of the
language sounds different. The great dictionaries and grammars of English
are all generalizations about the language in this sense (Kennedy 1998:62).

As it is discussed in linguists circle and according to McEnery &
Wilson (1996) one of Chomsky's criticisms of the corpus approach was that
language is infinite - therefore, any corpus would be skewed. In other words,
some utterances would be excluded because they are rare, others which
are much more common might be excluded by chance, and alternatively,

extremely rare utterances might also be included several times. McEnery &
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Wilson (1996) continue as even though today’é modern computer
technology allows us to collect much larger corpora than those that
Chomsky was thinking about, it seems that his criticisms still must be taken
seriously. But, this does not mean that we should abandon corpus
linguistics, but instead we should try to establish ways in which a much less
influenced and representative corpus may be built.

In addition to that we should be interested in creating a corpus that is
maximally representative of the variety under examination and also it should
provide us with an accurate picture of that variety, as well as their size.
According to McEnery&Wilson (1996), we should look for a broad range of
authors and genres, which may be considered to "average out” when we
take them together and provide a reasonably accurate picture of the entire
language populatibn. Kennedy (1998:62) suggests - that another issue in
corpus design is the balance or weighting between the different sections in a
general corpus. He adds that most of the early corpora heavily weighted in
favour of written texts or were made up entirely of wriﬁen texts. With current
technology written text is much easier to collect into a corpus, and even in
the largest of the structured second-generation sample corpora, the Brifish
National Corpus, only 10% of the 100 million words is from spoken sources.
He notes that the balance between spoken and written texts in the smaller
ICE is 60% spoken texts and 40% written texts, so this is one of the few
corpora with the balance weighted in favour of spoken texis. On the other
hand, he goes on, even within a written corpus the question of what genres
to include is not straightforward. There is, for example, no comprehensive
taxonomy of genres from which to select. Consequently, he states that the
issue of balance arises also in corpora that are designed to represent not
the language as a whole but one specific domain, genre, topic or subject
field, and can be totally avoided only by corpora consisting of everything
published in an historical period, the complete works of an author, or any
other total population of text.

Within a written corpus, balance is equally seems to be intractable.
Sinclair suggested that “for a general written corpus the minimal criteria for
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the selection of texts might include the distinction between fiction and non-
fiction; book, journal or newspaper; formal or informal; with control of age,
gender and origin of the authors” (Sinclair 1991:20).

Many of the most important issues in achieving representativeness in
a large corpus seem to have been discussed by Summers (1991), as ‘
Kennedy (1998) reports, who noted that even a written corpus of 30 million
words is small when compared with the population of written text from which
it is sampled. Summers argued in favour of an initial sampling approach
“‘using the notion of a broad range of objectively defined document or text
types as its main organizing principle” (Summers 1991:5). Here, it seems
significant to express the matter more detailed as in the following statement
by Kennedy (1998:63-64):

“This balance of fext types can then be modified or fine-tuned on
the basis of internal analysis of the corpus. Summiers ouilines a number of
possible approaches to the selection of writfen texts, including: an ‘elitist’
approach based on literary or academic merit or ‘influentialness’; random
selection; ‘currency’, or the extent to which text is read, thus favouring
journalistic texts and current best sellers; subjective judgement of
typicalness’; availability of text in archives; demographic sampling of
reading habits; empirical adjustment of fext selection to meet linguistic
specifications. A pragmatic approach is of course to use a combination of
these approaches and to select from a broad range of sources and text
types, taking account of currency and influenfialness.”

2.5.4 Size

Issues related with how to make a corpus representative or balanced
or how to make it suitable for comparative purposes seem to be basically
the issues related with the quality of corpus. Sinclair notes “the whole point
of assembling a corpus is to gather data in quantity” (1995:21). However,
Sinclair (1985) hastens to add that “In practice the size of component tends
to reflect the ease or difficulty of acquiring the material.” Milton expresses
many difficulties of acquiring data and gives useful advice on how to
address them. “Is learner data easy to acquire? The answer is definitely 'no’.
Even in the most favourable environment” (Milton 1996:235). There are also
many rélated issues associated with the quantity of text. Kennedy (1998)
notes that these issues are concerned not only with the total number of
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words (tokens) and different words (types) in a corpus, but with how many
categories the corpus should contain, how many samples the corpus should
contain in each category, and how many words there shouid be in each
sample. "Although questions of size and representativesness affect the
validity and reliability of the corpus, it has to be stressed again that any
corpus, however big, can never be more than a minuscule sample of all the
speech ar writing produced or received by all of the users of a major
language on even a single day” (Kennedy 1998:66).

Reported by Kennedy (1998), Sinclair (1991:20) suggests, “10-20
million words might constitute a useful small general corpus but will not be
adequate for a reliable description of the language as a whole.” It was
argued that “corpora of finite size were inherently deficient because any
corpus is such a tiny sample of a language in use that there can be liitle
finality in the statistics” (Kennedy 1998:67). Sinclair pointed out that “even
projected billion-word corpora will show remarkably sparse information
about most of a very large word list” (Sinclair 1991:9). On this matter
Kennedy (1998.67) points out that the issue is how many tokens of a
linguistic item are hecessary for descriptive adequacy. Although it is the
case that for the descriptive adequacy of low frequency phenomena such as
collocations very large corpora are necessary, there is no point in having
bigger and bigger corpora if you cannot work with the output. A vast
collection of texts is not necessarily a corbus from which generalizations can
be made. He adds that a huge corpus does not necessarily ‘represent’ a
language or a variety of a language any bstter than a smaller corpus. At this
stage we simply do not know how big a corpus needs to be for general or
particular purpcses. He suggests, rather than focusing so strongly on the
quantity of data in a corpus, compilers and analysts need also to bear in
mind that the quality of the data they work with is at least as important.
Studies of many syntactic processes and high frequency vocabulary
generally require corpora of betwesen half a million and one million words.
Overall corpus size needs to be set against diversity of sources to help
achieve representativeness.
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Biber (1993b) argued that quantity of data alone can not solve issues
in corpus design involving the kinds and tﬁe number of textis to be included,
the selection of samples from particular texts and the size of each sample.
These matters must also be based on theory. Biber argued for a qualitative
as well as a quantitative basis for corpus design, and it should encourage

continuing use of corpora of the order of one million words for grammaticai
studies.

2.5.5 Compiling A Corpus

According to Kennedy (1998), there are many linguistic corpora
available but these will not always suitable for the purposes of every
prospective user who wish to do corpus-based research. According to the
most well known linguists there seems to be three main stages in corpus
compilation: corpus design, text collection or capture, and text encoding or
mark up.

2.5.6 Corpus Design

Kennedy (1998) notes that when compiling a new corpus, even if it is
small, it is sensible for compilers to assume that it may eventually be used
for comparative purposes. In order to ensure comparability and compatibility,
careful planning and principled ways of selecting texts for a corpus are
seem to be highly desirable, and what is more, their abiylity to be used or
referred to by other researchers is also important. He argues that the
optimal design of a corpus is highly dependent on the purpose for which it is
intended to be used. He gives some advices to the researchers about the
compilation of corpus. According to him, the compiler of a corpus should, if
possible, have a clear idea of what kinds of analyses are likely tq be
undertaken and whether they justify the large amount of effort involved in
making the corpus. He advocates, in normal circumstances, it is assumed
that a-purpose-built corpus for particular research'is likely to be on a
relatively small, finite scale and will be a synchronic or diachronic corpus of

spoken and/or written texts. In addition, he adds, the corpus may consist




61

either of a total population of texts (e.g. all the works of a particular author)
or of a sample of texts from a given population. A number of matters need to
be kept in mind in deciding on the appropriate type of corpus. The purpose
of sampling adequately is so that, on the basis of the sample,
generalizations can be made reliably and validly about a population as a
whole (Kennedy 1998.70).

2.5.7 Planning A Storage System And Keeping Records

While planning a storage system Kennedy (1998) notes that it is
important to keep a catalogue of files and, of course, all material should be
backed up and stored securely and separately from the working copies of
texts and the working electronic files. “In addition to the storage an(;!
cataloguing of texts and their electronic version on computer, it is normally
essential to plan to collect and catalogue as much information as possible
about the authorship or source of texts. in the case of spoken or written
texts, it is important tQ note when and where the text was recorded 6r
collected” (Kennedy1998.76).

2.5.8 Getting Permission

According to Kennedy (1998), while gathering information on a
specific research, corpus compilers, like other users of texts, are strongly
expected to follow the same rules and legal requirements as other members
of the community. Ethic rules and moral values are significant to be
followed. Before texts are copied into a corpus database, compilers must
ask for and get the permission of the authors and the publishers who hold
the copyright for a work, or the informed consent of individuals whose rights
to privacy must be acknowiedged.

2.5.9 Data Capture, Mark Up And Documentation

According to Granger (1998), data capture, mark up and
documentation are to large extent similar for learner corpora and native
corpora. There are few practical hints for the prospective learner corpus
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builder. She suggests, of the three methods of data capture — downloading
of electronic data, scanning and keyboarding, it is keyboarding that currently
seems to be most common in the field of iearner corpora. Indeed, she adds,
it is the only method for learners’ handwritten texts. As a conclusion, the
fast-growing number of computers at students’ disposal both at home and
on school / university premises is improving this situation and researchers
can expect to get a higher proportion of material on disk in the near future.

Granger (1998) advocates that both keyboarded and scanned texts
contain errors and therefore require significant proofreading. In the case of
learner carpora, this stage presents special difficulties. The proofreader has
to make sure he edits out the errors introduced during keyboarding or
scanning but leaves the errors that were present in the learner text, a tricky
and time-consuming task. She notifies, errors such as omissions, additions
or homonyms (their /there, it's/its) can only be spotted by careful manual
editing. In any case, as errors can escape the attention of even the most
careful of proofreaders, she points that it is advisable to keep original texts
for future reference. “Using a standard mark-up scheme calléd SGML
(Standard Generalized Markup Language), it is possibie to record textual
features of the original data, such as special fonts, paragraphs, sentence
boundaries, quotations, etc” (Granger 1998:11).

Accordingly, in Granger (1998), Atkins and Clear (1992:9) note that
markup insertion is a very time-consuming process and researchers should
aim for ‘a level of mark-up which maximizes the utility value of the text
without incurring unacceptable penalties in the cost and time required to
capture the data.

According to Granger (1998), in the case of learner corpora, which
tend to contain few special téxtual featur'es, this stage can be kept to a
minimum, although it should not be bypassed. For some types of analysis it
would be highly advantageous to have textual features such as quotations,
bold or underlining marked up in the learner corpus.

in order to be maximally useful, Granger (1998) suggests that a
corpus must be accompanied by relevant documentation. Full details about
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the attributes must be recorded for each text and made accessible to the
analyst either in the form of an SGML file header included in the text files or
stored separately from the text file but linked to it by a reference system.
She adds that both methods enable linguists to create their own tailor-made
subcorpora, by selecting texts which match a set of predefin‘ed attributes,
and focus their linguistic search on them. “On this basis, learner corpus
analysts are able to carry out a wide range of comparisons: female vs. male
learners, French learners vs. Chinese learners, writing vs. speech,
intermediate vs. advanced, etc” (Granger 1998:12).

Basically, a corpus is a collection of written and spoken data.
However, before we can analyse a corpus with the help of a computer
program, this collection must be turmed into a computer-readable form.
According to Granger (1998:11,19-21), usually this is done by the following

means:

e keying texts in scanning

o using texts which are stored in machine-readable form
anyway (This is true of the written component of the
British National Corpus, for example. )

e using electronic texts available through the internet (check
the Gutenberg project for more information)

Since more and more texts are written with the help of personal
computérs, the last two choices seem to become the standard for written
material. As far as spoken corpus material is concerned, this is still an
entirely different matter. ‘

According to Kennedy (1 998121)‘for annotating corpora we can make
a list as in the following:

e plain
e tagging (i.e. assigning a word-class marker to each token)

. ® 'including information about the text (genre, date of
publication, place of publication)

° inc:iuzcling> information about intonation patterns or.
pronunciation, e.g. London-Lund Corpus
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o Information about the speaker (his/her sex, age,
occupation, social and  geographical origin)

o parsing, i.e. assigning labelled brackets to each constituent of a
sentence

o discourse information of spoken material (laughing,
interruptions, hesitations)

2.6 Apilication of Corpus Based Analysis

Although a corpus can be a new kind of research field involving new
methodologies, the use of corpora does not constitute a new or separate
branch of linguistics. What is more, corpus linguistics is essentially
descriptive linguistics aided by new technology.

