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INTRODUCTION 

When clicking on the Print button of my word processor to produce the hard 
copy of a university course syllabus, I initialize a period of time that wi l l 
hopefully engage students and me in the discovery of new aspects of meaning 
in the writer—reader relationship. As the ink-jet chugs on, I muse on how 
what is planned wil l be implemented in the classroom and in private consult­
ations. 

The syllabuses I designed and produced between 1996 and 1998 pr i ­
marily targeted students who registered for mandatory pre-service under­
graduate and optional in-service postgraduate courses at the English 
Department (English Applied Linguistics Department since September 1998) 
of Janus Pannonius University, P£cs. The first written product a student re­
ceived from me had to be perfect in every respect: it had to address the reader 
so that she or he felt the course was designed with individual needs in mind. 
It had to provide all the necessary information to set the context of explor­
ation and learning for what was to follow. And it had to arouse curiosity in 
the content of the sessions and the content of the written assignments to com­
plete. 

By 1996, when I first met such a group of students, I had been teaching at 
the department for seven years. Since 1992,1 had also been collecting student 
scripts by those participants in Language Practice, Computer Assisted 
Language Learning, Methodology, and Introduction to Indian Literature in 
English courses who were willing to share with me the electronic copy of their 
essays and research papers. 

Between 1992 and 1999,1 collected such scripts from over 300 students— 
as of the end of January 1999, the corpus consisted of over 400,000 words. By 
sharing with me their ideas, findings, and opinions in print and on disk, these 
students have enabled me to gather information for the study of written 
learner English as a Foreign Language (EFL). 

This book is concerned with the description and analysis of advanced 
writing in EFL. It provides a curricular and syllabus development focus as it 
takes account of writing pedagogy processes at Janus Pannonius University 
(University of ?6cs since 2000). The course content of undergraduate and 
postgraduate English-major students was studied. Using authentic records, 
the study attempts to cover a wide spectrum of issues related to EFL students' 
writing skills in a variety of text types. The description and analysis of over 
300 students' scripts, in the JPU Corpus, is presented to address the aspect of 
processing products. 

This is a cross-disciplinary undertaking: it is informed by writing ped­
agogy via classroom observations made over the years of Wri t ing and 
Research Skills courses. It is also motivated by current empirical interest in 
exploiting machine-readable collections of written and spoken texts for 
language description, lexicography, discourse analysis and corpus-based 
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language education techniques such as data-driven learning. The 
fundamental question it attempts to explore and answer is how the 
description of scripts written by advanced Hungarian university students of 
EFL can contribute to an understanding of writing processes and products. 

Why develop a learner corpus? The endeavor holds potential benefits in 
at least three areas, each of which wil l be explored in this book: 

The cross-disciplinary framework of the study means that to present these 
subjects, I have drawn on recent writing pedagogy and corpus linguistics. On 
the writing pedagogy pane, a wide spectrum of relevant factors wi l l be pre­
sented. To be able to provide a thorough investigation of EFL writing peda­
gogy, issues such as the following wil l be discussed and systematized: writing 
theories, curriculum development, writing instruction procedures, assign­
ment and course goals, feedback types, revision strategies, and the role of 
peer revision. 

On the corpus linguistics pane, the following areas wil l be considered: 
the theory of performance and competence, theoretical arguments for and 
against corpus evidence, the nature and empirical use of corpus matter, and 
data-driven learning that exploits both native and learner corpora. 

Chapter One sets the context of the study by providing a description and 
analysis of theoretical issues and empirical research in the fields of con-
trastive rhetoric, writing pedagogy and materials development. It presents the 
outcomes of continued cooperation between the teaching profession and 
academia. After evaluating the claims product- and the process-oriented writ­
ing instruction has made, it concludes by setting the research agenda for inte­
grating learner writing development procedures with the method of corpus 
linguistics. 

Chapter Two then pursues how this can be done by presenting relevant 
corpus linguistic research. After an analysis of the underlying theoretical 
considerations and a historical overview of the development of the corpus 
linguistic method, it aims to provide a detailed explanation of variables in 
corpus planning, development and manipulation. The chapter ends with the 
discussion of the specific nature of learner corpora, the development of 
which represents an exciting new vista in both language pedagogy and cor­
pus linguistics. By presenting the composition and application of the 
International Corpus of Learner English, the chapter concludes by explain­
ing that the study of learner scripts can contribute to enhancing the authen­
ticity of writing pedagogy. 

Following the reviews, Chapter Three presents, employing a mix of quali­
tative and quantitative data, the writing pedagogy procedures at the English 
Department of Janus Pannonius University, focusing on the Writ ing and 
Research Skills courses I taught in the past three years. 

> to collect evidence of language use; 
> to serve as a basis of research; 
> to serve as a basis of innovative pedagogical application. 
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Chapter Four presents compositional details of the JPU Corpus and the 
results of empirical research. It examines linguistic data drawn from the cor­
pus and a set of examples of the pedagogical exploitation of that data for 
writing skills development. As will be seen, the largest Hungarian EFL learner 
corpus offers opportunities to describe the lexical and text organization pat­
terns of written learner discourse. Another contribution of this chapter to the 
field is the collection of concordance-based descriptions and evaluations of 
learner scripts, which allow for the development of study guides for individ­
ual and group use. 

The study's conclusions suggest that the JPU Corpus has the potential for 
further nationwide, and possibly international, cooperation between corpus 
linguists and writing professionals. 

3 





Chapter 1 

ISSUES IN WRITING PEDAGOGY: 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Writing, because it allows us to represent to our­
selves our learning, our ways of making meaning, 
teaches us the most profound lesson about how we 
read, write, and use language, about what it means 
to know. (Zamel, 1992, p. 481) 

Introduction 

Writing is among the most complex human activities- It involves the develop­
ment of a design idea, the capture of mental representations of knowledge, 
and of experience with subjects. The interlocking processes of writing by 
novice and expert authors have been studied by such diverse disciplines as 
cognitive psychology, stylistics, rhetoric, text linguistics, critical literary the­
ory, hypertext theory, second language acquisition, and writing pedagogy. 
From such a wealth of approaches and themes, this book wil l be concerned 
with what is immediately relevant to the teaching and learning of writing in 
EFL at advanced levels. 

This chapter proposes to set the context of investigating written learner 
English at university level. A descriptive and analytical undertaking, such a 
project needs to be informed by general second language acquisition theory, 
research design considerations and specifically by the results of research in 
writing pedagogy. I wi l l present the theoretical framework of my study and 
then review the literature that has shaped the present project. 

The chapter is divided into six sections. In the first, a general introduc­
tion to second language acquisition (SLA) research and writing theory wil l 
set the context of the issues considered in this book (1.1). The notions and 
practice of product- and process-oriented writing instruction wil l feature in 
the next section (1.2). Narrowing down the scope of investigation, the fol­
lowing section aims to systematize what is known about the practice of writing 
pedagogy (assignments, course goals, and writing instruction procedures, in 
1.3). Focusing on the interaction between teacher and learner, and among 
students, section 1.4 wil l elaborate on revision strategies, and the role of peer 
revision. The literature review wil l then present the theory and practice of 
feedback that students receive on their scripts (1.5). The concluding section 
(1.6) wil l synthesize the most important strands of the literature. 
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I hope that after this discussion, the present research agenda for integrat­
ing learner writing development with the method and findings of corpus l in­
guistics will have been made explicit. 

1.1 SLA research and writing theory 

1.1.1 Theory and practice in language education 

In reviewing and critiquing SLA research traditions and trends, Ellis (1998) 
pointed out that much of the effort was either theoretical or pedagogical. He 
argued for a model whereby the communication between researchers and 
teachers can take the form of one of three types: research informing peda­
gogy, research informed by pedagogy, and research and pedagogy interact­
ing to address theoretical and practical concerns, and emphasized the im­
portance of the last approach. He also argued that any SLA theory can only 
be applicable by language pedagogy if it is relevant to it (Ellis, 1995): the 
goals of the theory must be compatible with the aims of teaching. 

A similar proposal was made by Brumfit (1995) in the discussion of 
teacher professionalism and research. Offering his views on British educa­
tional policy and on the needs for integrating global SLA research with local 
observations, he suggested that for classroom practice descriptions to be sig­
nificant, one needs to consider the common variables in different language 
teaching contexts (p. 41). Specifically, Brumfit suggested that educational re­
search needs a systematic program, rather than focusing on fragmented pro­
jects. 

Three strands of investigation were suggested (Brumfit, 1995, pp. 39-40). 
The first ought to describe classroom practice so that events, attitudes and 
policies are spelled out. The second should take on to explain what was 
found in the first phase: drawing on the data gathered, theory needs to con­
struct models to be able to adequately structure that knowledge. Third, 
studies directed at the pedagogical processes need to extract what ought to 
take place in education from what is happening there. Brumfit argued that 
these three approaches wil l enable empirical research to establish the pro­
gram orientation. 

For the field to arrive at valid conclusions on the acquirer of language, 
Larsen-Freeman (1991) pointed out the importance of studying and describ­
ing the learner. Reviewing research into the differential success of acquiring a 
second language (L2), she critiqued findings related to variables such as 
learner age, language learning aptitude, attitude and motivation, personality, 
cognitive issues and learning strategies. She concluded that future research 
and language education wil l need to corroborate findings and test such hy­
potheses as the following: learning is a gradual process; it is not linear; unless 
learners are ready to proceed to new phases of learning, no long-term 
acquisition takes place. In a discussion of instructed SLA research, Larsen-
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Freeman and Long (1991) called attention to the need to study the ways in 
which instruction affects SLA. For this process to be studied, they suggested 
that linguistic input sequence and frequency should be operationalized, to­
gether with those tasks that learners are exposed to in the classroom. By 
studying these variables, SLA theory can integrate action research findings 
initiated by the teacher (Larsen-Freeman & Long 1991, p. 327), a proposal 
similar to that made by Ellis (1995; 1998) and Dornyei (1997). 

In many ways, the tasks the language educator faces in teaching and in 
initiating research and the tasks in which learners perform have common fea­
tures. Both aim to integrate what is known with what is being learned about 
the situation or the language item being studied. Yet there are crucial differ­
ences, too. In a discussion of the interface between language learning theory 
and practice, Prabhu (1995) offered a four-component model to describe this 
relationship. These are the ideational (concepts and processes of language 
learning), operational (pedagogical practice), ideological (social variables), 
and managerial (pedagogical decision-making). As far as the operational 
module is concerned, Prabhu pointed out the contrast between teaching and 
learning, saying that while teaching can be planned and sequenced, learning 
follows a route based on mental processes that are difficult to observe. 

However, there is a growing body of research evidence on the rate of acquisi­
tion and the optimal conditions for successful acquisition to occur. In this 
area, the work by Krashen has shown direction. The Input Hypothesis 
(Krashen, 1985) claims that to ensure long-term success in language acquisi­
tion, there must be comprehensible input. The theory comprises five hy­
potheses, of which the Monitor Hypothesis and the Affective Filter 
Hypothesis are particularly relevant for writing research. 

The Monitor Hypothesis is concerned with language production—the 
ability to use language is a result of competence based on acquisition, while 
learning acts to enable speakers and writers to "change the output of the ac­
quired system before [they] speak or write" (Krashen, 1985, p. 2). For this 
monitor (or editor) to operate, Krashen hypothesized, the user needs to be 
aware of the importance of accuracy, and the rule stating correct forms should 
be present. The Affective Filter Hypothesis states that for comprehensible in­
put to become intake, a mental block should be lowered: this can occur when 
the speaker is self-confident, and when a potential failure to produce the ne­
cessary language is not seen as a risk. Krashen added that for the filter to be 
down, the speaker must focus on the message. This model of language acquisi­
tion was partly based on Krashen's survey and evaluation of theoretical work 
in applied linguistics, and on investigations of skill-specific empirical re­
search, also motivating subsequent work on the implications of the hypoth­
esis in language education. Particularly relevant of these studies is his sum-

1.1.2 The Input Hypothesis 
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mary of writing research (Krashen, 1984) and a recommendation for a read­
ing-based program (Krashen, 1993). 

In the writing study, Krashen (1984) hypothesized that his generic SLA 
hypothesis of comprehensible input held for the development of writing 
skills, suggesting that extended reading was necessary for organizational and 
grammatical improvement to occur. He analyzed a wealth of case studies that 
confirmed the hypothesis: the acts of planning, rereading, scanning, revising 
for clarification occurred significantly more often and with better results in 
good writers who also reported pleasure in reading. Also, while less able 
writers were shown to have much more difficulty in transferring what is 
known as writer-based prose to reader-based prose, more apt writers had less 
difficulty to consider readers' needs. Krashen concluded that although for­
mal instruction of sentence-level rules can help improvement in writing, for 
significant and successful writing development to occur, this may only be a 
complement to receiving comprehensible input via reading. 

In the reading-focused work, Krashen (1993) presented the framework 
and application of a program that allows the extensive use of what he called 
"free voluntary reading." Investigating the relationship between writing in­
struction and learning, he reported that because the rules of formal writing 
are far too complicated to learn, style does not result from more writing prac­
tice but from more reading. Opposing the view that "we learn to write by actu­
ally writing" (Krashen, 1993, p. 73) he claimed that improved writing quality, 
and the ensuing discovery of one's own style, is a result of frequent reading. 
Bardos, in his encyclopedic survey of FL teaching (2000), also calls attention 
to the integration of reading and writing, as the processes involved in both 
(message identification, processing, comprehension, and expression) also 
become part of an individual's overall experience (p. 160). 

For decades, the most influential paradigm of writing was contrastive rhetoric, 
proposed by Kaplan (re-assessed in 1983). The contrastive rhetoric tradition 
focused on the product of writing and established prescriptive approaches to 
the teaching of writing. Kaplan claimed that in English, writers tended to de­
velop their thoughts in a linear fashion, advancing a thesis, forwarding sup­
porting evidence in sequentially presented topic sentences, developed in 
unified paragraphs. The aim of writing pedagogy was to compare and con­
trast the text organizing patterns in the LI and L2 and thus facilitate acknow­
ledgment of differences. The primary technique in the classroom was imitating 
paragraphs so that the patterns were practiced. Raimes (1991) noted that this 
tradition was the dominant approach up to the mid-70s, when the focus 
shifted to the writer and the context of writing, and thus to a more process-
oriented analysis of writing and writing pedagogy. The latter trend also coin­
cided with greater emphasis on language as communication, focusing teach­
ers' attention away from form as prescribed by controlled-traditional rhetoric 
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to collaboration between teacher and student, and among the students them­
selves. 

Particularly influential was the work of Hayes and Flower (1980) and 
Flower and Hayes (1981), who developed a cognitive theory of writing pro­
cesses, eliciting information directly from writers via think-aloud protocols 
and observations (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996, p. 91)- They proposed a model that 
was based on three tenets: 

> processes of writing, such as planning, organizing, re­
viewing, and evaluating, often interact with each other; 

>> writing follows a goal the writer is aware of; 
> processes are performed differently by experienced and 

inexperienced writers. 

The theory identified a task environment (made up by a rhetorical problem 
and text produced), the three major components of the writing process 
(generating, translating and reviewing), each of which is controlled by a 
monitor. In proposing this model, Flower and Hayes also generated much 
needed empirical research. 

One result of this research was that the use of protocols came under 
heavy criticism: it was argued that the validity of the model that relied on 
writers aiming to explain what they were doing while they were engaged in 
writing was limited. In response to the need for theory building and for 
validating theory in research, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) offered a new 
perspective: instead of bringing together factors characteristic of novice and 
expert writers, they suggested that different models can describe different 
levels and contexts. Basically, their two-process theory aimed to explain how 
and why differences occur in inexperienced and experienced writers' per­
formance. 

Two models make up the theory. The first is called "knowledge-telling," 
which involves the processes of inexperienced writers, and the second is 
"knowledge-transforming." In both, the writer considers three main factors: 
knowledge of content, knowledge of discourse, and ideas of a writing assign­
ment. However, the first is primarily a step-by-step operation that is engaged 
as the writer collects material and lexis, whereas the second includes the 
writer's identification of a unique problem and goal so that the writing be­
comes essentially a process to solve the rhetorical problem. The first model 
describes the less experienced writer, whereas the second the expert writer. 
How one proceeds from one level to another, however, was not shown ex­
plicitly. 

According to Silva (1990) the development and pedagogical application 
of these cognitive models meant a decreasing concern with error in English as 
a Second Language (ESL) and EFL. The emerging paradigm of the process ap­
proach called for a much more positive and encouraging setting, a workshop­
like environment (p. 15). Still, as Leki noted (1991), contrastive rhetoric still 
has much to offer to language teachers: The information a contrastive analysis 
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reveals of LI and L2 text structures can contribute to what teachers and stu­
dents regard as successful communication (p. 137). 

In the nineties, one could witness a wide variety of writing pedagogy and 
research, applying and critiquing both major traditions. As noted by Raimes 
(1991), the field had come to acknowledge the complexity of the composing 
process, with individual research projects focusing on the central issues of 
form, the writer, content, and the reader (p. 421): an ethnography of writing 
was being produced (Silva, 1990; Atkinson & Ramanathan, 1995; and Leki, 
1995 are among the recent examples of such endeavors). This recognition has 
a number of implications for theory and practice: the field had to gather more 
data on novice and expert student writers' performance, on the writing pro­
cesses applied in various classroom settings, both LI and L2, on the social 
contexts of pedagogy, and on how teachers themselves may initiate research 
into their practice. 

1.2 On the approach dichotomy: Process vs. 

product 
A central concept in recent FL and SL writing theory has been the binary na­
ture of the process of writing and the product of writing. As has been noted 
in the previous section, much of what is known about the ethnography of 
student writing comes from the theory of LI writing. As the models proposed 
by Hamp-Lyons (1986, 1989, 1990), Kaplan (1983), Leki (1995) and Silva 
(1993) attest, however, not all features of writing in the native language may 
be transferred to FL and SL writing. The process of producing various types 
of written discourse will be affected by such factors as involvement with the 
topic, awareness of the writer's individual rhetorical skills, interaction with a 
real audience, and how feedback on ideas presented in drafts is provided. 
While these matters wil l depend partly on the individual writer's own experi­
ence (or lack of it) in the first language, and the importance of writing (or lack 
of it) in the native culture, there are other variables that need explanation. In 
this section, then, influential studies will be reviewed with the aim of showing 
multiple approaches to the process—product dichotomy. 

I wil l begin this discussion of process and product by a brief introduction to 
the recent history of writing research methodology, based on Krapels (1990). 
Focusing on L2 research conducted in the 1980s that aimed to corroborate the 
findings of LI studies, she reviewed the multiple scholarly efforts that went 
into designing valid and reliable models and on this basis suggested fields 
for further investigation. The scope of models and participants is rich, and 

1.2.1 Research methodology 



Krapels' state-of-the-art review will continue to generate future studies. The 
repertoire of L2 research models includes 

> case studies that involved a few participants in one writ­
ing task; 

> studies that focus on females, advanced L2 students, 
undergraduates, native speakers of Spanish and Chinese, 
and students who were not chosen randomly (often the 
students enrolled in the researcher's classes); 

> studies that report on tasks ranging from one to all re­
quired tasks in a course; 

> studies that investigate the discourse of narrative and ex­
pository writing; 

> studies that vary in type of topic and in time allowed for 
completion; 

> studies analyzing data from product- and process-orien­
tation (based on Krapels, 1990, pp. 48-49). 

The repertoire of L2 composition findings includes claims such as the follow­
ing: 

> Limited competence in writing in English results from 
limited composing skills; 

> Some composition processes of less skilled L2 writers 
share features of those of unskilled LI writers; 

> LI writing processes transfer to L2; 
> The processes of composition differ slightly in LI and L2; 
> In generating L2 writing, LI is sometimes used; 
> Some tasks and topics tend to trigger more LI language 

use than do others (based on Krapels, 1990, pp. 49-50). 

Based on this review, Krapels set the following research agenda for future 
studies: first and foremost, more ethnographic research could deepen the 
understanding of the processes as identified by the student writers them­
selves, even though in such studies comparability wil l be problematic. In 
terms of research questions, Krapels proposed that writing research investi­
gate the relationship between rhetorical preferences in the first language and 
the writing processes in the L2. Another area for empirical research is the role 
writing has in the LI culture and its impact on L2 writing processes. Perhaps 
most important, from a pedagogical point of view, will be the studies that look 
into how different types of LI writing acquisition and learning affect devel­
opment in L2 writing processes. 

For an in-depth understanding and evaluation of writing pedagogy 
issues, Silva (1990) claimed that teachers and researchers in the field have to 
evaluate approaches based on a clear set of principles and that they need to 
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conceptualize these approaches in a model that takes account of the follow­
ing factors (p. 19): 

> 
> 
> 

the theory that underlies the approach, 
empirical research that supports the theory, and 
the validation of the approach. 

Silva (1990) proposed, on the basis of these three components, that an evalu­
ation of any writing pedagogy approach or set of procedures in the field of 
ESL composition must consider the actors and the acts of writing instruction, 
including the writer, the reader, the text (read and produced), the context 
(pedagogical and cultural), and the interaction (among actors and acts). 
Besides, such an evaluation can result in a valid writing pedagogy theory and 
reliable research instruments for assessing how effective these approaches 
are. It is then, he argued, that research and practice may be able to establish 
and maintain high standards in the field (Silva, 1990, p. 21). 

Zamel (1992) set out to dissect how the complementary processes of reading 
and writing can be integrated. Holding the view that one cannot even begin 
to understand what goes on in the writing mind without reflecting on how 
writers interact with texts as readers, she proposed, following Krashen's 
(1984) and others' framework (Raimes, 1992; Hansen, 1987), that a full integra­
tion of reading and writing skills development was necessary to enable L2 
writers to experience how readers interact with texts. She also aimed to re­
commend practical applications for the classroom. Among the factors 
analyzed were the processes of making meaning in reading, interacting with 
text, and raising awareness of reader's goals. Through these processes, she 
argued, students can make the process of discovering the importance of goal 
and audience in writing more valid. The activities suggested were logs, 
reactions, and sharing with other students. She pointed out that 

because these activities allow students to actively engage and 
grapple with texts, to explore how and why texts affect them, 
[they] can make discoveries about what other readers do with 
texts they compose. They come to realize that if reading in­
volves reconstruction, they must help guide readers of their 
own texts in that reconstruction.... (Zamel, 1992, p. 481) 

How this realization may take place with the help of writing pedagogy can, of 
course, be impacted by what views teachers hold of the processes involved in 
making meaning. For this purpose, a study aimed to elicit answers from the 
teachers themselves. Caudrey (1996) conducted an electronic mail survey 
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among ESL teachers to investigate how they define and apply processes and 
products in their own teaching. He found that many came to adopt an ap­
proach that combines the two elements—one that stresses that "the writing 
process is a means to an end" (p. 13). While this was a positive finding that 
one could predict, the other major revelation was that a number of re­
spondents applied the process approach rather rigidly, sometimes with 
whole classes of students "moved through the writing process...in step with 
each other" (Caudrey, 1996, p. 13). In other words, there were a number of in­
stances, according to the answers, of a singular process being applied as op­
posed to multiple processes encouraged to engage a more cyclical application 
of writing processes. As the sample of the teachers involved in the survey was 
small, however, this finding may need to be substantiated in a follow-up 
study. Obviously, the practice of integrating various types of process ap­
proaches, the classroom sequences and syllabuses of these courses need fur­
ther investigation, factors that the survey did not address. 

Such concerns were emphasized by Bloor and St. John (1988), White 
(1988), Tsui (1996) and Davies (1988). The authors described task types and 
processes initiated by writing teachers that provide insight into the in ­
tricacies of process versus product. Using an English for Specific Purposes 
(ESP) project writing task, Bloor and St. John (1988) argued that this type of 
activity addresses the distinct needs of the students involved and engages 
them in learning language. In their classrooms at two British universities, EFL 
students were assigned to write field-specific project reports and to prepare 
oral presentations. A n advantage of the project was the integration of writing 
and speaking by incorporating an oral task. Besides, the sheltered nature of 
project writing was a factor that students welcomed, according to the authors 
(Bloor 8c St. John, 1988, p. 90). The task set involved the following elements: a 
preparatory reading to set the context and genres for the writing task; a 
specific purpose for reading specialized literature; and a procedural 
methodology that ensured that students were focusing on meaning. As for the 
teachers, they focused students' attention on being readers and writers at the 
same time, so that during each phase of producing the project they could 
reflect on task achievement. 

In an exceptional case study, Tsui (1996) introduced a writ ing ESL 
teacher (Li) who claimed to be dissatisfied with the method and techniques 
she had applied. A Chinese national, she had some experience in teaching 
writing but was frustrated in her efforts. She was also aware of the frustration 
many of the Hong Kong students she taught had. The source: the time con­
suming and often exhausting activities that were applied in the writing 
classes. Tsui gathered multiple types of data (the teacher's reports, scripts by 
students, observations of classroom and conference interactions, and student 
interviews and evaluations) to track down the process and product of how 
this teacher implemented a process approach to tackle the frustration and to 
learn how to better teach ESL writing. The most relevant finding of the project 
was that L i first introduced process-writing types of activities in her classes, 
then reverted to more traditional product-type tasks, and finally she began to 
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adopt modified versions of process-type tasks, showing a development in her 
teaching skills and in her understanding of different student needs and skills. 
Especially revealing is how she reasoned for the changes that occurred in her 
teaching: 

I found myself in situations [in] which I had to abandon what 
I planned and react to the needs of students. I need to be not 
only more sensitive to needs but also more flexible. (Tsui, 
1996, p. 116) 

As flexibility in teaching can sometimes prove taxing for a non-native teacher 
(Medgyes, 1992, 1994), this intervention in one's own teaching orientation for 
the benefit of the learning outcome is well worth further investigation. 
Nevertheless, there is already research evidence of the need for flexibility in 
the development of a writing course syllabus itself. As shown by Davies's the­
oretical framework (1988), the process of working out a genre-based syllabus 
in which ESL students' needs in terms of the discourse requirements of their 
respective fields were accounted for is an area that can benefit from col­
laboration between students and teachers. Davies presented the duality of 
process and product by calling attention to a crucial factor of process for L2 
writers: for them, writing is partly a mode of capturing meaning about the 
world, and partly an experience with which to learn "about a language 
through writing" (1988, p. 131). That is, while doing research, taking notes, 
formulating theses and gathering supporting evidence, the L2 writer wi l l 
gather information about the subject per se and the language with which to 
express knowledge about this subject. 

For both ESP and English for Academic Purposes (EAP) students, Davies 
argued, this necessitates a teaching approach that integrates reading and 
writing, focusing on the text types or genres that these students are exposed 
to and are required to produce themselves. In the actual development of the 
syllabus, then, the teacher's role is to engage in what Davies called an "open-
ended collaborative analysis" (1988, p. 133) that wi l l provide the necessary 
experience in the target types of texts. She also added that for these aims to be 
met, a writing syllabus needs to stimulate confidence. 

While this framework emphasizes collaboration, there is little evidence to 
support the claim that the approach did stimulate more confidence in stu­
dents than other syllabuses. A different perspective, and a different type of 
collaboration, was adopted by Boughey (1997), who investigated how ac­
tivities designed for large groups of students enabled them to integrate 
reading and writing. In her study, 30 tertiary multilingual ESP students 
participated in one writing task activity, complemented by reading collections 
and studying handbooks. Boughey reported that because the writing task 
was set up for groups of students, the teacher was able to afford to give more 
detailed feedback. Besides, for the students in the groups the notion of 
audience was much less abstract. They also reported they were less shy than 
otherwise, and that the amount of research that the participants carried out 
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would have been much smaller if the task had called for individual effort. The 
conclusion seems well founded: such experiences of writing as part of a 
group can become additional vehicles of generating context and dealing with 
the inherent problems of a large class. The drawback that some students 
reported reluctance to participate as members of a group can be minimized if 
students have the option of choosing writing tasks in which they would 
prefer to work individually or as members. 

For participating in a writing program that adopts the process approach, 
a model was proposed by Singh (1992), who suggested that the three main 
steps are not rigid but can overlap or come in a different order depending on 
the nature of the writing task or individual needs. The steps are as follows: 

Stage 1: planning 
Stage 2: drafting 
Stage 3: revising 

At each step, a different set of functions and activities is emphasized. While 
planning, the writer generates ideas, surveys possibilities, decides on how to 
tackle the task and on how to order units, and chooses suitable information. 
While drafting, the student reviews any notes produced in the first phase and 
identifies problems. It is clear that an overlap has already occurred here: 
planning does not seem to involve any writing, yet in the model the second 
phase refers to text generated, and it already includes a revising element in 
the problem identification activity. In the last phase, the writer revises by 
checking text, eliminating errors found, and by rewriting to incorporate elem­
ents that enhance purpose and readership awareness. What is less elaborate 
in the model is how the stages are performed by individual students and what 
the role of the teacher is. 

The foregoing review of the products of processes has focused on studies 
conducted in traditional off-line classrooms. In such environments, the par­
ticipants meet in a regular classroom, discuss and negotiate face-to-face, pro­
duce drafts, reflect on readings and on feedback. Often, there is an oppor­
tunity for student-teacher writing conferences, either in a time-tabled office-
hour slot or as part of the services of a writing center. But times are changing, 
and now there is an ever-widening pool of students served by non-trad­
itional on-line classes dedicated to writing skills development. The processes 
of writing are affected by the technology that these classes make available, 
and so is the repertoire of teaching. 

The environment that a course where learning is facilitated by computer-
mediated collaboration was studied by Warschauer (1997). He identified 
seven features that are specific to online communication. Of these, the fact that 
such interaction can take place between multiple users, that it is independent 
of time and place, and that it can be accessed across a distance appear to be 
most significant in the long run. As the author noted, much as such collab­
oration may be potentially useful for participants, empirical research was 
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necessary to establish how or whether traditional "transmission" approaches 
(Warschauer, 1997, p. 478) were being modified. 

In Sullivan (1998), this type of environment was introduced and studied 
empirically. Using classroom transcripts as her data, Sullivan found that the 
ethnically mixed class of university students engaged in more interaction, as 
the computer-assisted setting fostered collaborative learning and social inter­
action. This did not result in improvement in language accuracy, but it did 
contribute to an increase in the quantity of language performance. It was also 
claimed that by interacting part of the time by computer, the minority students 
had more valuable opportunities for self-exploration and expression. As the 
study did not intend to add triangulation to the data, some of the claims call 
for further validation; however, the application of such technologies wi l l 
probably continue to affect both writing instruction and research. 

1.3 Writing pedagogy: From theory to practice 
We have seen the development of the theory of writing, and the pedagogical 
decisions that aim to apply the results in ESL and EFL language education. In 
the following, a transition to the pedagogical practice wi l l aim to highlight 
how such views have penetrated the classrooms of writing pedagogy, first by 
reflecting on syllabus and materials development, and then by describing 
and evaluating classroom procedures. 

Leki and Carson (1997) were concerned with English for Academic Purposes 
and specifically with the writing experiences of ESL students in university 
courses in the U.S. Zinsser (1988a, 1988b; 1998) formulated a professional's 
view, whose major contribution was to draw attention to the individual read­
er's and writer's need for simple, uncluttered text. Research by Bello (1997), 
Cook (1996), Dickson (1995), Hoppert (1997), Ka i l (1988), Kerka (1996), 
Kirschenbaum (1998), Meyers (1997), and Ronesi (1996), among others, high­
lighted such diverse issues in writing pedagogy as general writing skills de­
velopment, the ways in which reading and writing can be applied integra-
tively for novice writers, the application of journal writing with adult learn­
ers, the setup and running of writing centers, and copyright matters. In these 
papers, a personal voice of aiming to improve was distinct, as was the recogni­
tion that even more research and innovation was necessary. 

Raimes (1983a) posited that writing is a cognitive and learning experi­
ence that helps us to "find out what we want to say" (p. 261). Reflecting on 
how the grammar- and drill-focused tradition of writing instruction failed to 
elicit real communication between real writers and readers, she called atten­
tion to the composing element of the tasks labeled as "controlled composi-

1.3.1 Composing for communicating 
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tion." She suggested that in many of these activities, control was paramount, 
and little composition was being facilitated. To tackle the frustration that ESL 
students in the U.S. had (in her teaching experience involving tertiary-level 
students of academic English) with sentence- and paragraph-level problems, 
Raimes offered three recommendations, each addressing a distinct part of the 
process of writing instruction. Much of what she stated in this study seems to 
have been adopted, and so it is useful to review the principal recommenda­
tions. 

First, the assignment for writing should not be reduced to some concrete 
or abstract theme or topic—the act of assigning must contain suggestions and 
guidance to complete it. Arguing that the processes of writing are not rigid 
entities, Raimes encouraged a cyclical, rather than linear, application of the 
processes of prewriting, writing and revising. Second, marking papers should 
involve not only mere corrections of grammatical errors, but also the process 
of conferencing with students, explanation and praise. Third, a combination 
of writing and reading tasks enables students to predict, such as in a specially 
designed cloze-test task, and in activities that aimed to develop a sense for 
tone of writing and word choice, thus letting students "see that they really 
know a lot about tone and textual and thematic development" (Raimes, 1983a, 
p. 269). Other techniques that also aimed to turn the writing class into a com­
posing and thinking class are described in Raimes (1983b). 