Today, It is known that by using computers it is much easier and
faster to find, sort, analyse and quantify linguistic features and processes in
huge amounts of text. it has had a significant impact in a number of fieids in
the language sciences. In addition to descriptive studies of -phonology,
grammar, vocabulary and discourse it can be seen that “corpora of English
have been used for lexicography and for research on social, regional,
diachronic and stylistic variation, first and second language acquisition, and
natural language processing, including tagging and parsing, speech
recognition and machine transiation” (Kennedy 1998:268-269).

| Atkins et al. (1992) classified the potential users of corpora into three
main groups as:
1-  Theones which are interested in the language of texts.
2-  The ones which are interested in the content of text.

3- The ones which are interested in the texts themselves.

It can-be said that any such classification certai'hiy has unclear
boundaries but, in general, it is a useful way of showing the degree to which
corpus-based anaiysis has effects beyond linguistic dgscription. Via
computers, it is predictable that the availability of large bodies of text in
electronic form has initiated an incredible increase in corpus-based research

on language within computational linguistics. “Computational linguistics is
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the interdisciplinary field of scholarship which seeks to study and simulate
with computers, the processes and procedures by which we ihterpret and
produce natural language” (Kennedy 1998:269). It can be seen that
computational linguists have put the emphasis on the language of texts from
two directions. “Initially, extant linguistic descriptions were used as a basis
for devising ‘knowledge-based’ rules for the automatic linguistic analysis of
texts. More recently, self-organising approaches to analysis based on
probabilities of occurrence in corpora have been used, but both approaches
have needed each other” (Kennedy 1998:269).

As Atkins et al. have noted, research suggests that “self-organising
statistical techniques gain much in effectiveness when they act on the
output of grammatically-based analysis” (Atkins et al. 1992:14).

According to some of the applied linguists such as Kennedy,
Granger, Halliday et al. who were concerned with language teaching, “it can
be said that a corpus cannot only be one source of authentic text to which
learners of a language might be exposed, but also the corpus can be
analysed to discover the relative weight which might be given to lexical br
grammatical items and processes in curricula and teaching materials’
(Kennedy1998:269).

The desCription by the linguists who study on corpus may be useful in
order to enlighten their characteristics for a person who means to make a

research in this field. Chafe defines a corpus linguist as:

“A linguist who tries fo understand language, and behind

language the mind, by carefully observing extensive natural samples of
it and then, with insight and imagination, constructing plausible
understandings that encompass and explain those observations”

(Chafe 1992.96)

it has previously been reminded that for iexioograpuhy to use corpora
has of great importance. That we can make use of it for identifying types, for
the development of new senses for types, and for the reiativ'e frequency of
use of these different senses. In a machine-readable corpus there are

numerous research topics, which are potentially as various and wide
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ranging as the facts about a language and the use of that language. It can
be valuable and useful for students to be invited to study on some questions
for example, about the behaviour of particular words or structures.

As suggested in Kennedy (1996b), there may be some research
questions, which are likely to be central in corpus-based descriptive studies.
For instance the questions may be similar to the following ones: What are
the linguistic units, patterns, systems or processes in the language, genre or
text and how often, when, where, why and with whom are they used?
According to Kennedy (1998:276), the texts may be either spoken or written;
it is seen that corpus-based studies have characteristically focused on 4
main types of analysis and description:

1- Word-based studies which explore the ecology of lexis both
in terms of the occurrence and frequency of occurrence of items.
Work by Renouf and Sinclair (1991), Kjelimer (1994) and others
suggests that the expansion of lexical studies to include
collocations is likely to be one of the most innovative and
productive areas of corpus-based research.

2- Studies of the co-occurrence of grammatical word-class tags
as expressions of syntactic patterning and as the bases for
quantitative studies of the use of syntax.

3- Studies of the co-occurrence of groups of linguistic items or
processes to show by means of factor analysis the linguistic
characteristics of genre.

4- Studies of the structure of discourse, especially of spoken
interaction, and of the bases of cohesion in spoken and written
texts.

Biber (1998) has pioneered the use of this approach to establish text
types, which differs from the usual domain or topic-based approaches.

Kennedy (1998) notes that systematic coverage is one of the most
challenging and potentially most significant fields contributing to and making
use of corpus-related research. The impact of corpora on computational

Iinguisiics can be estimated if we consider the extent to which the content
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and direction of research within the field has changed within less than a

decade.

2.6.1 Applying Corpus Linguistics To Teaching

According to Barlow (2002), there are three subjects in which corpus
linguistics can be applied to teaching. These can be counted as syllabus

design, materials development, and classroom activities.

2.6.1.1 Syllabus Design

According to Barlow (2002), the syllabus organizes the teacher's
decisions regarding the focus of a class with respect to the students’ needs.
Frequency and register information could be quite helpful in course planning
choices. By conducting an analysis of a corpus which is relevant to the
purpose a particular class, the teacher can determine what language items
are linked to the target register.

2.6.1.2 Materials Development

Krieger (2003) conveys from Barlow (2002) that the developer uses
initiative in order to develop materials according to the students’ needs. With
the help of a corpus, a materials developer could work on reél examples
which provide students with an opportunity to discover features of language
use. In this situation, the materials developer could conduct the analysis or

simply use a published corpus study as a reference guide.
2.6.1.3 Classroom Activities

According to Barlow (2002), these can be performed on student-
conducted language analyses. In these activities, the students use a
concordancing program and a deliberately chosen corpus in order to make
their own discoveries about language use. The teacher can guide a
programmed investigation which will lead to expected resuilts or can have
the students do it on their own, leading to less predictable findings. This
éxemphfies data driven learning, which encourages learner autonomy by

training students to draw their own conclusions about language use.
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2.6.1.4 Teacher/Student Roles And Benefits

Krieger (2003) conveys from Barlow (1992) that the teacher would act _
as a research facilitator rather than the more ftraditional imparter of
knowledge. The benefit of such student-centered discovéry learning can be
that the students are given access to the facts of authentic language use,
which comes from real contexts rather than being constructed for
pedagogical purposes. By this way, they are chailenged to construct
generalizations and note patterns of language behaviour. Aithough this kind
of study is not expected to present immediate quantifiable results, studying
concordances can make students more aware of language use. Richard
Schmidt (1990), who is a proponent of consciousness-raising, argues that
what language learners become conscious of -- what they pay attention to,
what they notice influences and in some ways determines the outcome of

learning. Accofding to Willis (1998), students may be able to determine:

the potential different meanings and uses of common words

useful phrases and typical collocations they might use themselves

the structure and nature of both written and spoken discourse

L]

that certain language features are more typical of some kinds
of text than others

Acording to Barlow (1982) a corpus and concordancer can be used to:

o compare language use--student/native speaker, standard
English/scientific English, written/spoken

= analyze the language in books, readers, and course books
o generate exercises and student activities

 analyze usage--when is it appropriate to use obtain rather than
get?

s examine word order
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2.6.1.5 Probiematic Issues invoived

According to Krieger (2003), there are several challenges in
employing the use of a corpus for the purpose of teaching. One of them is
corpus selection. For some teaching purposes, any large corpus can be
proper. But the teacher needs to make sure that the corpus is useful for the
particular teaching context and is representative of the target list. Another
option can be to construct a corpus, especially when the target list is highly
specific. This can be done by using a textbook, course reader, or a bunch of
articles which the students have to read or they should have the
representativeness of what they have to read. A corpus does not need to
be large in order to be effective. The fundamental criteria can be that of
relevance to the students. For example, it is highly expected to be selected
with the learning objectives of the class in mind, matching the purpose for
learning with the corpus.

He argUes that related to the issue of corpus selection is that of
corpus bias, which can cause frustration for the teacher and student. The
reason for this is that the data can be misleading; if one uses a very large
general corpus, it may obscure the register variation which reveals important
contextual information about language use. The pitfall to be avoided is that
a corpus may tell us more about itself than about language use. Another
obstacle to confront can be the comprehensibility issue: if you use
concordancing in a class, it can be quite difficult for the students (or even
the teacher) to understand the data that it provides. Lastly, the issue of
learning style diﬁerences—-for some students, discovery learning is simply
not the optifnal approach. All of these points reinforce the caveat that carefut
consideration is required before a new technology is introduced in the
Jclassroom, especially one, which has not been thoroughly explored and
stream‘lined.
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2.6.1.6 Exploiting a Corpus for a Classroom Activity

Krieger (2003) points out that although corpora may sound
reasonable in theory, applying it to the classroom can be challenging
because the information it provides appears to be so confusing. For this
reason, the teacher is expected to harness a corpus by filtering the data for
the students. Although some support having students conduct their own
analyses, at present it is possible for them to see corpora’s greatest
potentiél as a source for materials development. Susan Conrad (2000)
implies that materials writers take register specific corpus studies into
account. Biber, Conrad and Reppen (1998) emphasize the need for
materiais writers to acknowledge the frequency which corpus studies reveal

of words and structures in their materials design.

2.7 Corbus-Based Research On Second Or Foreign Language
Acquisition

2.7.1 Corpus-Based Approaches To Language Teaching

Kennedy (1998) briefly accounts the approaches as second ianguage
teaching theories and practises are certainly seemed to be influenced by
facts and opihions about the conditions necessary for successful language
learning. These can be counted as: “the background, attitudes and goals of
particular learners, the techniques and procedures which are believed to
facilitate language learning most efficiently, and what we believe needs to be
learned in order to be a langu.age user” (Kennedy 1998:280).

2741 Language Teaching Methodology

We can say that in addition to its impact on the linguistic content of
language pedagogy, corpus-based research also has the potential to have a
direct effect on language teaching methodology. As we have seen, for over
three aecades the analysis and description of corpora has accumulated facts

about lexis, grammar and discourse at a time when language teachers were
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being encouraged to expose learners to authentic spoken discourse or
written texts and to the negotiation of meaning with interlocutors. The detaiis
of analysed wordlists, or statistics on the relative frequency of items or
processes in the language provided by corpus analysis, have been in a
sense out of step with typical meaning-based approaches to language
teaching. Corpora are supposed to be used with care for pedagogical
purposes. It is highly accepted that it should inform instruction rather than
determining it. It is thought significant to be seen as this way so as to avoid
the risk of a return to prescriptivism. Frequency of occurrence in corpora
should be only one of the criteria, which is used to influence instruction.
Sometimes according to the objectives of the learners, less frequent items or
processes in a language may require more attention than the most frequent,
just because they are known to be learning problems with a wide range of
uses. The idea that should be kept in mind is that the facts about language
and language use, which emerge from corpus analyses, should never be
allowed to become a burden or trouble for pedagogy.

Whén we look over the researches carried out in this field it is possible
to notice that In spite of an obvious increase in the use of corpora during the
1990s, it would be misleading to suggest that the use of corpora has become
part of the mainstream in language teaching theory and practice. Partially the
reason for that is, meaning-focused instruction has been wideiy accepted,
and it seems to have been a reluctance by many teachers to return to
instruction with a central focus on the forms of language. There appears to
be already signs that the fruits of corpus-based research may help these
approaches bring together for language teaching. According to Kennedy
(1998:288-290) a second reason perhaps why the potential contribution of
corpus linguistics is yet to be realized in pedagogy is because of an apparent
need for users of corpora to have computing skill. With newly available
corpora and software, however, doing corpus analysis can be said to become

easier by the day.
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2.7.1.2 The Advantages Of Doing Corpus-Based Analyses

When we make a review of the studies related to corpus linguistics, it
probably offers a more objective view of language than that of introspection,
intuition and anecdotes. John Sinclair (1998) pointed out that this is because
speakers do not have access to the subliminal patterns, which run through a
language. A éorpus—based analysis can investigate almaost any language
patterns. These can be lexical, structural, _Iexioo—grammatical, discourse,
phonological and morphological. And it does that often with very specific
agendas such as discovering male versus female usage of tag questions,
children's acquisition of irregular past participles, or counterfactual statement
error patterns of Japanese students and so on. Krieger (2003) suggests that
with the proper analytical tools, an investigator can find out not only the
patterns of language use, but also the extent to which they are used, and the
contextual factors that influence variability. For example, one could examine
the past peirfec’t to see how often it is used in speaking versus writing or
newspapers versus fiction. Or one might want to investigate the use of
synonyms like begin and start or big/large/great to determine their contextual

preferences and frequency distribution.
2.7.2  First Language Acquisition

The study of language acquisition and development is suggested to be
crucially depended on transcriptions of interaction between and among
children and caregivers in natural situations. "Over the last decades it can be
noted that many rich and important bodies of language acquisition data have
been recorded and transcribed for particular purposes” (Keﬁnedy;1998:40).

2.7.3 Second Language Acquisition

According to Perdue (1993), it is noticeable that corpora have also
been brought together for résearch on second or foreign language
acquisition. Kennedy (1998:42) notes that these include the European
Science Foundation Second Language Databank (ESFSLDB) of transcribed
speech collected for the longitudinal study of the learning of Dutch, English,



73

French, German or Swedish by adult immigrants from different language
backgrounds including Punjabi, Spanish, Turkish, Finnish, Italian and

Moroccan Arabic.
274 Foreign Language Acquisition

There are some studies on the characteristics of English as a foreign
language. And these studies of characteristics are expected to be facilitated
by several imbortant corpora. For example, Grangers (1993) notes that an
International Corpus of Learners’ English (ICLE) is being developed at the
Catholic University of Louvain in Belgium. According to Kennedy (1998), the
corpus is cqmpiled from written texis produced by advanced learners of
English from a number of countries including Belgium, China, France,
Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden. According to Kennedy (1998), the
texts come frbm 500-word student essays. He argues that each learner.
variety has a minimum of 400 essays, thus making up national subcorpora of
approximately 200,000 words each. “Study of the general characteristics of
interlanguage, the transitional forms used by learners of a second language,
should also benefit from this corpus” (Kennedy 1998:42).

Warren (1992) conveys that whereas the ICLE is designed primarily
for academic research, a large corpus of learners’ English has been
developed for academic research, lexicography and for the preparation of
commercial language teaching materiais. “The Longman Corpus of Learners’
English (LCLE) totals approximately 10 million words and is made up of
samples of written English from sources including examination answers,
letters, reports, diaries and student essays from learners of English of over
eight different levels of proficiency from over 160 different language
backgrounds” (Kennedy 1998:42).

2.8 Computer Corpus Based Interlanguage Analysis

As said by McEnery and Wilson (1996), it is a common belief that
corpus linguistics was abandoned entirely in the 1950s, and then adopted
once more almost as suddenly in the early 1980s. This is simply untrue, and
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does a disservice to those linguists who continued to pioneer corpus-based
work during this interregnum. :

For example, they go on, Quirk (1960) planned and executed the
construction of his ambitious Survey of English Usage (SEU) which he began
in 1961. In the same year, Francis and Kucera began work on the now
famous Brown corpus, a work which was to take almost two decades to
complete. These researchers were in a minority, but they were not universally
regarded as peculiar and others followed their lead. In 1975 Jan Svartvik
started to build on the work of the SEU and the Brown corpus to construct the
London-Lund corpus.

During this period the computer siowly started to become the mainstay
of corpus linguistics. Svartvik computerised the SEU, and as a consequence
produced what some, including Leech (1991) still believe to be to this day an
unmatched resource for studying spoken English.

McEnery and Wilson (1996) also note that the availability of the
computerised corpus and the wider availability of institutional and private
computing facilities do seem to have provided a spur to the revival of corpus
linguistics.

2.8.1 Processes

Acbording to McEnery&Wilson (1996), considering the marriage of
machine and corpus, it seems worthwhile to consider in slightly more detail
what these processes that allow the machine to aid the linguist are. The
computer has the ability to search for a particular word, sequence of words,
or perhaps even a part of speech in a text. So if we are interested, say, in the
usages of the word however in the text, we can simply ésk {he machine to
search for this word in the text. The computer's ability to. retrieve all
examples of this word, usually in context, is a further aid to the linguist. -

They argue that the machine can find the relevant texi and display it to
the user. It can also calculate the number of occurrences of the word so that
information on the frequency of the word may be gathered. We may then be
interested in sorting the data in some way - for example, alphabetically on
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words appearing to the right or left. We may even sort the list by searching
for words occuring in the immediate context of the word. We may take our
initial list of examples of however presented in context (usually referred to as
a concordance), and extract from this another list, say of all the examples of
however followed closely by the word we, or followed by a punctuation mark.

McEnery&Wilson (1996) conclude that the processes described above
are often included in a concordance program. This is the tool most often
implemented in corpus linguistics to examine corpora. Whatever
philosophical advantages we may eventually see in a corpus, it is the
computer which allows us to exploit corpora on a large scale with speed and
accuracy.

2.8.2 Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis

A learner corpus based on clear design criteria lends itself particularly
well to a contrastive approach. Not a contrastive approach in the traditional
sense of CA (Contrastive Analysis), which compares different languages, but
in the tbtally new sense of “comparing / contrasting what non-native and
native speakers of a language do in a comparable situation” (Pery-Woodley
1890:143). This new approach, which Selinker (1989:285) calls a ‘new type
of CA' and which some refer to as ClA-Contrastive interlanguage Analysis-
lies at the heart of CLC-based studies. James sees this new type of
comparison as a particularly apt basis for a “quantificational contrastive
typology of a number of English lis” (James 1994:14).

According to Granger (1998:12) CIA invoives two major types of
comparison:

1- NL vs. IL, i.e. comparison of native language and inferlanguage;

2- IL vs. IL, i.e. comparison of different interlanguages.

Since the two types of comparison have different points, it might be
useful to examine them separately. To begin with, Granger (1998) suggests
that IL / IL comparisons aim to discover the characteristics of non-
nativeness of learner language. it could be possible to study at all levels of
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proficiency, however, it would be more beneficial to study' at the most
advanced ones, these characteristics are not only supposed to involve plain
errors, but also the differences in the frequency of use of certain words,
phrases or structures, in terms of their being overused and underused. She
argues that before CLCs became available, work on learner production data
had focused mainly on errors, but now SLA specialists can also investigate
quantitatively distinctive features of interlanguage (i.e. overuse /underuse), a
brand new field of study which has important suggestions for language
teaching. In order to clarify the notion she gives the example of writing
textbooks and electronic tools such as grammar checkers, even those
designed for non-native speakers, advice learners against using the passive
and suggest using the active instead. She concludes that a resent study of
the passive in native and learner corpora however, shows that learners
underuse the passive and that they are thus not in need of this type of
inappropriate advice.

When we have a look at the NL /IL comparisons we notice that they
require a control corpus of native English and they are widely and easily
available. Granger (1998) suggests that a corpus such as ICA (International
Corpus of English) even provides a choice of standards: British, American,
Austra!ian, Cahadian, etc. But, on the other hand, she urges that one factor
which analysts should never lose sight of is the comparability of text type.
That the reason for this she explains, because many language features are
style-sensitive, it is essential to use control corpora of the same genre. As
demonstrated in Granger and Tyson (1996:p.23), she includes, a
comparison of the frequency of three connectors- therefore, thus and
however- in the LOB, a corpus covering a variety of text types, and ICLE,
which only includes argumentative essay writing, leads to a completely
distorted view. At this point, we can conclude that it fails to bring out the
underuse of these connectors by learners which clearly appears when a
comparable corpus of native speaker argumentative essays is used instead.
Granger (1998) adds, the corpus used in this case was the LOCNESS’
(Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays), a 300,000- word corpus of
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essays written by British and American university students. In this respect,
there seems to be another perspective that this corpus has the advantage of
being directly comparabie to ICLE, on the other hand, it has the
inconvenience of being relatively small and containing student, in other
words, non-professional writing. As a conclusion of this, criticism can be
levelled against most control cérpora. While comparing the corpora there
are some matters to be kept in mind as Granger (1998) points out, each has
its limitations and the important thing is to be aware of them and make an
informed choice based on the type of investigation to be carried out.

The second type of comparison — IL vs. IL — may involve comparing
lls of the same language or of different languages. The main objective of IL /
IL comparisons according to Granger (1998), can be said, is to gain a better
insight into the nature of interlanguvage. She suggests, by comparing learner
corpora or subcorpora covering different varieties of English (different in
terms of age, proficiency level, L1 backgrouhd, task type, learning setting,
medium, etc)), it is possible to evaluate the effect of these variables bn
learner output."Lorenz, for example, draws interesting conclusions on the
effect of age / proficiency on written output by comparing German learners
of English from two different age groups with a matched corpus of native
English students (Granger 1998:12-14).

2.8.3 The Role Of Interlanguage In Foreign Language Teaching

Because of its very nature Nicke (1995) argues that interfanguage (IL)
is always been an important issue in connection with language acquisition
even before the term and its quasi-synonyms were coined. The disputed
characteristics . and defih,ition of IL have sometimes made it appear
mysterious. “After a short discussion of its evolution and some of its
theoretical aspects, its pracﬁcéi direct and indirect relevance for ELT
including the soéio-linguisiic phenomenon of international varieties of English

(EIL) algo the subjéct Language awareness is described” (Nicke 1995:1).
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2.8.4 Automated Linguistic Analysis
2.8.4.1 Linguistic Software Tools

One of the main advantages of computer learner corpora seem to be
that they can be analysed with a wide range of linguistic tools, from simple
ones, which merely search, count and display, to the most advanced ones,
which provide sophisticated syntactic and /or semantic analysis of data.
According to Granger (1998) these programs can be applied to large
amounts of data, thus allowing for a degree of empirical validation that has
never been available to SLA researchers before.

According to Granger (1998), text retrieval programs- commonly
referred to as ‘concordancers’- are almost certainly the: most widely used
linguistic software tools. Initially quite rudimentary, they have undergone
tremendous im'provement 6ver the last few years and the most recent
p‘rogrammés, such as WordSmith, for example, have reached' a high degree
of sophistication, enabling researches to carry out searches which they
could never hoped to do manually. They can count words, word partials and
sequences of words and sort them in a variety of ways. They also provide
information of how words combine with each other in the téxt. Finally “they
can also carry out comparisons of entities in two corpora and bring out
statistically sign‘ificant differences, a valuable facility for ClA-type research’
(Granger; 1998:14-15). it is illustrated by the linguists that CLC-based
concordances can be used to discover patterns of Error; which in turn can
be converied into useful hints for learners in ELT dictionaries or grammars.

Granger(1998) suggests that the value of computerization, however,
goes far beyond that of quick and efficient manipulation of data. Using the
appropriate electronic tools, SLA researches can also enrich the origin'al
corpus data with linguistic annotations of their choice. This type of
annotation'can‘_be incorporated in three different ways: automatically, semi-
automatically or manually. They can be briefly described as:

E:"arts of speech (POS) tagging ‘as suggested by Granger (1998) is a
‘good example of fully automatic annotation. She adds, POS:taggers assign
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a tag to each word in a corpus, which indicates its word-class membership.
The interest of this sort of annotation for SLA researchers seems to be
obvious. For example, it enables them to conduct selective searches of
particular parts of speech in learner productions.

Semi-automatic annotation tools are thought to enable researchers
to introduce linguistic annotations interactively, using the categories and
templates provided or by loading their own categories. Granger (1998)
argues that if software does not exist for a particular type of annotation,
researchers can always develop and insert their own annotation manually.
She believes that this is the case for error tagging. And thus, she concludes,
6nce error taxonomy has been drawn up and error tags inserted into the text
files, the learner corpus can be produced.

2.8.4.2 CLC Methodology

One issue of importance in CLC methodology according to Granger
(1998) is how to approach learner corpora. Research can be hypothesis-
based or hypothesis-finding. Using the traditional-based. approach, the
analyst starts from a hypothesis based on the literature on SLA research
and uses the learner corpus to test his hypothesis. The édvantage of this
approach as quoted from Granger (1998) is that the researcher knows
where he is going, which greatly facilitates interpretation of the results. “The
-disadvantage is that the scope of the research is limited by the scope of the
research question” (Granger;1998:14).