The complementary processes of composing and thinking were ap­
proached from a science writing perspective by Andersen (1988), who was 
concerned with how ESP students of English as a SL working in a specialized 
field were able to attain success during their university years and later in 
their chosen careers. Placing this writing pedagogy issue into the British so­
cial context, he proposed that overwriting was a distinct feature of much 
scholarly writing. Reviewing research that analyzed the acceptability of writ­
ing styles, complexity, content, and affiliation of scientific writing in English, 
and drawing on his own experience, he found that "clear and simple writing 
is produced by only a small minority of authors" (Andersen, 1988, p. 152). 
(For the professional writer's views on simplicity, see Zinsser, 1988; 1998). 
Although Andersen did not give a definition of the technique, "overwriting" 
appears to be a process whereby the scientist writer prefers the more complex 
phrase to the simpler, the longer sentence to the shorter, a frequent use of the 
passive, and long nominal compounds. Although clarity and transparency of 
writing is largely a subjective notion, as well as a field-specific one, Andersen 
(1988) suggested that instructors working in these specialized fields need to 
assist their non-native students in understanding the social and institutional 
contexts in which this register is used—the aim being to avoid using it "for 
the display of status" instead of revealing knowledge (p. 157). 

Andersen's paper addressed social and stylistic factors in ESP/ESL writ­
ing—the practical issues related to success in writing were taken up in more 
detail by Krol l (1991), who investigated and described the chief components 
of an ESL course. Her observations included insights into the general con­
cerns of curriculum development, the syllabus design of a writing class, the 



role of reading, writing assignments and theoretical issues in feedback types, 
covering the full spectrum of relevant factors. In each of these areas, she 
looked at what may result in success, and potential pitfalls, for the parti­
cipants. She concluded that although writing is viewed as a process, it does 
generate a product whose success is not easy to predict. It hinges, among 
others, on how skillful a student is in controlling linguistic knowledge and 
systems, and in addressing a specific audience. Her main recommendation 
took the long-term View of: what ESL students will be able to achieve in the 
future. 

Our real goal is to gradually wean our students away from us, 
providing them with strategies and tools for their continued 
growth as writers and for the successful fulfillment of future 
writing tasks they might face once they have completed their 
writing course with us. (Kroll, 1991, p. 261) 

This goal can be achieved with the continued formal and informal develop­
ment of the training of writing teachers, Kroll added. A source of such train­
ing is manifold: it includes gathering reliable information on one's own 
teaching, observing classes, keeping abreast of research in the field, as well as 
developing innovations that build group dynamics within a writing course so 
that the community established there may be transferred to the professional 
communities where these students wil l seek audience recognition and re­
sponse. 

1.3.2 Group work 

Applying generic group dynamics techniques in a research-component uni­
versity writing course can take a number of forms. In the LI environment, 
Zirinsky (1995) was concerned with how to assist U.S. students in planning, 
time-tabling, and conducting research that was to be presented in an ex­
tended piece of research paper. He reported that fostering collaboration 
among the students improved the ensuing scripts. Presenting a process syl­
labus to the students, Zirinsky facilitated this by involving groups of students 
in each of the main phases: the development of a research question, as op­
posed to an overall topic; the personalization of the research effort (meaning 
that students may need to understand how an expert, such as the writing 
teacher, goes about making a match between an editor's call for papers and 
the writer's own interest in a related question); the statement of the central 
thesis of the project; the use of sources of information; and the planning and 
writing of the report, after which students read each others' papers and cri­
tiqued them as well. Zirinsky also made the claim, following Kroll 's (1991) 
view of future writing experience, that such an approach to writing can en­
able students to develop sustainable skills. 
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These steps can be taken in both traditional and technology-enhanced 
programs. For the former, Young-Scholten (1994) and Blue (1988) argued that 
one potential classroom management innovation was to adopt a writing cen­
ter context by turning part of the contact hours into individualized reading 
and writing skills development. This was done by Young-Scholten (1994) in 
her U.K. and U.S. classes, in each of which upwards of 40 students between the 
ages of 18 and 60 were enrolled. Blue (1988) found that U.K. ESP student re­
actions were generally positive when they had an opportunity to participate 
in frequent one-to-one tuition and that this factor seemed to result in more 
willingness to rewrite. 

For the technology-enhanced application, Sullivan and Pratt (1996) com­
pared a traditional oral and a computer-assisted classroom in which the 
Daedalus software package was used, coming with modules for word process­
ing, topic exploration, messaging, and Interchange, a real-time discussion 
program (for a review on studies in which the same package was used, see 
Horvath, 1999e). In their analysis of Puerto-Rican intermediate-level ESL stu­
dents' attitudes, transcripts and tapes of classroom acts, they found that al­
though environment did not affect attitudes to writing in general, there was a 
significant difference between the two classrooms: there was much less 
teacher-initiated and controlled discussion, and all students in the computer 
classroom participated, as opposed to a 50% rate in the oral class. Students 
involved in peer response groups in the computer class tended to give more 
specific suggestions (Sullivan 8c Pratt, 1996, p. 500). Whether less domination 
by the teacher and more specific comments by student writers resulted in im­
proved writing, however, was not studied. 

Caudrey's (1998) and Farrell's (1989) classroom observation projects of­
fered different perspectives on computer-assisted writing programs. Farrell 
was concerned with the procedures used in a high-school writing center, 
whereas Caudrey reflected on how the teacher's early interventions in the 
composition tasks of EFL university students shaped their views on revision. 
Farrell reported (1989, p. 110) that one advantage of the project was that tu­
tors had the time and experience to observe how student writers were devel­
oping their scripts and what types of problems they had. Also, the technolo­
gical tools appeared to be an additional motivational factor. 

Working with a small group of Danish university students in advanced 
writing courses, Caudrey (1998) introduced the technique of monitoring each 
student's progress during draft sessions. In the computer lab sessions, he had 
access to each developing script and so he could intervene when he recog­
nized an organizational issue that needed prompt action. He hypothesized 
that the time teachers spend on providing written feedback could be minim­
ized i f they could observe how a script was being developed. Although no 
concrete qualitative or comparative analysis was done, Caudrey reported that 
some students were satisfied with the teacher's on-line assistance. One parti­
cipant reported that the technique was "very good" as it allowed for revision 
during the composing process. Yet there were also problems. A student 
would have preferred to have dictionaries while writing, with another one 
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complaining that the lab was too noisy and thus distracting. There was no in­
formation available on whether students could voluntarily sign up for this 
course. A drawback of the approach may be that students can experience 
even more serious writer's block if they know that someone is watching their 
work at the keyboard. Caudrey provided a brief statistical overview of the ef­
fect of the approach by comparing the marks five raters gave on three types of 
script: 

> produced as a single draft; 
> written in a draft—traditional feedback—revised version 

system; 
> developed in the lab environment. 

Caudrey reported a small increase in the marks for scripts produced in the 
lab, the mean grade for scripts written by the eleven students being 8.32 on a 
13-point scale, as opposed to 7.54 in the single draft and 7.96 in the tradi­
tional revision class. Further research is certainly needed to validate, on a 
larger population of students, the efficacy and potential drawbacks of the 
approach. 

1.3.3 The Baseline Study 
So far, we have seen a number of approaches to writing pedagogy in the 
classroom. Empirical research has studied the factors that contribute to suc­
cess in writing in ESP, ESL, and EFL. Now I wil l turn to a recent Hungarian 
study that reported on task and text types currently used in secondary EFL. 

The cross-sectional baseline study (Fekete, Major & Nikolov, 1999) was 
conducted primarily to assess the language teaching and testing situation in 
the country's secondary schools. As far as writing instruction issues are con­
cerned, a classroom observation project by Nikolov (1999) investigated the 
current practices of EFL teachers in incorporating writing tasks. Although the 
study established that there were a few schools that were good examples of 
effective teaching, the overall results are far from reassuring. The situation 
was not positive in the writing related section of the "Classroom Observation 
Project," either. The most frequent writing tasks observed in the 118 classes in 
years 10, 11, and 12 were based on Hungarian school-leaving exam test tech­
niques, such as translation and gap-filling. This finding lends some support 
to the claim (Nikolov, 1999, p. 233) that examination techniques exercise a 
washback effect on what is going on in the classroom: if exams incorporate 
translation and gap-filling, teachers wil l tend to favor these types of tasks in 
their classes, too. 

When looking closely at the table that listed the writing tasks observed 
across the three years (Nikolov, 1999, p. 235) one can find another somewhat 
worrying trend: most non-translation task types applied were meant to elicit 
students' manipulation of texts given. These tasks included copying, filling in 
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data, arranging words into sentences and sentences into paragraphs (with 
paragraphs arranged into larger passages observed once). While such tasks 
can complement and sometimes improve grammar and organization skills, on 
their own they can hardly result in the development of a writing attitude 
needed for improving mastery over the language in the written mode of ex­
pression. 

The study did not aim to gather information on how written tasks were 
developed as part of a syllabus, what the role of groups of students was in the 
various stages of the writing process, or how students received various types 
of feedback on their writing. However, the task and text type distribution in­
formation, coupled with the results on classroom management, on language 
use, and on the other skill areas, indicated that writing pedagogy was not a 
high priority in these classes and that the traditional grammar-translation 
method impacted this skill's treatment in the classes observed. As the sample 
of schools was not representative, however, we need further studies that 
could aim to investigate, on a representative national or regional sample, the 
procedures, performances, and syllabuses as related to each of the four skills. 

Much interest in the 90s was directed to the empirical analysis of what goes on 
in the intricate interplay between how the student writer construes of theme, 
organization, and audience and how the teacher reader reassesses these 
notions. This field represents an exciting area of classroom practice and 
research, one that wil l probably continue to shape the way new generations 
of writers and readers approach the tasks of writing. In the process orienta­
tion tradition, as we have seen, revision may appear as an add-on after a se­
quence of clearly defined (and often, pre-defined) steps. Much as that ap­
proach may prove useful for a variety of student and teacher styles and pref­
erences, such an isolationist approach to the need and nature of revising has 
its limitations. In this section, an introduction of a series of studies and of a 
recent text that focuses on revision will further clarify the concepts that are at 

In an early study, Frodesen (1991) reflected on the different views process-
and product-oriented writing instruction had on the role of grammatical ac­
curacy in ESL composition. Calling attention to variable learner attitudes and 
contexts, he suggested that for a writing program to be optimally successful, 
teachers need to help students develop such accuracy with only minimal ter-

1.4 Revision: Shaping text by writer and 
reader 

play. 

1.4.1 Revision for grammatical accuracy 
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minology, and then went on to present four main groups of activities that aim 
to assist learners in building revision skills for grammatical accuracy. The sys­
tem of these groups is summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1: Activities for grammatical accuracy (based on Frodesen, 1991, pp. 266-
275) 
Main group of activities Main goal Related tasks and tech­

niques 
Text analysis Develop writing and 

reading 
Distinguishing between 
clause types, Selecting 
texts for studying article 
use, Summarizing find­
ings 

Guided writing practice Solve problems diag­
nosed in individual 
learners 

Dictation, Text elicita-
tion, Text conversion, 
Text completion 

Editing Develop awareness of 
errors 

Error detection, 
Correction, Read-aloud 
technique, Algorithms 

Teacher correction and 
feedback on errors 

Identify patterns of er­
rors 

Keeping error logs, 
Conferences 

In this model, revision is seen primarily as a means that arises from a need to 
eliminate error: the main goal is to assist the learner and groups of learners to 
polish text so that their awareness may later be used in the pre-composing 
stages of writing. Frodesen concludes by stating that in "selecting and devel­
oping grammar-oriented activities for the classroom, the teacher should al­
ways bear in mind the students' needs and background as well as the de­
mands of the writing tasks" (1991, p. 275). The task, in this interpretation, is 
obviously the end product: the error-free composition. However, task can be 
interpreted such that students focus directly on revising, with or without at­
tention to grammatical accuracy. For such a definitely more innovative ap­
proach, we now turn to Lane's (1993) text. 

1.4.2 Revision for text creation 

After the End (Lane, 1993) took the concept of communicating with the devel­
oping writer to a different pane. The key word is creative. Lane aimed to in­
culcate in his readers (U.S. native speakers of English) the daily experience 
that they are creating when they are writing, and that they are doing so espe­
cially in revising what they are writing. The primary goal the collection of re­
vision techniques communicates is simple and relevant: to share with the 
reader the discovery that when we revise, we can see better and that this real­
ization is the source of much personal and collective benefit. 
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As a writer, Lane approached the theme with a revolutionary idea: when 
we write the imaginary "The End" of any text, it really is just the beginning. 
Implicitly arguing against the lock-step fashion which sees revision as one of 
seven rigid steps in a rigid process, the author demystified the act of revising 
and turned it into a flexible route to achieving goals. In particular, he offered 
the following suggestion, contrasting tradition and innovation (Lane, 1993, p. 
3): 

Traditional stages in writing Lane's suggestion 

1. Brainstorm 
2. Map 
3. Freewrite 
4. Draft 
5. Revise 
6. Clarify 
7. Edit 

1. Revise 
2. Revise 
3. Revise 
4. Revise 
5. Revise 
6. Revise 
7. Revise 

Clearly, at each major theoretical juncture of writing, revising takes place. In 
brainstorming, the monitor may already revise what gets elicited. When a 
theme is mapped out, we may cross branches out and insert new ones. This, of 
course, may well lead to brainstorming new ideas that may not need mapping, 
leading directly to editing, and so forth. 

In the main text of this self-help resource, Lane then structured the tech­
niques around key processes in becoming flexible writers. Operating with 
a set of no-nonsense and concrete terms, he defined and exemplified revision 
micro-strategies that language teachers can (and some do) use in their class­
rooms. Among the most innovative such terms and techniques are the follow­
ing: 

Snapshots and thoughtshots: In explaining how an activity may be based 
on this idea, Lane shared this tip with the teacher: 

Begin by explaining to students that writers have a magic cam­
era that they can point at the world and create snapshots that 
contain smells and sounds as well as colors and light. (1993, p. 
35) 

This metaphor of capturing specific detail as if by camera is then used for an 
activity that puts the learner behind the camera as well as enabling them to 
revise so that they include specific, rather than generic, information in their 
description of a person. 

The revision Lane argued for does not give priority to grammar; it is much 
rather an attitudinal shift that the teacher can foster in becoming part of the 
revising effort, not just in the assigning and correcting stages. It is no wonder, 
then, that several of the activities are non-directive and developmental in that 
the steps described do not get prescribed. 

23 

Digitized by boogie 



As for the specific language and behavior outcomes of such an attitude to 
revision, the recurring theme is this: a reader, who happens to be a teacher, 
has to have a voice, a distinct characteristic. Writers and students are not dif­
ferent. Throughout the hundreds of techniques, Lane works on this quality 
to surface in the writing class and eventually in the text. In addressing the 
teacher reader, he explains: 

That's what makes me smile—seeing a kid's voice leap off the 
page, speaking to you directly like some hotline to the soul. It 
was also a quality in writing that was hard to break down and 
teach. If it was there, great. There's a writer. (Lane, 1993, p. 158) 

Lane nurtures this voice, this individuality in descriptive personal essay writ­
ing by fostering students' choice of theme and approach, by bringing them in 
close contact with their own audiences, and by exposing them to what he calls 
"boring, voiceless" (p. 164) research papers that students can revitalize. 

This resource collection goes a long way toward enabling creative revi­
sion in the language classroom by helping students and teachers experiment. 
A contrast to the discrete grammar-focused revision approach, this latter aims 
to be holistic and thematic. In between these two extremes, there have been a 
number of other directions summarized in Grabe and Kaplan (1996). In the 
following, 1 wil l present the findings of their own research into revising and 
show what evidence empirical research has gathered on the benefits of dif­
ferent types of revision in different communities. As the specific details of a 
related issue, responding to writing, wil l feature in the next section, here I 
wil l focus on what these authors noted about revision processes as observed 
in peer-response and peer-revision settings. 

Realizing the impact that the nature, quality and quantity of response has on 
students' writing attitudes, Grabe and Kaplan (1996) proposed that the posi­
tive motivation that this process carries is a significant factor in shaping 
learner behavior. However, the research evidence and the various guidelines 
worked out in individual projects do not allow for generalizations. What 
seems to hold true, though, is that response from peers not only complements 
other forms and manners of revision strategies, but can determine, on its own 
right, their success if conditions are optimal. Studies showed that by promot­
ing collaboration, students "develop a sense of community" and they benefit 
from being exposed to "a variety of writing styles" (Grabe 8c Kaplan, 1996, p. 
386). Seen in this context, classroom writing, although in some phases by 
definition a private, intimate undertaking, will approximate authentic settings 
whereby audiences and writers interact through the medium of publications, 
genres, text types, and editorial preferences. 

1.4.3 Empirical studies 



Summarizing recent research in the field of peer response to learner writ­
ing, Grabe and Kaplan extracted four factors that seem to contribute to the ef­
fectiveness of the approach (1996, p. 387). The first is the individual's convic­
tion that response from one's peers wil l be beneficial. This seems to be an 
area where the teacher's role is paramount: helping to create the conditions 
for a group to act as a group is a pedagogical responsibility (for group dy­
namics, see also Dornyei 8c Malderez, 1997). The second factor influencing ef­
fectiveness is the formal training students receive in peer response and revi­
sion. Although some teachers were shown to oppose structured and formal­
ized guidelines for their students in such programs, students preferred when 
the writing teacher helped them define the rules. Listed as the third one (but 
probably coming first for most LI and L2 writers chronologically) is the 
awareness of goals students have in asking for and providing a response. The 
fourth factor refers to the requirements that once such practice is begun, par­
ticipants are held responsible for their involvement. 

The second of these four factors, training, was shown as a significant vari­
able in the study conducted by Vil lamil and de Guerro (1998). In the first pro­
ject that investigated how the variable of rhetoric mode influenced peer revi­
sion, they studied the revision activities of fourteen Puerto Rican university 
ESL students. By systematically gathering audiotaped sessions, script samples 
of first and finished drafts, the researchers found that after receiving explicit 
training on the terminology and principles of narrative and expository writ­
ing, the majority (74 percent) of the revisions suggested by peers were incor­
porated in the writing process. They reported that narrative scripts were 
longer than the expository ones, and this trend continued to hold for each 
revision, further evidence of the hypothesis that it is more difficult cogni-
tively to process a persuasive writing task (Villamil 8c de Guerro, 1998, p. 509). 

In the analysis of the scripts and their revisions, five criteria were applied 
by two external raters for both types of writing: content, organization, gram­
mar, vocabulary and mechanics, qualities that are most common in assessment. 
Most revisions in both types of script were grammar-based, followed by con­
tent in the narrative and vocabulary in the persuasive scripts—however, the 
difference in the ranking or the weight of these revisions was statistically in­
significant. The authors, one of whom was the teacher of the students partici­
pating in the study, suggested that the revision experience will be beneficial 
for students later when they need strategic competence for text revision. 
Although this claim was not validated by follow-up studies or by interviews 
with students, the study succeeded in focusing attention away from error 
analysis to revision analysis based on what students discussed and what 
changes they incorporated in their drafts. 

Incorporating major structural changes in a text was found least likely to 
occur: for both types of script, this was the least frequent revision change. 
This is not surprising: organizing ideas, arguments and topics within the de­
velopment of these arguments is among the most demanding processes for 
professional and amateur writers. However, future research is needed to in-
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vestigate how the writing classroom can address these issues at various levels 
of development, in L i s and L2s. 

Already, however, evidence suggests that not all students are willing to 
act on the suggestions by their peers. For example, a study conducted by 
Sengupta (1998) revealed that among a class of Cantonese EFL students there 
was a marked reluctance to carrying out peer evaluation. Students saw the job 
of commenting on their scripts to belong primarily to the teacher, and for 
these participants the reader who counted was the expert instructor. The 
finding in Huang (1995) corroborates this result: in the pilot study, 22 
Chinese university students of writing were assigned to English and Chinese 
discussion groups and reported little enthusiasm about providing feedback 
to motivate revision in a two-draft writing task. Huang hypothesized that for 
such group involvement to promote peer revision a longer experience may 
be necessary. 

In the ESL context, a slightly different result was obtained in 
Mangelsdorf s study (1992). Among a culturally heterogeneous mix of univer­
sity students in Arizona, it revealed that often peers were unable to provide 
the type of feedback that would be helpful for them to draft a script. However, 
a positive element of the process, according to the interviewees, was that 
"peer reviews led [the students] to consider different ideas about their topics 
and helped them to develop and clarify these ideas" (Mangelsdorf, 1992, p. 
278). Once the improvement in writing quality became obvious, participating 
students were more willing to share and act on suggestions in their revisions. 

As for the EFL view, an Asian study aimed to establish correlation be­
tween holistic rating of EFL college writing quality and quantity of revision 
(Sato, 1990). It investigated Japanese students' success in a picture descrip­
tion task. Of the ninety participants, three levels of writers were identified. 
The study reported that although no significant differences could be estab­
lished in various syntactic levels, the two top groups made significantly more 
successful revisions in their final drafts. The paper suggested (Sato, 1990, p. 
157) that further research was needed to study the relationship between dif­
ferent tasks and levels of achievement, and that including variables of profi­
ciency in the target language and of writing expertise would enhance the val­
idity of findings. 

With so much effort going into developing writing courses, materials and 
procedures, one may be tempted to suppose that responding to an early draft 
or a final version of a script should pose no. problem for the teacher. Giving 
feedback on writing, however, is not a trouble-free spot in writing pedagogy: 
numerous studies, and several attempts to grasp the underlying theory, have 

1.5 Responding to writing 
1.5.1 Main variables 



only come up with more questions. Apparently, the amount and type of feed­
back, the timing, the mode, the provider, and the subsequent application of it 
continues to pose research design and pedagogical problems. This section 
aims to review what is known today about these factors, beginning with the 
interpretation of the overall purpose of response and the problems that have 
been reported, tracking down its many suggested forms and contents, pursu­
ing the issue to how feedback by the writing teacher is interpreted and in­
corporated into subsequent writing. Figure 1 charts the main variables. 

The 
participants 

Teacher 
controlled one-
to-one 

• — 
• The scripts 

wp,—I 
• I outcomes I 

e The 
framework 

Marginal 
handwritten 
notes 

To correct 

One initial draft 

Assessment 

Based on 
impressionistic 
criteria 

Student 
controlled one-
to-one 

End-of-scnpt 
comments 

To assist in self-
correct'ion 

Multiple drafts 

Continuous 
assessment 

Based on 
principled 
criteria 

One-to-many 

Audiotape 

To provide 
authentic 
response 

Final versions 

Figure 1: The variables of response to writing 

Feedback is an integral part of any pedagogy. It aims to engage participants in 
authentic communication about the subject of tuition, and about its goals 
by signaling transitions in the process of learning. As such, feedback also 
forms part of assessment and evaluation, both continuous and task-specific. 
Some educationalists view feedback as having the function to correct: to put 
things right when they go wrong. Another view of feedback is that it should 
inform the learner of the progress made, and thus correcting syntax and or­
ganization errors is valid. Bartram and Walton (1991) proposed that al­
though written production is primarily an individual activity, much can be 
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achieved in applying tasks involving pairs and groups of students. In terms of 
providing teacher feedback on student writing errors, they suggested that the 
"red-pen syndrome should be avoided" (Bartram & Walton, 1991, p. 78) and 
instead listed a number of areas and techniques with which to facilitate ac­
curacy and composition improvement. These included the need to react to 
content, to restrict correction to specific morpho-syntactic units, to involve 
students in correction, and to reformulate. They emphasized, however, the im­
portance of communication between teachers and students not only after a 
script is written but also before and during that stage. 

Fathman and Whalley (1990) conducted qualitative research among 72 U.S. 
students of college ESL into the effect of teacher feedback on grammar and 
composition. They found that such feedback resulted in improvement: it 
helped students identify and correct their own errors. Another result ques­
tioned the general validity of Zamel's (1985) claim that teachers' comments 
were often too vague to act upon: the "general comments giving encour­
agement and suggesting revisions" (Fathman 8c Whalley, 1990. p. 186) were 
reported as factors that contributed to the development of rewritten versions 
of students' scripts. While this appears to have been true of writing improve­
ment in the short run, Zamel's (1985) observation that there is still little evi­
dence that such improvement is long lasting was not refuted. Specifically, she 
claimed that teachers' comments often lacked consistency and relevance from 
the point of view of subsequent revision: they tended to highlight each and 
every grammatical error, favoring correct yet non-communicative prose while 
almost totally ignoring the content of the scripts. 

To collect information on student attitudes to and preferences for receiv­
ing feedback, Dheram (1995) conducted a case study among five EFL students 
in Britain. She investigated whether students preferred comments on grammar 
or content, how they responded to feedback, and what the preferences meant 
for future writing instruction. Besides analyzing questionnaire and interview 
data, Dheram reviewed pre-feedback and post-feedback drafts and found that 
students became aware of the importance of revision as part of discovering 
meaning. Perhaps the most relevant finding was that content should enjoy 
top priority in teachers' response. 

When a process approach is adopted, it is crucial that students are helped 
in the development of their scripts at every stage. To add further assistance, 
Frankenberg-Garcia (1999) put forth the innovative suggestion that feedback 
could be given even before a text is produced: at the initial stages of the de­
velopment of ideas for a composition. This view reverberates the procedure 
whereby a classroom is seen as a workshop, with part of the time turned into 
intervening in the writing process. Frankenberg-Garcia pointed out that text-
based feedback had serious limitations because the type of feedback students 
need most cannot be adequately given without having hard evidence of the 
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types of decisions (good and bad) that students typically make when compos­
ing. The written text may be polished with little need for grammatical or com­
positional change, yet it may not reflect writer intention if the student had ma­
jor difficulty with an idea, grammatical unit or vocabulary item and decided to 
apply an avoidance strategy, thus fossilizing a problem. To deal with the ac­
tual composing process, then, she argued, we need to gather information on 
the specific needs students have and incorporate that information in the ver­
bal or written feedback that is given on the processes, rather than a draft. She 
emphasized that this approach was not intended to replace text-based writing 
feedback—rather, to complement it. 

The form and content that teachers' feedback may take continue to chal­
lenge practitioners in the field. The ideas suggested by Cohen and Cavalcanti 
(1990), Chen (1997), Grundy and L i (1998), Leki (1990), Mosher (1998), Myers 
(1997), Allwright (1988) and Schultz (1994) represent some of the potentially 
most valuable recommendations. Here I wil l briefly introduce claims about 
what should be favored and avoided in feedback. 

Myers (1997) gave a detailed account of her writing course for ESL stu­
dents in which she adopted the technique of sentence reformulation. Using 
simple codes, she returned papers that students were requested to amend by 
incorporating the revisions she had made. By doing this, students prepared a 
clean copy with no grammatical inaccuracies so that they could focus in class 
on the content of their peers' writing, thus participating in a program that re­
lied heavily on teacher direction in terms of language correction, but which 
eventually enabled students to exercise the role of peer editors of ideas in 
the sessions. 

Work by Grundy and L i (1998) also pointed in the direction of allowing stu­
dents to take more responsibility for their own writing, but their approach 
was more radical. Viewing correction in writing pedagogy as a function that 
has little validity, they proposed that we are witnessing a "you write—I 
correct" syndrome. Identifying the problem as a logical result of product-
orientation, they aimed to attack this unsatisfactory situation by alternative 
techniques of response. These include Post-It notes by teachers that students 
respond to before revising, conferencing, checklists for revising that are 
complemented by the students' own concerns, learner logs, portfolios, and 
audio-taped responses. This last technique involved the teacher recording a 
corrected version of a student's essay. Grundy and L i (1998) claimed that not 
only does this technique facilitate quick response, but it also involves 
students in an authentic listening activity. When we consider Zinsser's (1998) 
comment that professional writers write for the ear, not only the eye and 
mind, we may find this technique truly authentic: it could result, in the long 
run, in raising awareness of what is commonly termed as "what sounds good." 

1.5.3 Student agendas 
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1.5.4 Responding to feedback 

Obviously, the practicality of any feedback type will depend on a number of 
variables: educational context, type of syllabus, length of assignment, number 
of students, and, maybe most importantly, what Leki (1990) called the 
"persona" of the writing teacher (p. 59). Leki conceptualized the teacher as 
having a set of three divergent functions in responding: the real reader self, 
the teacher as the coach, and the evaluating teacher. As these functions may 
conflict, and because the writing teacher will eventually need to evaluate how 
content is presented in a number (and often, a high number) of scripts, Leki 
claimed that the writing teacher may become schizophrenic, juggling these 
roles. To help maintain a pedagogically sound balance, she recommended the 
following directions for feedback. 

First of all, applying a multiple-draft composition syllabus ensures that 
assignments are integrated so that feedback on each draft may be usefully in­
corporated by students. This also has the advantage that the teacher may 
intervene in the writing process when it is most needed. Second, when assign­
ments form a well planned project, the writing course will facilitate long-term 
development, with teacher comments applied in subsequent tasks as well. 
Third, students can be given a set of questions that elicit information on what 
they, the primary stakeholders, consider the best features of their writing. 
This may not appear to be a teacher's feedback at first sight: after all, the 
teacher provides the questions, and the students reflect on them. However, by 
identifying what is valuable for them, these students enable the teacher to 
better focus on those elements of writing, thus bridging the gap between 
writer's intention and reader's interpretation, a significant benefit consider­
ing that student writers do not always have the skills to communicate their 
goals fully. 

As the final issue in teacher response to student writing, we need to con­
sider the effect it has on students' perceptions and its implications: how stu­
dents respond to response. Primarily interested in the meta-cognitive pro­
cesses activated by expert feedback, Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996) collected 
and analyzed data from ESL and EFL students. They established that for feed­
back to be used effectively, students must be engaged in the process. They ob­
tained evidence that FL learners were in favor of feedback that helped them 
formulate the content and structure of their scripts. Rather surprisingly, the 
majority (82%) of the students preferred "red-pen" corrections, apparently 
because this resulted in most short-term improvement in surface-level fea­
tures, with FL students being of the opinion that "form should precede, and 
have priority over, expression of meaning, concepts, or original ideas" 
(Hedgcock 8c Lefkowitz, 1996, p. 297). What they did not intend to measure, 
however, was how teacher feedback was attended to in revised texts. 
Nevertheless, the study can be regarded as a welcome example of applying 
quantitative and qualitative research methods. 
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To highlight an additional implication of feedback practice, I showed that 
teachers' comments themselves may serve as resources for teaching and ex­
ploration for students (Horvdth, 1997b, 1998d). English major FL students at 
Janus Pannonius University were given samples of teachers' comments on 
timed essay tests and asked to read, review, and reflect on them. This was 
done so that they could familiarize with the discourse the raters of the essays 
produced and it broadened students' understanding of the areas that the 
comments elaborated on, especially noting what the teachers marked as posi­
tive features of the scripts. 

This chapter has addressed issues in writing theory and pedagogy as pro­
posed by leading practitioners of the field. The interest in writing pedagogy 
has continued to challenge empirical research, with concerns about course 
goals, task types, classroom procedures and revision techniques receiving a 
fair amount of attention. There seems to be a tendency to consolidate the re­
sults by turning to the development of an ethnography of writing that can 
explain how instructed writing development takes place as writers interact 
with themes, expert teachers and peers. 

The theory of L2 writing has been informed by LI writing theory in the 
contrastive rhetorical tradition, establishing the need for verifiable research 
into language varieties. The communicative approach to language teaching 
coincided with the move away from the sentence-level concern with grammar 
and the focus on product, in the process orientation. The development of L2 
writing theory and pedagogy has been motivated by the practice of task-
based learning, in both traditional and online contexts. 

As the chapter has shown, the majority of L2 writing development studies 
were conducted by native speakers of the target language, raising questions 
about the validity of some of the claims made about innovation in the writing 
curriculum and syllabus when such endeavors do not tackle educational and 
cultural differences. 

However, writing research has become a major component of recent ap­
plied linguistics studies. For continued progress, the field could benefit from 
cross-institutional and cross-cultural projects, as well as from combining in­
sights gained by writing pedagogy with corpus linguistic data, so that the 
ethnography of writing can be supplemented by reliable data on student per­
formance. To address the theoretical and practical implications of this en­
deavor, we wil l now turn to surveying the literature of the discipline of cor­
pus linguistics, a sub-field of which is the development and exploitation of 
corpora of learners' written performance. 

1.6 Concluding remarks 
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Chapter 2 

ISSUES IN CORPUS LINGUISTICS: 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Language corpora are becoming available cheaply, 
sometimes free. The likely impact on language 
teaching will be profound—indeed the whole 
shape of linguistics may alter at speed. (Sinclair, 
1997, p. 38) 

Introduction 
The previous chapter has reviewed the current theoretical and practical con­
cerns of writing pedagogy. I have made the claim that besides an ethno­
graphic description of processes and products of writing and writing peda­
gogy, we also need evidence from a larger set of language sample that FL stu­
dents produce. That claim wil l be refined in this chapter, which aims to pre­
sent the case for the need of corpus analytic methods in descriptive and ap­
plied linguistics. 

One of the leading figures in corpus linguistics applying machine-read­
able collections, Leech (1997a), defined a corpus as "a body of language ma­
terial which exists in electronic form, and which may be processed by com­
puter for various purposes such as linguistic research and language 
engineering" (p. 1). The theoretical underpinnings, the technical de­
velopment, and the study of such corpora have gained considerable ground 
in the past decades, signaling a trend away from decontextualized linguistics 
toward a study of language that takes account of context based on what is 
often referred to as "real" language. This chapter wi l l review the growing 
literature that has given evidence of this enterprise. 

The chapter is divided into six sections. The first wil l offer a discussion of 
the theoretical issue of performance versus competence, focusing on the con­
trasting views of Chomskyan generative linguistics and corpus-based linguis­
tic analysis (2.1). Section 2.2 wil l be based on a brief historical overview of 
major corpora as it clarifies the types that have been established recently. The 
next section (2.3) identifies the issues of representative design, and some 
technical details of corpus development. Section 2.4 further narrows the 
scope by identifying a link between computer-assisted language learning and 
data-driven learning. Section 2.5 reviews work in the field of learner corpus 
linguistics, centering on the International Corpus of Learner English project. 
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Finally, I wil l identify the benefits of applying corpora in language studies in 
section 2.6. 

The concepts, definitions, and processes reviewed in this chapter wil l be 
central to the presentation of writ ing pedagogy at Janus Pannonius 
University and to the description and analysis of the JPU Corpus. 

A crucial issue in any analysis of language is the r o l Q f daja^Evidence sought 
to support a theory of structure or language use provides the basis on which 
to evaluate the feasibility and applicability of a hypothesis. The role of l in ­
guistic evidence also has practical implications in language education, as it 
impacts on the manner in which a syllabus is presented (Seliger& Shohamy, 
1989). As the examples may be either intuitive (coming from the linguist's own 
repertoire) or observed (recorded in some psycholinguistic elicitation or 
field work), the issues of competence and performance present the framework 
in which this question has been studied. 

In the field, two competing traditions have emerged: 'asocial' linguistics 
that incorporates intuition to capture generic features and universals of lan­
guage and of particular languages, and 'social' linguistics that investigates 
generic and language-specific notions based on observations of utterances 
(Wardhaugh, 1995, pp. 10-12). In the former paradigm, linguistic inquiry 
springs from a need to establish sufficient elements that can adequately de­
scribe the grammar of language; the latter engages the actual language com­
munity (or population) and extracts from it a corpus that is then used to test 
hypotheses. This section will offer a brief evaluation of these two traditions. 

The most influential theoretical linguist of the twentieth century is Noam 
Chomsky, whose generative grammar is embedded in the asocial tradition. In 
defining linguistics as the study of grammar, he developed a set of strict prin­
ciples and operators that language employs in generating all possible and 
grammatical utterances (Chomsky, 1957; 1965). The main focus, then, is on 
what is possible. This represents one of the main differences between the 
asocial and the social paradigms. In socially embedded linguistics, it is not 
only what is possible that is studied, but also what is probable. According to 
Kennedy (1998) this does not mean that linguistic theory does not benefit or 
is not "compatible with" (p. 8) the study of a corpus. On the contrary; as sci­
ence requires evidence with which to refute or support a hypothesis, corpus 
linguistics provides a rich set of such evidence that allows for generalization. 

2.1 Rationale for corpus linguistics 
2.1.1 Data in language analysis 
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2.1.2 Competence vs. performance 

Traditional generative linguistics is concerned with the competence of an 
idealized native speaker whose sociolinguistic status, age, and gender are 
viewed as immaterial to the study of the generation of grammatical utterances. 
By contrast, empirical linguistics, of which corpus linguistics is a representa­
tive, sets itself the agenda of investigating the variables that lead to differen­
tial performances across these spectra. It interprets competence as "tacit, in­
ternalized knowledge of a language" (McEnery & Wilson, 1996). The 
generative linguist, who is concerned with capturing linguistic competence, 
applies a corpus of internal, closed sets of examples derived through intro­
spection (a process that, according to Labov, 1996, might introduce error into 
the description of linguistic phenomena). The corpus linguist's data set de­
rives from an external, open body of actual language performance, or the ac­
tual, social and contextualized application of competence. These 
performances are recorded following strict rules, with the necessary and 
available biographical and sociolinguistic information tagged to it (Stubbs, 
1996). As corpus linguistics opens up the database upon which description 
and analysis is based, the evidence becomes available for further verification, 
too, representing another advantage (McEnery & Wilson, 1996, p. 13). 

As Fillmore (1992) noted, the two types of linguist should ideally "exist in 
the same body" (p. 35). Contrasting the images and concerns of whom he 
called an "armchair linguist" and a corpus linguist, Fillmore pointed out that 
no corpora wi l l ever offer all the evidence linguistics needs, but also that 
corpora have allowed linguistic scholarship to establish new facts about lan­
guage, facts that one "couldn't imagine finding out about in any other way" 
(Fillmore, 1992, p. 35). But he also called attention to the importance of intro­
spection and analysis by a native-speaker linguist. Biber (1996) also sug­
gested that both generative linguistics and variation studies looking at l in ­
guistic performance derived from corresponding aspects of linguistic compe­
tence represent valid positions. 

The call for a combination of the two approaches is based on the assump­
tion that native speakers are competent decision-makers on issues of syntax. 
While the claim may be a perfectly valid one, I would like to raise an issue re­
lated to the theoretical limitations of the basis of linguistic inquiry. As no 
corpora can ever fully represent the language performance of a community 
(see, for example, Partington, 1996, p. 146), so, too, are introspective linguists 
limited in their competence (Labov, 1996). This adds further support to the 
claim that theoretical linguistics and corpus linguistics can and should co-ex­
ist. 

Such co-existence occurs in a social context. The notion of context (or set­
ting) in which language competences materialize (Hymes, 1974) as well as its 
central importance, was further highlighted by Sinclair (1991), who claimed 
that as introspective linguists do not, as a rule, require a discourse context for 
their own examples, the naturalness of the evidence suffers. Defining this fea-
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ture of an utterance as a choice of language that is appropriate to the context, 
Sinclair observed that because of the difficulty of simulating context, ex­
amples are often unlikely "ever to occur in speech or writing" (1991, p. 6). 
This is why, he went on to argue, linguistics should be careful not to 
misrepresent what it aims to describe. In other words, what may be authentic 
(in that system, possible) to the individual linguist in a particular context for 
supporting a particular claim may not be authentic (in that system, probable) 
to the language community. 

2.1.3 Lexicography and language education 

So far we have seen contrasting views on the primacy of theory and of evi­
dence, the nature of evidence, and the issue of authentic context. Moving on 
to the rationale of corpus linguistics in the field of lexicography and lan­
guage education, we need to address the interface between a linguistic enter­
prise and its pedagogical application. Traditionally, dictionaries were 
compiled mostly via introspective techniques, with individual lexicographers 
aiming to compile sets of data that described a limited array of items and 
meanings. By contrast, corpus linguistics views the generation of meaning as a 
process in which syntax and semantics are not isolated but interfaced. By rely­
ing on a growing body of evidence (Bullon, 1997; Sinclair, 1991; Stubbs, 1995; 
Summers 1998), lexicography driven by corpus linguistics establishes this re­
lationship and provides useful help for distinguishing between discrete 
meanings. However, even corpus linguistics does not, normally, need to rule 
out intuition. As Summers (1996) pointed out, lexicographical studies and 
dictionary entry frames need corpora to determine, for example, the fre­
quency of individual units in a large general corpus, but linguistic intuition 
is necessary in the ordering. 

In terms of language education, ^e*£us^inguist ics has helped direct at­
tention to what constitutes authenticity of material, learning experience and 
classroom language, key factors determining the relevance of learning espe­
cially in the communicative language teaching tradition. A direct result of the 
approach is what data-driven learning and the development of learner cor­
pora have achieved (discussed in detail in 2.4 and 2.5). One of the pro­
ponents of this approach, Johns (1991a), posited that learning, especially on 
advanced levels, can greatly benefit from assisted and direct manipulation of 
corpus data. He argued against the stance held by such figures of applied l in­
guistics as Widdowson (1979; 1991) who placed the emphasis not on authen­
ticity of material but of learning experience, arguing for the use of simplified 
texts to help ensure authenticity and comprehensibility at the same time for 
the learner. As a consequence, he cast doubt on the relevance of corpus find­
ings to the process of teaching and learning foreign languages (Widdowson, 
1991). Calling attention to the principle of pedagogic relevance, Widdowson 
made the following point: 
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Language prescription for the inducement of learning cannot 
be based on a database. They cannot be modelled on the de­
scription of externalised language, the frequency profiles of 
text analysis. Such analysis provides us with facts...but they do 
not of themselves carry any guarantee of pedagogic relevance. 
(1991, pp. 20-21) 

As opposed to Widdowson, Johns (1991a) argued that authentic and unmod­
ified language samples were essential in language learning. \vTddowson 
(1979, 1991) tocusecTon the learners' need to exploit materials that represent 
authenticity of purpose and were within their grasp. In Johns's argument, the 
requirement of no modification is central. For learning material to represent 
full authenticity, the original purpose and audience should not be altered. 
Schmied (1996) took a stance whereby the corpus can be instrumental with 
pedagogical relevance still maintained. In his view, examples and materials 
derived, and, as need made this necessary, modified from a corpus still had 
applicability: Adaptation is possible to various learner development levels, 
but the example used to illustrate a language pattern may be valid if it comes 
from a corpus (Schmied, 1996, p. 193). 

Taking a position similar to that expressed by Widdowson (1991), Owen 
(1996) criticized the application of corpus evidence in language education 
when it negated the appropriateness of intuition. Describing the problem of 
an advanced FL student who was pr imari ly interested in receiving 
prescription, rather than description, Owen argued that teachers' experience 
with language and roles as standard-setters should not be ignored. He went 
on to claim that teachers can hardly clarify usage problems for their students 
based entirely on consulting a corpus. In fact, he suggested, 

the tension between description and prescription is not auto­
matically relieved by reference to a corpus. Intuitive prescrip­
tion is fundamental to the psychology of language teaching 
and learning....Even if teachers had the time to check every 
prescription they want to make, the corpus would not relieve 
them of the burden of using their intuition. (Owen, 1996, p. 
224) 

This evaluation of a practical concern is in line with what other experts, such 
as Fillmore (1992) and Summers (1996), claimed. Biber (1996) summed up the 
advantages of text-based linguistic study. He identified four features that 
make the corpus linguistic endeavor particularly relevant. These were the fol­
lowing: 

> their empirical nature allows the analysis of naturally oc­
curring texts; 

> the texts are assembled on a principled basis; 
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> automatic and interactive computer techniques can be 
applied; 

> they can inform both quantitative and qualitative re­
search. 

The major proposition of corpus linguistics is that real examples can better 
support hypotheses about language than invented ones. A number of ex­
perts have made the claim (Aston, 1995, 1997; Berry, 1991; Bullon, 1988; Hoey, 
1998; Sinclair, 1987a). McEnery and Wilson (1996) also underscored the im­
portance of the synthesis of qualitative and quantitative language study. In 
fact, according to them, the recent increase in the study of corpora, a process 
they call a revival (p. 16), has been due to the realization that one needs to 
"redress the balance between the use of artificial data and the use of natur­
ally occurring data" (p. 16). How this revival has been made possible by the 
development of influential corpora will be the subject of the next section." 

2.2 Corpora: History and typology 
/ ° The rationale of corpus linguistics is to directly access, derive, and m a n i p ^ 
( late evidenceJi^_aL£fll lect ion of texts. SucTTcollections may be static or dy-
\ namic, depending on the media in whicli they are stored. The distribution of 
\ static and dynamic corpora can also be viewed from the point of view of con-
) tent and representativeness. In this section, I wil l provide an overview of 

^ \ these two types, charting the development, function, and applications of pre-
) electronic and electronic corpora, and providing a typology of these based 

i on Kennedy (1998) McEnery and Wilson (1996), Sinclair (1991), and 
I Greenbaum (1996a, 1996b) as the main sources. 

2.2.1 Early corpus linguistics 
A static corpus is any naturally occurring and recorded sample of language 
use: the language has a non-metalanguage purpose to achieve. That is to say, 
the text's primary aim is to communicate. From this definition it follows that a 
corpus does not necessarily have to be stored in a digital format. In fact, for 
centuries, and especially in biblical studies, corpora were exclusively analog. 

According to Kennedy (1998), there were five main applications of these 
pre-electronic corpora: 

> biblical and literary studies from the 18th century, based 
on manually produced concordances of content words; 

> lexicographic investigations to provide literary examples 
for dictionaries such as the Dictionary of the English 
Language and the Oxford English Dictionary 

38 

Digitized by boogie 



> dialect studies in the 19th century to describe lexical vari­
ation; 

> foreign language education innovations such as the work 
of Thorndike in the 1920s; 

> grammatical inquiries, such as the one by Fries in the U.S., 
and more recently Quirk's Survey of English Usage (SEU) 
Corpus. 

The size and the systematic composition of the SEU Corpus already pointed 
in the direction of electronic corpora, and in fact part of it was later digitized 
to allow for technologically and linguistically more advanced searches and 
applications. The spoken samples of the SEU Corpus were to be transferred 
to electronic media in the 70s, forming the basis of what became known as the 
London-Lund Corpus (LLC, discussed in more detail later), an initiative of 
Svartvik. 

The development of dynamic digital corpora had its theoretical and ex­
periential foundations in the pre-electronic projects, together with a growing 
awareness of the need to accumulate larger collections that can be captured 
and stored on computer to facilitate faster access, more refined analyses, and 
thus more reliable and valid information drawn from these studies. With the 
simultaneous advance that information technology made, this was a time of 
convergence of linguistic interest and technological potential. 

In 1961, the first electronic (machine-readable) corpus was being planned by 
Francis and Kucera. It was to comprise one million words of English text, ar­
ranged in two major subcorpora: informative (non-fiction) and imaginative 
(fiction) texts. The former set contained the majority of the 500 samples: 374 
texts, with the latter accounting for the rest (126). Taken together, they were 
to form the Brown Corpus, the major breakthrough enterprise in corpus l in­
guistics developed and finished by 1964 in what Kennedy (1998, p. 23) called 
a hostile linguistic environment dominated by the theoretical and practical 
implications of the anti-corpus stance of Chomskyan generative grammar. 

The Brown Corpus was developed to represent as wide a variety of writ­
ten American English as was possible at the time. With the enormous task of 
transferring analog data into an electronic format done manually, the 
achievement is still considered a major one. The Brown Corpus contains such 
additional information as origin of each sample and line numbering. 

2.2.2 The Brown Corpus 
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2.2.3 The LOB Corpus 

One rationale for the development and publication of the Brown Corpus was 
to provide an impetus for similar projects elsewhere. This was later answered 
in the late 1970s in the next major first-generation corpus project, the 
Lancaster—Oslo/Bergen (LOB) Corpus by Johansson, Leech and Goodluck: 
the British equivalent of the Brown Corpus. It was a cross-institutional effort, 
with the Universities of Lancaster and Oslo, and the Bergen-based center for 
Norwegian Humanities Computing participating. With minor differences, 
both the sampling and the length of the LOB followed the standards of the 
Brown Corpus. A more crucial difference, however, lay, interestingly, in LOB's 
similarity to the Brown Corpus: it, too, contained written texts produced in 
1961. But as it was compiled later, the development benefited from the new 
technology that had become available by then. Most importantly, the ad­
vances made the use of a coding system possible, with storage in a variety of 
media, including three different computing platforms (DOS, Macintosh and 
Unix) . The corpus and its manual are available through I C A M E , the 
International Computer Archive of Modern English (Johansson, Leech, & 
Goodluck, 1978). 

With these two language analysis resources, linguists had the opportu­
nity to compare and contrast written U.S. and U.K. English texts, exploiting 
frequency and co-text information (for a comparison of frequency, see 
Kennedy, 1998, p. 98). Besides, the careful study of hapax legomena> word 
forms that occur once in a corpus, which typically represent the majority of 
types of words in most large corpora, was now possible, with implications for 
lexicography, collocation studies and language education. 

The influence of these two first-generation corpora proved long-lasting: 
not only did they set standards for representation and structuring in sam­
pling, but they also gave rise to other corpus projects of regional varieties. 
These included the Indian English Corpus published in the late 1970s and 
the New Zealand and Australia Corpora of English, each of which aimed to be 
modeled on the first two corpora. For the first time in linguistics, a large col­
lection of objective data was available. But this was relative: they also con­
tributed to the realization that the upper word limit of one million words was 
a restriction that had to be re-assessed and abandoned: for analysis to be 
based on more representative samples, linguists needed larger sets, especially 
for studying lexis that occurred less frequently in earlier corpora, and for 
contrastive analyses across the subcorpora. 
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2.2.4 The London-Lund Corpus 

As noted earlier, the LLC, developed in Sweden, was formed on the basis of a 
previously statically stored corpus, the SEU Corpus. It was the first collection 
of spoken evidence, incorporating such descriptive codes besides the texts as 
tone units, onsets, pause and stress information. Although in terms of repre­
sentativeness the LLC was not entirely satisfactory, it was a major step toward 
the integration of spoken texts in corpora. 

Work on corpus development sped up in the eighties, fueled partly by 
the recognition that studies incorporating objective evidence made investiga­
tions more valid and reliable, and partly by the increasing facility with which 
to store and manipulate data. Innovations such as optical readers and soft­
ware opened up the new vista of exploiting more spoken language. These 
developments gave rise to second-generation corpora, each based on earlier 
work but with different purposes and corresponding sampling principles. 
Another major difference between first- and second-generation corpora lies 
in the acceleration with which the results of linguistic analysis were incorpor­
ated in applied linguistics and language pedagogy. Of these new efforts, three 
projects stand out as most influential: the Bank of English, the British 
National Corpus, and the International Corpus of English. In each project, 
the activity of a national or international team, the funding of major academic 
and government organizations, and the economic viability of the results in 
the publication market continued to be operational factors. 

Originating in the seven mill ion words of the Main COBU1LD Corpus, the 
Bank of English is the largest collection of written and spoken English text 
stored on computer. Called a megacorpus (Kennedy, 1998, p. 45), its initial 
function was to "help learners with real English" by enabling applied l in ­
guists to do research into the contemporary language primarily for language 
education. The revolutionary contribution the corpus project has made to 
the development of learner dictionaries (Collins COBUILD English Language 
Dictionary, the original 1987 edition and the 1995 revision) has been the 
most influential result. A joint venture of Collins Publishers and the English 
Department of Birmingham University, it has provided new approaches (see, 
for example, Sinclair, 1987b) to lexicography. This can be seen in a number of 
innovations: First, in the concrete analysis of features of traditional and in­
novative learner dictionaries (Bullon, 1988). Second, in the research en­
deavor that has sprung from a need to amass more reliable data about the 
language. Third, in the publication business that has helped fund and main­
tain the scholarly interest, at least for some time (Clear, Fox, Francis, 
Krishnamurthy 8c Moon, 1996). It resulted in sampling a large database of 
evidence and extracting such information from it as was regarded as 

2.2.5 The Bank of English 
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necessary for language learners (Fox, 1987; Renouf, 1987a): It incorporated 
the results in a lexical approach to language teaching that combined form and 
meaning, and it has been instrumental in setting high standards in corpus 
design and encoding (Renouf, 1987b). 

Directed by Sinclair, the corpus was renamed in 1991 the Bank of English, 
and by now has reached a state whereby every month, some 2 mill ion new 
words (tokens) are added. The team repeatedly made "the bigger the better" 
claim, meaning that for truly reliable accounts of lexis and grammar, large 
collections are necessary. The current size is 500 million words of written and 
spoken text, with storage on high-tech media, including the internet. To serve 
the growing body of researchers and teachers, a sample of 50 mill ion words, 
together with concordance and collocation search engines, is available via 
the COBUILD Direct service of the web site at <http://titania.cobuild.collins. 
ac.uk> (reviewed by Horvath, 1999a). 

As Sinclair noted (1991), data collection, corpus planning, annotation, 
updating and application continued to challenge the team. Seeking permis­
sion of copyright holders has always been among the hurdles, but there are 
signs of a changing publishing policy that may allow for automatic insertion 
of a copyrighted text for corpus research purposes. 

The Bank of English has continued to innovate in all the related work: in 
the way corpus evidence is incorporated in learner dictionaries, in study 
guides and recently in a special series of concordance samplers, in the appli­
cation of a lexical approach to grammar (Sinclair, 1991), and in the theoretical 
and technical field of marking up the corpus. Analyzing discrete meanings of 
words, collocations, phraseological patterning, significant lexical collocates 
and distributional anomalies makes available a set of new results that shape 
our understanding of language in use. As the reference materials produced 
are based on a constantly updated corpus, new revisions of these materials 
sustain and generate a market, making the venture economically viable, too. 

The BNC came to be formed at the initiative of such academic, commercial and 
public entities as the British Library, Chambers Harrap, Lancaster University's 
Unit for Computer Research in the English Language, Longman, Oxford 
University Computer Services and Oxford University Press. The majority of its 
content, 90 percent, is written, with 10 percent made up of spoken samples, 
running to a total of 100 million words in over 6 million sentences. Any of its 
constituent texts is limited to 40,000 words (Burnard, 1996). 

The BNC was among the first megacorpora to adopt the standards of the 
Standard Generalized Markup Language (SGML; more about annotation in 
Section 2.4) as well as the guidelines of the Text Encoding Initiative, which 
aims to standardize tagging and encoding across corpora. By so doing, not 
only has the BNC become a representative of a large corpus that has made use 
of earlier attempts to allow for comparability, but it also has sought to become 
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a benchmark for other projects (Kennedy, 1998, p. 53; "Composition of the 
BNC," 1997). A sample of the corpus and its dedicated search engine, SARA 
(Burnard, 1996), have been made available at the web site <http://info.ox. 
ac.uk/bnc>. 

The pedagogical use of the BNC has already received much attention, 
with Aston (1996, 1998) describing and evaluating the benefit advanced FL 
students in Italy gain in how they conduct linguistic inquiries. Aston re­
ported that by accessing and studying this large corpus, students were highly 
motivated, primarily because of their critical attitude to published reference 
works that they can contrast with the results of their own conclusions. 

2.2.7 The International Corpus of English 

With so much cross-institutional interest and work devoted to individual 
projects, it was not long before researchers began pursuing the possibilities 
of identifying a research agenda for even more ambitious aims: to collect a 
corpus that would represent national and regional varieties of English. The 
International Corpus of English (ICE) is such an undertaking, which allows 
for checking evidence for comparative phonetic, phonological, syntactic, 
morphological, lexical and discourse analysis. Sociolinguists and language 
educators are also seen as beneficiaries of this corpus development drive. 
With Meyer coordinating the project based on Greenbaum's set of sampling 
procedures, the ICE represents the written and spoken language varieties of 
twenty countries and regions: Australia, Cameroon, Canada, the Caribbean, 
Fij i , Ghana, Great Britain, Hong Kong, India, Ireland, Kenya, Malawi, New 
Zealand, Nigeria, the Philippines, Sierra Leone, Singapore, South Africa, 
Tanzania, and the USA. When complete, each subcorpus wil l be modeled on 
the Brown Corpus initiative: each of the 5,000 samples in a subcorpus con­
taining 2,000 words. (Updates on the project are posted at the ICE website, 
<http://www.ucl.ac.uk/english-usage/ice.htm>.) Already, work done on the 
ICE has informed such descriptive studies as the Oxford English Grammar by 
Greenbaum, with many more under development. A component of the ICE, 
the International Corpus of Learner English, will be reviewed in a later sec­
tion (2.5). 

The ICE project assembles text samples that represent educated language 
use; however, the definition of this notion is not left to the individual 
(subjective) decision of participating teams. Rather, the corpus wil l structure 
the language production of adult users of the national varieties of the re­
gions. According to Greenbaum (1996a, p. 6) the texts included would be by 
speakers or writers aged 18 or over, with "formal education through the 
medium of English to the completion of secondary school." As the regional 1-
million-word corpora wil l include written texts, identifying such factors wil l 
prove a rather difficult undertaking indeed. 
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2.2.8 Typology 

We have seen a number of pre-electronic and electronic corpora, already not­
ing some types: static and dynamic media, annotated and unannotated, as well 
as those containing written or spoken data or a combination of the two. The 
corpus development effort continues, and of course this subsection could re­
view only a few of the most influential ventures. Table 2 presents a matrix of 
the typology of corpora, based on McEnery and Wilson (1996) and Kennedy 
(1998). 

Table 2: A typology of corpora 
By language monolingual parallel 

LI learner 
By representation synchronic diachronic 

general specialized 
By text type written spoken combined 
By storage static dynamic 
By notation un-annotated annotated 
By generation first second 
By status set developing 
By use linguistic applied linguistic 

The steps of developing these corpora and the technology used to maintain 
them will be reviewed in the following section. 

2.3 Current issues in design and technology 
Primarily, corpus linguistics offers quantitative studies of language use. It is 
concerned with the distribution of linguistic features within a set of texts or 
across samples. By using special corpus manipulation techniques such as 
word counts, single and parallel concordancing, linguists and applied l i n ­
guists are better informed and can inform about the language they are study­
ing. The evidence that a corpus can provide about the language, the quantita­
tive information on frequency of word forms, on collocations, and lexical and 
syntactic patterns can then be applied in revealing the quality of the lan­
guage studied. 

2.3.1 Corpus development 

A l l corpora are designed with a set of principles and using a sampling frame 
that adequately incorporates, and has the potential to explain linguistic vari­
ation across subcorpora and between corpora. The development of a sam-
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pling frame is required so that research may be able to use data that rep­
resents the population it intends to study. For this theoretical and empirical 
purpose, Biber (1994) suggested a cyclical model and a set of recommenda­
tions for testing the content validity and the reliability of the corpus. In this 
section, this model wi l l be introduced, together with other procedures in 
sampling, annotation, and technical details. 

The cyclicity of corpus development is a requirement as often, either the 
population to be represented or the text types generated cannot be defined 
strictly in advance. To be able to adjust preliminary concepts, a pilot study is 
required that can inform the effort of the population and language variables 
to account for. Theoretical analysis can confirm and refine initial decisions, 
but it may also introduce new sampling procedures. When this phase has 
been finished, the next step is corpus design proper. This involves the 
specification of the length of each component of the text (with minimum and 
maximum word counts), the number of individual texts, the range of text 
types, and the identification and testing of a random selection technique that 
gives each potential text an equal chance of being selected for the corpus. 

During the third stage of the cycle, a subcorpus is being collected and the 
specifications are tested in it. This occurs in the fourth phase when an empiri­
cal investigation takes place with specifications studied and compared with 
the samples, and statistical measurements are taken to determine the reliabil­
ity of representativeness. For any text that does not meet the requirements of 
the design, the specifications need to be revised, and either new design prin­
ciples are identified or the problematic text is omitted. With each new sam­
pling of a smaller unit of the corpus, constant checks and balances are in 
place to ensure the theoretical and empirical viability of the linguistic study 
that the corpus aims to serve. The Biber model is summed up in Figure 2. 

pilot empirical, corpus T w ^ T e m p i r i c a l 

investigation design - ** o t p a r t o t m e investigation 

t 
corpus 

Figure 2: Biber's (1994, p. 400) model of cyclical corpus design 

Word frequency counts are strong indicators of reliability. For most general 
corpora, and especially those that aim to serve as bases of language teaching 
materials, such as learner dictionaries, establishing the frequencies of words 
is one of the main concerns. As this information has to be based on reliable 
sources, studies i n representativeness provide a major contribution. 
According to Summers (1996), this information can then be applied in framing 
dictionary entries objectively and consistently, providing a dictionary that 
can list lexical units within a single entry according to frequency. Yet, she 
added, there is 
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still a need to temper raw statistical information with intelli­
gence and common sense. The corpus is a massively powerful 
resource to aid the lexicographer, which must be used judi­
ciously. Our aim at Longman is to be corpus-based, rather than 
corpus-bound. (Summers, 1996, p. 262) 

The compilation of small and large corpora was described in detail by Inkster 
(1997), Krishnamurthy (1987) and Renouf (1987a). One concern after the de­
sign principles have been set is that the spoken and written texts to be col­
lected can be stored on computer; another is that what is stored there be au­
thentic. The incorporation of electronic media poses little challenge: besides 
obtaining the permission of copyright holders, one needs only to ensure that 
the text is in a compatible format with the program used for accessing the cor­
pus. The capture from CD-ROMs is one such relatively trouble-free area. But 
the compilation of non-electronic forms of texts, such as the transcription of 
spoken material and the typing in (or keying in) of manuscripts is far more 
prone to introducing error into the corpus. 

Errors occurring during the entry of a text into the database should be 
avoided as this would defeat the purpose of representation. This is why de­
velopers need to put in place and regularly check procedures that help main­
tain an error-free corpus. The clean-text policy is one such procedure 
(Sinclair, 1991): manuscripts and other texts to be input are double-checked 
in the corpus. 

Besides the procedural approach of designing a corpus and the need for 
limiting errors, the markup of the raw corpus is the third crucial area of deal­
ing with general and specialized corpora. Most present-day corpora make ex­
tensive use of some annotation system that assigns one tag from a set of cat­
egories to units occurring in individual texts (Garside, Leech 8c McEnery, 
1997). This process, the annotation of the corpus, aims to interpret the data 
objectively. Annotation can be viewed as adding a metalanguage to the lan­
guage sample in the corpus, often in some form of the Standard Generalized 
Markup Language (SGML), an international standard. 

By adding linguistic data to the raw text, a subjective element is incorpor­
ated in an otherwise objective entity. According to Leech (1997a, p. 2), there 
"is no purely objective, mechanistic way of deciding what label or labels 
should be applied to a given linguistic phenomenon." Leech focused on 
three purposes of corpus annotation: 

> to enable linguists to extract information. Retrieving units 
in a corpus can be done with much more precision if 
word-class information is added; 

> to offer further uses of the same corpus: once the gram­
matical tagging of a written subcorpus or the prosodic 
markup of a spoken collection is done, other research 
may benefit from the effort; 
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> to provide such additional values to the corpus as may be 
exploited by other uses; this is the multi-functionality 
purpose. 

Tagging can now be done via computer algorithms employing designs of high 
sophistication, making annotation of orthography, phonetics, phonemics, 
prosody, word class, syntax, semantics, discourse, and even pragmatics and 
stylistics possible. A n example of a grammatically tagged corpus may look like 
the one reprinted in Leech (1997a, p. 13, with word-class tags emboldened for 
clarity): 

Origin/NN of /IN state/NN automobile/NN practices/NNS 
./. The /DT practice/NN of/IN state-owned/J J 
vehicles/NNS for/IN use/NN of/IN employees/NNS 
on/IN business/NN dates/WS back /RP over/IN 
for ty /CD years/NNS ./. 

Grammatical notation generally makes use of both automatic and manual 
techniques: special parsing computer software can be programmed to apply 
probabilistic techniques in determining classes of words. A second-genera­
tion megacorpus, the BNC, was annotated in such a way. It consists of two 
types of labels: header information (such as source of text) and the tagged 
text, using the system known as CLAWS (Constituent Likelihood Automatic 
Word-tagging System), which resulted in fairly reliable notation; according to 
Garside (1997), the accuracy rate was 95 percent or higher. 

As an innovative empirical effort, Garside, Fligelstone and Botley (1997) 
provided an example of annotating discourse information in a corpus. 
Whereas most other levels of tagging can benefit from high technology, the 
area of cohesive relations poses major difficulties. Reviewing models of 
markup, the team worked out a fairly consistent method and an additional set 
of guidelines that may be further trialed and adjusted. Already, the notation 
system can describe such elements as antecedents and noun phrase co-refer­
ence, central pronouns, substitute forms, ellipses, implied antecedents, meta-
textual references, and noun phrase predications. Any unit not adequately 
captured is noted by a question mark. Although the authors recognized that 
-the field of discourse annotation Mis at a fairly immature stage of develop­
ment* (Garside, Fligelstone, & Botley, 1997, p. 83), exploiting SGML and refin­
ing the tagging algorithm may achieve the sophistication of other levels of 
annotation. 
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2.3.2 Concordancers: Functions and packages 

When a corpus, either in its piloted state or when the database has been 
checked for representativeness is assembled, the corpus linguistic analysis 
per se may begin. Typically, for this purpose a computer program is used, 
which has at its core either a general-purpose concordancing module or a 
dedicated software package developed to deal with specialized annotated 
corpora. Of the many publicly available concordancers, I wil l present five 
here. Each program has a set of special features (or tools, as they are often la­
beled) at their center; however, all such programs are similar in that their 
main functions can be broken down into the following four domains: 

Longman Mini Concordancer is a simple DOS-based application, suitable for 
the swift input of small corpora used in several language classes. Mini 
Concordancer served as the starting point for Vlaskovits's Contour (1996), a 
DOS-program designed for wide access in Central Europe (the author of the 
program received init ial guidance and beta testing from me). Scott and 
Johns's Microconcord (1993) is another widely used application—its advan­
tages over Longman's product include the feature that there is no internal 
limitation on corpus size and the modules that allow for editing concordance 
entries, enabling teachers to produce classroom materials. Scott's Wordsmith 
is a set of corpus linguistic tools, available for the Windows environment 
(Lazar, 1997). A powerful application, Wordsmith offers high speed and con­
cordancing features that make it a popular program for work with large cor­
pora. 