The other approach is defined as follows by Scholfield in more
exploratory, as it is conveyed from Granger (1998), “hypothesis-finding”
research, “the researcher may simply decide to gather daté, e.g. of language
activity in the classroom, and quantify everything he or she can think of just
to see what emerges” (Scholfield 1995:24). This type of approach seems to
be particularly well suited to CLCs, since the analyst simply has to feed the
data i‘nto a text analysis progrém and wait to see what comes out. This
approach seems potentially very powerful since it can help us gain totally &
new insights i‘rgto learner language. However, according to Granger (1998), it
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is potentially a very dangerous one. She argues that SLA specialists should
avoid falling prey to what | would call ‘so what? syndrome, which
unfortunately affects a number of corpus linguistics studies. “With no
particular hypothesis in mind, the corpus linguist may limit his investigation to
frequency counts and publish the ‘results’ without providing any interpretation
for them. ‘So what?’ are the words that immediately come to mind when one
reads such articles.” (Granger 1998:15-16).

There seems to be no way however, in which one approach is better,
in absolute 'terms, than the other. Depending on the topic and the availability
of appropriate software, the analyst will tend to use one or the other or
combine the two. Moreover, as Granger (1998) conveys from Stubbs “ The
linguist always approaches data with hypotheses and hunches, however
vague” (Stubbs 1996:47). Therefore, we can say that the CLC enables SLA
researchers to approach learner data with a mere hunch and let the
computer do the rest.

Granger (1998:16) points out another important methodological issue
as the role of the statistical-quantitative approach in computer-aided analysis.
As said .by Granger, in the field of learner corpora, the notion of statistical
significaﬁce should be weighed against that of pedagogical significance. We
can say that a teacher who is analysing his learners’ output with the help of
computer techniques may well come up with highly interesting new insights
based on quantitative information which may in itself not to be statistically
significant but which nevertheless has value within a pedagogical framework.
“A much greater danger than not being ‘statistically significant’, is to consider -
figures as an end in themselves rather than a means to an end” (Granger
1998:16).

Finally, a computerized approach can be said to have linguistic
limitations. It seems to suit better to some aspects of language than others
and SLA researchers should not limit their investigations to what the
computer can do. “Granger (1998) points out that ideally suited for the
analysis of lexis arjd to some extend grammar, it ié much less useful for

discourse studies, and she conveys from Virtanen (1996:162) that “many
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textual and discoursal phenomena of interest are harder to get at with the
help of existing software, and a manual analysis of the texts then seems the
only possibility”. She also suggests that SLA researchers should never
hesitate to adopt a manual approach in lieu of, or to complement, a
computer-based approach. As Ball remarks, conveyed from Granger (1998)
“given the present state of the art, automated methods and manual methods
for text analysis must go hand in hand” (Ball 1994:295).

Granger (1998) suggest that by offering more accurate descriptions of
learner language than have ever been available before, computer learner
corpora will help researchers to get more of the facts .right They will
contribute to SLA thébry by providing answers to some yet unresolved
questions such as the exact role of transfer. And in a more practical way,
‘they will help to develop new pedagogical toois and classroom practices
which target more accurately the needs of the learner” (Gran_ger 1998:18).
We should keep in mind that a corpus or a computer cannot do all the work
for us. Even though we have got powerful computers and sophisticated
concordance programs, it is still our job to formulate intelligent and sensible
research questions. The quality of the material the computer offers we should
depend on the quality of the questions we have asked. Besides, we should

not think that corpus iinguistics encompasses just the counting of words.

2.8.5 The importance Of interlanguage Analysis in Foreign Language
Teaching

Some ﬁme ago one would have perhaps hesitated to inciude the iL-
phenomenon among the topics of a conference. But today, when we look at
the programme of a ‘conference about corpus linguistics or réther refated with
‘Interlanguage analysis’ orfand ‘Contrastive studies’ it can easily be seen
that several papers dealing with it, apparently interpreting the IL-
phenomenon also in terms of a problem connected with languages in
contact. Nickel (1989) states that the logical reason for this is certainly that in
spite o} all disputes concerning the definition and nature of IL there is still

agreement that it can only arise when more than one language is acquired.
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“Strictly speaking, it would also apply to dialect speakers trying to acquire an
official siandard of their language within L1-acquisition. But, naturally, it is
normally only applied in FL- and Sl-teaching’” (Nickel 1989:298) &
(Hammerly 1991:148). | “where it crops up particularly in connection with
topics like Contrastive Analysis (CA), Error Analysis (EA) or with FL- and SL-
learning in general” (Sridhar; 1981:207-241).

“In spite of many publications on IL there still “remain many unsolved
problems requiring much more research” (Young 1988:418). Here | intend to
discuss neither the theoretical nor empirical aspects of the phenomenon, but
addresses itself, directly and indirectly, to FLT- issues and discusses only
briefly some of the most important aspects of IL, as far as they are relevant
for the topic.

It is undeniable that the popularity of IL studies has been growing
during the past decades. While Dulay, Burt and Krashen state that “the study
.of learners’ errors had been a primary focus of L2-research during the last
decade” (Krashen et al;1982:139-140). The causes for this enhance in
popularity are multiple: “continued‘research in fields like CA, EA, but also
general interest in language acduisition, very often in connection with
psycho- and *socio-linguistic cohcepts” (Chomsky’s universals). The
popularity is reflected in the growing number of symposia, and also in articles
and monographs. Though the journal Inferlanguage Studies Bulletin (ISB)
ceased publication, other journals connected with language acquisition have
continued its heritage. IL's popular\i’lfty is also reflected in its rich terminology.
Though L.Selinker (1992) rightly diéagrees as:

With the widespread concluéion that there is synonomy of the
three concepts ‘transitional competence’, ‘approximative systems’
and IL... because each of the three makes different theoretical claims
about the nature of the SLA process (L Selinker1992:221).

The;fact still remains that this quasi-synonymy, to which a term like
‘idiosyncratic dialect’ could be added, certainly demonstrates the interest in
the varying degrees of learners’ competences and performances. Even the

term IL has been interpreted in many ways ranging.from more to less
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fossilized versions, giving preference to one or the other of Selinker’s original
five central processes “(language transfer, transfer of training, strategies of
second-language learning, strateg:;i'es of second-language communication
and over-generalization of target language linguistic material)’ (Selinker
1972:209-230). “The, heterogeneity and partial overlapping of these
processes have been sometimes criticized” (Lander 1981:56-71). In ény
case variation is the most important characteristic of IL. “...the interlanguage
hypothesis stands or falls on how adequately variation may be accounted for”
(Yonng 1988:282). . |

Undoubtedly, however, the main difference lies in the attitude towards
the transfer phenomenon, which some, like Hammerly, Shridar, Nickel and
many other colleagues in the field of CA, consider still of importance, though
by no means ci_anstituting the only factor (Nickel/Wagner 1968,Vol.6/3.255),
(Gass/Selinker 1983:7), (Selinker 1992:5,237).

Without any doubt, apart from transfer, almost inevitable fossilization
plays a very important part in connection with characteristics of the IL-
hypothesis, “a reasonable theoretical study” (Selinker 1992:246): less than
5% of FL-learners are estimated to reach native-speaker Combetence. Even
Sl-learners’ pronunciations, in spite of a long period of immersion in the
target-language country, some of them famous politicians, artists and
scientists, support Selinker’s supposition, also based on his personal
linguistic experience, that it seems to be extremely difficult, if at all possible,
to avoid a certain ‘accent. “Whilg children under certain conditions, and
again mostly in connection with»fvSL, may acquire a nafive-like accent,
possibilities in the case of adult learners seem to be much more limited”
(Neufeld 1987:322).

It is obvious that all these factors concern teachers and learners in
different direct and indirect ways. "It must be made clear that there are
striking differénces between FL- and SL- teaching due to factors like
motivation, intensity of teaching and learning, important pragmatic factors,

social setting, and native vs. non-native teachers, to mention only a few
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factors, which also explain differences concerning results within research on
errors” (Nickel 1989:298).

Teachers will certainly be only too pleased to hear that errors,
including fossilizations, are unavoidable, their qualities and quantities
depending upon many social and individual factors like age, motivation and
ambition of teachers and students, to mention only some of them.
“Hammerly’s expectations are very high, hardly achievabié' and if so, in
connection with SL rather than with FL teaching” (Nickel 1995:80). Teachers
should also realize that they are users of IL themselves, unless they are
native speakers, and should discuss it quite frankly with at least advanced
students. Simplifying strategies, a well-known factor within the IL-
phenomenon, should not only be accepted but also taught as survival
strategies, particularly in communicative processes in order to help in
connection with the well-known backsliding processes under stress-
conditions, where again contrastive interference seems to be particularly
strong and a great deal of understanding, patience and tolerance is needed
on the teacher’s part.

Since some of the errors are also due to wrong teaching strategies
methodological changes, including the use of the mother tongue, may profit
from insights into the IL—phenorﬁenon, and particularly into the transfer
complex. German learners of English, for instance, have great difficulty in
learning correctly the problematic continuous vs. non-continuous tenses (EF
vs. SF). Here ihe problem of sequencing becomes cbvious. “If the SF is first
introduced because of its formal similarity to German, the later introduction of
the EF may lead to under representation. If the contrary is done,
overrepreserftation may occur” (Zydatiss 1979, Vol.3:25-45). Though there is
no didactically safe way out of this dilemma one might think of the two forms
together with some. cognitive insights into their formationé and also different
structural values within the English system perhaps concentrating more on
one of the two forms. This would also correspond to the modern renaissance
of the interest in grammar due to cognitive psychology, but would, at the
same time, also fit into so cailed pragmatic approaches, sinoé the habitual as
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well as the non habitual functions are pragmatically needed at a relatively
early point of time. This is one of many examples where due to wrong
teaching strategies, one of the central processes of iL-production, errors may
occur. Methodological changes as described above, cognitive insights, but
also well-dosed: drills including exercises like, for instance, well pianned
translations from L1 into L2 may help as remedial strategies.

Nickei notes that fossilization on a higher level very often happens
also when a certain communicative level has been reached, motivation
begins to decrease and a certain plateau-effect starts to operate. “All
teachers have had this frustrating experience. While highly motivated
learners want to go on in fields like subtie periphery grammar, synonymy and
stylistics, the unmotivated ones hardly make any progress” (Nickel 1995:4-5).

Error evaluation, a highly subjective and complex field, should also
profit from IL-insights. Though the distinction between errors (competence)
and mistakes (performance), as once made by Corder, is not always easy to
define, it is still useful from a pedagogical point of view. “The problematic
evaluation of errors is undoubtedly primarily a pedagogical difficulty,
acceptability and communicability, to mention only a few ones” (Legenhausen
1975:110).

According to Nickel (1985) the problem of native norms is also an
importaﬁt factor, accounting, among other reasons, for the differences in the
marking of errors by different evaluators. “In this context it is worth
mentioning that very often native speakers, especially of more tolerant
linguistic backgrounds like English, turn out to be more tolerant than non-
native speakers” (Nickel 1985, Vol. 67-68:153).

Nickel (1986) also states that it is needless to say il's do not consist
only of errors, but also of a normally overwhelming quantity of correct items,
which should be given credit in the form of encouragément in order o
motivate students. “In many school systems all over the world there is
unfortunately still more emphasis given to the nagative than to the positive
aspect” (Nickel 1986:71-79).
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“The IL—phenomenon also has a non-native normative aspect. While
some ‘fossilized’ versions of varieties of English like, for instance, Indian
English"'have been recognized as being institutionalised by some” (Kachru
1983:31-57), though not by all (Quirk 1988:237), “there is still some hesitancy
in recognizing nationally conditioned accents like, for instance, the French
one. Here again insights into the strong interference, particularly between the
two phonological systems in connection with the iL-product ‘French English’
should, within certain limitations, lead to more tolerance, too, within certain
limits” (Quirk et all 1985:27). Smith (1985) suggests that the realistic
assessment of different varieties of English of particularly the FL-type have
led to the not undisputed concept of EIL, which is understood as the use of
relatively high-level IL’s, employed for international communicative purposes,
particularly, but not exclusively, among non-native speakers. It is mainly,
again, the accent problem which arises here. On the whole, of course
diversions shbdld not be too strong in order to guarantee clear
communication.