The program used for the analyses presented in this book was Cone 1.7, a 
Macintosh application that can process text files limited only by the size of the 
computer's hard disk and memory allocation. Minimally, the program requires 
512 kilobytes of memory, and 160 KB of hard disk space. Cone was developed 
by the Summer Institute of Linguistics in Texas in 1992. I selected this 
shareware utility for its user-friendliness and reliability: during the five years 
of using it, it has proved stable. As the corpus analyst inevitably wil l have to 
share disks with others, another consideration was that of platform stability: 
In the Windows/Intel world, shutdowns resulting from malicious computer 
viruses have become a frequent occurrence. By contrast, the Macintosh system 
is virtually free of such troubles. Here is a description of the features Cone 
offers, together with screen shots that illustrate them. 

For the description, I selected an earlier version of the first paragraph of 
this chapter: a 153-word minitext. After saving this paragraph in text-only 

> 

> 
> 

opening a text file; 
generating a concordance output on screen and to print; 
generating various indices; 
saving files for later retrieval and editing. 
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format, I launched the concordancer and opened the file. The window pre­
sented in Figure 3 appeared. 

— m n 
. :»v. v : -.f^UxJT^if^r^.: 

Writing in a foreign language poses a challenge to the language student 
and teacher. It needs to satisfy the individual writer's own needs, it 
has to focus on some relevant topic that a reader will begin to want to 
understand, and it ought to provide an experience that will continue to 
motivate the writer's involvement. The previous chapter has reviewed 
current theoretical and practical concerns, focusing on the issues 
identified in TEFL. I made the claim that besides an ethnographic 
description of processes and products of writing and writing pedagogy, 
we also need evidence from a larger set of language sample that FL 
students produce. That claim will be refined in this chapter, which 
aims to present the case for the need of corpus analytic methods in 
descriptive applied linguistics. To be able to present a framework for 
this study, therefore, I will review the issues that corpus linguistics 
has identified as central. 

Figure 3: The example text in Cone's main window 

When generating a word concordance output to screen, the user has the op­
tion of sorting identical words (types) according to the words that follow 
them or according to their position in the original file. As Figure 4 shows, I se­
lected the former choice. 

[xj Sort concordance OK Cancel j 

Sort identical words by £ ) following words Q position in file 

Figure 4: Part of the Sorting Parameters dialog window in Cone 

As users may not wish to display all words occurring in a text, the program 
lets them deselect words from the concordance. Three options are available 
for this, as Figure 5 demonstrates. When none of the options are selected, the 
program performs a full concordancing of the text. A combination of word 
omission features, however, makes it possible to focus, for example, on hapax 
legomena (by selecting the Omit words occurring more than 1 times option) 
or on words that occur a number of times and which are longer than six let­
ters. 
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Words Omitted from the Concordance 

# less than 

Q more than 
Q Omit words of 

Omit words occuring 

letters 

|OK| 

Cancel j 

# more than 

Q less than 
100 times 

Q Omit words in the following list: 

Figure 5: The dialog window where words may be omitted from the concor­
dance 

Another module lets the user define the filling of the display space, given in 
radio button options: all of it could be filled with the concordance lines, re­
sulting in truncated words; only full words could be shown; or the program 
could compute a compromise between the two options. A typographical stan­
dard is presented in the check box to show key words in bold face (see Figure 
6). 

• Show references within text from flat text files 

® Use all available space 

Q Use whole words only 

O Use whole words unless more than 

timm 

50 

of the available space would be wasted 

(>§ Show key words in bold face 

Figure 6: Part of the Display dialog box on the Options menu in Cone 

When such parameters have been set, the program is ready to sort the text file 
accordingly. A new window appears as a result, of which Figure 7 presents a 
part. 
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that besides an ethnographic description of 
set of language sample that FL students 

an ethnographic description of processes and 
begin to want to understand, and it ought to 

it has to focus on some relevant topic that a 
that FL students produce. That claim will be 
writer's own needs, it has to focus on some 
framework for this study, therefore, I will 

involvement. The previous chapter has 
need evidence from a larger set of language 

the language student and teacher. It needs to 
we also need evidence from a larger 

writer's own needs, it has to focus on 
language poses a challenge to the language 

from a larger set of language sample that FL 
To be able to present a framework for this 

poses a challenge to the language student and 
concerns, focusing on the issues identified in 
needs, it has to focus on some relevant topic 

processes and products of writing and 
produce. That claim will be refined in this 
products of writing and writing pedagogy, we 
provide an experience that will continue to 
reader will begin to want to understand, and 
refined in this chapter, which aims to present 
relevant topic that a reader will begin to 
review the issues that corpus linguistics has 
reviewed current theoretical and practical 
sample that FL students produce. That claim 
satisfy the individual writer's own needs, it 
set of language sample that FL students 
some relevant topic that a reader will begin to 
student and teacher. It needs to satisfy the 
students produce. That claim will be refined 
study, therefore, I will review the issues 
teacher. It needs to satisfy the individual 
TEFL. I made the claim that besides an 
that a reader will begin to want to understand 

Figure 7: Part of the Concordance window of the program 

It is in the Concordance screen that the user can first study the co-texts of the 
keywords, shown in bold face, and centered as key word in context (KWIC) 
concordances. When a co-text does not reveal sufficient information, and 
thus should be enhanced with the fuller context, one can switch between the 
main window and the Concordance window. With the appropriate line of the 
concordance output selected, the main window can be superimposed and the 
full sentence studied. This is shown in Figure 8. 

Concordance 

that besides an ethnographic description of processes and products of writing and 
set of language sample that FL students produce. That claim will be refined in this 

an ethnographic description of processes and products of writing and writing pedagogy, we 
begin to want to understand, and it ought to provide an experience that will continue to 

it has to focus on some relevant topic that a reader will begin to want to understand, and 
that FL students produce. That claim will be refined in this chapter, which aims to present 
writer's own needs , it has to focus on some relevant topic that a reader wil l begin to 

Writing in a foreign language poses a challenge to the language student 
and teacher. It needs to satisfy the individual writer's own needs, it 
has to focus on some Q Q Q Q topic that a reader will begin to want to 
understand, and it ought to provide an experience that will continue to 
motivate the writer's involvement. The previous chapter has reviewed 

Figure 8: The Concordance and the main windows 

Cone 1.7 can provide one type of index for texts: alphabetical. As this can be 
saved to a text file, a database program can be used for sorting words by fre­
quency. (This procedure wil l be described in Chapter 4). Figure 9 displays a 
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screen shot of part of the Index window. First-occurrence word lists and fre­
quency lists can be generated directly in other programs. 

[Index 

practical 
present 
previous 
processes 
produce 
products 
provide 
reader 
refined 
relevant 
review 
reviewed 
sample 
satisfy 
set 
some 
student 
students 
study 
teacher 
tefl 
that 
the 
theoretical 
therefore 
this 
to 
topic 
understand 

0) 

i 

Figure 9: The Index window's scrolling list of the 
alphabetical index of the file 

Simple statistical word count information is also provided. The example 
paragraph used contained 153 tokens, 90 types (see Figure 10). 

Statistics 

File has 153 words, 90 different 

Calculate j [ Cancel j | OK j 

Figure 10: Part of the Statistics window on the Build menu 
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There are several file management options that Cone 1.7 provides. New files 
can be added to texts, another may be opened, a selected concordance can be 
saved or printed, current parameters can be saved as default options. Of 
course, the full concordance can be exported, too (see the menu selection 
screen shot in Figure 11). 

File Edit Font Options Layout Build Windows 

Append... 
Open... 
Save 
Save as... 
Close 
Revert... 

MO 

Export Concordance as... 
Export selection.., 

Print... 
Print selection, 
Page setup... 
Page layout... 
Headers... 

*P 
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Figure 11: The File menu of Cone 

2.3.3 Principles and techniques in corpus analysis 

The use of concordancing programs such as Cone provides the raw data for 
corpus studies. In any corpus linguistic endeavor, the units of analysis have 
to be defined after this so that conclusions made about the corpus are reli­
able and valid. Biber, Conrad and Reppen (1998) called these units the ob­
servations, each text in the corpus being one such unit. Another type of 
observation is a single linguistic feature across texts in a corpus. As the pri-
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mary contribution of corpus linguistics to our knowledge of language use is 
aimed at a quantifiable piece of information, such studies need to be carried 
out on a solid statistical basis so that we can identify significant variables. 

To achieve this aim in a comparative study that investigates a set of l in ­
guistic features across texts in a corpus or between corpora, Biber, Conrad 
and Reppen (1998) described the procedure whereby a so-called normaliza­
tion of linguistic variables is performed. In essence, this involves the identifi­
cation of a unit of the text that wil l serve as the basis of comparison. Table 3 
shows one example of such a normalized comparative analysis. In this analy­
sis of three news items and three conversations (identified as text files in the 
first column and as labels in the second), the length of each text is given in a 
word count (in column 3). For each of the three observations (verbs, adjec­
tives and pronouns), the unit of analysis was one thousand words; the num­
bers indicate the occurrence of these types in each of the six texts per 1,000 
words. Normalization applies a simple formula. The frequency of the observa­
tion is divided by the word count and multiplied by the unit in which the l in­
guistic feature is analyzed. Normalization, then, refers to the process of estab­
lishing comparability among observations. According to Biber, Conrad and 
Reppen (1998 p. 263), it is a "statistical process of norming raw frequency 
counts of texts of different lengths/' The results of normalization (the rates) 
for these observations are the quantitative data that can be compared across 
the texts, using statistical methods. 

Table 3: A n example of normalized comparative analysis (based on Biber, 
Conrad & Reppen, 1998, ] x 273) 
Text ID Register Word 

count 
Rate of 

past tense 
verbs 

Rate of 
attributive 
adjectives 

Rate of first 
person 

pronouns 
nl.txt news 2,743 47.4 68.1 3.1 
n2.txt news 1,932 49.2 63.0 9.2 
n3.txt news 2,218 42.2 74.8 7.1 
cl.txt conv 2,197 32.2 43.1 62.6 
c2.txt conv 2,542 37.4 36.3 59.1 
c3.txt conv 2,107 36.8 39.7 58.7 

One type of the frequently extracted statistical information is the mean score 
of individual items. Not only can the normalized frequency information on 
individual variables within a text be informative, but also the mean score, for 
example, of text length within a register and across registers. Once mean aver­
ages are computed, comparisons can be made. Studying Table 3, for example, 
we have evidence to suggest that news tends to have more past tense than do 
conversation text types. 

Statistical measures such as the mutual information score and the T-score, 
the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of lexical collocation, and chi-squared 
counts are used to determine whether a linguistic phenomenon occurs merely 
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by chance or whether it is statistically significant. Corpus linguists have in­
creasingly sought to establish whether any observed difference between 
normalized frequency counts is the result of chance, or whether there is statis­
tically significant correlation between them. Such measurements have long 
been applied in other social sciences, and there has been growing linguistic 
interest in them (Biber, Conrad, & Reppen, 1998; Clear, 1993; Kennedy, 1998; 
Koster, 1996; McEnery 8c Wilson, 1996). 

2.4 Data-driven learning: CALL with classroom 

concordancing 
The previous sections have outlined the theoretical justifications for the use 
of large computer corpora in language description and the procedures of the 
approach in describing linguistic phenomena in a valid and reliable manner. 
As the corpus revolution occurred during the technological advances of the 
eighties and early nineties, it is not surprising that the practitioners of the 
language teaching approach commonly known as Computer Assisted 
Language Learning (CALL) have attempted to apply the results of corpus l in­
guistic research and innovation. Besides, as interest in building and exploit­
ing LI corpora has continued to grow, so too has the initiative to collect L2 
scripts for corpus development purposes. This section wi l l provide an 
overview of the convergence of CALL and corpus linguistics in data-driven 
learning, together with current techniques of applying the approach in lan­
guage education. The section following this discussion wil l present the 
rationale and aims of learner corpus projects. 

The field of CALL (and the related discipline of information technology) has 
been the domain of much classroom innovation, especially in the U.S., but 
also one that has not been able to come to terms with its inherent depen­
dence on behaviorism. CALL brought personal computers into the language 
class, established self-access centers, developed courseware that aimed to in­
dividualize grammar practice, and contributed to the technological know-
how of teachers and students. It can be viewed as an approach to language 
teaching that incorporates the procedures and theoretical foundations of 
several methods. Early applications relied heavily on drill-and-practice exer­
cises familiar in the grammar-translation tradition, on the exploitation of au­
thentic materials, with more humanistic approaches and a need for more 
interactivity appearing lately. 

In both the language software and its way of delivery, many CALL practi­
tioners assumed that extended time spent online would result in better per­
formance. Although there was little scholarly attention focusing on the 

2.4.1 Computer assisted language learning 
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effectiveness of C A L L in the 70s and early 80s (reviewed by Chapelle 8c 
Jamieson, 1989), anecdotal evidence and the enthusiasm of scores of lan­
guage educators and of students continued to attract financial and 
pedagogical investment. Stevens (1989), however, remarked that much CALL 
experience in the U.S. and elsewhere failed to revitalize the behaviorist 
orientation that assumed that learning will take place when discrete steps are 
planned properly. This is somewhat surprising, considering the amount of 
work put in this enterprise, and the expansion of the approach supported by 
such organizations as TESOL and IATEFL. Arguing for a shift in this 
paradigm, Stevens called for computers and software in language education 
to be viewed and applied as facilitators of what he called humanistic learning. 

This call for a pedagogical change meant that CALL software and its appli­
cation had to be based on much more concrete applied linguistic principles. 
Although attention to sound methodological grounding was called for as 
early as 1986 by Jones, much CALL business remained within the confines of 
the grammar-translation tradition. Stevens (1989), aiming to synthesize SLA 
theory, specifically the hypotheses of Krashen (1985), summed up the fea­
tures that were worth exploiting as follows. First of all, CALL software had to 
be able to create intrinsic motivation for the learner. In other words, such 
courseware would need to be relevant to student needs, offer authentic tasks, 
and create a no-risk environment, resulting in a low affective filter. Second, he 
proposed that CALL applications develop more fully the interactive potential 
of the technology. For example, programs can do this by adjusting their rou­
tines based on the input of the individual student, a principle gaining 
ground in computer-adaptive testing much more effectively than in teaching. 
Finally, Stevens made a call for non-CALL programs; the value of eclecticism 
lay, he argued, in that software "designed for other audiences and purposes" 
(1989, p. 35) could and should be adopted in the language class. 

Wolff (1993) shared this view of applicable technologies in language 
learning. Also concerned with more direct integration of SLA research, he 
identified four principles for exploiting information technology in language 
education (p. 27): 

> the provision of a rich, motivating learning context; 
> the application of materials that take account of individ­

ual learners' strategies; 
> the aim to assist learners in discovering processing and 

learning strategies; 
> the goal of developing autonomy in learners. 

How this takes place in specific educational contexts, however, needs more 
research. In the Hungarian secondary-school system, Nikolov's (1999) study 
found no evidence of information technology being applied. Teachers re­
ported lack of access to high technology that schools did possess, but it was 
unclear who owned them and how they were to be used for what purposes. 
According to Sanko (1997) much more administrative, pre-service and in-ser-



vice training is necessary for any large-scale integration of information tech­
nology in Hungarian education. It remains to be seen how the current re-
evaluation of the promising educational project of the Sulinet Program 
(Gad6, 1998) can facilitate the further dissemination of the technology. 

Where C A L L has been introduced either in an isolated project (Horvdth, 
1994a, 1997a; Turi , 1997; Rosa, 1995) or as a school-wide undertaking, it has 
helped provide a pedago-technological innovation that has facilitated the 
acquisition of computer skills, thus providing a practical spin-off to language 
education. In this regard, CALL has been instrumental in connecting genera­
tions of students and teachers in the community of computer literate people. 

We now turn to data-driven learning (DDL). The basic principle of this ap­
proach to language teaching, especially at intermediate and advanced levels, 
is that learners need to discover new knowledge about language themselves, 
rather than being told answers to their questions. Pointing out that much of 
what goes on in a traditional question-and-answer session arises from the 
fact that the teacher knows the answer, Johns (1991a, 1991b) posited that 
there are linguistic queries that the teacher cannot solve with any degree of 
precision without access to a large corpus. If the teacher has the corpus, it is 
time the students had the same opportunities. DDL teachers, then, came to act 
as an interface between CALL and corpus linguistics: the teacher became a fac­
ilitator by planning the overall scheme of a course, but the students were 
given the initiative in exploring authentic examples. 

DDL is viewed (Farrington, 1996; Sinclair, 1996, 1997) as a possible "new 
horizon" in C A L L because it offers the foreign language student opportun­
ities to engage in authentic tasks in a low-risk environment, truly interacting 
with authentic texts, and using appropriate tools. In short: DDL, in many 
ways, incorporates the values Stevens (1989) set forth. Without the rapid de­
velopment in the field of corpus linguistics, however, and without its many 
lexicographic and grammar applications, the approach would not have be­
come so effective. Johns (1991a) attributed the growing interest in DDL 
specifically to the COBUILD project. 

DDL, which may be regarded as a subdivision of CALL, first appeared in 
the late 80s, early nineties in Johns' work with international students study­
ing at British colleges (1991a, 1991b). Drawing on the results that C A L L had 
established in the U.S. and the U.K. (Higgins & Johns, 1984; Pennington, 
1989), he helped set up a program that would provide what he called 
"remedial grammar" tools and training for science students. Johns argued that 
advanced EFL students had a need to directly exploit the growing evidence a 
corpus was able to provide. He offered a model (shown in Figure 12) to ex­
plain the nature of language awareness processes taking place in such a con­
text. 

2.4.2 Discovery in data-driven learning 



interpretation 

FORM FUNCTION 

t realisation 
Figure 12: Johns's model of data-driven learning (1991a, p. 27) 

As Johns was primarily concerned with the development of language aware­
ness as it related to the needs of advanced students, he hypothesized that 
those who aimed to develop accuracy in the foreign language had to be able 
to understand the relationship between how functions of discourse are real­
ized in forms, and how these forms are interpreted to satisfy them. Data is cru­
cial in such a process: rather than inventing examples to explain to students 
how this happens, students and teachers need hard evidence of how forms 
are used in context. This is the rationale for the central position of data, with 
the roles of the student enriched by that of the researcher during the partici­
pation in classroom concordancing activities (such as those described in 
Tribble & Jones, 1990). 

Data is authentic unmodified language extracted from a corpus (Johns, 
1991b, p. 28). In Johns's remedial grammar and academic writing classes, stu­
dents were actively involved in accessing, manipulating and exploring this 
data, partly by online classroom concordancing, and partly by participating 
in individual and pair work activities based on new types of exercises devel­
oped to take account of the data. One corpus used in the project was a 
760,000-word sample of the journal New Scientist 

Data drives learning in the sense that questions are formed in relation to 
what the evidence suggests. Hypotheses are tested, examples are reviewed, 
patterns and co-texts are noted. The collaboration that evolves between stu­
dents and the teacher who may not know the answer without also consulting 
the corpus carries a further innovative element of this approach. Students 
also have the opportunity to focus on clearly defined units in the data 
(Higgins, 1991; Kowitz & Carroll, 1991; Stevens, 1991). A spin-off of the ap­
proach was presented by Johns (1997a): new C A L L programs, such as his 
Contexts, can be designed by incorporating concordance tasks piloted in the 
classroom. 

The materials developed are another outcome of the approach. The tech­
nique of on-line concordancing has allowed for the generation of new task 
types, such as the one keyword, many co-texts activity, or the concordance-
based vocabulary tasks described by Stevens (1991). Corpora also allow for 
the development of innovative and potentially effective approaches to and 
applications of pedagogical grammars (see, for example, "The Internet 
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Grammar of English," 1997; Hunston & Francis, 1998). Also, research investi­
gates how what is presented in traditional language coursebooks may or may 
not be supported by the evidence of the corpus (Sinclair, 1997; Mindt, 1996, 
1997). As DDL and corpus evidence in general become mainstream, as was 
suggested by Svartvik (1996), new FL materials, too, wil l benefit from the ap­
proach. 

The researching student testing hypotheses about language with the help of 
data wil l , however, continue to need guidance from the expert teacher (Owen, 
1996). For this need, Johns has recently suggested another interactive tech­
nique: the assistance by the "kibbitzer" (1997b). This essentially means that 
he is making available to an international audience the queries students had 
when working on dissertations and writing chapters. Students would identify 
a lexical, syntactic or pragmatic problem, and Johns would look up the corpus 
to assist in dealing with it, essentially providing a parallel concordance. 
Patterns in the data are highlighted, and a suggestion is made on how to re­
vise the problem item, with the student being ultimately responsible for the 
final decision. Such an approach to revision appears to be beneficial, but 
there is yet scant empirical evidence to support claims about its effectiveness. 
One report, by Hadley (1997), attested that in a Japanese beginner EFL class, 
DDL proved a welcome transition from traditional sentence-based grammar 
tuition procedures. 

Gavioli's (1997) example offered yet another insight into the application 
of concordancing activities in language education. She introduced multilin­
gual corpus analysis processes and interpretation tasks designed for a course 
of translators in Italy. Gavioli emphasized the importance of consulting refer­
ence materials to test hypotheses about language use. By analyzing and in­
terpreting data in a corpus, and by corroborating their own discoveries, stu­
dents can become the ones who describe features of language, rather than 
being offered such descriptions. The singular contribution of these applica­
tions of corpus materials in language education is the exploration of authen­
tic texts that raise awareness of significant patterns used in natural contexts. 
As suggested by Kennedy (1998), such inductive use of corpus texts in class­
room concordancing helps FL students to "locate...all the tokens of a particu­
lar type which occur in a text...and note the most frequent senses" (p. 293), 
thus discovering collocational and colligational features. Leech (1997b) and 
Kirk (1996) were among those positing such applications as experimentation 
with real language, besides recognizing their value in academic study. Kirk 
underscored the change this brought in language teachers' roles: as teachers' 
roles are enriched by being providers of an authentic resource, they can co­
ordinate research initiated by students (1996, p. 234). Clearly, this has the ad­
ditional benefit of empowering students, mostly on intermediate and ad­
vanced levels, so they can gain experience in a new skill, too. 

2.4.3 Applications of DDL 



Another value of DDL lies in the manner in which teachers can establish 
and maintain a classroom-based research interest themselves. By applying 
corpora in their syllabus design and class materials development efforts, they 
are bridging the gap between research and pedagogic activities, a trend wel­
comed by Dornyei (1997) and Ellis (1995, 1998), among others. One example 
of such involvement was offered by Tribble (1997), who described an innova­
tive use of a multimedia product whose text component was used as a corpus. 
The author proposed that teachers who find it difficult to access large cor­
pora or who do not regard the use of one as relevant can use multimedia 
encyclopedias as language learning resources. Targeting EFL students begin­
ning to work with academic writing, the syllabus incorporated the multimedia 
product Encarta, a set of hypertexts, movies and graphics containing such di­
verse text types as, for example, articles by experts in the fields of physical sci­
ence, geography, history, social science, language and performing arts. 
Tribble claimed that using this resource not only caters for diverse student 
interests in the writing course but can result in their recognition of different 
text organization and lexical preferences in descriptive and discursive essays, 
process descriptions, physical descriptions and biographies. 

2.5 Learner corpora: Issues and implications 

2.5.1 The International Corpus of Learner English 

Most DDL activities are directed toward the manipulation of LI corpora. They 
involve the tutor and the students in work similar to that done in the devel­
opment of reference materials based on corpora; they contribute to a growing 
awareness of how users of the language studied apply the idiom principle; 
and they focus on improving the accuracy of the learner. Research has begun 
to address issues related to the development of learner corpora, too. Such 
projects began in the early nineties, partly to satisfy a need to verify or refute 
claims about transfer from the mother tongue to the foreign language. Among 
these drives, the Louvain-based International Corpus of Learner English 
(ICLE) was the forerunner, with part of the Longman Lancaster Corpus 
(LonLC) and the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology Learner 
Corpus following suit. Conceived by Granger (1993, 1994, 1996), the ICLE col­
lection of written texts by advanced students of EFL aims to be the basis of 
lexical, grammatical and phraseological studies. 

The main objective is to gather objective data for the description of 
learner language, which Granger (1998a; in press) saw as crucial for valid 
theory and research. Besides, the ICLE's contribution has been in directing 
attention to the need for observation of this language so that the notion of LI 
transfer may be analyzed under stricter data control. The obvious potential 
outcome is for materials development projects, which will help specific class­
room practices. (Longman Essential Activator, 1997, was among the first dic­
tionaries to incorporate learner data derived from the LonLC.) Focusing on 
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error analysis, and interlanguage (Selinker, 1992), the ICLE-based project 
enables researchers and educators to directly analyze and compare the writ­
ten output of students from such countries as France, Germany, the 
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, Finland, Poland, the Czech Republic, Bulgaria, 
Russia, Italy, Israel, Japan and China. 

Part of the ICE project, the developers of ICLE identify the origins of 
interest in the analysis of learner language in early error analysis SLA 
studies. Granger pointed out (1998a) that although the investigations and 
theoretical explanations made about learner errors were grounded in data 
observation, the corpora for those studies did not take full account of the 
variables that affected the samples. For example, the number of students, their 
learning experience and often non-comparable test elicitation techniques 
raised doubts about the reliability of some of those observations. By contrast, 
the ICLE project has worked out a system of sampling scripts that allows for 
more reliable studies in the description phase as well as in contrasting 
individual subcorpora and a subcorpus with an LI corpus. 

With each script, detailed information is recorded in the contributor's 
profile. This not only ensures that the data comes from a valid source, but 
also allows for specific analyses of types of language use in clearly defined 
subcorpora. The descriptors include, according to Granger (1996, p. 16): 

> biographical information: nationality, age and gender 
> English learning experience: years of formal English stud­

ies and stay in an English-speaking country 
> other learning experience: knowledge of other languages 
> task- and text-related details: conditions of writing the 

script (test or non-test, timed or untimed, and use of ref­
erence tools). 

2.5.2 The composition of the ICLE 

The target word count of the ICLE is two million words. The scripts are pri­
marily argumentative essays, covering a variety of topics, with a smaller set of 
scripts made up by literature examination essays (see a list of the essay titles 
recommended for national contributors in Appendix A). As the aim is to col­
lect and analyze authentic learner scripts, the designers pointed out in their 
call for submissions that essays should be "entirely the student's own" and 
that "no help should be sought from third parties." This specification, how­
ever, raises two problems: one theoretical, the other pedagogical. 

First, as a number of the assignments do not appear to involve much of 
the students' own deliberation as they present an argument that they need to 
support, no matter what their own positions, the validity of a text being a stu­
dent's "own" is dubious. Even if students have the chance of choosing a title 
or a theme, they cannot "entirely own" their writing as they play a limited role 
in deciding on the focus of their essays. For this reason, the title "Europe" 
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may be regarded of the suggested ones as the most authentic: it does define a 
clear enough focus, allowing students to develop an argument which is truly 
their own, yet specific for any lexical or rhetorical analysis when the text be­
comes part of the corpus. 

As for the pedagogical implications of the preferred mode of submitting a 
student's "own" essay with "no help...sought from third parties," the authen­
ticity of the task may be lessened. With so much written production viewed 
and undertaken as a collaborative process effort in the LI field, it is somewhat 
surprising that no peer or teacher involvement is allowed. The specification 
also raises the issue of audience: the themes appear to favor the production 
of writer-based prose; yet the task is defined as an argumentative one where 
awareness of the position of the audience is crucial. Furthermore, why deny 
the opportunity of consulting a reader before the script is finalized if one 
were to follow, even for such a basically product-oriented enterprise as cor­
pus development, a process syllabus? Considering the role that editors, col­
leagues and publishers play in the finalization of the written work of LI au­
thors (represented in LI corpora), it stands to reason that such restriction in 
the development of L2 corpora may bias the comparative analyses. 

These constraints notwithstanding, the ICLE has ushered in the time of 
interest in more specific analyses of learner language. Each of the national 
subcorpora will be about 200,000 words, allowing for grammatical and lexical 
investigations, but small for research into words and phrases of lower fre­
quencies (Granger, 1996, p. 16). However, the project has been instrumental 
in helping an international team of researchers and teachers to join forces in 
the field (Ringbom, 1998; Lorenz, 1998; Virtanen, 1998; Petch-Tyson, 1998; 
Kaszubski, 1998, among others), and in leading the way to new inquiries: for 
the development of more specialized ESL and ESP corpora. Another area 
where the ICLE has motivated research is the advanced spoken learner cor­
pus and the intermediate corpus, both under development. Work on L2 cor­
pora is gaining recognition, and the practical implications of these efforts may 
be seen shortly in the new reference and teaching materials that take account 
of L2 learners' language use (Gillard & Gadsby, 1998; Granger, 1998a, 1998b; 
Granger 8c Tribble, 1998; Kaszubski, 1997, 1998). 

Besides the large-scale work of the ICLE and the LonLC, there are several 
other projects that have attempted to capture what is significant in learner 
texts. Of these endeavors, Tono's (1999) and Mark's (1997a, 1997b, 1997c, 
1998) work merits recognition. Both are individual teachers' initiatives, but 
the aims and the applications are slightly different. The Tokyo Gakugei 
University Learner Corpus consists of 700,000 words written by lower-grade 
and upper-grade Japanese students' of EFL. One of the largest such collec­
tions in Japan, it has been used primarily for interlanguage error studies 
(Tono, 1999). The Meiji University Learner Corpus is smaller, made up by 
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220,000 words (Mark, 1997a, p. 93). Mark's interest focused on exploiting the 
data in syllabus design, helping students in examinations, and materials de­
velopment. This latter objective was conceived as especially important be­
cause textbooks available for advanced Japanese students of EFL did not 
seem to reflect the needs arising from the status of their interlanguage (Mark, 

In this chapter, I have presented the case for employing corpora for language 
description and education. Describing corpus linguistics as an empirical 
study of naturally occurring language use in context, I have evaluated the 
theoretical contrast between generative linguistics and text-based language 
analysis. I have reviewed the development of various types of LI and L2 cor­
pora and recent work done in the field internationally. The scope of applica­
tion has widened, with corpora set to affect the way language tests are val­
idated (see, for example, Alderson, 1997; and Horvath, 1998c). Besides, 
teacher education and materials development can also benefit from corpus 
linguistic techniques (Bocz 8c Horvath, 1996; Hughes, 1997; Minugh, 1997; 
Renouf, 1997; Wilson, 1997). 

Interest in applying corpora in linguistic analysis and materials devel­
opment is on the rise in Hungary, too. Studies that are partly or entirely 
based on such corpora as the Bank of English represent a new trend in cur­
rent Hungarian linguistics. Among these, Andor (1998), for example, applied 
a sample from this corpus, together with data elicited from forty native speak­
ers of English, in the study of the mental representation and contextual basis 
of ellipsis and suggested that a combined use of psycholinguistic and corpus 
linguistic research methods would enable linguists to arrive at more valid 
and reliable conclusions. Csapo (1997) studied the viability of the conver­
gence of pedagogical grammars and learner dictionaries, Hollosy (1996, 1998) 
reported on work to develop a corpus-based dictionary of academic English, 
whereas Szirmai (2000) investigated translation equivalence by using corpus 
linguistic methods. 

The framework of DDL and the increasing interest in analyzing learner 
English on the basis of learner corpora will be applied in the following chap­
ters: the next describing and analyzing writing pedagogy at the English 
Department of Janus Pannonius University, and the fourth giving an account 
and analysis of the JPU Corpus. The study of learner scripts contributes to 
the authenticity of writing pedagogy: those who collect, describe, and analyze 
L2 texts can test, in a valid and reliable way, hypotheses of the effectiveness of 
writing pedagogy. Also, such collections can serve as a basis of an innovative 
type of learning material that can be applied directly in the writing classroom. 

1997a). 

2.6 Concluding remarks 
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Chapter 3 

WRITING PEDAGOGY AT THE ENGLISH 
DEPARTMENT: PRODUCING PROCESSES 

...many writers are paralyzed by the thought that 
they are competing with everybody else who is try-
ing to write and presumably doing it better. This 
can often happen in a writing class.... Forget the 
competition and go at your own pace. Your only 
contest is with yourself. (Zinsser, 1998, p. 79) 

Introduction 
A teacher undertaking to help students of FLs develop a language skill needs 
to have clear concepts of their needs, the requirements of the discourse com­
munity, and the variety of procedures whereby they can be met. The ability to 
place a skill and its many subskills in the wider context of language learning 
and use is an additional prerequisite. As with any skil l at any level, the de­
velopment of EFL writing skills at university also has repercussions for con­
tinued growth and motivation. Clearly, the stakes are high: students may be­
come more or much less motivated to study and perform, depending partly on 
the opportunities they have had in preparatory courses. 

I have been teaching EFL at the English Department of JPU since 1989. 
Originally hired to run first- and second-year Language Practice classes in the 
undergraduate program, I have also participated in the development and 
teaching of language development courses in the Russian retraining and the 
postgraduate in-service programs. Besides, my responsibilities have included 
the design, administration, piloting and analysis of two types of language 
proficiency test. 

In all of these activities, the contribution I have attempted to make to the 
quality of education at the institution has been in the development of the 
personal narrative and academic expository writing skills of students. To be 
able to present a coherent analysis of relevant factors and procedures in the 
space available I have had to make a concession: This chapter wil l focus on 
undergraduate writing courses, even though the JPU Corpus comprises 
scripts by other students. This means that I have had to exclude lessons 
learned in Language Practice courses for undergraduate and Russian re-
trainee students, as well as writing courses for in-service postgraduate stu­
dents, from whom I have received contribution to the corpus. However, as 
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Chapter 4 wil l show, the majority of scripts do come from the student popula­
tion discussed here. 

This chapter will introduce the development of writing skills at the ED of 
JPU. To be able to appreciate the work students have done to develop per­
sonal and academic writing skills and to see the context of their scripts pre­
sented and analyzed in Chapter 4, we need to identify the curricular and 
pedagogical factors that have shaped this performance. After listing the types 
of data used for the discussion of these factors (in Section 3.1), the chapter 
wil l focus on the major components of writing pedagogy. The description and 
evaluation of pedagogical concerns and of the curricular status of academic 
writing (3.2) wil l be followed by a detailed evaluation of the process of de­
veloping the syllabus for recent writing skills courses (3.3). Finally, in Section 
3.4, future directions will be drawn on the basis of this discussion. 

3.1 Data and participants 
To provide a description of the institutional and curricular role that EFL writ­
ing pedagogy plays at JPU, I will use qualitative and quantitative data that 
comprises the following sources: 

> the Language Development curriculum specifications of 
the English Department; 

> syllabuses of recent Formal Writing and Writing and 
Research Skills (WRS) courses; 

> students' portfolios containing narrative, descriptive and 
argumentative essays; 

> students' research papers; 
> writing textbooks reviewed, adopted and otherwise used 

during the development of the WRS courses; 
> handouts used in WRS classes; 
> notes on classroom activities; 
>* notes on employing various techniques and formats to 

provide feedback on student writing; 
> records of students' performance in a number of WRS 

courses; 
> notes on students' activities in office hour meetings; 
> questionnaires and other instruments developed to as-

sess students' attitudes to courses. 

With the exception of the first source of data, the curriculum, these materials 
and documents have been prepared continuously as I have participated in 
various teaching and testing activities. A l l are authentic records of the indi­
vidual activities they represented at the time—applying them for research 
analytical purposes will enhance the validity of the ethnographic objective of 
this discussion. The enterprise is unique: to my knowledge, no other 
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Hungarian writing tutors have attempted to evaluate their pedagogy in writ­
ing. It is hoped that the results of this endeavor wil l motivate further empiri­
cal research in the field, for the benefit of all concerned. 

A total of 336 students have participated in the writing courses I have 
taught in the past three years, representing the majority of students who have 
gained admission to JPU since 1996. Of these participants, 204 took under­
graduate WRS courses, with the remaining 132 pursuing postgraduate stud­
ies. 

3.2 Pedagogical concerns and writing in the 

JPU ED curriculum 
As Chapter 1 showed, interest in raising standards in writing pedagogy has 
contributed to the re-assessment of the role of several factors. One is the dis­
course community that shapes the modes of communication and socializes the 
novice student. Another factor is the identification of writing skills that make 
up the construct of writing. With the continuing influence of process-based 
and humanistic approaches to language education, teachers of writing in di­
verse social and educational contexts are addressing more effectively the 
theoretical and practical concerns of their profession. A third factor is repre­
sented by the relationship between writer (student) and readers (students 
and teachers): their interaction results in a rich and motivating experience, 
which is essential in continued growth. 

When undertaking to participate in writing skills development in university 
EFL courses, I had already been teaching courses that contained a writing 
component. However, it was my participation in proficiency testing projects 
that first formally introduced me to student writing on a department-wide 
scale. For two years, I had learned the trade of marking student scripts before 
launching two sections of a Formal Writing course in 1996. 

Apart from my role as teacher and tester, I had for some time been collect­
ing student scripts for action research purposes. I became familiar with the 
concerns of students, was able to observe their decisions in writing, and be­
gan to develop a set of materials that exploited a growing corpus of learner 
English. 

Yet another strand of my concern with student writing derives from vari­
ous activities that aimed to help provide a forum of student voice. This line of 
interest was represented by two types of journalistic activity: founding and 
co-editing, with a colleague, Paul Olchvary, a JPU English magazine, The 
Pannonius Post, and editing several classroom magazines for students en­
rolled in undergraduate and Russian retraining Language Practice courses 

3.2.1 Principles and their sources 



(such as SnaX, Every Thursday, Talent, and The Friday Gazette). I aimed to 
provide classroom materials that were authentic in the sense that they (1) 
communicated my motivation, (2) attempted to enhance students1 integrative 
motivation, and (3) aimed to widen the scope of communication. 

Such experiences have appeared to contribute to students' involvement 
with their own discourse communities and in the classes. For example, The 
Pannonius Post, between 1990 and 1996, helped initiate dozens of students 
into the art and craft of article writing, editing, and publishing. Interviews, 
reports, news stories, poems, short stories and reviews by students and fac­
ulty were published, contributing to the ethos of the department. Classroom 
magazines, such as Talent, invited students to explore the campus and dis­
cover talented peers in one field or another. In such extracurricular projects, 
students seemed to benefit from the discovery of knowledge that they found 
relevant to learn about and to publish, which was an especially valuable fac­
tor given the potential risks that the university credit system posed in group 
forming. 

My involvement in these curricular and extracurricular projects was com­
plemented by a third type of activity that bears directly on my role as a writing 
teacher: editing. In 1996, I became co-editor (together with Nikolov 
Marianne) of the Hungarian ELT and Cultural Studies journal, Novelty. This 
publication was in its second volume when the publisher, the British Council 
in Budapest, approached us to consider taking on the role. The daily tasks of 
soliciting articles, reading them, suggesting changes in focus and tone, the 
technical skills of establishing the use of a standard referencing system, and 
the contact to be kept with contributors, readers and the publisher provided 
me with experience and skills that are central for the writing teacher: both the 
wider issues of constructing and reconstructing meaning, visualizing struc­
ture, appreciating a solid research design, arriving at valid conclusions, and 
reverberating with readers; and the finer details of understanding and evalu­
ating sentence- and word-level authorial choices, and establishing consis­
tency in spelling and punctuation. 

My work as co-editor positioned me as a suitable candidate with various 
types of teaching, extra-curricular and editing experience. With each new 
writing course syllabus prepared, I aimed to incorporate what I had learned 
so that my pedagogical concerns were met: that students would participate in 
classes that gave them opportunities to express and explore themselves, and 
that they would be equipped with skills that would enable them to continue 
to improve. 

Educational curricula identify a field of study, its content and structure, and 
specify the goals and requirements for individual components. University 
curricula of individual departments also specify the input and the output of 
the courses and establish relations between other curricula. They are in con-
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stant revision as new needs arise and as units of education can cater to 
address those needs. Wide variation, however, can sometimes be seen in 
terms of explicitness of goals and methods. 

The 1998 curriculum caters for two types undergraduate and two types 
post-graduate course of study (Tantervek, 1998). Each of the four types re­
quires the passing of an entrance examination. In the undergraduate course, 
a centrally designed written exam is administered to high-school graduates, 
followed by an oral exam developed and assessed by department staff. By 
contrast, students wishing to gain admission to the postgraduate course are 
required to possess a teacher's diploma and pass an oral exam. 

3.2.2.1 The undergraduate core curriculum 

The curriculum of the undergraduate course is also controlled by its output 
options: students either study for a first degree in English Linguistics, 
Literature and Education or in Linguistics and Literature. The latter is further 
divided into two options: major and minor. The difference between the two 
options is in the number of elective course credits to be completed: in the ma­
jor, 54 electives are to be chosen, whereas only 24 in the minor. What is com­
mon is the core: in both options, this offers a set of 66 credits. Thus, 120 cred­
its is the requirement for the major, and 90 for the minor option. Table 4 
presents the divisions of the core curriculum. 

Table 4: The eight divisions of the core curriculum 
Division External prerequisites Credits 
Language Development (LD) none 16 
British Culture (BC) none 6 
American Culture (AC) none 6 
Linguistics none 18 
Applied Linguistics none 2 
British Literature 11 credits from LD, BC, AC, and AS 9 
American Literature same as for British Literature 6 
Anglophone Studies (AS) none 3 

In terms of the specific content of the eight divisions, two set prerequisites for 
students for taking courses. The others also have prerequisites, but these are 
set from within. The majority of courses in the core can be taken independ­
ently of courses in the other divisions, with students making up their own 
timetables based on the information they receive from the curriculum and the 
separate list of courses issued each semester. There are no external 
prerequisites for Language Development courses either. As can be seen, this 
first division is one of two strands that are given most weight in the core 
curriculum. Together, Language Development and Linguistics contribute over 
half to the core. This is illustrated by the pie chart (see Figure 13). 
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Figure 13: The respective weight of each of the eight divisions in the core cur­
riculum 

The Language Development is made up by eight courses, as illustrated in 
Table 5. As the prerequisites column shows, the main course in the division is 
Language Practice, making up a half of all credits. It is also the only course 
that sets registration requirements. 

Table 5: The framework of the current Language Development division 
Course Credits Prerequisites 
Language Practice 1 2 none 
Language Practice 2 2 LP 1 
Language Practice 3 2 LP 2 
Language Practice 4 2 LP 3 
Writing and Research Skills 2 none 
Linguistics Discourse 2 none 
Literature Discourse 2 none 
Culture Discourse 2 none 

The core curriculum places much emphasis on language development. Of the 
16 credits to be completed in the LD division, eight come from Language 
Practice seminars, two from the WRS course, with an additional six repre­
sented by introductory courses to the study of linguistics, literature and cul­
ture. The WRS course represents that part of writing pedagogy at the ED 
which is specifically devoted to writings skills. Most other courses within and 
outside the division include written assignments in their requirements. 
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However, an analysis of such content and requirements is beyond the scope 
of the current study—future department-wide longitudinal action research 
could reveal the role of such requirements and text types. 

3.2.2.2 The postgraduate curriculum 
The official name of the postgraduate program is Supplementary Training for 
English Language and Literature, offered to college graduates. Two types of 
course operate: one for English major graduates, and another for graduates 
of lower-primary teacher training colleges with a specialization in English. 
The major structural difference between the undergraduate and postgradu­
ate curricula is that the latter does not make a distinction between core and 
electives. 

The preamble of the curriculum specifies the output of the course, the 
method of training, and the sequencing of the course types. Graduates earn a 
degree that qualifies them to teach English language and literature at high 
schools. Participating in correspondence courses, they study four types of 
subjects: applied linguistics, linguistics, and the literature and culture of 
English speaking counties. 

As the Faculty of Arts operates a credit system, this is adopted in the post­
graduate course as well. However, students enrolled in the program do not 
have the option to choose courses—this being the result of the correspond­
ence type of education. The constituent courses are specifically designed for 
these students, and are not open to others. Theoretically, students in the 
postgraduate program could register for others, but because the groups meet 
only five times a semester, there is no practical relevance of this option. 

A total of 48 credits have to be completed for a degree, a fourth of which 
come from one of the four areas of study. After the fourth semester, the last 
period of study is available for students to complete their theses—during this 
period they are required to consult with their advisors. 

A syllabus is the most important official document of a course of study. It has 
to be based on the curriculum it aims to support, it records objectives and 
methods of reaching them, the input and output requirements, and it pro­
vides a basis on which to compare various stages of development of an educa­
tional program. It is also a piece of technical writing that has multiple audi­
ences: first, the faculty that oversees the validity of the approaches and 
objectives; the students it addresses; and the administration that files such 
materials. Designing a syllabus that is based on solid educational principles, 
offers reasonable flexibility, sets manageable targets, and on top of it even 
enhances the motivation of the primary audience, the students, is especially 
crucial in a writing course. It is the first piece of authentic writing the students 
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receive from the tutor—the content, style, and even typography of such a 
document communicates much about what students can, cannot, and should 
not expect. 

The Writing and Research Skills course had its origins in the Formal 
Writing course established at the ED of JPU in 1986. The development of the 
syllabus of this course in its early stages relied on product-based approaches 
to writing. It was after such beginnings that I embarked on my own writing 
teaching career. Throughout my activities I aimed to incorporate those find­
ings of the field and my own experience that appeared to better contribute to 
success. 

The following, mainly qualitative, study is based on the records I have 
kept of five undergraduate courses run between the Fall of 1996 and the Fall 
of 1998. In the description and analysis of the course syllabuses, I wil l com­
pare and contrast the courses in terms of objectives, tasks, techniques, text 
types, readings, feedback, evaluation and students' views. 

3.3.1 Objectives 

The first writing course inherited the name Formal Writing. I did have doubts 
about the appropriateness of this designation, yet it was not possible in the 
transition period to change it. The objectives that the Fall 1996 syllabus 
communicated (see "Course Description" in Appendix B) included the 
development of skills in "university formal writing assignments," with three 
distinct text types identified: in-class expository writing, "longer" take-home 
assignments, and the thesis. Two of these text types are fairly concrete 
examples of the academic writing tradition, whereas the "take-home 
assignment" is a less distinct genre. 

Specific writing subskills were also identified: of the five listed in the syl­
labus, the one that appears the most relevant in terms of syllabus develop­
ment was the last set of subskills—appreciating, analyzing and commenting 
on other students' writing in "a professional manner." Unless students were 
given opportunities to share their scripts, the writing teacher would run the 
risk of creating a vacuum, instead of creating a forum. By accommodating peer 
reviews of scripts, I aimed to develop a sense of community in the two groups 
of students. 

The tone is formal, with students addressed in the third person plural. 
The variety of additional information, such as time and place of office hours, 
the telephone number, and the internet address of selected course materials, 
however, added a personal dimension to the document. 

One seemingly immaterial syllabus-writing decision merits reference, be­
fore we move on to the next document—the position or role that the writing 
teacher identifies with. This can be detected in how the name of the teacher is 
introduced in the appropriate heading of the syllabus. Hungarian university 
tradition seems to prefer the position of the "instructor," partly perhaps as an 
effect of Anglo-Saxon academic preferences. Of the many conscious decisions 

72 

Digitized by boogie 



I made in designing my first WRS syllabus, the change in denomination was 
one. Instead of referring to my role as that of an instructor, I took the posi­
tion of "tutor." 

There were two reasons for this. For one, this was the term I had used in 
earlier courses, and I saw no reason to want to change. For another, and this 
is the more important aspect, I never viewed the act of helping students to 
learn to write better as an activity that can be achieved by instructing. That 
approach seemed to offer little in the way of negotiating meaning, allowing 
for personal differences in learning style and strategy, and I saw it as ser­
iously limited in its potential of establishing a learning environment that 
would engage sustainable development. Opting instead to act as the "tutor" 
of students, I argued, told the students that I considered myself an expert in 
the field but that I was primarily concerned with individuals and teams of stu­
dents to be motivated in discovering the power of writing for their own bene-

The term "tutor" is about the only detail that is common between the first 
and the Spring 1997 syllabuses. Reflections of the positive results and short­
comings of the earlier course, and the application of the theory and empirical 
research with which I had become more familiar by the time I was producing 
plans for the new course, enabled me to introduce innovations that were far-
reaching. One of these was the decision to officially change the name of the 
course. It was no longer a "Formal Writing" course of study, but one that fo­
cused on "Writing and Research Skills." As we wil l see in a later section 
(3.3.3.2), the first WRS course also included a research element, even if at that 
time it was far from being integrated into the texture of the course. The 
change in name reflected a change in approach and content. For the first time 
in the history of JPU ED writing pedagogy, there was a course that operated 
with reasonably specific academic terms. (See the Spring 1997 syllabus in 
Appendix C.) 

These terms were used in the "Aims" section of the syllabus: the course, 
offered to three sections of students, proposed to address and improve writ­
ing and research skills that were to be developed during the seminars. It em­
phasized success: the course would "empower [students] to achieve" it in 
such discourse types as were seen as essential in the design, planning and 
execution of descriptive and review essays and research papers. In terms of 
writing processes, the stages of conceiving, structuring, editing, drafting and 
presenting were outlined. 

The communication of the syllabus was still relatively formal, with the tu­
tor referring to himself in the third person singular, and to the students in the 
third person plural. But the classes were now termed as "meetings," which oc­
curred in two of the three sections in the Arizona Room of the university, a 
computer network facility that promotes dynamic and effective group work 
made possible by the GroupSystems courseware. In terms of content, another 
innovation was the introduction of the concept of plain English. As can be 
seen in the syllabus, the reference to this quality of writing appeared in the 
"Course themes" section. In later courses, the concept gained central position. 
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By the Fall semester of 1997, eighty-five students had taken these courses. 
The goals of motivating students to experiment and of establishing a firm 
base on which future development was possible had been established. In de­
signing the new syllabus (see in Appendix D), I aimed to emphasize the need 
for both extensive reading and writing. Another syllabus design element that 
can be considered new was the use of the concept of a "center" which would 
provide a framework for the study during the semester. 

The course was identified as "The Fitness Center," a place where the three 
groups of students would be assisted in "putting [their] writing skills into 
good shape by allowing [them] to work out and get the right amount of nutri­
tion and protein." These metaphors were meant to communicate to the par­
ticipant that writing economical, clearly structured texts could be achieved. As 
wil l be shown in the next sections on task and text types, although goal set­
ting used terms that may have confused some students, the texts to be pro­
duced were the most concrete to date. 

This syllabus was the first to break away from the formal tone tradition: 
the tutor welcomed participants to the course, spoke to them directly, and at 
the end expressed the hope that students would have a "useful and mem­
orable experience." 

The lessons learned in the fall of 1997 further motivated development. 
The Spring 1998 course can be seen as a stage that had established what ap­
peared most effective approaches and content, including the continued cen-
trality of aiming to assist students in producing plain and transparent text in 
English for personal and academic purposes. My dual role of teacher and edi­
tor, as well as my exploration of the theory and practice of writing pedagogy, 
had by now confirmed that this was a feature of writing I aspired to cultivate 
in students' writing. 

Specifically, the syllabus made reference to the development of fluent, ac­
curate, and plain written English. It also communicated the goal that the sem­
inars would encourage experimentation with "topics, genres, audiences, and 
purposes." The output of the course was identified in proficiency in writing 
four types of text, of which the personal descriptive essay was the new ex­
ample. (See the syllabus in Appendix E.) 

The tone is similar to that of the syllabus in the preceding semester: it ad­
dresses the student as a stakeholder, a participant, using simple and clear 
language. It also continues with the metaphor of the "center," but this time it 
is a "writing center," as opposed to the "fitness" center a semester earlier. The 
reason for the change was that, although the WRS course continued to focus 
on "low-fat" English and energetic text, the term "fitness center" was regarded 
as politically incorrect. By the time I was preparing the syllabus, I received 
word that at least one student with a limited physical condition had become 
an English major. 

Another notable feature of the text of the syllabus is that this was an ex­
ample of paying attention to layout and packaging: icons and symbols pro­
vided visual information and aimed to facilitate cross-referencing between 
the weekly program of the sessions and the requirements. The titles of the 
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sessions, quotations from one of the required readings, aimed to further raise 
students' curiosity. 

It was after such work that the most recent WRS course I designed 
opened, in two sections, in September, 1998. In the first session, students re­
ceived the syllabus presented in Appendix F. The "Description" section re­
tained the elements that had become the staple of the course, but was 
complemented by a focus on "opinions, observations in personal narrative 
and descriptive essays" as the text types that the course aimed to help 
students develop. Experimentation, writing processes, and the research 
elements were included as the other building blocks. 

A procedural innovation was the employment of student assistants. 
Students from the previous course were asked to consider volunteering to 
team-teach a session with me. Eight students expressed such willingness, a 
relatively high number, given the fact that this was not widely practiced at the 
university and that the offer was made when students were working on the 
revision of their research papers. 

The closure of the syllabus is an example of how a teacher can frame a 
document of this type: if the audience is greeted at the beginning, a final per­
sonal remark seems to be relevant. In this instance, I expressly made the point 
that I was looking forward to the "time we will be spending together, and to 
your ideas and texts. I wish you a memorable and exciting time in the writing 
center." The syllabus, for the first time in the history of its development, oper­
ated with the first person plural pronoun, placing the students and the tutor 
in the context of a shared community. 

When objectives are identified in the syllabus, teachers reflect on past ex­
perience of what worked and what needed adjustment, and consider the 
professional literature, attend conferences to revitalize their teaching and 
cooperate with other colleagues. Other sources of monitoring progress are 
inviting peers from the same department to observe classes, and eliciting and 
acting on students' feedback. The objectives that the WRS courses set were to 
be reached by classroom and out-of-class activities. A review of these two ma­
jor types of tasks and techniques will follow in this section. 

The reason for dividing the activities into two categories was the rel­
atively short time available for group meetings. Courses had an average span 
of thirteen weeks, with 90-minute sessions a week. As early as the first course 
in 1996, this was supplemented in two ways. First, office-hour meetings were 
always announced and students made welcome in them. I regarded these 
meetings as essential for the fulfillment of course goals, especially because the 
average group had 20 students. The other way of making more time available 
was that the course did not end when the semester was over: volunteering 
students received encouragement to revise their papers in exam periods. 
Although I have not kept continuous records of all office hour meetings and 
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all students' revision choices, the majority of students came at least once to 
the office meetings, with many choosing to frequent these occasions through­
out the semester and beyond, A similar tendency was shown for revising: the 
overwhelming majority of the students decided to revise. 

3.3.2.1 Classroom techniques 

The tasks applied in the sessions were tightly connected to the text types de­
veloped. As the syllabuses of the past five semesters indicate, the majority of 
sessions were devoted to workshop tasks intended to promote group learn­
ing and sharing. Some of these tasks were present in all semesters, others in a 
few, yet others in one only. 

Tasks and techniques tended to follow a cycle: introductory sessions in­
quired about students' experience of reading and writing. Pair and group 
discussions were initiated to establish a cooperative network, one where stu­
dents were willing to share their ideas, orally and well as in writing. As my 
writing pedagogy aimed to follow a process approach, cyclicity meant that af­
ter the introductory sessions, the different levels of text construction were 
dealt with as discrete elements and holistically. 

The emphasis was on student participation: the course aimed to achieve 
sustainable development, which I hypothesized would be possible by foster­
ing a classroom where questions, critique, and opinion are raised freely. 

Besides this element of the classes, a few sessions incorporated a lecture 
component where I presented views on writing, often supplemented by illus­
trations from students' scripts. The lecture part aimed to make students aware 
of the larger issues of writing: processes in writing, audience, purpose, 
writer's voice, and plagiarism, and it also aimed to establish a link between 
individual sessions and the overall purpose of the course. Such presenta­
tions tended to include a metaphor: to bring fundamental issues closer to real 
experience, I devised several ways of describing the nature of writing. In one 
instance, the metaphor even became the central element of the course—in the 
Fall 1997 course, each element of the WRS was designed by the images in­
corporated in the metaphor. 

In these approaches, I was led by theory and practice: different learning 
strategies need motivation from a variety of sources—the high-level cognitive 
load of construing writing quality and processes can be experienced via 
lower-level stimulus. The practical consideration was that such presentations 
and the ensuing discussion and application contributed to a lively classroom, 
with enhanced group dynamics. In developing writing habits and attitudes, 
images can be applied as a framework to plug the gap between the familiar 
and the unfamiliar. They can also motivate students to devise their own 
metaphors, share them, and attempt to use them as personally relevant elem­
ents of writing strategies. (See a brief discussion of the photographer, the 
plane flight, and the slim plain English metaphors in Appendix G. 

A culmination of the metaphor approaches can be seen in the five T tips: 
these presented paragraph-level conventions and notions of signaling a 
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paragraph with indentation, what its topic is, in what tense the ideas are pre­
sented, how the tone of the writer exposes the topic, and how one paragraph 
may contribute to the unity of the text. These basics were incorporated in the 
Spring 1998 course, and then a semester later they appeared as the tips. They 
specifically aimed to provide students with a technique that was easy to re­
member and which could inform revision. The tips are a simple checklist of 
five questions the writer can ask in developing or revising a text: 

One Tab: Have I indented this paragraph? 
One Topic: What is the one topic I discuss? 
One Tone: Does the text speak in one voice? 
One Tense: Do I use one tense? If not, do I know why I change them? 
One Target: Where do I go with this text? 

Three of the tips are relatively simple to follow: spotting one tab, identifying 
one topic, and checking tenses require little effort, yet they can make a differ­
ence in organization and reader appeal. The tips on tone and target are more 
subjective matters, but in the long run, they can become part of how a student 
reflects on writing. 

These processes materialized in classroom and take-home assignments. 
Although the 90-minute session format did not allow for much in-class writ­
ing, all projects were discussed in the classes, either in small groups or by the 
whole class. A few sessions, however, experimented with group writing in 
class. A n activity of this type was done in the Spring 1997 semester. One of the 
three groups had the sessions in a regular classroom, whereas the other two 
in the Arizona Room. The task aimed to provide students with practice in writ­
ing unified paragraphs based on topic sentence prompts that they were re­
quired to discuss. In the traditional classroom, pairs and small groups of 
students negotiated content and development and then produced subse­
quent drafts. The individual paragraphs were collected, with the full text 
typed up for next class for revision. In the Arizona Room, the GroupSystems 
software allowed for pairs to work concurrently on individual paragraphs, 
by using the Group Writer tool of the facility. 

Group Writer is one of several options of GroupSystems that facilitates 
negotiation. Originally developed for conducting business meetings, it pro­
motes dynamic and effective meetings. Divided into the facilitator's server and 
the participants' workstations, the system connects anonymous users who can 
work individually or in small groups, responding to questions and partici­
pating in other tasks. Responses are typed in and sent to the server, which 
collects participant input and displays it for all. They can then be applied for 
small group face-to-face discussion, a process that lowers anxiety and can re­
sult in settling an agenda more efficiently than by using traditional methods 
only. As I had used this network tool earlier in Language Practice and other 
courses, I had an opportunity to evaluate its usefulness in education. 
Especially suitable for such a purpose are the modules of Brainstorming, 
Categorizer, Questionnaire, Group Dictionary, and Group Writer. 
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After students learned to use the workstations, I sent them the topic sen­
tences and asked pairs to discuss and write their paragraphs. With five topic 
sentences sent to the participants, they could choose their own. Once a pair 
began writing a paragraph, the rest of the group worked on other segments of 
the text. When a draft paragraph was prepared, it was sent to the server, 
which in turn channeled the text back to all participants. In this way, every­
one was able to contribute to the effort, it was instantaneous, and pairs were 
also able to comment and change the texts by other pairs. 

The key advantage of this type of use of the Group Writing tool is its re­
liance on teams. Also, the text can be printed when the drafts are sent to the 
server, which students can take home and work on individually. 

Other tasks that relied on cooperation belonged to two types: comment­
ing on students' writing and co-authoring texts by students and by a student 
and the teacher. The former task gained increasing weight as the syllabus of 
the course was modified; as the section on Readings wil l show, a marked em­
phasis was laid on students' opportunities to read their peers' scripts. The lat­
ter was first attempted in the Fall of 1997. 

Reflection on peers' text was part of the test given in the Fall 1998 
semester. Students were instructed to select one of the portfolios from the 
previous semester, which were part of the reading set, and discuss a positive 
feature in it. These reflective scripts showed different foci of attention: styles 
and opinions, emotions and facts received evaluation, enabling the teacher 
to assess students' coverage of reading and to incorporate insights in 
modifying readings for future courses. They also represented cooperation on 
the receptive pane. The productive aspect of this process was practiced in the 
other type of cooperation: co-authoring essays. 

Writing is often conceived of as a solitary activity: the author commits to 
paper thoughts, ideas, and opinions that seek expression. But writing in aca­
demic and other fields often takes place as an effort by more than one person; 
in fact, writing intended for a public always involves at least two people: the 
author and the editor. 

Working on a theme by sharing an experience wil l result in growing con­
sciousness of reader-based prose: contributing writers, when such partner­
ships are formed voluntarily, can provide insights that the solitary writer may 
not possess. For this purpose, the WRS course introduced the task of co-au­
thoring essays as one of the many options. Beginning with the Spring of 1998, 
this meant either a script written by two students, or by a student and the 
teacher. The next section and the one on text types wil l present more details 
on this task. 

In sessions, a variety of individual, pair, and group tasks were applied. This 
part of the course was complemented by meetings in office hours throughout 
the five semesters so that individual students' needs and problems receive 
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dedicated attention. But office hours also began to develop into meetings for 
small groups of students. Participants who could schedule such meetings may 
have found it useful to supplement their reading, writing and course partici­
pation with this opportunity of discussing their own agenda with other stu­
dents and me. 

The Faculty of Arts requires that teachers make five hours of contact time 
available for their students for such meetings every week of a semester. 
Officially, this was how much I minimally spent in the office. I was also willing 
to schedule appointments with students in different slots. 

Meetings were held in my department office, their times specified in the 
syllabus and announced in classes. I attempted to do this so that students 
would feel welcome—my goal with the meetings was to provide a course that 
ran parallel with the sessions. Especially in the last two semesters, which ap­
plied the writing center framework, the meetings came close to establishing 
such a form of interaction. This seems to have been appreciated by the major­
ity of students; although I did not keep continuous records of their atten­
dance, the office did become a busy meeting point by the middle of each 
semester. Of the many types of activity that took place in these consultations, I 
wi l l present two types: one involving the optional task of co-authoring es­
says, the other the application of technology. 

As discussed in the previous section, students were asked to consider 
writing at least one text with their peers and another with me. Several stu­
dents chose to write pieces with their peers, and quite a few with me, too. The 
rationale for the task was to provide an authentic information-gap writing 
task for both the students and the tutor: by cooperating on developing a text 
initiated by either party, they may learn about each other and about each 
other's writing strategies as well. 

One of the students who found time to participate in this project was 
Polgar Judit in the Fall 1998 WRS course. When Judit came to one of the office 
hour consultations, she told me she wanted to write an essay with me. I asked 
here whether she would be interested in drafting a narrative essay on her 
name, which I could complement with a similar draft. We agreed we would try 
and swap texts when done. This was how the parallel type of the co-authored 
essay was developed. (See the essay in Appendix H.) 

Another way students exploited the time in the office was technological. 
As they were requested to submit most drafts typed or printed, students with 
no computer literacy were helped either by their peers or me. Introducing 
them to the operating system of the computer and the use and functions of the 
word processor served a practical purpose. Others came to search for materi­
als on the internet or to explore concordancing programs. 

As we shall see in the next section on text types, the research paper re­
quirement included the compilation of a reference section, one that con­
tained all sources cited in the main text in a standard form. The WRS course 
was the first at the ED of JPU that required the use of either the standard of 
the Amer ican Psychological Associat ion or the Modern Language 
Association. Writing a References or Works Cited section is no easy undertak-
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ing for the novice writer—in fact, even academics, I realized as editor of 
books and Novelty, with a long publication experience tend to ignore or be 
unaware of this requirement. 

Several worksheets and activities were designed to help students with 
this task. Multiple copies of the publication manuals of the APA and M L A 
were ordered for the library. The updated version of the department's thesis 
writing guidelines (Horvath, Nikolov, & Turner, 1997) incorporated sections 
and illustrative examples on the issue. To help students even more, I de­
signed a set of two simple computer programs to generate APA- and MLA-type 
reference lists (Horvath, 1999c, 1999d). 

Finally, office hours set aside time for students to familiarize themselves 
with the spelling and grammar check modules of the word processor. 

The tasks and activities described earlier aimed to serve the purpose of rais­
ing awareness of the importance of the clarity and concreteness of writing, 
both in personal and academic writing. Course themes were sequenced in 
such a way that about the first two-thirds provided a warm-up period in 
which students would familiarize with concepts and develop their personal 
strategies and schedules. Although the optional text types in each of the five 
semesters showed variation, a number of them remained constant elements. 
The warm-up was promoted by class discussions of personal attitudes to 
reading and writing, workshops, peer reviews and debates as well as by the 
development of each student's own journal or portfolio. After this phase, the 
academic writing module focused on writing the type of text that was to be­
come the primary type of course assignments in the future: the research paper. 
In this section, I wil l present and analyze samples of these two types of text. 
(An overview of these task and text types was provided in Horvath, 1995a, 
1995b, 1996a, 1998e, and 1998f.) 