Selinker (1992) states that as has been demonstrated, IL has many
more or less direct applications to FLT, helping people to understand difficuft
learning processes better and hence also to judge and evaluate IL-
phenomena with more understanding. He continues that among several of
learners’ rights there is also the right of using IL's and hence making errors.
Though strivfng for a native speaker’s competence should in theory be the
objective of FLT, teachers should be aware of all the limitations and expect
‘perfection’, if at all, only from a minority. In his opinion, taking the realistic
existence of different types of IL's into account, however, does not mean
embracing absolute fatalism. “In spite of a certain degree of inevitability,
esp‘eciélly'in connection with FLT, it is still true that some learners fossilize
much less than others and then there is, of course, also fhe possibility for
very good teéchers 'to postpone or bypass some effects of fossilization”
(Selinker.1992:252), '

According to Garret/James (1981) apart from these more or less
direct, though mddest and limited, implications for FLT, IL-insights could also
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be discussed in the interdisciplinary subject language awareness. Trim
(1992:9) also suggests the same opinion on the matter. Nickel (1995)
continues as in connection with the analysis of errors through the iearners
themselves or their peers, their corrections and explanations, problems and
processes, as . described. further above in connection with language
acquisition, could be discussed and explained. “The creative aspect of IL
could also be shown by pointing to universal processes like, for instance,
analogy” (Nickel 1995:6). He clarifies the notion as in the following:

“Observations of errors committed by speakers of other languages
within the learner’'s culture, .but also by very young mother-fongue
learners, would show them the natural and necessary furiction of errors in
a very complicated learning process. Needless to say, this kind of
enlightenment should start as soon as possible, but, of course, in a
correspondingly weli-apportioned and adapted way. An age which fries to
explain fo young people the most complicated problems in, for instance,
technofogy and ecology, should also find ways of explaining some of the
fascinating, though by no means hitherto sufficiently explored, awe-
inspiring processes of language acquisition. Tolerance towards errors
commitied by others will also lead to a beffer understanding among
human beings and make leamers recognize .the wisdom of the old Latin
adage: errare humanum est.” ~

As far as faulty linguistic forms are concerned, Finocchiaro (1982) might
tend to sypp'ort the following view as:

”Thé world, our counfries, our communities will survive with faulty
pronunciation and less than perfect grammar, but can we be sure they will
continue fo survive without real communication, without a- spirit of
comnunity, indeed without real communion among peoples?”

Undoubtedly the relationship between theory and teaching has always
been complex and ‘“establishing clear and usable categories from
Interlanguage work...is a task which still needs to be attempted” (Brumfit
1984:323). According to Nickel (1995) nevertheless FLT, because of its own
status and responsibility, has the right to tap, though cautiously, theories and
descriptions whenever they help the teaching- and Iearriing-_ process. “As
with ‘pedagogical grammars’ simplifications of all kinds, controversial theories
and even sometimes inconsistencies are justified as long as they serve the
gdod purpose of increasing the learner’s motivation and of teaching foreign

languages eﬁiciently” (Nickel 1995:7).
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
3.1 Procedure

3.1.1 Subjects

Data were collected from both Turkish and American university
student‘s. Only the advanced Turkish university students were chosen from
among those who are in their fourth year after the Michigan Placement Test
was administered. The American university students are all native speakers
of English and were chosen from the LOCHNESS database collected at
various American Universities.

3.1.2 Instruments
In this study, WordSmith Tools (Scott, 1997) was used for the lexical

and syntactic analysis. Chi square (X?) test was employed for the statistical

anayses. Threshold level was set at p<0.05 to determine the items overused

and underused by Turkish learners.
3.1.3 Data Collection

Two comparable corpora were compiled: the NS and NNS corpora.
The NS corpus consists of the argumentative essays of the American
Univeréity students and the NNS'corpus is made up of the argumentative
essays of the advanced Turkish University students in the fourth year, who
study English at the ELT departments of both the University of Cukurova and
Mustafa Kemal Qniversity.



89

CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS

in this section, the occurrences of conjuncts in the NNS corpus are
compared with that in the NS corpus to determine the NNS deviation from
and approximation to the NS norm. To achieve this aim, along with the NS
corpus used as a yardstick in the comparisons, the findings presented in
Longman Spoken and Written Ehglish (LSWE) Corpus (Bibef et al, 2000) are
also employed to check the represeniativehess of the NS corpus and to
make interpretations regarding the semantic functions and register
appropriacy of the conjuncts under investigation (875-890)

Table 1. Overall comparison of conjuncts in the NNS and the NS corpora

QOverall

NNS

NS

f

%

%

X2

O/y

1278

. 805

0.54

- 100.0

084

4.1 Overall Analysis

As is seen in Table 1, the overall frequency of the conjuncts in NNS
writing is considerébiy higher than that of NS Writing. The very high X? value
indicates that conjuncts are significantly overused in general. What could be
the reason for the heavy use of conjuncts by the NNSs? Could Turkish
learners be neglecting other important devices for creating textual cohesicn
such as coordinators and subordinators and therefore using conjuncts more
than NSs? That is, could they be expressing their thoughts with short and
simple sentences and, therefore, be feeling a need for employing more
conjuncts to state the relationship between the units of discourse. Or could
they be transferring their knowiedge in L1 in the choice of such conjuncts in
their writing. An answer to the second questions is beyond the scope of fh‘ie

study due to the lack of a corpus of academic prose in Turkish. In this
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respect, considering the first question posed above, the interpretations as
regards the occurrences of conjuncts in the NNS corpus are geared to to
what extent such linguistic items are appropriate in terms of academic prose
and what semantic meanings they add to learner’s writing when compared
with the NS corpus, and whether the overuse of conjuncts arises from the
neglect of other cohesive devices. At this point, the individual comparison of

these conjuncts in terms of their semantic categories will be more revealing.

Table 2. The occurrences of top 30 conjuncts across NNS and NS corpora

. NNS ) NS
CONJUNCTS f % f % X2 O
| However 140 1009 176 012 45 -

2 For example 136 009 52 003 353 +
3 Of course 82 005 25 002 284 +
4 So 79 005 74 005 =
5Moreover 78 005 5 | 613 4+
6 On the other hand 75 005 19 001 ' ' 313 +
7 Therefore 73 005 . 81 = 0.05 =
8 Forinstance 59 004 11 308+
9 Also 53 003, 30 002 - 55 +
10 First of all 47 003 8 256+
11 Further 39 003 3 286  +
12 Furthermore 39 © 0.03 | 3 © 286+
13 In conclusion 38 003 | 9 162  +
14 Inadditon 35 002 7 169  +
15 As a result 32 1002 7 144 =+
16 Besides 27 1002 0 246+
17 Consequently 25 002° 5 117  +
Secondy 23 002 1 180+
19 Otherwise = 20 001 9 =
20 To sum up 19 1001, 0 . 168+
20Firstly 19 0001 1 o142+
22 That is 19 ‘001 3 10+
23 Then 18 001 6 49 =+
24 First - 21 75+
25 Thirdly I 0 89 . +
26 Again o1 2 48 4+
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27 In other words 11 | 4 | b=
28 On the contrary 10 2 40 |+
29Eventually 9 . 22 | 001 48 | -
30 Yet 6 002 63 | 004 152 -

4.2 Individual Analysis

As is obvious from the individual comparisons of the most frequent 30
conjunctions in Table 2 most of the conjuncts seem to be more favorite with
the learners in the NNS corpora as opposed to the NSs with a few
exceptions. The striking difference between the NS and the NNS corpora is
particularly obvious in the use of moreover. The considerably high X2 value
(61.3) indicates that this conjunct is highly significantly overused in the NNS
in contrast to the NS corpus. This conjunct is followed by such overused
conjuncts as moreover, for example, for instance, on the other hand, further,
furthermore, of course, first of all, besides, secondly, in addition, to sum up,
in conclusion, as a result, firstly, consequently, that is, thirdly, first, also, then,
again, on the contrary. It is also remarkable that, of these conjuncts, to sum
up, besides and thirdly are not used by NS students in their essays.

As for the underused conjuncts, yst, eventually, however and
therefore are not as common in the NNS corpus as in the NS. On the other
hand, conjuncts such as so, in other words, otherwise and therefore are
observed approximately in the same frequency in both corpora. In this
respect, the 'NNSs do not show variation from the NS standard in the use of
these conjuncis.

The investigation of conjuncts in the LSWE corpus reveals that
although both conversation and academic prose mostly empioy single
adverbs to realize linking adverbials (conjuncts), academic prose displays
greater structural diversity in the use of linking adverbials. That is, adverb
phrases (e.g. Even so), prepositional 'phrases (e.g. For example), finite
clauses {e.g. That is), and non-finite clauses (e.g. to conclude) commoniy
occur in academic prose. In general, the heavy reliance of the NNSs on
linking adverbials when developing arguments or marking the connection
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between the specific information and their point make them deviate from the
native norm although almost all of these conjuncts characterize academic
prose with exception of then and so. While so occurs as frequently in the
NNS corpus as in the NS corpus, then particularly common in conversationai
discourse occur more frequently in the NNS corpus, which renders the NNS
writing speech like. In order to shed light on the use of conjuncts in both the
NNS and the NS writing, the following comparisons wili focus on the
semanticcategoriesofconjuncts.

Table 3. individual comparison of Listing Conjuncts according to their
semantic categories

| NNS | NS |

CONJUNCTS| g % f % | X2 |ow
Enumerative 'FirsL of all 47 1003 | 8 ) 256 _+
Secondly | 23 |0.02 | 1 180 +

Firstly 19 1001 | 1 142 +

_ Then | 18 |001.| 6 | | 49 *
 Kirst LS IR N O R BN B

Thirdly 11 0 89| +

Reinforcing | Moreover | 78 10.05 ) 5 | | 613 +
Also 53 1003 |30 |0.02] 55| +

| Further | 39 [0.03 ] 3 286+

Furthermore | 39 (003 | 3 28.6; +
In Addition 351002 | 7 1.169) _ +
Besides | 27 10.02 O 246+

M‘Awgzll;l RERY 2 4.8 +

4.3 individual Comparison Of Listing Conjuncts

According to the X2 values presented in Table 3, the conjuncts are.
more frequent with the learners in the NNSs as opposed to the NSs with no
exceptions. The striking difference between the NS and the NNS corpora is
particularly obvious in the use of moreover in the reinforcing category and
first of all in the enumerative one. The considerably high X2 values for first of
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all (25.6) and moreover (61.3) indicate that these conjuncts are highly
significantly overused in the NNS in contrast to the NS corpus. When we take
the other conjuncts used by NNS into consideration, we can obviously see
that, first of alf is followed by such overused conjuncts as secondly, firstly,
thirdly, first and then. And the case is the same for the conjuncts in the
reinforcing category. The most frequent conjunct moreover is followed by the
other linking adverbials such as also, further, furthermore, in addition,
besides and again. Of these conjuncts, further, furthermore, besides, in
addition are highly significantly overused by NNS. What is also striking is that
thirdly and besides have never been used by NS.

According to Biber et al (2000), listing can be viewed as a sort of basic
language function which the conjuncts are used to give a particular structure
or orientation to. In this respect, Quirk et al (1997) note that the structure is
supposed to show order by having items performing an ENUMERATIVE
function. Quirk et al (1997) also point out that the enumerative function is
expected to assign numerical labels to the items listed in our formal or
informal speeches during the course of life. According to Quirk et al (1997)
the reinforcing subtype of additive conjuncts, on the other hand,
characteristically measure an item as adding greater weight to a preceding
one. Findings in LSWE corpus reveal that enumerative/ additive (reinforcing)
adverbials quite commonly occur in aéademic prose than conversation (Biber
et al, 2000: 885).

Why do Turkish learners use conjuncts more heavily than native
speakers? A closer look at the NNS writing might be revealing. Excepts from
the writings of the NS and the NNS show that the Turkish learners’ writing is
characterized by short sentences in contrast to the NS writing made up of
relatively longer, more compiex sentences. The following are the excepts
from both the NS and NNS corpora.
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NNS e.g. 1: In this example, it can be seen only two bad sides of money.
First of all, it makes people selfish. They only think themselves and they
don't want to share their belongings with others who really need it. Secondly,
you see the example of a miserable man who can do anything to have
something to eat.