As the majority of entry-level English majors do not have extensive experi­
ence in writing, the WRS aimed to provide opportunities for discovery of 
tones, contents, approaches and effects, making the process of writing an en­
joyable and personally rewarding experience. For this reason, personal writ­
ing was given much weight throughout the five semesters. Narratives, 
descriptions, and arguments were the text organizing elements described, dis­
cussed and practiced in the sessions. As the section on Tasks and techniques 
showed, the application of the metaphorical techniques aimed to illustrate 
and assist in the processes of theme selection, narrowing down and execu­
tion. I encouraged writers to submit multiple versions, and to do that so that 
not only the teacher but other students were given a chance to read and 
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comment texts. The overwhelming majority of students appeared to be highly 
motivated to participate in this process. As implied in several course evalua­
tion questionnaires, students maintained an interest in continuous writing, 
and saw in the teacher's motivation to read several hundred scripts a semester 
a purpose for their writing and writing development. 

Theoretically, the warm-up with personal writing was seen as a phase 
fundamental for later work. From the students' point of view, this was seen as 
crucial in (1) establishing positive attitudes to writing, (2) providing practice 
in designing, planning and drafting clear and concrete texts, (3) helping them 
develop effective relationships so they had trust and willingness to share 
scripts, and (4) motivating students to want to revise so they had practice in 
text-, paragraph-, and sentence-level revision. From the teacher's point of 
view, the four outcomes were equally relevant, but they were complemented 
by a reader's curiosity of these students' ideas expressed in the scripts. 

Dozens of personal text types were designed over the past semesters to 
achieve these goals. Of these, I will present the ones that proved most effec­
tive, explaining the underlying pedagogical and rhetorical considerations. 
Each of these text types was presented as an option for students' portfolios, 
but students were free to choose among them, as well as formulate their own 
themes and purposes. 

3.33.1.1 Reflective essay based on a quote 

Salamon and Zalotay's 1996 collection of quotes served as a source of content 
and inspiration. Students would select one or two quotes they liked or dis­
liked and, after introducing the text and its author, provide a personal reflec­
tion and opinion. This type of writing represented one of the few choices that 
focused on argumentation. Its advantage may be seen in two skills. First, stu­
dents who chose this option experienced both scanning and skimming, 
providing them with an authentic reading goal. Second, students were able to 
focus on their own meaning and opinions. 

3.3.3.1.2 Descriptive essay on student's dictionary (variation: on the 
thesaurus) 

This text, and the corresponding task, aimed to build skills in narrative and 
descriptive writing, focusing on relevant learning content. In introducing 
students' dictionaries, the theme would enable writers to share their views on 
a writer's tool that the authors knew well, and even to get to know them bet­
ter. 
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3.33.1.3 Expository, argumentative, and personal narrative or 
descriptive essays based on the theme selection table 

The proficiency testing of writing skills at the ED of JPU was conducted by us­
ing a theme selection table that incorporated over a hundred themes (see the 
1999 example in Appendix I). As most students participating in the WRS 
courses were to take the Filter test that included such a component, I dis­
tributed previous tests so that students could familiarize themeselves with the 
instrument and the evaluation scheme, locate themes they wanted to write 
about, and even generate their own tables. Part of the course, then, aimed to 
help students in preparing for this high-stakes exam (Horvath, 1996b; Szabo, 
1996). 

3.3.3.1.4 An essay on any theme, but with two introductions and 
two conclusions 

Sessions that dealt with the issues of presenting a theme effectively in intro­
ductions and arriving at a closure were supplemented by the task of writing a 
text on a topic chosen by the student, and then writing one more introduc­
tory and one more concluding paragraph. This option was particularly well 
received by students, as they were given an opportunity to experiment with 
different approaches—with those that were practiced in the sessions, and 
with their own techniques. 

3.3.3.1.5 The miniature essay 

This text type was first introduced in the Fall of 1997. My main purpose was to 
edit and publish a book of short essays by students for students. I aimed to 
help students focus on economy of expression: the total number of words set 
at 100, it invited authors to describe a concrete event, phenomenon, idea in 
concrete terms, using specific vocabulary. Students' response was not over­
whelming, but I did receive over thirty such essays, which w i l l be 
incorporated in a new writing textbook (Take-off, in preparation). One ad­
vantage of producing such a text is that it requires observation, a ski l l 
transferable to other text types, both personal and academic. 

3.3.3.1.6 Completion of a task in any writing textbook 

Writing coursebooks were part of the reading element of the courses, but 
their relative value diminished over time. However, students were shown, and 
encouraged to consult, a large number of such material so they could address 
their own needs in their own time and in consultations. For this purpose, one 
of the text types was to either complete a dril l or a composition task in any of 
the textbook the students found relevant. The advantage of the option was 
seen in its contribution to students' learning strategies. Scanning and skim-
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ming also played a role in the completion of this task. Besides, familiarity with 
a freely chosen book can be regarded as a potentially effective mix of free 
voluntary reading and conscious learning. 

3.3.3.17 Essay on tape 

As we have seen earlier, the WRS course placed a premium on process, such as 
in the multiple-draft setup and portfolio assessment. Another approach to 
process writing is to continually develop tasks and texts for multiple pur­
poses. This was implemented first in the Spring 1997 semester. The section on 
Tasks and techniques introduced the teacher's metaphors. Students were also 
encouraged to work out their own. This took place in the sessions in which 
participants discussed how writing about a personal learning experience 
outside school may help people discover an ability that they may transfer to 
other fields. Each student chose to write a personal reflective narrative on 
such an event. The scripts were so powerful and let readers (including me) 
learn so much about the students that I decided to combine this text with a 
revision technique: recording the essay on audio tape. 

The follow-up task invited students to choose one of three drafts they 
had submitted before: the learning essay, a script based on a theme selection 
table, or the one about their own essay metaphors. After reading their scripts 
and the teacher's commentary, they were required to make any revisions they 
deemed necessary. Following this phase, students had to read out their own 
scripts and record them on tape. The rationale was that the aural experience 
may make students aware of other potential needs for change. By listening to 
a text, we may realize an unintended sentence fragment, an awkward term that 
"does not sound good," and other features that can and should be revised. 
Students expressed overwhelming support for the task, even though produc­
ing the tapes posed technical problems to many. 

Personal essay writing may not be a type of discourse required by many uni­
versity courses, yet its importance was validated in the past semesters. 
Students continued to be motivated to share their opinions and discoveries 
concerning a wide range of themes and fields. In collecting scripts for inclu­
sion in their portfolios, their first books in English, they reflected on the 
work they had done, the interaction they had with other students and the 
teacher. They did so after reading authentic texts and revising their syntax, 
vocabulary and focus. 

But the final output of the course was not so much text production based 
on personal experience and opinion but on observation and analysis of an 
academically relevant subject. The research paper requirement was thus con­
ceived, for the first time in the history of writing courses at the ED of JPU, in 

3.3.3.2 Academic writing 
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the Fall of 1996, to provide a transition between personal and academic writ­
ing, and between the course and the rest of the university studies. 

With language, organization, and revision skills practiced and improved, 
the next task was to conduct a small-scale authentic research project. The 
small scale of the project meant that students had to have enough time, about 
five weeks, to decide on a research question, formulate a plan and produce a 
first draft. The authenticity of the project was concerned with its coherence 
within the course; this being a WRS course, its research options had to do 
with the subject matters of its syllabus. 

Four of the five semesters offered several choices for this component; the 
exception being the first one, when students had to write about one topic: the 
analysis of newspaper articles published on the day they were born. The task 
involved the location of a relevant source in an accessible library, the selec­
tion of the data based on the research question, and the use of reference ma­
terial about journalism. 

In each of the other courses, at least five options were presented, with the 
ones listed in Table 6 becoming constant elements by the fall of 1998. As the 
table shows (the same as what students received as one of the handouts in the 
course), there were six specific themes with corresponding data and sug­
gested reference material. An open choice was also provided for students 
who wished to explore other opportunities. 

Table 6: Research paper options in the Fall 1998 course 
Theme Data Reference 
An analysis of the 
content of essay 
introductions 

At least 6 essays in 75 
Readings 

Smalzer; Zinsser 

A survey of feedback 
types 

Interviews and 
questionnaires 

Grundy and L i ; Zinsser 

An analysis of one 
aspect of a newspaper 
published on the day 
you were born 

articles in a daily paper Bell; Reah 

Observing the Writing 
and Research Skills 
classroom 

observation, interviews 
and questionnaires 

syllabus 

Concrete language in 
students' portfolio 
scripts 

scripts, comments Raimes; Zinsser 

A survey of English 
majors' interpretation 
of plagiarism 

questionnaires Pennycock; Horvath 

Open Option (to be 
negotiated with HJ) 

84 

Digitized by Google 



The research paper length requirement varied between 2,000 and 1,200 
words—initially it was longer but was reduced in later courses. Students were 
to follow a standard structure: Introduction, Method, Results and Discussion, 
and Conclusion (IMRSC), supplemented by a list of their references either in 
APA or M L A format. In each course, relevant aspects of the department guide­
lines were to be followed. 

As can be seen from this brief description of the research paper, the task 
and the text type aimed to plug the gap between the WRS course and future 
courses. The reference conventions it introduced and explained were prac­
ticed extensively. Separate task sheets and class forums were used to initiate 
students to academic modes of delivery. 

What this component inherited from the earlier phase of the course was a 
continued emphasis on clarity and simplicity of language and ideas, and the 
multiple-draft process approach. Although the course officially ended by the 
time students submitted their first drafts, the majority welcomed the 
opportunity of revision and continued to submit second, third, and, in rare 
instances, fourth versions. 

In terms of research design and data applied, the courses aimed to intro­
duce students to two basic types: presenting quantitative and qualitative re­
sults. This component of the course functioned as initiation into basic 
decisions researchers have to make when they embark on a project. 

3.3.3.2.1 Analysis of newspaper content 

As Chapter 4 wil l show, this was the single most popular choice throughout 
the five semesters. An option in each course, this task invited students to con­
sider a specific aspect of the newspaper issue published when they were 
born. Applying the IMRDC structure, students were to present the results of 
their library research based on the analysis of text that was relevant to their 
chosen focus. 

3.3.3.2.2 Analysis of peers' writing 

As students were writers and readers in the WRS courses, and as reading 
peers' texts was a priority, this task made it possible for students to explore 
others' portfolios when they had been finalized. This option allowed stu­
dents to familiarize even more with various types of writing, so that their 
repertoire of approaches and strategies may be enriched. 

3.3.3.2.3 Surveys among students and teachers 

Issues like validity and reliability of the research effort were highlighted in 
those sessions that aimed to provide help for students who chose to conduct 
questionnaire and interview surveys among students and teachers. The op­
tion was incorporated in the research paper task pool so as to enable stu-
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dents to gather information relevant to their studies and to experience the 
need for searching for and presenting such information based on a reliable 
study. 

3.3.4 Readings 

Research has shown that one factor that greatly contributes to proficiency in 
writing is the amount of reading successful writers do (Krashen, 1984). This 
can include reading activities for pleasure, as in free voluntary reading, or 
reading dedicated to a specific learning goal. The complementary processes 
of reconstructing meaning in reading and constructing meaning in writing 
continued to be central in the WRS courses in the past three years. Most syl­
labuses comprised reading materials of three types: coursebooks selected be­
cause they appeared to contain well-designed texts and tasks, publication 
manuals, and authentic essays and studies. 

A total of thirty-eight titles were employed in the past three years. As we 
have seen in earlier sections, some of these became the basis of classroom pair 
and group activities, with a number of them also featured in various tests. 

One innovation in this regard was the increasing emphasis accorded to 
students' writing. As early as the Fall 1996 semester, an essay by Schubert 
Gabor (1996) was featured in the syllabus; the essay, the first student contri­
bution published in Novelty, was included to introduce students to the idea 
of analyzing a course syllabus, and to serve as a possible model for student 
writing in which the voice of the author was clear, supported by the semi-fic­
tional nature of the experience described in the narrative part of the text. 

Schubert's article was the first of many student scripts used in WRS 
courses. Not all of these appeared in the Readings lists—as the course devel­
oped, students themselves began to share their own essays as well, which was 
facilitated by the course folders placed in the department library. 

To provide an overview of the types of texts used as reading materials in 
the courses, I have prepared the following table (Table 7). It structures the 
readings according to the three types and presents them chronologically. 
Note that I had omitted years of publication to economize on space for titles 
where such information is not necessary for identification—I indicate read­
ings by authors, editors, or titles. The full publication information is pro­
vided in the References. 
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Table 7; The three types of reading materials in the five semesters 
Semester Coursebooks Manuals Authentic essays 

and studies 
Fall 1996 
7 titles 

Hubbard; Marius 
8c Weiner; 
McCrimmon 

Nikolov 8c Turner JPU essays; 
Schubert; 
peers' scripts 

Spring 1997 
10 titles 

Arnaudet 8c Mary; 
Berry (1994); 
Gray 8c Melis; 
Hubbard; Marius 
8c Weiner 

Nikolov 8c Turner Horvath (1996b); 
Hunt 8c Boylan; 
Pinker; Schubert 

Fall 1997 
10 titles 

Gray 8c Melis; 
Hubbard; 
Strunk 8c White; 
students1 own 
choice 

APA; Gibaldi Hurtt 8c Boylan; 
Kurdi 8c Horvath; 
Novelty (1997); 
Zinsser (1988) 

Spring 1998 
11 titles 

Smalzer; 
students' own 
choice 

APA; Gibaldi; 
Horvath, Nikolov 
8c Turner 

Eco; Geresdi; 
portfolios; 
Salamon 8c 
Zalotay; 
Schubert; Zinsser 
(1988) 

Fall 1998 
15 titles 

Smalzer Gibaldi; Horvath, 
Nikolov 8c Turner 

Babarci; Bacskay 
Demeter; Foldesi 
Hurtt 8c Boylan 
Grundy 8c Li 
Horvath (1998b); 
Racz 
Research papers 
Vadon; Zinsser 
(1998) 

The courses also introduced students to the use of an important writer's tool, 
the thesaurus, which the majority of students had never used before. 

Besides these resources, several other texts were reviewed in designing 
courses and made available for interested students in office hours. These ex­
tra materials included one of the first descriptions of plain English for educa­
tional purposes, by Gowers (1953). Study-skills handbooks such as those by 
Smith and Smith (1990) and Sotiriou (1984) complemented composition texts 
from the U.S. and U.K.: Arnold and Harmer (1978), Clouse (1986), Crews 
(1987), Elsbree, Bracher and Alitzer (1977), Evans (1998), Gere (1985), Gould, 
DiYanni and Smith (1989), Hall (1988), Hamp-Lyons and Heasley (1987), 
Hansen (1987), Hult (1986), Legett, Mead, Kramer and Beal (1988), Leki (1989), 
Madden and Rholck (1997), McMahan and Day (1984), Rackham and 
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Bertagnolli (1988), Raimes (1983b; 1996), Rankin (1972), Schenk (1988), and 
Weiner (1973). 

Of the textbooks published in Hungary, the most recently used were 
Csomay and Szerdahelyi's (1997) process-syllabus resource for advanced 
students and Kiszely's (1998) collection of texts and tasks. Besides, the chap­
ters of my own developing course material, Take-off (Horvath, in prepara­
tion), were made available to students. 

As Chapter 1 discussed, the literature is divided on what constitutes best 
practice in providing feedback on student writing. The pedagogical validity 
of expert feedback, however, has not been questioned. In this section, I wil l 
explain my approaches to and practice of feedback provision, which wil l be 
followed up by the evaluation of students1 participation and other work in 
recent courses. 

Students received continuous assessment on their work in prompt feedback 
to their writing. In the Fall 1996 semester, this took the form of conducting a 
dialog in each student's journal. In the other courses, students were required 
to submit a portfolio of their scripts, a selection of their drafts. Written feed­
back was supplemented by discussions in sessions and in office-hour consul­
tations. 

By writing on an author's script, the editor-teacher becomes a co-author 
of the text. This relationship necessitates professionally sound and useful 
comments, which are clear, specific and which lead the student to want to 
reflect on the advice. Commentary has to give an authentic view of the read­
er's impression of the content and overall quality of the text. To achieve these 
aims, my practice involved two types of comment: (1) handwritten notes in the 
margins focusing on sentence- and paragraph-level issues and notes at the 
end summarizing overall impressions, and (2) typed reviews. 

As far as the portfolio scripts are concerned, most comments were written 
in hand on the scripts. Besides, I applied the technique that was later also 
discussed in Grundy and L i (1998): to save the original script from becoming 
an illegible mixture of main text by writer and subtext by reader, I used Post-
It notes. These could be flipped over or removed when revising. Another 
traditional technique was using pencils: this even allowed students to erase 
comments they did not agree with. 

In all of my work on feedback, I aimed to focus on positive features so 
that students were able to build on them while addressing weaknesses. Also, 
by reading my feedback, students became co-authors of my writing, which I 
considered another authentic text type. 

3.3.5 Feedback and evaluation 

3.3.5.1 Feedback techniques 



When a portfolio was presented for evaluation, I had seen most scripts at 
least once in their earlier versions. The purpose of the typed feedback was to 
provide one more reading material to students that was special in its detail, 
and hopefully useful. As for the comments on research papers, the feedback 
followed the categories of evaluation. Before students received the options 
for the research paper task, they learned about the evaluation criteria. 
Extensive comments were given on all first drafts. Tables 8 and 9 show the 
version used in 1997 and 1998, respectively. 

Table 8: The evaluation categories of the research paper in 1997 
Category Max. Score 
Identification of field and research question in 
Introduction 

1 

Clarity of research in Method section 1 
Clarity and appropriateness of reporting findings in 
Results and Discussion section, including 
appropriateness of citations 

2 

Relevance of implications in Conclusion 1 
Appropriateness of form of References 1 
Syntax, spelling, punctuation and vocabulary 3 
Double-spaced and stapled 1 

Table 9: The evaluation categories of the research paper in 1998 
C r i t e r i a M a x 

mark 
Y o u r 
mark 

Clarity of introduction and research question 1 
Clarity and appropriateness of method 1 
Clarity and relevance of results and discussion 2 
Relevance of conclusion 1 
Clarity and appropriateness of language 3 
Citations and Works Cited 2 

The combination of spoken and the two types of written comments, although 
a most time consuming effort, appeared to contribute to students' willingness 
to participate in classes and to revise. Also, by setting an example with my 
own motivation to respond promptly, with most written feedback provided 
within days of receiving a script, I aimed to communicate my own motivation 
to students. Further empirical research, however, is necessary in the field: 
both qualitative and quantitative data should be gathered to establish fac­
tors that most effectively contribute to improved writing. Also, as will be ex­
plained in the next chapter, the use of teachers' typed feedback can be 
extended to form part of the annotation of a learner script, thus facilitating a 
systematic study of the nature, typology, validity, and reliability of such com­
mentary. 

89 

Digitized by boogie 



3.3.5.2 Evaluation 
In any course of study, teachers assess the progress and achievement of the 
students. The basis of the assessment is some sample of skills or knowledge 
covered in the course, whereas the results can serve evaluative and diagnos­
tic purposes. Informal assessment of participation was done on a continuous 
basis in all of the WRS courses; this was based on data on students' attend­
ance and holistic assessment of their work in the sessions. In awarding a final 
grade to students, the achievement was tested in the texts student submitted. 

A major decision to be made in such assessment is concerned with its ba­
sis; the two distinct types are holistic and analytic. I chose the latter option to 
enhance the transparency of the course: as all scripts were scored by me, stu­
dents had to know the constituent categories I evaluated. 

In the past five semesters, four types of assessment categories were ap­
plied in the courses. As Figure 14 illustrates, their relative weight changed 
across the five courses, with participation being modified least, and the test 
the most. The Spring 1998 course was an example of the four categories re­
ceiving equal weight. 

| Participation | Personal writing El Research paper Hi Test I ' 

Fall 1996 Spring 1997 Fall 1997 Spring 1998 Fall 1998 

Figure 14: The relative weight of assessment categories across the five courses 

Each of the four types of activity assessed provided information on students' 
achievement, and thus were integral elements of the final picture that 
emerged. 

Student involvement in achievement testing is also an option. This was 
elicited twice in the course, with the most recent project occurring in the fall 
of 1998. It involved the evaluation of the portfolio, which was assigned a max­
imum mark of ten, on a holistic scale. The requirements I considered in assign­
ing a grade to a particular collection were the following: regularity of writing 
during the course, the number of scripts (a minimum of five), the application * 
of readings and of the five T tips, and evidence of effective revision. 

Overall, on the basis of the information gathered from the participating 
students, it appears that not only were students successful in their portfolio 
projects, but the majority also regarded the evaluation as fair. As a tutor of 
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these students, I was glad to see a marked agreement between the two scores. 
But to be able to add to the reliability of this part of the study, further inves­
tigation is necessary. In discussing preliminary findings of this project, sev­
eral students suggested that in reporting a score to me, some participants may 
not have given the true score of their work. In a future project, student re­
search assistants may need to elicit this information. Also, interviewing stu­
dents could provide insights into the process of students* self-evaluation. 

Another aspect of assessment is how levels of performance are compared. 
Most university courses appear to apply criterion referencing: in the syllabus 
the teacher specifies a grading scheme with percentages representing levels. 
This may be a valid approach in lecture courses involving a large number of 
students. However, in seminar courses norm referencing may be more valid 
from the point of view of the construct of seminar work. Comparing students' 
results with each other informs teachers of the work they have been able to 
do. Also, fine-tuning level setting may carry higher face validity. 

For these two reasons, I applied norm referencing throughout the five 
semesters, deciding on required levels of performance for each of the four 
passing levels by consulting the graph of final scores. 

Students' course evaluations have become a regular procedure at the end of 
terms at JPU. They were introduced in 1995 to provide staff, students and ad­
ministration with the information students share about each of the courses 
they completed. Besides this official procedure, several tutors have imple­
mented their own feedback generating practices so that they may receive 
valuable insight from students into the effectiveness of their courses. As the 
results of the official evaluations take a longer time to process and tabulate, 
and recently have not even been released, tutors who need more immediate 
feedback have experimented with an unofficial yet simpler technique of elicit­
ing student response to their courses. In this section I report the result of one 
such evaluation project. 

Thirty students participated in the procedure of the Spring 1997 course 
evaluation. The three sections of the course, ANG 1601, 1602 and 1603, had a 
total of 36 registered students, of whom two had not participated in the last 
four to six classes. Out of 34 students, 32 were present in the last classes. Data 
was collected on May 12 and May 13, 1997, on the dates when students were 
submitting their end-of-term assignments. 

My hypothesis was that students would express positive and negative at­
titudes to the course and that the information I would receive may be useful 
in planning next semester's syllabus for a slightly modified course. 

In each of the three sections, students were asked to participate in the 
evaluation anonymously in writing. The questionnaire consisted of four cat­
egories that students were asked to rate numerically. They were told that they 
had the option of not completing the questionnaire or not submitting it. I 

3.3.6 Students' views 



administered and collected the questionnaires. Two students chose not to 
participate. 

Students were asked to rate each of the following four evaluation criteria 
on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 represented extremely negative, and 7 extremely 
positive views: 

> Fairness of evaluation; 
> Assistance from students; 
> Assistance from the tutor; 
> Usefulness of the course. 

I identified these criteria as I regarded them as genuine indicators of stu­
dents1 satisfaction levels. Also, I hypothesized that the composite mean 
figures for fairness, student assistance and tutor assistance would correlate 
highly with the mean of the usefulness criterion. 

After I collected the 30 questionnaires, I analyzed the data by statistical 
techniques, calculating means and STD figures. 

Out of the 30 students who returned the questionnaire, 28 responded to 
the item on how fair they found the evaluation of their work in the course. In 
the three sections, students seemed to consider my evaluation fair; two gave 
the Fairness of Evaluation criterion a value of 4, five students gave it a value 
of 5, six students a value of 6, and twelve students gave it the top value, 7. 
Figure 15 presents the distribution of values for the fairness criterion. 

Figure 15: Number of students selecting values for the fairness of evaluation 
query (N = 28) 

The second item asked students to rate how much assistance they received 
from other students in the group. A l l 30 students who took the questionnaire 
answered the question. With three students giving this criterion a value of 3, 
nine students a value of 4, ten students a value of 5, three a value of 3, and 
five a value of 7, the assistance students reported they received from others 
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appeared to be somewhat lower than I expected. Figure 16 shows the distri­
bution of values for the Assistance from Students criterion. 

I 10 Students 

One Two Three Four Five Six Seven 

Figure 16: Number of students selecting values for the assistance from stu­
dents query (N = 30) 

The third category was Assistance from the Tutor. A l l 30 students who re­
turned the questionnaire responded to this query. One student assessed the 
tutor's assistance by giving it a 3, two by giving it 5, seven by giving it 6, and 
twenty-one by giving it the top value, 7. Figure 17 demonstrates the distribu­
tion of values for the assistance from the tutor criterion. 

I Tutor 

Figure 17: Number of students selecting values for the assistance from the tu­
tor query (N = 30) 

The last course evaluation category in the questionnaire invited students to 
assess the usefulness of the writing course. Again, all the 30 students returned 
their questionnaires by assigning one value to this category. One student 
gave it the median value, 4, nine the value of 5, fourteen the value of 6, and six 
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the value of 7. Figure 18 shows the distribution of values for the usefulness 
criterion. 

H Usefulness 

One Two Three Four Five Six Seven 

Figure 18: Number of students selecting values for the usefulness of the 
course query (N=30) 

To obtain information on how students' evaluations differed from each 
other, I calculated the standard deviation (STD) figure as well. An STD can 
show how similar or different respondents' opinions are by comparing each 
respondent's rating with the mean. The lower the STD, the more uniform in­
dividual responses are; conversely, the higher this value, the more divergent 
the opinions. Although it is extremely rare that in any group all members 
would agree on all issues, I regarded the STD of the four criteria as another 
essential aspect of the reception of the course. 

As Figure 19 attests, the most divergent opinions were expressed about 
the fairness of evaluation (1.79). The other three category STD figures were 
lower, with the usefulness category STD value being the lowest (0.79), show­
ing that this was the evaluation category that elicited most uniform responses. 
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Another way of looking at the results is by calculating the mean figures of the 
category values. To be able to form an overall image of students' evaluation 
of these criteria, I conducted this calculation and found the following: The 
lowest mean was obtained for assistance from students (4,93). While this was 
the lowest value, it was still in the positive range of the scale. Students ranked 
the usefulness of the course criterion higher, as the mean figure for that cat­
egory was 5.83. For the fairness of evaluation and assistance from the tutor 
categories the mean figures were 6.14 and 6.53, respectively. Figure 20 shows 
the rating of the four factors. 

Mean Figures 

Figure 20: Mean figures of the evaluation of the four criteria 

Finally, to assess the reliability of the results, I undertook a comparison an­
alysis by calculating the means of the values assigned to the fairness of 
evaluation (F), assistance from students (S), and assistance from the tutor (T), 
and by comparing that with the mean figure for the usefulness of the course 
category. I hypothesized that the comparison would result in little if any 
difference between the two values i f the results were reliable, but be 
markedly different if they were not. As Figure 21 reveals, almost no difference 
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was found between the usefulness of the course and the composite of the 
other three factorial means. 

Usefulness Averages of F/S/T 

Figure 21: Comparison of the mean score for the usefulness criterion and the 
averages of the fairness, assistance from students and assistance from the tu­
tor criteria 

I obtained valuable information on students' evaluation of the three WRS 
sections. I hypothesized that students would share their positive and nega­
tive opinions in selecting values on the scales for each of the four categories. 
Most opinions students expressed about these courses were in the positive 
range of the scale, with only one student assigning one of the categories a 
slightly negative value (3, in assistance from the tutor). 

3.4 Future directions 
This chapter has positioned the WRS courses in the ED curriculum to set the 
context of the processes applied in recent undergraduate courses. Aiming to 
present an analysis of both qualitative and quantitative data, it has provided 
details of the curriculum, and of the innovations introduced in the teaching 
of writing. I reflected on and analyzed the development of the syllabus, class­
room procedures, tasks and text types, and feedback techniques. The analysis 
of students' evaluation testified that the courses have benefited from the shift 
from a product-oriented approach to writing pedagogy to one that incorpor­
ated the practical implications of the process approach, especially in terms of 
text types and formative assessment. 

As a result of conducting writing research and practicing the pedagogy of 
writing, I have benefited professionally and personally. Students' views and 
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opinions have continued to shape the focus of the course. Their continued 
interest in participating in voluntary conferences in office hours provided 
further evidence that a teacher's motivation was a significant factor in main­
taining and raising student involvement. Most importantly, their personal de­
scriptive essays and research papers have helped me understand more clearly 
their views of the world, themselves, and the educational and linguistic issues 
they identified as essential. In so doing, they have also helped me want to be­
come a better teacher writer. 

The opportunities I have had as a writing teacher have gone beyond the 
classroom and the office hour. Several students have begun to pursue writing 
activities for their own pleasure and for various purposes. An increasing 
number of fiction and non-fiction writers have emerged. Over twenty students 
have published their articles, essays, and reviews in Hungarian and interna­
tional newsletters and journals. To have been able to motivate and assist 
them has been another source of satisfaction. 

The invigorating effect of reading a first draft, of discussing its merits and 
problems in class and privately, of reading a revised version of the script: the 
opportunity to be part of the development of an idea that a student is willing 
to share with peers and the tutor is among the greatest benefits a writing 
course can offer. Besides, the use of earlier groups' essay and research paper 
collections in new courses establishes a link between students, and thus 
helps maintain an authentic and relevant discourse community. 

How this community is being developed throughout university was be­
yond the scope of this study. This area may be well worth the investigation in 
future action research, involving a representative sample of courses. Another 
type of follow-up study could investigate how what is acquired and learned 
in the WRS courses is applied in students' theses. For wider institutional ap­
peal, and for encouraging cross-institutional cooperation, Hungarian col­
leges and universities could set up research and pedagogical projects. 
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Chapter 4 

THE JPU CORPUS: PROCESSING PRODUCTS 

We need more genre-sensitive studies and more 
specialized corpora in addition to the larger repre­
sentative corpora as a basis for analysis. (Kennedy, 
1998, p. 291) 

Introduction 
The previous chapter has placed writing pedagogy in the JPU ED core cur­
riculum and described and evaluated the procedures developed in the past 
semesters, focusing on undergraduate WRS courses. It has applied a balance 
of quantitative and qualitative data. In this chapter, I aim to provide a de­
tailed description of written learner English by investigating quantitative 
data, the JPU Corpus. As indicated in Chapter 3, the majority of contributions 
have come from WRS course participants—the corpus, however, provides ev­
idence of five main types of learner groups. Three of these have been under­
graduate pre-service students in the last six years: those attending Language 
Practice, WRS and miscellaneous elective courses. The remaining two groups 
of participants have taken part in in-service language education: a few 
Russian Retraining students, and a larger group of postgraduate students. 

A solid set of data was collected between 1992 and 1998, facilitating a 
quantitative analysis of the language produced. The approach followed in 
this chapter is based on the corpus linguistic assumption that the per­
formance of a language community has to be investigated to capture probable 
features of language behavior, whose statistical and pedagogical significance 
can then be tested and validated. 

Why and how the corpus was first conceived wil l be discussed in section 
4.1, which also explains design principles, data input procedures, text types, 
and the three types of methods used for the empirical study. Section 4.2 then 
goes on to present the current composition of the main corpus, followed by 
the specific compositional details of the five subcorpora. After this book, sec­
tion 4.3 identifies ten hypotheses of this part of the book. Descriptive and 
contrastive analyses were carried out, involving the full JPU Corpus, its 
subcorpora, and contrastive analyses based on the results of ICLE investiga­
tions. 

The chapter then follows up to address the pedagogical uses of the cor­
pus: section 4.4 introduces an application of data-driven learning, whereby 
students are assisted in submitting their own scripts to analysis. Specific ex­
amples wi l l illustrate how this has been done in Language Practice, Elective 
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and WRS courses for group activities and for individual study. The section 
briefly discusses miscellaneous other applications of the corpus. 

I hope this presentation wil l serve as a valid basis on which to draw con­
clusions, in section 4.5, on the applications and limitations of a corpus-based 
study of written learner English—besides, I intend to suggest future direc­
tions where such endeavors may lead. 

4.1 The development of the corpus 
4.1.1 Conditions of and rationale for data collection 

Bratislava hosted the 1992 TESOL Summer Institute (with "At the Crossroads" 
as its slogan), which I was able to attend for part of its duration. A large num­
ber of workshops were offered, among them two by Macey Taylor, a leading 
U.S. practitioner of Computer Assisted Language Learning. Having an interest 
in the application of word processing techniques in writing as well as in the 
design and pedagogical application of dedicated CALL software, I joined the 
courses. In one of them, Taylor introduced the participants to Longman's 
Mini Concordancer software by demonstrating the ease with which it pro­
cessed small sets of text. It was in that session that terms I had learned earlier 
as an avid user of the first edition of the Collins COBUILD Dictionary materi­
alized in front of me: I generated concordances using the keyword in context 
function, studied co-texts, and looked at the statistics on tokens and types. My 
first hands-on experience with the application made me want to learn more. 

I saw in this program and the lexical and syntactic investigations it made 
possible a wealth of pedagogical applications. Imagining how JPU English 
majors in the Fall 1992 Language Practice course could benefit from its use, I 
began to read the literature on corpus linguistics and DDL. Saving my earlier 
essays and papers as ASCII, I loaded my first own small corpus of my own 
work and saw, fascinated, features I would not have thought I could see or 
wanted to see before. But now I could and did. And I was convinced students 
could and would, too. With two groups in September 1992, I became the first 
tutor at the ED of JPU to explore the potential of analyzing authentic native 
speaker (NS) text and non-NS text by computer. 

As my primary interest was the analysis of learner English for language 
education purposes, I proposed to the students in the two groups that they 
submit their written contributions on computer disk (Bocz & Horvath, 1996). 
Looking back, the positive response continues to strike me as incredible. 
After all, those were not the times of wide access to computers—in fact, there 
were few even in department offices, with the first portable units just arriving. 
However, students consented, and I made time available for brief practical 
typing and word processing sessions. From that time on, there have been a 
growing number of students who have submitted texts on disk, permitting me 
to save their files onto the hard disk of the computers I used at the time. 
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The current status of the development of the JPU Corpus may be re­
garded as satisfactory for a linguistic and language educational study. It is the 
first to employ a large database of Hungarian learner English for descriptive 
and analytic purposes, which represent the ultimate rationale for corpus de­
velopment. 

Specifically, collecting students' scripts enables applied linguists to do 
the following: 

> keep a record of students' performance, making longitu­
dinal studies possible; 

> submit the collection to theoretically and practically rele­
vant analysis; 

> extract linguistic and pedagogical information from the 
corpus; 

> exploit the corpus for language education; 
> compare and contrast individual learner corpora; 
> compare and contrast learner corpora with LI collections. 

For the first option, a corpus can contain all the scripts students have written, 
and requires the cooperation of a team. The second, third, and fourth fields 
can be explored individually, as they have been in the DDL tradition (Johns, 
1991a, 1991b; Horvath, 1994a, 1994b, 1995a). The fifth and sixth areas often 
necessitate team work nationally and internationally (Granger, 1998b). 

In the rest of this chapter, I will restrict the investigation to demonstrating 
what I considered relevant analyses given the individual undertaking of the 
project. 

As the presentation of cycles in corpus design (in Chapter 2) has pointed out, 
when one is attempting to collect texts for principled linguistic study, factors 
such as purpose, language community, text types, representativeness, encod­
ing, and storage facilities need to be investigated. Preliminary aims and com­
position requirements may need to be modified in the light of pilot studies 
that test how representative the sample is. 

In my effort, I was led by the following considerations. I envisaged a cor­
pus that would 

4.1.2 Corpus design principles 

> 
> 
> 

> 
> 

be about half a million words; 
represent written English by JPU students in the courses 
that I taught; 
permit generalizations on student written production; 
incorporate a variety of text types; 
not reveal the identity of any contributor of a specific 
script to the public; 
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> be based on such submissions as are voluntarily con­
tributed. 

I set the size of the intended corpus at 500,000 words to collect at least half the 
size of first-generation corpora. Although that target has not yet been 
reached, the current size is rather close. Also, other learner corpus projects 
indicate that a smaller size is sufficient (Granger, 1993, 1996, 1998a; Kaszubski, 
1997; Mark, 1998). As wil l be shown shortly, the current size of the JPU Corpus 
is twice as large as a subcorpus of the ICLE. In terms of the second criterion, 
all components come from courses I taught between 1992 and 1998. The rea­
son for arguing that this sample may allow for generalizations on other writ­
ing by other students at the institution is that the majority of scripts come 
from students in WRS courses and from those participating in in-service post­
graduate education. Combined, these contributors represent the majority of 
learner population at JPU in the past three academic years. 

As for the third criterion referring to text types, a representative sample 
of different genres has been collected, with corpus linguistic and pedagogical 
aims in what can be regarded as sufficient balance. None of the students have 
been asked to allow me to reveal their authorship of any examples to be 
shown in this chapter—the names that appear in the Acknowledgments can­
not be linked to the scripts. Finally, all text samples that appear in the current 
version of the JPU Corpus are voluntary contributions—most solicited by 
asking students to sign a permission form. Details on these six considerations 
will follow in the rest of the section. 

Texts were sought for inclusion in an unnamed collection between 1992 and 
1993. Between 1993 and 1995, students were told that their contributions 
would be incorporated in the Pecs Corpus. The name was changed to JPU 
Corpus in 1995 so that it more realistically identified the endeavor. The flow 
chart in Figure 22 illustrates the process of incorporating individual learner 
texts. As the chart illustrates, two types of data were recorded: the script itself 
saved to computer disk, and the information on the student and the course of 
origin for the script. 

From the figure it is perhaps evident that the JPU Corpus is a semi-anno­
tated collection: it has author, gender, year, course, and genre information 
tagged to it, but it does not take advantage of any of the robust tagging tech­
niques available today. There is a disadvantage and an advantage to this lack. 
Without word class or grammatical tags, the corpus cannot in its present form 
allow for fully reliable, automatic processing and information output. 
However, in the vein of Fillmore's (1992) claim on the "armchair" linguist and 
the corpus linguist having to exist in the same body, this limitation may be 
viewed as a potential advantage: the partial reliance on intuition, based on 
pedagogical practice and observations, and on linguistic evidence may make 

4.1.3 Data input 
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up for the present lack of the tagging component. (However, as Labov, 1996, 
suggested, when intuition and introspection are employed, the following 
principles should be observed: the consensus, the experimenter, the clear 
case, and the validity principles.) 

Course Syllabus 
defines written 

assignments 

E Student 

T submits 
assignment 

e File cannot 
be used 

E File can be 
used 

f Tutor 
evaluates 
draft 

f Student 
revises and 
submits 
new 
versions 

File checked 
for problems 
such as 
incompatibility 

Tutor marks 
script and asks 
for permission 
to incorporate 
it in corpus 

Student 
submits 
electronic 
scripts 

Student 

I disinclines 

Information on author, 
assignment type and date 
entered in database 

Information on author, 
assignment type and date 
entered in database 

V Corpus 
development 

Information on author, 
assignment type and date 
entered in database 

omitting bylines, course 
header information, 
graphics, tables and 
References from script 

e incorporating 
in subcorpus 

Figure 22: The process of data input 
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4.1.4 Seeking permission 

At the end of courses students were asked to submit the electronic copy of 
their essays and research papers. I explained to them my purposes, saying 
that I aimed to analyze their scripts in relation to other students' contribu­
tions. In most instances, students were willing to do so. 

In the early stages of the development, only oral permissions were 
sought. In each instance, submissions were sought after the students had re­
ceived their grades for the course, so that their decisions may not affect eval­
uation. By letting me save a copy of a script, the students would consent to the 
act of incorporating the text in the collection. To enhance the reliability of 
the process, however, I introduced an authorization form in 1996, which was 
the time of bulk additions to a relatively small learner corpus. A copy of such 
a form appears in Appendix J. 

Not only was the change a result of making the project fully legal, but it 
was also based on a socialization consideration. I made the move to ask for 
official permits so as to contribute to the sense of professional community 
among students and teachers. Familiarizing onself with the concept and 
practice of copyright was seen as an additional element of language 
education at the department. Further, the decision was supplemented by 
suggesting to students that they submit their printed assignments with a © 
notice. For one thing, not many students knew what exactly the symbol 
represented and how this related to academic standards of free expression 
and of text ownership. Some may even have found the proposal superfluous, 
thinking that the teacher was making too much fuss. But when one considers 
the problems of copyright infringement in many subcultures, and specifically 
the occurrence of plagiarism at Hungarian universities, my approach 
arguably promoted an authentic experience of being initiated into the 
scholarly community. 

Data capture was done relatively fast. As Figure 22 has shown, students who 
were willing to contribute to the corpus were asked to submit scripts on com­
puter diskette. In the beginning, both standard size DOS-compatible disks 
were used, with the transition to 3.5-inch disks exclusively taking place in 
1994. When I was handed a disk, I checked it for any problems such as viral 
infection and incompatibility. The former issue had been safely eliminated by 
early 1995 when I began to store scripts on an Apple Macintosh computer. 
Fortunately, viruses cannot engage their malicious operation across plat­
forms; this was a crucial technical issue for the sustained development of the 
corpus. It also meant that once I had saved a student's file to the hard disk, no 
lurking viral programs were transmitted to the student's disk either. 

4.1.5 Clean text policy 
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However, incompatibility of proprietary word processing software code 
in the text file was harder to overcome. For the first two years, before word 
processing software became widely available in educational institutions, I 
had had to exclude texts that could not be converted properly. More recently, 
I have been using shareware programs for any text file that my word process­
ing programs could not extract. 

When the technicalities are taken care of, real work on text preparation 
for corpus inclusion can begin. This process serves three functions: recording 
contributor data in the corpus database, ensuring that the content of the file 
is compatible with the concordancing application, and editing the text for au­
thenticity. 

The first function presents no hurdles: I have used the computer's file sys­
tem hierarchy to maintain the database. Figure 23 illustrates, via a screen shot 
of a window on the Macintosh desktop, the file hierarchy concept. 

As will be detailed in section 4.2.1, the corpus is divided into five subcor­
pora. The screen shot shows one of the folders highlighted, and the con­
tained folders listed, storing files by semester, then by gender, and finally by 
text type. 

The second function is also relatively straightforward once the file is 
saved locally: Cone, as most other concordancing software, can process data 
saved as ASCII, or text-only files. 

The third function, however, is much more time-consuming, given the 
short experience most students have had with word processing. Much as one 
of the requirements for most submissions in the past five semesters has been 
for students to check their texts for typing and spelling errors, some have con­
tinued to submit files that needed careful editing. Deciding whether an error 
was a typing or a spelling mistake has not always been easy. Yet, I have 
worked out a procedure that may be regarded as reliable. 

I decided to take action and change text only if the error was clearly a typ­
ing mistake. This meant changing words like "langauge" to "language" or 
"teh" to "the." That is, transposed characters were always amended. The clean 
text policy of the JPU Corpus project meant that no other mistakes were cor­
rected so that the data would remain as authentic as possible (a similar ap­
proach was employed for text handling in the ICLE project; see Granger, 
1998a). 

Finally, texts were edited by removing any author identification from the 
header, such as bylines, and components such as course codes, any graphics, 
tables and references. 
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JPU Corpus 

14 items 110.9 MB in disk 140.9 MB available 

Name Si: 

^7 

> 

ES 

LPS 

PGS 

WRSS 

1. 1996 Fall 

2. 1997 Spring 

3. 1997 Fall 

4. 1998 Spring 

C% Female 

Cj, Personal 

Research 

Cjt Male 

5. 1998 Fall 

Figure 23: A window of part of the corpus in the Macintosh file system 

4.1.6 Text types 
Two major types of text are represented in the corpus, which also account for 
most of the assignments that students submit at the ED: essays and research 
papers. In this analysis, an essay is defined as any non-fiction submission to a 
university course for which the method of gathering data is not strictly 
specified. Within this group, there are further divisions: personal reflective 
essays, narrative-based and descriptive writing, and a combination of essay 
and research paper for a content course. In this third type of text, the writer 
typically consults reference materials but the presentation of the ideas does 
not follow a standard research pattern. 

In contrast, a research paper is a submission for which the writer has to 
follow academic standards: identifying a field of study and a research ques­
tion, presenting the method for answering the question, and putting forth its 
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data and analysis to answer it. It is typically supplemented by reference ma­
terials to be collected on the basis of the readings section of a syllabus and as 
the writer's own initiative. In most regards, the research paper can be viewed 
as a small-scale thesis, or as one of the body chapters in a thesis. (Figure 24 i l ­
lustrates the curricular composition of the scripts.) 

JPU Corpus 

Q Pre-service 
language education 

1 Language 
1 Practice 

2 Writing and 
Cm Research 

Skills 

3 Elective 
courses 

Q 
e 

In-service language education 

Russian 
Retraining 
£L-9 

1 Language 
Practice 

i Research 
1 and Writing 

Skills 

2 Elective 2 Cultural 
courses Studies 

Figure 24: Curricular and course origin divisions of the scripts 

4.1.7 Procedures applied 

Hypothesis forming in corpus linguistics follows the cycles of the develop­
ment of the data set itself. Phases of design specifications may be preceded by 
hypothesis building, but as work progresses, the linguist wil l gather insights 
into the composition of the data, and thus the research questions may change. 
This has been true of the JPU Corpus project as well. My overall hypothesis 
has always been that by submitting the data to detailed analyses, one can de­
scribe the written English of Hungarian university students as a social dialect 
of English. Rather than taking a dubious stance of underestimating the values 
of this language and calling it "Hunglish," I have preferred to construe of this 
interlanguage (Selinker, 1992) as a valid component of world Englishes 
(Phillipson, 1992a, 1992b; Quirk & Widdowson, 1985). With recent interest 
shifting to peripheral studies, corpus linguistics has the advantage of provid­
ing the evidence on how such languages are structured and what phenomena 
they exhibit. 
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In terms of actual procedures used, I have employed two corpus linguistic 
techniques, two statistical models, and one language educational approach. 
As for the corpus linguistic techniques, I distinguished between operations 
on the complete corpus and on various samples. Data processing was carried 
out via Con 1.7:1 opened each of the 332 files in the program, sorted the text 
alphabetically right to the keyword, and saved the KWIC concordance. This 
stage provided the raw material for concordance analyses and other tech­
niques. To collect information on the composition of the full corpus, I also 
saved the alphabetical index that the program can provide, together with in­
formation on tokens and types. The same procedure was performed on each 
of the subcorpora. 

A limitation of Cone is that it cannot automatically produce a frequency 
list. This, however, posed no difficulty as a database application, FileMaker 
Pro, has this tool. I opened each of the alphabetical index files for the main 
corpus and the subcorpora and sorted the contents by the frequency of 
words. 

With these operations done, I printed KWIC and frequency list pages to 
study their content. Online searches were also carried out. 

It was at this stage that common corpus linguistic techniques were per­
formed: KWIC analyses, calculating normalized frequencies, comparing most 
frequent word forms, and drawing up the statistics for lemmatized words in 
the main corpus and the subcorpora. 

These steps were taken to have a large set of materials on which to test 
hypotheses—of which those that required statistical verification were loaded 
into a spreadsheet program to obtain significance information via the chi-
squared test and A N O V A . The former model, used for observations in the 
JPU Corpus and between the PGS and the WRSS, makes no assumption about 
the normal distribution of data and can be applied for frequency compar­
isons based on different size corpora (McEnery 8c Wilson, 1996, p. 70). The 
latter is suitable for studying the effect of variables across three or more 
populations, using interval scales (Koster, 1996). 

Finally, the third type of method used for this study comprised the pro­
duction and evaluation of classroom worksheets that have been piloted in 
earlier courses, as well as the development of material to illustrate how such 
an approach can be exploited for guiding individual study. 

With these methodological considerations, we can now move onto the 
specific details of the current state of the corpus. 
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4.2 The JPU Corpus 
4.2.1 The current composition of the corpus 

The 1999 version of the JPU Corpus contained 412,280 words in 332 scripts, 
each from a different student. This volume represents over twice the size of 
the individual national subcorpora contained in the ICLE, making the JPU 
Corpus one of the largest written learner English data sets. Earlier, some 
ninety students were represented by multiple scripts, but extra contributions 
were removed so as to avoid bias. Two courses of action were taken for this 
purpose. When a student submitted multiple versions of a script, the last one 
was incorporated. Alternatively, for students who participated in more than 
one course, the scripts for which they received the higher marks were in­
cluded. As Figure 25 shows, each text is stored in one of five subcorpora, ac­
cording to type of course the authors attended. 

Russian Retraining 

Electives 

Language Practice 

Postgraduate 

Writing and Research 

I Scripts 

0 100 200 

Figure 25: The number of scripts contained in the five subcorpora 

The Russian Retraining subcorpus (RRS) is the smallest unit, with two types of 
text: Language Practice personal descriptive and argumentative essays by 
twelve female students and one male, and semi-research paper essays by three 
female students of elective courses. I consider this component of the corpus 
valuable even though its size is small: it records the performance of students 
who participated in a study program that has been discontinued since. 

Somewhat larger than the RRS is the Electives subcorpus (ES), comprising 
30 scripts. Most were submitted by females: 21 academic essays on CALL, 
Indian Literature, the application of the internet in language learning, and 
DDL. The other nine texts, by male students, are of similar types. 

A significantly more representative sample is structured in the Language 
Practice subcorpus (LPS): the texts are personal descriptive, narrative or ar-
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gumentative essays. This is also the subcorpus with the most significant male 
student population: 31 male and 43 female authors are represented. 

The two most sizable subcorpora are the Postgraduate (PGS) and the 
Writing and Research Skills (WRSS) collections. In terms of number of scripts 
and types of words, the WRSS is more representative, with its 130 texts (by 106 
female and 24 male contributors). The text types represented by the WRSS are 
personal essays (23), with the rest of the collection (107 scripts) made up by 
research papers. (For more details on types of research paper in the subcor­
pus, see the sections on hypotheses 9 and 10.) However, in terms of tokens, 
the PGS is larger: with 82 students (68 female, 14 male) contributing to this 
subcorpus, it is made up by 123,459 words. The relative significance of each of 
the five subcorpora is demonstrated in Figure 26: it charts the JPU Corpus by 
the number of scripts in them. 

Figure 26: Distribution of texts in the subcorpora according to number of 
scripts 

Figure 27 also illustrates the distribution of texts in the five subcorpora, this 
time calculated by tokens of words in them. 

H Postgraduate 24.7% 
I Writing and Research 39.2% 

C3 Language Practice 22.3% 

Electives 9.0% 

Russian Retraining 4.8% 

Scripts 
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• Postgraduate 29.9% 
I Writing and Research 26.1% 

n Language Practice 21.7% 
• Electives 16.3% 

I Russian Retraining 6% 

Tokens 

Figure 27: Distribution of the texts according to number of tokens in the sub-
corpora 

Altogether, the five subcorpora are made up by 17,535 types of words (that is, 
distinct graphic word forms), a relatively high number. The PGS is ranked 
number one for both number of tokens and ratio (see Table 10); it already 
appears that the papers in that subcorpus contain relatively more homoge­
neous texts than the second largest, the WRSS. 

Table 10: Statistics of scripts in the five subcorpora 

Subcorpus | Tokens Types Ratio Scripts 

PGS 123,459 6,933 17.80 82 
WRSS 107,752 8,666 12.43 130 
LPS 89,396 8,260 10.82 74 
ES 67,061 7,710 8.69 30 
RRS 24,612 4,006 6.14 16 

Table 11 shows gender representation in the JPU Corpus. As can be seen, 
over three-fourths of the students are women: 76.2% as opposed to 23.8% 
men. This appears to be in line with the general demography of the ED of 
JPU. 
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Table 11: Gender representation in the JPU Corpus 

Subcorpus Female Male 

PGG 68 14 
WRSS 106 24 
LPS 43 31 
ES 21 9 
RRS 15 1 
Total 253 79 

To provide a preliminary overview of the content of the corpus, Tables 12 
and 13 list the most frequent words and the most frequent content words. In 
studying Table 13, one has to note that raw word forms do not provide suffi­
cient detail on word class—as a result, tables listing raw frequency data rep­
resent only the basis of further analysis (cf. Kennedy, 1998, p. 97). For reliable 
lexical analysis, lemmatization has to take place. 

Table 12: The 20 most frequent 
words in the JPU Corpus 

Rank Word Frequency 

1 the 32231 
2 of 14757 
3 to 11602 
4 and 10835 
5 in 9102 
6 a 8526 
7 is 6409 
8 it 4149 
9 that 4123 
10 I 3695 
11 are 3265 
12 they 3195 
13 not 3041 
14 for 2981 
15 be 2916 
16 this 2759 
17 with 2755 
18 as 2732 
19 was 2566 
20 on 2521 

Table 13: The 20 most frequent 
content words in the JPU Corpus 

Rank Word Frequency 

1 students 2164 
2 writing 1552 
3 essay 945 
4 language 898 
5 people 773 
6 english 747 
7 different 746 
8 time 729 
9 use 680 
10 words 660 
11 like* 651 
12 paper 606 
13 introduction 587 
14 make 554 
15 write 553 
16 work 549 
17 way 539 
18 used 531 
19 text 524 
20 reading 506 

Note: Like appears as a preposition 
and subordinating conjunction 
371 times. 
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The twenty most frequent words total 15,494, or 3.76% of all tokens. In terms 
of content words, we can see that several words in Table 13 belong to the se­
mantic field of writing; this indicates a marked use of such vocabulary, not 
surprisingly, in the WRSS and PGS (see also sub-sections on these two sub-
corpora later). 

As attested by all corpus analyses, the most frequent word forms are rep­
resented by function words—this can be seen in Table 14, which lists the ten 
most frequently occurring types across the five subcorpora. The number one 
position of the definite article and the frequency of prepositions are not sur­
prising; what is worth noting is the high rank of the first person singular pro­
noun in the PGS and the WRSS; the sections that describe the composition of 
those units will provide a reason for this occurrence. 

Table 14: The ten most frequent words in the five subcorpora 

Rank Postgraduate Writing Language P || Electives Russian 

1 the (9615) the (8912) the (6640) the (5352) the (1679) 
2 of(4357) of (3980) of (3178) of(2561) and (770) 
3 to (3636) to (2941) to (2461) to (1868) to (691) 
4 and (3297) and (2835) and (2174) and (1758) of(691) 
5 in (2758) in (2323) a (1908) in (1569) in (569) 
6 a (2596) a (2165) in (1852) a (1389) a (468) 
7 is (1930) is (1318) is (1615) is (1127) is (418) 
8 I (1761) that (1165) that (1051) it (681) his (273) 
9 are (1180) I (1127) it (1018) that (648) he (272) 
10 it (1124) it (1110) are (835) be (549) they (244) 

In developing the JPU Corpus, one of my early aims was to test the accuracy of 
the use of the definite article, the most frequent word in any corpus; also, the 
word that appears to be least taught, relative to its importance and frequency. 
However, the sheer size of the corpus has made it a daunting task to conduct 
such an analysis on the present untagged corpus—still, as will be shown later 
in this chapter, such information was obtained on the RRS. 

Over seven thousand of the word forms (7,522) occur only once in the 
JPU Corpus. As Table 15 illustrates, the most significant representation of 
such lexis can be seen in the Russian Retraining subcorpus—this adds sup­
port to the observation that the shorter the text, the most likely it is to be 
made up by such word forms. 
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Table 15: Rank order of the five subcorpora according to ratio of hapax 
legomena 

Subcorpus Number of Ratio of hapax 
hapax legomena legomena 

RRS 2070 8.41% 
ES 3580 5.33% 

LPS 3814 4.26% 
WRSS 4163 3.86% 
PGS 2854 2.31% 

This tendency can be further highlighted by comparing the rank order of the 
subcorpora according to ratio of hapax legomena and number of tokens: see 
Table 16. 

Table 16: Contrasting the rank orders of the subcorpora by hapax legomena 
(HL) and tokens (T) 

Subcorpus Rank by HL Rank by T 

RRS 1 5 
ES 2 4 

LPS 3 3 
WRSS 4 2 
PGS 5 1 

Although my study cannot be concerned with comparing the lexis of the JPU 
Corpus with any large non-specialized NS corpus, I submitted the frequency 
list of the JPU Corpus to a rank-order analysis, based on Kennedy's (1998, pp. 
98-99) table of the top fifty words in six corpora. Of these, I selected the rank-
order lists for the Birmingham (Bank of English) Corpus, the Brown Corpus, 
and the LOB Corpus. Then I rank ordered the words that are common to the 
Birmingham and the JPU Corpus, to identify the word forms whose ranks 
showed similarity and differences. The two parts of Table 17 list the rank or­
ders for the four corpora. 
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Table 17, Part 1: The rank orders of the most frequent words in three large 
corpora and the JPU Corpus: Ranking from 1 to 25 (Based on Kennedy, 1998, 
P- 98) 
Word || Birmingham | Brown | LOB JPU | 

the 1 1 1 1 
of 2 2 2 2 
and 3 3 3 4 
to 4 4 4 3 
a 5 5 5 6 
in 6 6 6 5 
that 7 7 7 9 
I 8 20 17 10 
it 9 12 10 8 
was 10 9 9 19 
is 11 8 8 7 
he 12 10 12 40 
for 13 11 11 14 
you 14 33 32 58 
on 15 16 16 20 
with 16 13 14 17 
as 17 14 13 18 
be 18 17 15 15 
had 19 22 21 47 
but 20 25 24 26 
they 21 30 33 12 
at 22 18 19 34 
his 23 15 18 44 
have 24 28 26 25 
not 25 23 23 13 
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Table 17, Part 2: The rank orders of the most frequent words in three large 
corpora and the JPU Corpus: Ranking from 26 to 50 (Based on Kennedy, 1998, 
pp. 98-99) 

Word Birmingham | Brown LOB JPU | 

this 26 21 22 16 
are 27 24 27 11 
or 28 27 31 22 
b y 29 19 20 33 
we 30 41 40 42 
she 31 37 30 70 
from 32 26 25 29 
one 33 32 38 28 
al l 34 36 39 45 
there 35 38 36 36 
her 36 35 29 93 
were 37 34 35 39 
which 38 31 28 27 
an 39 29 34 31 
so 40 52 46 65 
what 41 54 58 49 
their 42 40 41 24 
if 43 50 45 60 
would 44 39 43 74 
about 45 57 54 30 
no 46 49 47 84 
said 47 53 48 317 
up 48 55 52 81 
when 49 45 44 54 
been 50 43 37 107 

After this introduction of major features of the corpus, I wil l present specific 
information on each of the five units. (The most frequent word forms occur­
ring at least 100 times in the JPUC appear in Appendix K.) 
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4.2.2 The five subcorpora 

A.2.2.1 The pre-service data 

4.2.2.1.1 ES 

The ES represents the smallest of the three undergraduate subcorpora. Made 
up by the scripts of thirty students, this subcorpus represents the early stages 
of corpus development, with 30 scripts collected between 1993 and 1996. In 
terms of content, as Table 18 indicates, educational issues dominate the ma­
jority of these texts: keywords such as language, students, teachers and learn­
ers feature in the most frequent words of the ES. 

Table 18: Word forms occurring 100 times or more in the ES 

the (5352) but (284) when (146) 
of (2561) from (267) time (142) 
to (1868) an (265) them (141) 
and (1758) which (263) if (137) 
in (1596) have (257) most (137) 
a (1389) one (257) some (130) 
is (1127) language (252) only (129) 
it (681) his (240) may (127) 
that (648) students (240) two (127) 
be (549) he (215) who (122) 
as (489) at (209) would (121) 
for (489) i (201) teacher (119) 
not (481) there (188) teachers (119) 
with (480) were (184) britain (118) 
are (473) had (183) her (116) 
this (439) more (181) out (116) 
was (431) its (180) learners (112) 
can (411) also (168) english (107) 
on (393) al l (165) she (106) 
they (380) these (154) you (104) 
their (349) other (152) into (101) 
by (327) about (149) been (100) 
or (316) has (148) 

4.2.2.1.2 LPS 

The LPS is the second largest of the three undergraduate subcorpora. The 74 
students contributing to it submitted their scripts over the longest period, 
compared with those in the other subcorpora: scripts from as early as 1992 
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and as late as 1996 appear in the LPS. Two types of learner English are in­
cluded: scripts written as part of Language Practice courses in the core cur­
riculum, and those by students in an advanced Language Practice course 
offered in the Spring of 1996. The table listing the most frequent word forms 
(Table 19) indicates a more heterogeneous topic base than that of the ES. 

Table 19: Word forms occurring 100 times or more in the LPSS 
the (6640) all (300) could (153) 
of (3178) an (300) well (151) 
to (2461) other (281) coffee (147) 
and (2174) she (281) than (143) 
a (1908) students (278) its (142) 
i n (1852) them (278) up (141) 
is (1615) his (264) my (138) 
that (1051) so (255) use (131) 
it (1018) only (250) many (130) 
are (835) these (248) should (129) 
not (779) some (244) been (128) 
they (749) who (243) first (126) 
for (742) group (242) out (126) 
be (729) also (241) different (125) 
as (655) has (238) two (124) 
this (645) do (237) language (123) 
with (620) if (233) how (119) 
on (558) were (231) any (118) 
can (516) wi l l (226) always (115) 
have (515) would (223) get (114) 
or (474) because (205) news (114) 
but (457) what (205) cards (112) 
i (457) most (200) much ( H I ) 
their (457) time (196) new (109) 
was (457) her (194) children (107) 
one (377) course (187) good (107) 
we (361) had (187) important (107) 
he (357) like (187) those (105) 
from (351) when (181) world (104) 
people (346) very (164) every (103) 
which (337) dallas (163) such (102) 
about (331) our (163) your (102) 
by (327) life (162) family (101) 
you (327) no (161) make (101) 
at (323) even (156) after (100) 
more (318) student (155) 
there (302) way (154) 
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4.2.2.1.3 WRSS 

The largest undergraduate subcorpus contains texts by 130 students, mostly 
first-year JPU English majors who participated in the WRS courses between 
1996 and 1998. It is by far the most representative of the student population, 
in terms of the number of students and number of texts. As Table 20 shows, 
the most frequent word forms include vocabulary related to the writing ex­
perience itself, as the majority of students are represented by their research 
paper submissions, rather than by their personal descriptive or narrative 
essays. The high frequency of the first person singular pronoun (1,127) indi­
cates that the majority of authors of texts employed an active, rather than a 
passive, frame in discussing their themes. 

Table 20: Word forms occurring 100 times or more in the WRSS 
the (8912) at (439) three (194) 
of (3980) can (427) well (190) 
to (2941) but (416) so (188) 
and (2835) them (397) d id (187) 
in (2323) by (381) words (187) 
a (2165) only (373) people (184) 
is (1318) these (355) student (182) 
that (1165) essays (349) english (181) 
i (1127) how (341) use (181) 
it (1110) had (339) we (181) 
they (880) more (335) paper (179) 
was (848) there (332) articles (177) 
on (764) first (324) time (176) 
not (761) my (320) different (168) 
this (695) two (316) research (168) 
for (687) al l (301) hungarian (165) 
students (682) he (270) between (164) 
with (650) also (261) has (163) 
as (638) who (252) his (163) 
be (620) most (248) she (163) 
are (584) other (248) write (162) 
one (584) out (234) than (161) 
essay (555) because (229) introduction (157) 
or (547) news (225) used (156) 
about (523) what (222) would (156) 
their (503) some (214) make (154) 
writing (497) you (208) topic (151) 
were (489) when (205) word (147) 
an (455) do (200) up (146) 
from (449) if (197) verbs (146) 
which (444) could (196) year (144) 
have (443) wi l l (195) many (143) 
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course (142) same (124) text (110) 
paragraph (140) four (122) events (109) 
work (139) no (120) sentences (108) 
university (138) made (119) after (107) 
those (130) question (119) conclusion (106) 
found (129) article (115) each (106) 
should (128) its (115) papers (105) 
find (127) second (115) results (104) 
like (127) day (114) such (103) 
into (126) any ( H I ) last (102) 
number (125) five (111) reader (101) 
page (125) way ( H I ) sentence (101) 
information (124) writer ( H I ) according (100) 

4.2.2.2 The in-service data 

4.2.2.2.1 RRS 

The 16 Russian Retrainee students took Language Practice and elective 
courses in 1995-1996. They represent the last groups of such students in JPU 
ED—and in the country. The low number of types resulted in no content 
words in the word forms occurring at least 100 times (see Table 21). 

Table 21: Word forms occurring 100 times or more in the RRS 
the (1680) their (203) i (139) 
and (770) for (199) be (138) 
to (691) that (199) which (126) 
of (680) not (195) or (122) 
in (569) are (191) from (119) 
a (468) as (191) on (111) 
is (418) this (181) about (110) 
his (273) was (168) have (106) 
he (272) with (168) by (105) 
they (244) can (167) 
it (210) but (144) 

4.2.2.2.2 PGS 

Finally, the PGS is the largest in terms of tokens of all the five subcorpora. The 
82 students submitting research papers participated in postgraduate 
Research and Writing Skills and Cultural Studies courses in 1997 and 1998. 
There is considerable variety of vocabulary in the most frequent types of 
words, as attested by Table 22, the majority of content words indicating a 
preference of such themes as writing and language education. 