NS e.g. 1: They respond that, first of all, this statement can be used against
teaching of evolution. There is a scientific theory that states evolution
happened under conditions that do not exist today (because life does not
originate naturally, as it supposedly did back then); thus, scientists cannot
create the same conditions they assume were the original ones.

NNS e.g. 2: The court will decide whether the patient should die or not. So
that, the application of euthenasia is not in our hands. You can just decide
whether want to die or not and want him/her to die. Moreover, as it is not
commonly used there are no special laws for euthenasia. If it is done by the
patient himself/herself it is called suicide and if it is done by an another
person especially by a doctor it is called as a murder.

NS e.g. 2: Twenty-five to forty percent of welfare recipients have learning
disabilities, and sixteen percent have substance abuse problems. Thirty-five
percent have physical disabilities or have a disabled person in their
household. Moreover, since sixty-seven percent have never married and
forty percent have three or more children, many lack the support of a spouse
and have difficulty finding affordable childcare <R>.

Table 4. Individual comparison of Summative Conjuncts according to their
semantic categories

NNS | NS |

 Conjuncts | f % | f %) X |O/U
Summative
Iin conclusion {38 0.03 9 16.2| +

Tosumup |19°0.01 10 16.8| +

4.4 Individual Comparison Of Summative Conjuncts
Quirk et al (1997) summative conjuncts precedes an item which is to

be looked at in relation to all the items that have gone before. Although the
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summative conjuncts are of comparatively low frequency across NNS and
NS corpora, two of these conjuncts, in conclusion and to sum up, are again
significantly overused by the NNS. While in conclusion occurs only 9 times in
the NS corpus, fo sum up is never preferred by the NSs.

Biber et al. (2000) note that in an academic prose, prepositional
phrases are relatively common as linking adverbials. Although summative
adverbials are quite common in academic prose in LSWE corpus, they are
not frequent in the NS writing. It is the NNSs who tend to use these conjuncts
in their writing. Two conjuncts in conclusion and to sum up are particularly
prominent in the NNS writing to introduce an item which embodies the points
made before. Again the reason for the overuse of this category seems to be
the NNSs’ attempt to connect short and simple sentences in contrast to the
NSs' more complex clauses already combined with subordinate conjunctions.

NNS e.g. 3: it is claimed that animal testing is unreliable because
animals are different from human, but ali mammals have the same
basic organs. Moreover, they share common physiology with humans.
In conclusion, the discussion between for and against animal testing
is still going on.

NS e.g. 3: The idea of a nuclear war is practically non-existent today.
Arms sales have gone down so that nations may spend this money in
more worthwhile areas. In conclusion, as the turn of the century
slowly approaches, | look back with a feeling of accomplishment as
well as anticipation as to what lies ahead.
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Table 5. Individual comparison of appositive conjuncts according to their
semantic categories

NNS NS
Conjuncts| f % f % X2 | O/U

Appositive A L
For 1136009 | 52 | 0.03|35.3| =+
example |\l Lo |
For [5910.04 | 11 308 | +
instance
Thatis |19 {0.01 | 3 | 10' + -

4.5 Individual Comparison Of Appositive Conjuncts

From the table above, it is clear that the NNS corpus presents a heavy
use of appositive conjuncts in comparison to that of the NS. Thé use of for
example by NNS (136) is highly significantly overused, being approximately
three times that of NS (52). The case is no different in the use of for instance
by NS (11), which is only one fifth of the NNS’ (59). The conjunct that is
strikes attention with its few occurrences in both corpora although it is again
overused by the NNS.

Biber et al (2000:881) state that appositional linking adverbials occur
by far the most commonly in academic prose “as connectors for examples
that support more general claims, and with restatements that clarify previous
statements.” This may be one of the reasons that the both groups tend to use
them in their writings relat}ively more frequently than the other type of
conjuncts discussed so far.

The following are two excerpts from the NNs and NS. It is noteworthy
that what proceeds the conjunct in the NNS writing is a simple clause, while
the same conjunct is proceeded by a more complex clause (ing-clause)

constructed with structural links such as Wh-words. This may also account
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the NNSs.

NNS e.g. 4 : In recent years money has become the most important
thing in the world. You can do nothing without it. For example, you
cannot eat or buy what you want, you cannot go anywhere you want,
you cannot own even a needle. In short, you cannot live without it.

NS e.g. 4 : Upon realizing that homosexuals are not the only possible
carriers of the disease, but drug abusers, people who interact w/ many
unknown sexual partners, as well as dentists who "forget to put on
their plastic gloves;" people may begin to think before acting. For
example, drugs are a grave matter in their own, however, most people
do not think in terms of drugs as a possible suicide.

Table 6. individual comparison of resultive conjuncts according to their

semantic categories

NNS NS

| Conjuncts | ¢ o | §f 9% | X2 O/U
Resultive & . 4 L .
Of course |82]0.05| 25| 0.02| 284 | +

So  |79]0.05| 74| 005 | =
Therefore |73 0.05‘ _8'1_ ] 905 h. VA
Asaresult [32/1002| 7 | 1144 | +
Consequently|25 (002! 5 1.7 | +

4.8 individual Comparison Of Resuitive Conjuncts

When resultive conjuncts are taken into consideration, the immediate

difference is that certain conjuncts in the category occur as commonly in the

NNS as in the NS corpus in comparison to the conjunct classes examined so

far. So and therefore stand out as frequent conjuncts in both corpora, the

difference indicating no significant variation between NNS and NS. The

NNSs employ the conjunct so 79 times and therefore 73, which is

approximately the same case in the NS’ corpus (74 and 81, respectively). On

the other hand, of course, consequently and as a result are overused by the

NNS, of course being the one most significantly overused.
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Biber et al, (2000:877) point out that “linking adverbials in the result
category show that the second unit of discourse states the result or
consequence of the preceding discourse”. Findings in LSWE corpus (Biber et
al, 2000) display that a large proportion of linking adverbials in the semantic
category of result are used in both academic prose and conversation.

As is obvious in the excerpts below, these conjuncts serve as linking
words between relatively shorter clauses in the NNS corpus, which, of
course, necessitates the use of these conjuncts “for developing arguments or
signaling the connection between specific information and an author’s point”
(Biber et al, 2000:881)

NNS e.g. 5 : If committing suicide is not an illegal or wrong thing,
assisting suicide should be admitted in the same way. Of course,
people who are depressed or who feel they are a weight on their
families should be counseled and helped to live.

NS e.g. 5 : Another "discovery" of this past century has been
feminism, which has had a significant impact on the lives of both men
and women. Of course, the issue of feminism is not a new one, but it
is just within the past century that much progress has been made
towards the equality of women (with the important exception of women
winning the right to vote in the 1800s).

Table 7. Individual comparison of inferential conjuncts accordung to the
semantic categories .

o e 5 e s P e g 8 T e S U R s e

NNS | NS
Conjuncts| f % f % X2 | O/U

inferential

Otherwvse 20 001 ]

In other 11

" words

fl

i-N
it
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4.7 individual Comparison Of Inferential Conjuncts

From the table 7 it is seen that inferential conjuncts frequent are not
frequent in both NNS and NS writing. Not only the NNSs but also the NSs
focus merely on two conjuncts in their argumentative essays. Although the
NNSs use both linking adverbials more than NNS do, there is no significant
Adifference between the two groups with respect to X? analysis. In other
words, neither conjunct is over/funderused by the NNS learners. Biber et al,
(2000:881) state that all semantic categories of linking adverbials help
develop arguments or show the relation between specific information and an
author’s point in academic prose. It is noticeable that both only cne “single
linking adverbial” (otherwise) and one “prepositional phrase” (in other words)
are empioyed in the NNS and NS writing. That these conjuncts do not take
place among the most common linking adverbials in conversation and
academic prose (Biber et al, 2000:887) may account for the fact that they do
not occur frequently in the NNS and NS data.

The two excerpts from the NNS and NS data illustrate the use of “in
other words” by a student from each group.

NNS e.g. 8: You haven'’t warned me about the danger; in other words,
you didn'’t care about me.

NS e.g. 6: Another scientist, Solomon, also agrees with Forst's
conclusion, but uses different reasoning. In 1975 he stated,

<*>. In other words, Solomon believes some criminals may

just want to die, and then murder so they can end up on death row.
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Table 8. individual comparison of contrastive conjuncts according to their
semantic categories

NNS NS
Concessive ) é;)njuncts P w%._ f % X2 o
However |140 0.09|176 0.12 | 45 | -
Ontheother | 75 0.05| 19 001 |31.3 | +
hand U S
Yet 6 002|63 004|152 -
Anithetic [On the contrary | 10 | 2 P

4.8 Individual Comparison Of Contrastive Conjuncts

Table 8 illustrates that concessive conjuncts occur very frequently
across the NNS and NS corpora. X? values indicate that however and yet are
underused, while on the other hand is overused. Obviously, the NNSs use on
the other hand to the neglect of other concessive conjuncts however and yet.
However, in the antithetic category, on the contrary is infrequent in both
corpora. Although rare, this conjunct is overused by the NNSs.

Foliowing are examples of the usage of contrastive conjuncts from the NNS
and NS data.

NNS e.g. 7: The patient who prefers euthanasia is thought to be
committed suicide and the doctor who appiies

euthanasia to his/her patient is thought to be murderer

and punished according to the law of ‘killing people’;

however, in some countries, ‘euthanasia ’ is included in

law; thus, people can choose to die. There are some )
organizations for euthanasia. Their aim is to defend the

rights of volunteers of euthanasia.

NS: e.g. 7 : Proponents of prayer in public schools believe that a religious
infusion is needed to balance the lack of values and the increasing rate of
violence in society. The opponents hold, however, that prayer in public
schools would destroy the separation of church and state, and that prayer will
not be able'to end the ills of society.



NNS e.g. 8 : As a first step, physical features built up differences
between women and men. Also this affects the sex

equality. The man and the women have same basic

physical features. Like that they have head,

to legs, arms, hair, eyes, ears, lungs, stomach etc. On

the contrary these similarities there are certain

differences. Such that the men have stronger

musculars strong arms and legs.

NS e.g. 8 : PKD is one of the most common human genetically
determined diseases. <*>. This sounds exciting to those
individuals with the disease but it does not eliminate the
disease. On the conirary, it gives the disease more
opportunity to affect the generations to come because the
individuals with the disease survive longer and can pass the
disease on to more individuals

101

Table 9. Individual comparison of transitional conjuncts éccording to their

semantic categories

NNS | NS | )
Conjuncts | f [% | F | % | x2 | O/U

e ) e o T | o,

Temporal

Eventually | 9 22 | 0.01] 48 -

4.9 Individual Comparison Of Transitional Conjuncts

Amongst the transitional class conjuncts, only temporal subclass is

observed in the writings of the NNSs and NSs. As is obvious from Table 9,

the only conjunct eventually is underused by NNS. It has the frequency of 9

for NNS and 22 for NS.

Quirk et al (1997) note that temporal {transition) conjuncts such as

now, by the way, meantime, meanwhile, eventually and etc., serve to shift

attention to another topic or to a temporally related event. The low frequency

of temporaiﬁ' conjuncts is also compatible with the corpus findings of Biber et

al, who state that transition adverbials are rare in all registers (2000:880).

The following excerpts illustrate the usage of the temporal conjuncts in both

corpora.
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NNS e.g 9: It was useful for that times because the area they were
living was too smail they could see the smoke and

understood the message but after that they began to live

different piaces and the places where they live began to

be enlarged so they used pigeons in these times.

Eventually day by day the number of the people increase

so that the placements of them also become bigger and

bigger as a result of this development people need new
communication aids.

NS e.g. 9: Not only that but since your body is now mostly
empty of bacteria, the resistant strains multiply and make
it more difficult to kill off the next time you get an infection.
Eventually the antibiotic no longer works and the doctor
must use an alternative, perhaps stronger, antibiotic
treatment.

Table 10. Overall comparison of conjuncts according to their semantic
categories

oo NN NS ]
Conjunctive il % f ‘ % X2 | o/u
Roles . .

RESULTIVE | 331 | 022 | 239 | 016 | 13.1 | +
"CONCESSIVE | 293 | 019 [ 289 | 0.19 =
REINFORCING | 244 | 016 | 64 | 004 |101.2] +
APPOSITIONAL| 224 | 015 | 69 | 005 | 785 | +
SUMMATIVE | 70 | 005 | 22 o001 [232] +
ENUMERATIVE| 36 | 002 | 51 | 0.03 =
INFERENTIAL | 32 | 002 | 14 60 | +
" EQUATIVE | 13 T =
| ANTITHETIC | 11 8 =
~ TEMPORAL | 9 22 {00l | 48 | -
' REPLACIVE | 3 =

4.10 Overall Comparison Of Conjuncts

The overall comparison of conjuncts in Table 1 has indicated that

conjuncts are extremely overused by the NNSs. However, the comparison
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according to semantic categories presents a different picture. Resultive,
reinforcing, appositional, summative and inferential categories are all
overused by NNS. However, there is no significant difference between the
NNSs and NSs in terms of concessive, enumerative, equative, antithetic and
replacive categories.The only category, which is underused is the temporal.
The most striking overuse(X? 101.2) results from the reinforcing conjuncts
(moreover, also, further etc.). This category is foliowed by appositional (for
example, etc.) (X? 78.5), summative (to sum up, etc.) (X? 23.2) and resultive

(of course, s0,  efe) (X?13.1).
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND iIMPLICATIONS

5.1 introduction

in this section, the research questions are evaluated in the light of the
findings obtained from the comparisons of the NNS and NS corpora. Also,
the outcome of the study is discussed in terms of English learning and
teaching.

5.2 Conclusions

The study has revealed that computer learner corpora can
successfully be utilized to determine and diagnose the troublesome areas of
overuseluhderuse which may not be easily pinpointed otherwise. The study
has shown that Turkish learners decidedly resort to putting sentences
together by frequently using conjuncts. Samples from the NNS data has
showed that the NNS writing is characterized by shortness of clauses and
less embedding in contrast to the dense presentation of information in
embedded clauses in the NS writing. -In this section the research questions
are evaluated. These research questions focus on whether conjuncts
investigated are underused or overused. Also, the research questions
explore the role of these conjuncts in the NNS and NS data from a functional

perspective. -
5.3 Evaluation Of The Research Questions

Q1. Do advanced Turkish learners of English employ conjuncts to the
same extent as native American university students? If they avoid

using certain conjuncts, what type of conjuncts do they avoid? And in
what frequency do they use them?

The study has revealed that the NNSs use conjuncts more frequently
than the NSs. However, the more detailed analysis has revealed that the
NNSs have invariably overused all semantic categories except the temporal
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one (Table 10). Yet, the concessive category has presented an interesting
distribution in that however and yet have been significantly underused, while
on the other hand has been significantly overused (Table‘8). While the NSs
have employed however and yet to highf,ight contrasting information, the
NNSs have preferred on the other hand. The most common linking
adverbials (conjuncts) in conversation and academic prosei in the LSWE
corpus per millioh words include only however and yef, both having far more

occurrences in academic prose, particularly however.

Q2. What kind of semantic roles do conjuncts play in NNS and NS
argumentative essays? And to what extent do they match in both

corpora as far as the semantic relations are concerned?

ResultiVe, reinforcing, appositional, summative and inferential
categories are -all overused by NNS. The overuse of' these categories
suggest that the NNSs often tend to add items of discourse to one another,
reformulate and exemplify their statements, sum up the information in the
proceeding discourse and show the result or consequence of the proceeding
discourse. This pattern of use in the NNS writing renders it strikingly different

from the NS academic prose.

Q3. What semantic categories of conjuncts characterize both the NNS and
NS argumentative essays?

The NNS writing is characterized by the heavy use of resuitive,
reinforcing, ‘appositional, summative and inferential categories. Of the
contrastive conjuncts, the concessive category particularly characterize the
NS argumentative essays. This category is-underused by the NNSs with the
exception of .on the other hand, which is significantly overused.

Q4. If certain categories are overused/underused, what might be the

reason?



106

Thév excerpts from the learner data:has indicated that short and simple
clauses characterize the NNS 'writing. That's why, the NNSs seem to be in
constant need for connecting units of discourse to achieve a textual flow.

5.4 Implications

The present study has provided concrete evidence and useful
statistics as to the use of conjuncts beyond intuitions by means of NL (native
language) vs. IL (interlanguage) comparison. The analyses have shown that
the English of advanced Turkish learners share a number of features which
make it different from NS language in the use of cojuncts. The study has
found that advanced Turkish learners of English either overuse or underuse
conjuncts, which leads to stylistic deviations. _

What seems to be a major problem for the Turkish learners is their
lack of register awareness. The main pedagogical conclusion to be drawn
from this study is that Turkish EFL students need to be exposed to a wide
range of registers and to a more extehsive training in argumentative or

expository writing.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1 3 sample argumentativé‘ essays by native American
University students.

<ICLE-US-IND-0024.1>

The first thing | would like to address is the fact that this phrase is
incorrect: "The Love of Money is the Root of All Evil". | believe this corrected
statement to be true. However, since the ongmal subject is <*> | will have to
disagree with this statement.

If money were the root of all evil, we all would have to be evil because
we all have money. Some have moreA‘:;than others; some have less than
others. Most' money is attained in honest ways: through employment,
investments, ihheritances, and many other lucrative means. When money is
accumulated by these means, it seems incorrect to say that money is the root
of all evil. If one is attaining money honestly, how can honestly be associated
with evil?

It is true to say that money is the root of some evil. People have lied,
cheated, betrayed, stolen, and even murdered to attain money. These
actions are evil and because someone wanted money, or wanted more
money than they had, they resorted to evil to attain it.

Other things as well can be the réfot of evil: attitudes, morais (lack of),
greed; there is an endless list of things that can become the root of evil. The
love of money can indeed produce an attitude of dishonesty, a lack of morals,
and greed. , :

if money was the root of all evil, ihen the many agencies, groups and
programs that we have in America and éfound the world would not be able to
function without the donations of money from those who are able to give. |
have to agree that many times these worth-while causes are sometimes
being used to satisfy an individual's greed; but | am sure that most if not all
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funds donated are used for the purposes intended in those agencies and
programs which are reputable.
in cohclu_sion, the root of all evil is the choice of the individual: will he

choose to be morally decent, or will he choose to be evil?

<|[CLE-US-MICH-0003.1>

| feel the invention of the computer has significantly changed people's
lives. This, réalistically, has been quite a new invention, and in its short life
span has been able to change the world significantly. Not to mention how it
will change people's life styles in the future. These changes resulting from
the invention of-the computer, have been, | feel both bad and good.

Technologically, computers have improved people's lives drastically.
No longer are the times when people must write a paper manually, or even
with a simple typewriter. Personal combuters are becoming quite common,
and therefore less expensive and easier to own. Computers have also made
live transpire much quicker than before. Gone are the days when a person
who wanted money from a bank had to wait until it was open. We now have
ATM, automatic teller machines that are able to proceed with the same
transactions as a teller would do. It seems these days EVERYTHING is run
by compute}s! We are able to complete our tasks much better and much
more efficiently. Basically every facet of life has been affected by computers
bringing about positive results. ; [’

While, computers have brought about improvements, in my opinion,
they also havfe; f'impersonalized" the wofld}‘ Jobs are being taken away from
humans who are not "fast enough". Interra(:tion with humans in some places.
is extinct. Yes, it might be more efficient to have a computer make your
transaction at a-bank, but | miss the human interraction between people. In
addition, it is él‘so very dangerous to place all of one's trust in @ machine. it is
a common fact machines do fa.ill Sure, a car with a computer that tells the
driver when an on-coming obstical is approaching is safe, but what happens

when the driver relies too much on the computer and not enough on their
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own brain? People soon stop thinking, and allow machines to do the work for
them. 1 feel afraid when our society relies so heavily on a bunch of wires.
Computers are not able to express and truly feel emotions; and therefore are
incapable, in some instances to function. With the invention of the computer
comes many changes from the lifestyle of the past to changes in the lifestyle
for the future. Some of these changes wili save people's lives, such as
advances in medical technology, safety, etc. But | fear that our world will
become a very impersonal place. | hope that we will be able to determine
what improvements should be made and what should just remain "siow".

<ICLE-US-SCU-0012.2>

Sometimes when people suffer from extreme ilinesses they look for
other'_optioné as an easy way out. When the pain becomes unbearable and
the mgdication stops working some peopie would rather die than to continue
to Iive-in pain. Those patient's who desire to end their lives do not wish to do
s0 on their ow%L They prefer to have an easy and painless death, and so they
choose a form of suicide which is referred to as euthanasia. Euthanasia is a
"mercy killing" for the purpose of putting an end to extreme suffering. Many of
the cases concerning euthanasia in the past few years have been performed
or assisted by a doctor known as Dr. Kevorkian. There has been much
controversy over assisted suicides, especially those berformed with the
assistance of a doctor. Should it be legalized to aliow doctors to assist in
suicides of {erminally ill patients, or should they be bound by their Hippocratic
Oath? | |

There are several different forms of euthanasiéﬂ One form of
euthanasia is when a person's life is in a permanently unconscious state,
sometimes referred to as a "vegetable." When a person is in this state, if they
do not have a living will stating their wishes, the family hés the right to make
the decision concerning whether the patient should remain on life support or

not after they have consulted with the physician concerning the matter: There
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are very few legal objections to this form of euthanasia. It is widely,practiced
in hospitals all over America. Many people leave in their will expréssed
- wishes 'to not be kept alive on life support syStems. When the physician
determines that there is no chance of a patient's recovery, it'is their duty to
carry out the patient's wishes and disconnect life support. Another type of
euthanasia is when a patient requests that the doctor brovide no more
treatment. If medical conduct to end the patient's life is prohibited, the patient
is allowed méxjmum opportunity to change his mind and demand treatment.
The patient declining treatment normally remains alive for a period and
thereby receives some opportunity to change one's mind or to eliminate any
mistake on the physicians part in comprehending the patient's wishes. A third
type of euthanasia is self-inflicted by one's ending of one's life by means of
suicide. This type of euthanasia is occurring more frequently because it is
seen as the easiest way out.

William F. May wrote in his essay, The Right to Die and the Obligation

to Care: AlloWinq to Die, Killing for Mercy, and Suicide that there are four

major cultural and social forces opposed to the right to die. The first force is
" the view among Christains that suicide is <*>. The second force states that
self-destruction is not only immoral, unnatural, and sinful,‘sbut ilegal. A third
social force pUShing against the right to die is the spectacular success of
modern technology. The‘advancing of technology has led to many break
throughs in médicine. llinesses that were once thought fatal are being cured.
The fourth societal fbrce is the medical profession. |
‘May‘é four forces give us much insight into modern societies outlook
on euthanasia which is an issue that has been debated for a fong time.
These forceé ‘have led to no concrete laws thus far. The main type of
euthanasia being debated at the moment is physician é}ssisted suicide.
Physicians are helping patients end their own life by using their medical
knowledge. The most publicized case in the United States is the case of Jack
Kevorkian. Dr. Kevorkian déﬁeloped a device in October 1989 that would end
one's life quickly and painiessly. He assisted a 54 yeé_r«old Aizheimer's
disease patient in committing suicide in June 1990. in December, Kevorkian
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was charged with first-degree murder, but his charge was dismissed due to
the fact that Michigan has no law against assisted suicide. Even though his
charge was dropped, he was ordered not to help anyone else commit suicide
or to give advice about it. However, in February 1991, hé violvated the court
order by giving advice about the preparation of the drug he invented to a
terminallyill cancer patient. He still did not obey the court order and still
instructed tdeichigan women how to commit suicide. Finally, in October
1991, additional murder charges were lodged against him, but in July 1992
the charges were dismissed once again by Judée David Breck. David Breck
stated that <*>. He also expressed his belief that physician-assisted suicide
remains an aiternative for patients experiencing Re unmanageable pain. This
view has struck the heart of the medical community.

All phy'sicians are bound by the Hippocrétic Oath. Each physician must
pledge to adhere to the Hippocratic oath while performing their duties as a
physician to society. While taking the Hippocrétic Oath, every physician must
state this: <*>. These words of the oath are altered by many people when
contradicting the right to death by choice. Physicians use this statemeht from
the oath as an érgument against death by choice. ,

An advocate for euthanasia named'Joseph Fletcher made an effort to
find contradictions in the oath. He said that the oath promised two things:
<*> Doctors do not have the authority morally or ethicallyto make the
decision to allow a patient to dié. One's expertise as a physician does not
give o‘ne the ability to decide the fate of the patient. A doctor might be asked
to administer an injection which would bring about an easy and painless
death for a pat‘ient who is terminally ill. In this case, he must be guided by his
consoiénce. It is not the right of a doctor to decide to initiate or suggest
euthanasia as an option, but it is one's option as a physician to cooperate
with a patient's decision. ‘
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Appendix 2 3 sample argumentative essays by Non-native Turkish
advanced University students

ARGUMENTATIVE ESSAY
“CHEATING IN SCHOOL”

THE OUTCOME OF MANY MISTAKES: COPYING

Why Some children choose studying while others choose copying? For
a long time, the statistics show. That the reason for copying is something
related only a child's own psychology, but new investmenfs indicate copying
is an outcome of many other reasons about school s;/stems that give
damage to a child psychology. _

When a child comes to school from its own small world, it comes
across with both physical, cultural realities of the real world and is to struggle
against all of them. From now then, the child has some rules to obey and a
school programme to learn. Nevertheless, the world outside is so far away
from lthe one in the school which is systematic and organized. In such a
complex co‘rﬂtrary, the child is face to face many strict problems and the
scientists suggest that “the teachers must teach that thé‘ school is a place
where the “pupils can think freely and discover every belief and every
opinion”, on the other hand, teachers are far away from this suggestion. So,
they have wrong opinions and teaching styles that damage a child’s emotions
and lead him or her even to copy. |

First of all, moét teachers argue that education shouid be applied in
strict plans. It is doubtiess that planning takes an important part in teaching
process, but the teachers are unsuccessful in answering their pupils needs
and interests because of that plans. In fact, students needs and interests
must be the main function of an education system.
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Nextly, education aims at teaching the students how to desalinize '
themselves on their own, but it does not create a suitable environment to
apply this aim. In many schools, many rules have been designed and turned
in to prohibition, the reasons of which are unknown. What is more, the
education system does not help the students to get the ’main reasons of
these. For example, the rules may be discussed in classrcoms and be
decided with the participation of students. Whereas in schools, pupils that
memérize and obey the teacher's rules are accepted as hardworking, while
crea{ive, questioning pupils are blamed for their disorderness in respect and
duty. -

Furthermore, in schools academic success is thought as more
important than the others talents. Some artistic subjects such as physical
education, art and music are ignored since they are thought to lessén the
academic programme. Bloom indicates “ No academic subject is superior to
another.”

in addition to these, educating in schools must be more active and
nolser. Generally, it is the teacher who speaks and who is the most active in
a class. The opposite scene, the pupils involving and speaking, making‘ noise
is considered és a sign of indiscipline.

Likely, the children are motivated to compete rather then cooperation.
in this competition while one wins, others lost. This leads envious and hateful
emotions. So the education becomes winning rather than learning. Of course
the life has some competitive ways, but life throughout is not a competition.
For these reasons education must not be forgotten that competing kilis the
emotions of cooperation, iove and friendship. ,

‘According o researches, many of the programrﬁes and classroom
actiyities are designed for adulis logic not for a child's logic. This makes
learning more difficult for such small learners.

Consequently, these faults and many others lead mental
disordemessés an damage pupils characters and cause {o behave wrongly
such as copying. According to patterson “Instead of learning, passing class

has become the purpose. Sometimes, the pupiis create a study method with
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the help of Whioh s/he can pass the class without learning and the others
choose copying.” This a moral decline in a child character. In fact, this trick
" and hypocritical behaviour is not found in one who has strong respect, honest
and empathy. As discussed, the chance of giving these good features are in
the hands of teachers and the only thing to be considered'is a more efficient
teaching-learning process. Faults, here copying, are not only on outcome of
something, the total function of the_ system is to be considered.

ANIMAL TESTING ALTERNATIVES :
Animal testing is a methoddogy and biochemical assay to ensure

products safety and effectiveness there by protecting consumers health.
There is no such a personal care which is required by law to be tested on
animals On the other hand there are laws regulations and policies governing.
animal testing suck as the animal Welfare act and the public health sérvice
policy on humane care and use of laboratory animals Moreover many co
operations and companies discuss that there are many alternative methods
instead of animal testing.

in 1959 “the principles of humane experimentéi technique” was
published in London defining the concept of animal testing aiternatives as“t’he
there R's Refinement reduction ahd_Replacement The only viable choice for
a true animal rights supporter is the replacement of animails used in test the
other two are morally wrong.

In 1998 visionary group faunches protect by the center for alternatives to
animal testing (CAAT) which affiliated with the division of toxicological
sciences in the department of environ mental health sciences of the johns
Hopkins university Created an extraordinary gathering of business peaople. In
this project Henry Spira animal rights pioneer Katherine Stitzel of Procter
Gamble Karin Hakanson of Levi Strauss and Nelson Garnettt of the National

Institutes of Health Hans Ahr of Bayer AG Vera Baumans from Utrecht
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university in the Netherland and Uyra Barker of Mary Kay Cosmetics take
place. k ' _

This remarkable gathering was doing a remarkable thing imagining a
new world a world without animal testing. At the end of the mesting the group
agreed on that the three Rs will be taken in reality and it will be created on
three primary areas.

Science and technology
Communication
Animal Welfare

In Science and technology the group proposed developing methods for
interpreting data from new technqiogies organizing a series of forufns for
industry managers scientists to learn about new techncloéy and how to use
it. [n communication area the group recommended on establishing databases
on the Alternatives to animal testing Web site.

In animal Welfare, the group planned to begin to effect changes by
supporting the devellopment of better technology for measuring the
parameters of pain, distress, illri‘ess, etc. and promoting a philosophy of
“zero-based animal use” by educating scientists. '

So, many large companies and co-operations had an agreement on
animal testing alternatives. Before that agreement, some single companies
have been creating a fine world without animal testing. For example Revion
Cosmetics, US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and the Soap and
Detergent Association followed and still has been following the imagine of a
world without animal testing. |

As ayi example US FDA announced in the Federal Register of
February, 19, 1998, the Limulus Amebocyte Lysate (LAL) test is an end
product endé)ftoxin test for human ‘injectable drugs, animal injectable dfugs
and mgdical'{devices. Moreover, guidelines inform that LAL can be used an
alternative {o the rabbit pyrogen test.

At present many other alternatives created to reduce or replace fanimal
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testing, but it is still in the early stages of development. The specific tests are:
-Eytex : produced by the National Testing Corp. In Paim Springs California. It
is an in-vitro (test-tube) procedure that measures eye irritancy via a protein
alteration system. This is used by Avon instead of cruel Draize eye irritancy
test.
-Skintex: an in-vitro method to assess skin irritancy that uses pumpkin rinol to
mimic the reaction of foreign substance on human skin.

In this part, there must be told that Eytex and Skintex can measure
5000 different materials.
-Epipack: produced by Clonetics in San Diego, California, uses cloned

human tissue to test potentially harmful substance.

-Neutral Red Bioassay: developed at Rockefeler University and promoted by
Clonetics, cultured human cells that are used to compute the absorption of a
water soluble dye to measure relative toxicity.

-Testskin: produced by Oranogenesis in Cambridge. Test skin uses human
skin grown sterile plastic bag and uses for measuring irritancy (this method is
used by Avon, Amway and Estee Lauder.) ,
-TOPKAT. is a computer software program that measures toxicity,
mutagenecity and tefatongenicity, It is produced by Health Design in New
York and used by the US. Army, the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Food and Drug Administration.

-Agarose Diffusion Method; Tests for toxibity of plastic and synthetic devices
used in medical devices such as heéri valve artificial joints and intravenass
lines.

Progress toward the widespread use of aliernatives to animal testing
will continue to gain strength as awareness of and support for alternatives is
made known. As consumers, we can make a difference in the lives of
innocent animals by purchasing only products deemed not cruelty-free (not
animal testing) and writing to the companies that still do animal testing and
letting them know why you not purchase their products.

Mohandas K Gandhi commanded on the rights on animals and animal
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testing in his autobiography, “The story of My Experiments’. “To remind the
life of the lamb is no less precious than that of a human being. | should be
‘unwiiling to take the life of the lamb for the sake of human body.”

VALUES AND CONSEQUENCES OF SCHOOL INTERACTION

School interaction plays a vital role in our lives. Today we have all
accepted that education for all is a condition for a well-functioning society,
new values and also the growth of society takes places through education. |

Firstly, education has a social function. Ehtry to preschool or school
can be daunting experience for young children with their own language
background. Because, the setting is quiet different from the home
environment that the children have come from and people around them ook
different, speék in a different language. They need to feel confident in
themselves and their families in order to get used to the soﬁool environment.
It is essential that children have emotional security if they ‘are to grow up as
confident healthy people who can take responsibility for themselves and
6thers. Young children with low self-esteem may éXperieswce later difficulties
with learning. ‘ |

‘The school is one of those places where chvivldren and young people
fearn most about the ground rules in our society. They meet children from
d“ifferent social classes with different ethnic backgrounds and with different
family backgrounds. At school that young people establish a broader and
more balanced interaction with their surroundihgs. Teéchers have én
irhportant role to play in ensuring that children develop a positive self-esteem.

The development of a positive self-esteem is supported when(chiidren
are acknowledgement and acceptance of race, ethnicity, religion and
lénguage, socioeconomic level and ability.



“students placed in low ability classroom groups or tracks, where they
‘know they are perceived as low achievers, are not challenged to do their
best. Since higher order thinking skills are developed in high ability groups

-and basic skills in lower ability groups, this system of sorting and labeling
f‘siudents in slowly contributing to a class-based society that could eventually
‘become as rigid as any in the world. ( Benham-Tye, 1984)"

“He terogeneaus grouping does not meah that teachers should teach
to the slowest student in the group (Benham-Tye, 1984). If done correctly,
heteropeneous grouping has the advantage of being more truJy democratic. It
brings together and provides a common learning experience to students with
different backgrounds, interests, cultures and plans for the future. Benham-
Tye (1984) notes that the content, teaching methods, classroom climate and
teacher-student interaction of heterogenius classrooms resemble average
and upper track classes. Cooperating learning strategies which utilize small
haterogenius groups for instruction and learning have been found to resuit in
‘high achievément for students at all previous “tracking” levels (Slavin, 1986;
Kogan, 1989).”

‘some major differences between field dependent and field

-independent learners are presented. (Howard, 1987)

Educators who want to reach relational, field sensitive youth will
_succeed by utilizing activities that facilitate social interaction and promote the
use of higher order thinking skills. Research suggeéts that involving the class
in lively grdup discussion, group projects and the telling of stories and
personal experiences is more effective than passive, non-social drill and
practice activities. Learning should begin with the larger picture that is directly

. related to the life experiences of the learner. Giving students a sense of a
"‘particular acﬁivity and how that activity relates. to something in their life
éxperierwcesil—present and future———can be a strong motivating factor for
reiation and field sensitive learners. Educators will find that personal
:_compliments, praise, enthusiasm and even hugs will work wonders in

_‘promoting with the self-image and the achievement of this youth.”
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in addition to that children can learn respect when they are respected
‘by others, teachers, parents and colleagues. A gbod indication of a positive
philosophy of respect for others should be demonstrated by the teachers
themselves in their interactions with other staff and children. Teachers need
'to demonstrate equal respect for everybody. The behaviour shown towards
others can be disrespectful.
| Secoﬁdly, we must accept that school interaction as an instructor and
a guide for the feature. The natural impulses of children and young people do
not always correspond with the habits of the surrounding society. Education
makes the students find out what they are going to do in their future life and
in which situations they will feel the need. to use their knowledge.
Furthermore, education functions provide better opportunities in order to find
éjob. | '

Every new generation reinterpret the values that exist in our society. At
the same time every older generation warn the young against the
consequences of changing those values. The education system must ensure
that people become aware of the possible resuits of new values.

Finally, educational institutions have aiways played a central role as
conveyers of value concepts and the growth of society.