120 

Digitized by boogie 



Table 22: Word forms c 
the (9615) 
of (4357) 
to (3636) 
and (3297) 
in (2758) 
a (2596) 
is (1930) 
i (1761) 
are (1180) 
it (1124) 
that (1059) 
they (942) 
be (869) 
for (864) 
writing (857) 
with (837) 
not (823) 
this (795) 
my (769) 
as (757) 
or (731) 
on (694) 
can (692) 
students (680) 
was (662) 
have (660) 
which (584) 
their (569) 
about (498) 
but (479) 
an (476) 
them (451) 
from (448) 
we (448) 
one (443) 
these (443) 
there (442) 
introduction (396) 
more (393) 
paper (379) 
language (375) 
by (373) 
what (371) 
first (359) 
at (352) 

100 times or more 
how (341 
some (341 
english (335 
words (335 
text (332 
different (331 
were (328 
book (322 
write (316 
reading (311 
when (309 
two (299 
other (289 
tasks (282 
only (281 
wi l l (254 
sentences (253 
do (252 
had (250 
essay (246 
use (246 
if (244 
because (243 
all (241 
style (234 
most (232 
also (230 
sentence (224 
topic (223 
so (218 
has (215 
work (205 
used (203 
research (202 
texts (202 
make (197 
grammar (196 
should (196 
out (193 
exercises (189 
reader (188 
task (186 
find (185 
like (183 
each (181 

in the PGS 
you (177 
items (176 
up (176 
very (176 
part (175 
time (175 
paragraph (170 
writer (170 
between (168 
well (168 
new (167 
way (165 
skills (164 
unit (164 
written (164 
papers (158 
conclusion (157 
could (157 
same (157 
teaching (157 
information (155 
after (153 
vocabulary (153 
d id (151 
into (150 
three (149 
found (147 
listening (147 
any (143 
no (143 
our (143 
know (140 
questions (140 
word (140 
he (139 
read (139 
teacher (139 
question (135 
content (134 
ideas (134 
essays (132 
its (132 
results (131 
too (131 
activities (129 

Digitized by 



category (129) teachers (117) four (108) 
good (128) number (116) another (107) 
help (128) aim (115) parts (107) 
letter (128) many (115) according (106) 
subject (128) does (114) course (105) 
main (126) order (114) general (105) 
who (126) she (114) level (105) 
important (125) analysis (113) following (104) 
would (125) attention (113) types (104) 
people (124) knowledge (113) both (103) 
your (124) type (113) may (103) 
me (123) get (112) exercise (101) 
method (122) form (111) made (101) 
then (122) give (111) mistakes (101) 
his (121) school (111) point (101) 
than (119) given (110) been (100) 
thesis (119) speaking (110) paragraphs (100) 
intermediate (118) story (110) units (100) 
second (118) readers (109) where (100) 
present (117) categories (108) 

4.3 Analysis of the corpus 
As a teacher of the students represented in the JPU Corpus, I was one of the 
readers of the scripts submitted. Receiving multiple drafts from the writers, I 
formed a view of the content and quality of these submissions, many of which 
I read repeatedly as students had made revisions. Studying and evaluating 
the scripts also gave me an insight into student writing that would inform the 
hypotheses tested on the basis of the corpus. A host of lexical and syntactic 
investigations are made possible by the corpus—the ones offered here rep­
resent what I regarded as pedagogically most relevant inquiries that I was 
able to conduct with the software available. As no tagging was performed on 
the data, these studies are restricted to those types of analysis that can be per­
formed by reference to frequency information and lexical patterns identified 
in KWIC concordances. 

4.3.1 Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis suggested that the RRS wil l contain a number of in­
accurate uses of the definite article. There were three reasons for this 
hypothesis. Of the sixteen students in the RR Language Practice course, fifteen 
used to be teachers of Russian, a language that employs no article. As 
Hungarian definite article usage is governed differently, there was a 
probability of marked negative transfer in the second foreign language, 
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English. The second reason for such a hypothesis was that these students had 
a relatively short time to prepare for their university education, a condition 
that may not have been counterbalanced by the increased amount of 
Language Development tuition they received. The third reason was that this 
group did not enjoy the opportunity of submitting multiple drafts, and thus 
the chance of error was assumed to be higher. 

To test this hypothesis, I generated the KWIC concordance of the RRS 
and analyzed the citations for the definite article. Of the 1,680 occurrences, 
103 were eliminated, as these were quotations from various sources. Of the 
remaining 1577 citations, I hypothesized erroneous uses would reach about 
100, or about every sixth in one hundred co-texts. 

The hypothesis was rejected: the total number of errors in the use of the 
definite article was 43. The result shows the effectiveness of students' learning 
and applying the rules of using the definite article. However, as the study 
could not investigate the frequency of error of not using a definite article, the 
finding cannot be regarded as conclusive. Also, as co-texts cannot always 
provide sufficient information on context, the 1,577 samples may have con­
tained more erroneous uses, which could not be determined on the basis of 
subjective parsing. 

In the second phase of the analysis of the corpus, transitional phrases were 
investigated—involving the full corpus and by comparing observations in 
the PGS and the WRSS. Hypothesis 2 was concerned with the distribution of 
frequencies of the following discourse markers: but, however, still, yet, on the 
other hand, and nevertheless. In particular, the hypothesis suggested that of 
these phrases the coordinating conjunction but would be most frequent, and 
that in sentence initial position this frequency would remain. For emphatic 
change of focus or argument, students were encouraged to employ the con­
junction, besides opting for what appear to be more preferred choices in 
academic writing, such as however, and on the other hand. Rather than using 
such wordy transitions as "however, it should be pointed out that" or "yet, it 
is important to note that," the simplicity of but often results in effective sign 
posting, as confirmed by such authors as Strunk and White (1979) and 
Zinsser (1998). 

To test the hypothesis, the frequencies of these phrases were tabulated 
for the main corpus and the three subcorpora. The results are shown in Table 

4.3.2 Hypothesis 2 
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Table 23: The frequencies of contrasting transitional phrases in the JPU 
Corpus and two subcorpora in sentence-initial position 

Phrase JPU | | WRSS PGS 

But 308 75 61 
However 138 23 47 
Still 21 7 3 
Yet 24 3 2 
On the other hand 35 3 13 
Nevertheless 25 5 7 

As the table indicates, Hypothesis 2 has been confirmed: in sentence-initial 
position, the coordinating conjunction is most frequent in the main corpus 
and in the two writing subcorpora, with four of the transitional phrases rep­
resented by much lower frequencies. 

4.3.3 Hypothesis 3 

Clarity of written expression, in whatever genre, is enhanced by the use of 
concrete verbal phrases that accurately identify the reader's intentions and 
adequately cross-reference an earlier segment of the text. This is especially 
true of academic writing, which needs to operate with valid reporting verbs. 
However, this area appears to be a source of problems for the non-native 
writer, whose vocabulary may not be wide enough and who has not had ex­
tensive reading experience in the target language. 

One early insight I gained as a writing tutor into both native speaker and 
non-native speaker academic texts was the frequent use of the phrase 
"mentioned above/' and its many active and passive variants. I identified 
three potential problems with this usage. First, on many occasions, the act of 
mentioning appeared to be a form of hedging, referring to an important point 
in the argument made earlier. Instead of finding a "mention" of these points, I 
would often locate a discussion, a definition, an illustration. The first prob­
lem, then, was that of validity. The second reason I became interested in the 
phrase was related to the adverbial component. Referring to the antecedent 
as being "above" appeared to characterize most formal text types, such as 
those in the legal profession, and in instructions. Its use in academic writing 
may contain the intentional or unintentional desire to make the text more 
formal than one may consider necessary. The writing courses aimed to sensi­
tize students to this issue so they could look for alternative expressions. The 
third problem area was maybe the most relevant from a linguistic and peda­
gogical point of view: what many authors referred to this way appeared in the 
previous sentence. While another frequent use of the phrase appears to be in 
concluding sections of papers, with the adverb being an all-purpose filler for 
"in this paper," the frequency of the phrase was also high in sentences making 
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an anaphoric reference to a point in the previous sentence. In these contexts, 
simple deictic phrases would suffice. 

Hypothesis 3 suggested that there would be a relatively high frequency of 
"above" in anaphoric verbal phrases, and that a significant verbal collocate 
would be mention. Further, the hypothesis claimed that in the PGS and WRSS 
these frequencies would drop, as a result of the practice students had in 
those courses. To verify or reject it, the hypothesis was submitted to the fol­
lowing analysis. First, I obtained the KWIC concordances for the variants 
mentioned above, above mentioned and above-mentioned. The frequencies 
of these expressions were recorded for the main corpus and the two 
subcorpora, as shown in Table 24. 

Table 24: The frequencies of "mentioned above"/ "above mentioned" in the 
JPU Corpus and two subcorpora 

1 JPU I WRSS | PGS 

24 1 1 o | 

The hypothesis has been confirmed by the test, as shown in the table. To de­
termine the level of statistical significance of the finding, however, I ran the 
chi-square test on the data. As is clear from Table 25, over 23 occurrences of 
the phrase were observed in the non-writing subcorpora (Rest of JPU). I 
tabulated this data, as shown in Table 4.16. 

Table 25: Frequencies of the phrase in the non-writing subcorpora (RRS, ES, 
LPS) and the two writing subcorpora 

WRSS | PGS | Rest of 
JPU 

1 | 0 | 23 

The chi-square value of 46.45 (df = 2) was significant (p < 0.001), lending sup­
port for the hypothesis that students in the non-writing courses used signifi­
cantly more such phrases than in the writing courses. In this instance, it ap­
pears that both pedagogical and statistical significances were present. 

In noting these occurrences I located a number of similar variants in the 
main corpus. These included two main types of phrase: past participle + 
above and definite article + above + noun phrase (such as listed above, de­
scribed above, detailed above and the above facts, the above criteria, the 
above writers, and even, occurring twice, the above paragraph). 
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4.3.4 Hypothesis 4 

Related to the previous area of investigation is the fourth hypothesis, con­
cerned with the performative collocates of I. The study of this issue was ne­
cessitated by a potential pedagogical outcome: I wished to gather data on 
what the 332 writers of these texts identified as their aims and methods in 
their texts, either in explicit thesis sentences and statements of method or in 
topic sentences referring to a particular point made in the main body of the 
text. This information is necessary to form an overall view of the types of aims 
students identified for their scripts, and can serve as the basis of evaluating 
writing strategies in students' texts. 

This hypothesis was a broad one: it suggested that aims would be primar­
ily identified by the would like + to infinitive structure (Type 1). For state­
ments of method and topic sentences, the J will construction would be more 
frequent (Type 2). To test this claim, I ran the KWIC concordance on the full 
corpus and analyzed the keyword J, identifying patterns that suggested sig­
nificant collocates in the two types. Then I recorded the frequencies of the 
individual patterns and rank ordered the frequency of collocates. The results 
are shown in Table 26, with the frequency of the performative in parentheses. 

There were a total of 44 occurrences of Type 1, whereas 93 of Type 2 pat­
terns. Hypothesis 4 was confirmed: Type 2 expressions were more frequently 
associated with the modal auxiliary will. These were not only more frequent 
than Type 1 patters, but also showed a wider variety and more explicitness. 
(The pedagogical application of the finding wil l be discussed later in this 
chapter.) 
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Table 26: Thesis statements, topic sentences and statements of method ex-
pressed by the I would like to structure and / will in the JPU Corpus 

I would like to I wil l J 

analyse / ze (11) 
examine (10) 
present (7) 
attempt (6) 

show (5) 
(4) examine, focus on, point out point at / out (4) 
(3) analyse / ze, present (3) discuss, focus on, give 

analysis/classification/tips, 
introduce, show, use 

(2) emphasise / ze, find out, get 
answer 

(2) check, concentrate on, deal 
with, demonstrate, describe, 
evaluate, investigate, provide 
data/view 

(1) answer question, call reader's 
attention, clarify deal with, 
describe, explore, get to know, 
give suggestions, highlight, prove, 
stress, suggest, touch upon, try, 
write 

(1) address, argue, compare, 
delineate, devote space for, 
emphasize, draw conclusion, have 
a look, highlight, list, make 
analysis, make attempt to find, 
monitor, report, shed light, study, 
sum up, summarize, survey, take 
the mean, tell, try, turn to 

4.3.5 Hypothesis 5 

Learners of EFL were found to overuse the pattern of the epistemic stem "I 
think [that]" in writing in a contrastive study of a sample of the ICLE L2 and 
an LI student corpus (Granger, in press). The study found 72 occurrences of 
the phrase in the learner corpus, compared to only 3 in the native corpus. 
Granger hypothesized that the reason for this difference (termed "overuse") 
lay in students' differential concepts of spoken and written registers. 

Hypothesis 5 investigated JPU students' use of the stem. The two corpora 
used in Granger's study (in press) were made up by 251,318 and 234,514 
words, respectively. For comparative purposes, the combined subcorpora of 
the PGS and WRSS were used—these are valid sources for such data both in 
terms of text types in them and tokens: the combined length of the two sub-
corpora is 231,211 words. The KWIC concordance of / think [that] was cap­
tured for the PGS and the WRSS, and the frequency of the phrase compared 
with those in the other two samples. The result is tabulated in Table 27 
(showing the frequencies normalized for 200,000 words). 
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The difference between the use of the phrase by EFL learners and native 
users was confirmed. As can be seen, the difference between frequencies in 
the LI and the combined Hungarian learner subcorpora was markedly lower 
than between the ICLE and the LI corpus. 

Table 27: Frequencies of "I think that" in the three corpora 

ICLE LI writers PGS and WRSS 
combined 

72 | 3 1 21 

However, one is cautioned not to overgeneralize from the result that both L2 
learner corpora contained higher frequencies of the phrase. The main reason 
for this caveat is that the relative frequency of J think [that] in the individual 
subcorpora is hardly significant. Also, we know little of the purpose and au­
dience of the individual scripts contained in the ICLE and the native sample. 
In the PGS and the WRSS, the use of the phrase cannot be regarded as 
"overuse" unless one further explores these two text organizing principles. 
As this was not performed on the other two corpora, the hypothesis that 
learners overuse / think [that] cannot be confirmed—further studies are ne­
cessary. For the future analysis, the variables of purpose and audience have 
to be controlled and validated for both the LI and the L2 samples. 

4.3.6 Hypothesis 6 
The use of the adverb very in written production has been the subject of a 
number of rhetorical and pragmatic analyses. Zinsser (1998) suggested that 
this adverb and what he called "little qualifiers" such as a bit, a little, sort of, 
kind of, rather, quite, and in a sense dilute one's style (p. 71). Explaining his 
professional writer's attitude in the context of purpose, he pointed out that 
"every little qualifier whittles away some fraction of the reader's trust. 
Readers want a writer who believes in himself and in what he is saying" 
(Zinsser, 1998, pp. 71-72). The issue is also related to the Gricean (1975) max­
ims of quantity and quality. As for the use of amplifiers and very, Granger (in 
press) hypothesized that when L2 learners "over-use" very, they compensate 
for their "under-use" of what may appear to be more specific amplifiers. 

Hypothesis 6 was based on the experience that introduced to JPU English 
majors the notion that when aiming at concreteness in academic writing, au­
thors need to review their use of such adverbs so that their intentions may be 
transparent to readers. As Appendix F shows, a component of a WRSS syl­
labus introduced the "Very-less week" program so as to make students aware 
of the issue. The hypothesis claimed that the adverb would still have a high 
frequency in the JPU Corpus, but that it would be less significant in the PGS 
and the WRSS. 
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As Appendix K reveals, very is ranked 83rd in the raw frequency list of 
the full corpus. To test the hypothesis on its distribution, I tabulated the fre­
quencies for very in the PGS, the WRSS, and the non-writing subcorpora 
(RRS, ES, and LPS), and then calculated the chi square index to determine 
whether differences were statistically significant. When looking at Table 28, 
we can see that the lowest frequency was found in the WRSS, followed by the 
PGS, and that the highest figure was obtained for the rest of the corpus. 

Table 28: Distribution of the frequency of very in the three subcorpora 

PGS J WRSS Rest of JPU 

176 81 299 

The chi square test revealed that the differences were significant (% = 128.9, 
df = 2, p < 0.001), verifying the hypothesis: the WRSS scripts contained much 
lower frequencies of very than either of the other two subcorpora. Whether 
or not this tendency can be observed in the long run requires further study, 
however. 

4.3.7 Hypothesis 7 

Both in writer- and reader-based prose, authors are advised to look for ways 
to enliven their language by the use of specific expressions that carry their 
exact points and attitudes. McMahan and Day (1984), Raimes (1996), and Leki 
(1989), among others, made this point. Zinsser (1998) added that for such 
specificity to occur on the vocabulary and text level, one needs clarity of 
thought: in personal essay writing and in academic discourse, writers are ad­
vised to establish simplicity, rather than clutter. Critically reading one's own 
text, sharing with others, and monitoring the progress during revision are the 
stages of how this development takes place. 

One form of clutter of thought and of expression, in both LI and L2 writ­
ing, is the use of imprecise vocabulary that does not readily lend itself to in­
terpretation. The writing pedagogical experience of the past semesters at JPU 
has familiarized me with the issue, and by reading and commenting on stu­
dents' drafts, I aimed to enable participants to work on clarity and specificity. 
This is a long process. To investigate a part of the related segments of the JPU 
Corpus, I looked for the occurrence of five words that seemed to be frequent 
in student writing: two nouns, two adjectives, and an abbreviation: case, 
thing, good, interesting, and etc. Hypothesis 7 claimed that the frequency of 
these words would be lower in the PGS and the WRSS than in the rest of the 
JPU Corpus, as students in the WRS courses had the advantage of practicing 
learning and revising strategies for the avoidance of these vague terms. 

To test the hypothesis, I obtained the frequency of the lemmas CASE and 
THING, and of the two adjectives and the abbreviation, and calculated the 
value for each set of distribution. The results appear in Table 29. 
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Table 29: The distribution of and statistical information for the frequency of 
each of the five words in the three subcorpora 

Word PGS WRSS Rest of JPU || yl df | P 1 
CASE 121 76 146 8.77 2 <0.05 
THING 74 46 159 74.46 2 < 0.001 
good 128 90 163 20.97 2 < 0.001 
interesting 68 22 61 26.73 2 < 0.001 
etc. 19 5 68 71.28 2 < 0.001 

The table reveals that for each word, the differences of frequencies were sig­
nificant; the lowest level for CASE, and for each of the other four observa­
tions, the high statistical significance level of < 0.001 was obtained. This ver­
ifies the overall hypothesis that in the writing subcorpora specificity of ex­
pression was not marred by the frequent use of these words. 

4.3.8 Hypothesis 8 

The last investigation involving the full sample of the JPU Corpus was con­
cerned with two prefabricated patterns: the fact that, and in order to. The first 
of these often appears in both LI and L2 texts with no apparent extra infor­
mation contained in them. The third phrase is regarded by several sources as 
a redundant prepositional phrase that can often be substituted by the simple 
to infinitive (see, for example, Strunk & White, 1979; Raimes, 1996; and 
Zinsser, 1998). 

As far as the fact that is concerned, Granger (in press) noted that L2 stu­
dent writers demonstrate excessive "over-use" of the phrase, also citing 
Lindner (1992), who studied a corpus of German EFL texts and suggested that 
the high frequency of the phrase can be attributed to students' perception 
that expository and argumentative writing has to carry high "verbal factual-
ness." 

The hypothesis claimed that there would be lower frequencies for the fact 
that and in order to in the PGS and the WRSS than in the rest of the JPU 
Corpus. To test the hypothesis, the same procedure was applied as for testing 
the previous one. The results appear in Table 30. 
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Table 30: The distribution of and statistical information for the frequency of 

Phrase PGS WRSS Rest of 
JPU 

X 2 1 df P 

the fact that 24 27 75 38.98 2 < 0.001 
in order to 35 50 48 2.98 2 NS 
Note: NS = not significant 

As the table shows, part of the hypothesis was confirmed by the test: the 
phrase the fact that is significantly more frequently used in the three subcor­
pora than either the PGS or the WRSS. However, no similar trend was ob­
served for the phrase in order to—the distribution of its frequency being 
fairly even. The second part of the hypothesis was thus rejected. 

4.3.9 Hypothesis 9 

So far, we have seen the results of eight investigations, highlighting various 
lexical choices students made in writing. They have involved the analysis of 
one subcorpus, the full JPU Corpus, contrastive studies across the subcor­
pora and the analysis that showed similarities and differences between the 
JPU Corpus and the ICLE. For the last two investigations, I selected the re­
search paper samples of the WRSS. As noted in section 4.2.1 on the current 
composition of the JPU Corpus, the majority of scripts, 107, were submitted as 
the final research paper requirement of the course. This collection represents 
a valid basis on which to test hypotheses 9 and 10, the former related to 
introductions, the latter to conclusions. 

The investigation of the types and composition of these first sentences of 
the introductions was motivated by the linguistic and pedagogical concern 
with the importance of drafting and revising introductory and concluding 
matter. By looking closely at this sample, we can gather useful information on 
students* choices, using authentic data that can be exploited for future lan­
guage education (to be discussed in detail in the next section of this chapter). 

Of the 107 papers, 33 discuss aspects of Hungarian newspaper articles 
published on the day students were born. As section 3.3.3.2.1 suggested, this 
option was designed to include a personal intrinsic motive for students to 
begin to want to do research. The high number of such papers seems to prove 
that the approach was successful. However, a large number of other content 
and method types are also represented in this subcorpus—these are listed in 
Table 31. 
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Table 31: Content and method types in the 107 research papers in the WRSS 

Type Number 

Newspaper articles from the day student was born 33 
Analysis of students' writing 30 
Survey among students 20 
Word processing for writers 4 
Types of revision 3 
Analysis of WRS course tasks, readings, procedures 2 
Analysis of Umberto Eco's writing 2 
Survey among teachers 2 
Analysis of teacher's comments on portfolios 1 
Analysis of essay test markers' comments 1 
University syllabus analysis 1 
Analysis of writing textbooks 1 
Introductions in 75 Readings 1 
Analysis of introductions in HUSSE Papers 1 
Analysis of narrative essay 1 
Analysis of Zinsser's notion of simplicity 1 
Models of paragraph 1 
Analysis of structure in research papers 1 
Proficiency test for high-school students 1 

The hypothesis claimed that the type of introductory sentence chosen by stu­
dents would affect the length and vocabulary of the first sentence. Besides, I 
aimed to gather descriptive information on the frames of the first sentences 
(Andor, 1985). To test the hypothesis, the first sentence of each introduction 
was saved as a separate document, which was then processed by the con­
cordance^ also calculating tokens, types, and average sentence length in 
different groups: in short, the introductory sentences were treated as a mini 
corpus. Besides these measures, a table was also designed, listing the types of 
introductions observed. 

The mini corpus of these sentences contained 1,946 words, of 579 types, a 
ratio of 3.36. The average length of a sentence was 18.18 words. 

To test the validity of the hypothesis, I performed a content analysis of 
the sentences, using categories. Initially, I identified five categories to capture 
the types of frames of the introductions, representing different approaches I 
knew students employed in their texts. These included 

> describing a personal incident related to the theme (e.g., 
"Having read the newspaper issue of Kisalfold of 14th 
September 1978, a whole new world opened to me.") 

> identifying a relevant historical detail ("In June 1979 
Leonid Brezhnev paid a visit to Hungary.") 
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> opening with a narrative ("The first thing that many peo­
ple do in the morning is opening one of the daily news­
papers and browsing among the articles." 

> giving a definition of a field, an issue or a problem 
("Students' opinion about syllabi can influence the 
popularity of courses.") 

> beginning the text with five semantically germane nouns, 
verbs or adjectives ("Clutch, weep, glare, jerk, loathe.") 

The last of these introductory frames was first employed and practiced, pri­
marily for personal descriptive and narrative essays, in the WRS course in the 
Spring 1998 semester. 

In categorizing the introductory sentences, I scanned them for traits of 
these frames. As some introductions did not fit into the original categories, 
new ones were set up: 

> stating a matter clearly obvious for the intended reader, 
often containing determiners such as every, each, all, or 
adverbs like always (e.g., "Newspapers are used for in­
forming the population about how the society works and 
what goes on all over the world.") 

> stating the aim of the paper ("In this paper my aim is to 
compare two Hungarian daily newspaper issues...") 

> defining the method of the investigation ("One possibil­
ity to gather information about a period of time is to read 
newspapers.") 
directly addressing the reader ("Reading old newspapers 
may make you realize what has and what has not changed 
during the years.") 

> including a direct or indirect citation from a source 
("According to Harris (1993, p. 81), a general point about 
writing is that it cannot be seen in isolation...") 

> asking a question ("What is exactly a portfolio?") 
> beginning with the title of a source ("Bits & Pieces.") 

These labels were then assigned to the introductory sentences. To test the re­
liability of the categorization, the same procedure was conducted a second 
time. In only two instances was there a difference between the first and the 
second result, which were identified with a question mark, and the first and 
second label recorded. Altogether, I identified twelve types of introductions 
in the WRSS sample, with the 13th represented by the problematic examples. 
When these measures were taken, the frequency of types was rank-ordered. 
The results appear in Table 32. The table shows overwhelming preference for 
four types of introduction: those based on a definition, a personal incident, 
an obvious issue, and a historical detail. Altogether, the four types account 
for the majority of the papers, 83 out of 107. 
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Table 32: The rank order of types of introductory sentences in the WRSS sam-
ple 

Rank Type Frequency | 

1 definition 47 
2 personal 15 
3 obvious 12 
4 historical 10 
5 aim 7 
6 method 4 
7 five 3 
8 citation 

reader 
? (obvious-
definition; 
obvious-
historical) 

2 

9 narrative 
question 
title 

1 

To confirm or refute the hypothesis that the type of introduction affected the 
length of the first sentence, I devised the following procedure. Of the 107 sen­
tences, I selected the 83 that belonged to the most popular options. As the 
rest of the sentences were each represented by only seven or fewer examples, 
they were eliminated from the investigation, as their low frequency would not 
have given sufficient information on length distribution. After this, I calcu­
lated the length of each of the 83 sentences in the four main groups. When 
these indices were obtained, I determined the effect of the type on length via 
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). Table 33 presents the statistics. 
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Table 33: Results of the analysis of variance on the data of length of first sen­
tences 

Source df SS MS F Pr[X>F] 

Between 3 199.14 66.38 1.20 0.31 
Residual 80 4410.10 55.13 

Total 83 4609.24 
Grand Sum = 1504.00 Grand Mean = 17.90 

According to the figures in the table, the A N O V A findings are inconclusive: 
no significant differences were found (F = 1.20; p = 0.31). The type of sentence 
did not affect its length. This result points to the need to analyze the full 
introductory paragraphs, so as to reveal how type may affect its size and struc­
ture. 

4.3.10 Hypothesis 10 

Similarly to the importance of how a research paper opens the theme for the 
reader, in writing the conclusion's last sentence, the author has an opportun­
ity to make a last and maybe lasting impression. In this investigation, I ana­
lyzed the final sentences of concluding sections of the 107 papers, looking for 
the same types of information as in the previous study. Hypothesis 10 claimed 
that there would be a number of types of concluding sentences, which in turn 
would affect their length and vocabulary. The procedures for testing this last 
hypothesis were the same as for the previous one. 

The mini corpus of the concluding sentences was made up by 105 sen­
tences—two fewer than in the introductory mini corpus, as two students did 
not include a conclusion in the submission. The sample contained 2,389 
words, representing 818 types, resulting in a ratio of 2.92. The rounded aver­
age length of sentence was 23 words. When compared with the same statistics 
for the introductory mini corpus, we can see that concluding sentences 
tended to be somewhat longer, using more types of words on average than 
the introductory ones. However, the differences cannot be regarded as 
marked, as shown in Table 34. 
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Table 34: Descriptive statistics of the two mini corpora 

Index Introductions Conclusions 

Tokens 1946 2389 
Types 579 818 
Ratio 3.36 2.92 
Average length 18.18 22.75 

As for the typology of the last sentences, the following eight categories were 
set up initially: 

> summary of a qualitative result (e.g., "The more senses are 
involved in learning, the deeper the learning will be.") 

> summary of a quantitative result ("From the foregoing it is 
clear that all of the analyzed essays except for one or two 
are better than the average.") 

V statement of practical implication ("I also learnt about the 
relationship between journalism and the political life.") 

> identification of limitation of study ("As the other classes 
during the semester were more or less active than the one 
dealt with in this paper, this research paper and the re­
sults of it can be applied to this particular class." 

> a direct or indirect question ("I wonder how many find­
ings will apply to me and my peers in the future.") 

>• identification of hypothesis or problem for future study 
("It could be used for finding out why some important in­
formation was left out from Hungarian papers, and what 
they were.") 
non-sequitur or irrelevant notion ("Only children were 
excited when they were waiting for Santa Claus to bring 
them presents.") 

> stating the obvious ("Other sources can be used as well 
for doing similar research on this topic, which would cer­
tainly enrich knowledge about this field.") 

Again, not all concluding sentences could be grouped under these headings. 
The three new categories added were 

> citation (e.g., "Such an essay test might be a torture for 
those students who dislike essay writing, but it 'continues 
to serve as a challenge for a number of students who have 
shown excellence in writing/—reports Horvath Jozsef....") 
addressing the reader ("Thank you for not leaving and 
reading the Research Paper.") 

> unclear content or ambiguous ("With this paper I got the 
information, what I wanted to know.") 
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Each of the 105 sentences was coded, and the grouping double-checked. In 
the second analysis, the original division was found to be reliable. 

Table 35: The rank order of types of concluding sentences in the WRSS sam­
ple 

Rank Type Frequency 

1 qualitative 47 
2 practical 26 
3 obvious 9 
4 unclear 7 
5 quantitative 5 
6 question 3 
7 hypothesis 2 

limitation 
non-sequitur 

8 citation 1 
reader 

The two most popular last statements in the mini corpus were represented by 
the qualitative and the practical outcome types. This result is in line with pre­
vious pedagogical experience suggesting that student writers favored these 
options. They also appear to be relevant for the types of research design the 
scripts were based on. However, the high ranking of the obvious type of sen­
tence and of the unclear category calls attention to the need for more practice 
in the area of writing conclusions. As the next section on the pedagogical ex­
ploitation of the corpus wil l show, this can be facilitated by channeling back 
the information on students' scripts to the writing course, using authentic 
student texts. 

Finally, to test the relationship between type of concluding sentence and 
length, I employed a one-way analysis of variance test for types. I used the 
sentence-length data for the qualitative and practical groups, and the com­
bined length for the obvious and unclear types. The results appear in Table 
36. 
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Table 36: Results of the analysis of variance on the data of length of last sen­
tences 

Source df SS MS F Pr[X>F] 

Between 2 862.29 431.14 4.34 0.02 
Residual 86 8539.22 99.29 

Total 88 9401.51 
Grand Sum = 1978.00 Grand Mean = 22.22 
Qualitative Mean: 23.36 
Practical Mean: 24.23 
Obvious + Unclear Mean: 15.62 

The table shows that the analysis revealed a significant effect of type of con­
cluding sentence and length: F = 4.34; p = 0.02. Whereas the mean length of 
the qualitative and practical type of concluding sentences was almost identi­
cal (23.36 vs. 24.23 words), the length of the combined group of obvious and 
unclear type sentences was 15.62, for which the analysis confirmed significant 
variation. Thus, Hypothesis 10 claiming that type of sentence affected length 
was verified. 

The statistical finding may imply that students who wrote the type of con­
cluding sentences that were categorized as either unclear or obvious them­
selves had difficulty ending their papers, and thus they opted to write much 
shorter sentences than others. This hypothesis, however, does not intend to 
suggest that there is correlation between quality of conclusion and quantity 
of concluding sentence. Also, factors such as grammatical accuracy of the sen­
tences, the type of concluding sentence and the full concluding paragraph, 
and the appropriateness of the type of conclusion in relation to the body text 
of the research paper are to be investigated in the future. 

4.4 Pedagogical exploitation of the corpus 

4.4.1 Learning driven by data from the learner 

The JPU Corpus has been conceived as a potentially useful basis for two ma­
jor types of application: linguistic and pedagogical. We have seen some of the 
results of the linguistic analysis of the corpus, already noting pedagogical 
motivations and outcomes. But as producers of these text, students could also 
directly benefit from contributing to the collection: this use has been facili­
tated by worksheets in recent pre-service and in-service WRS courses. This 
section wi l l present the rationale, design and use of such materials, after 
which I wil l suggest ways of incorporating the results of the present analysis 
in designing new worksheets. 
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As Chapter 2 demonstrated, DDL is often used for individual study. 
Applying the classroom online concordancing technique, the tutor and the 
student focus on relevant issues, arising from either the student's or the tu­
tor's initiative. Parallel concordances are exploited, as in Johns's (1997b) 
kibbitzer technique. However, the corpus of students' texts facilitates pair and 
group work, too. In several WRS courses, students were provided with hand­
outs that featured samples of their own writing, the purpose being that I 
aimed to draw attention to the importance of lexical and collocational 
choices. As authorship was hidden in these examples, the affective filter was 
lowered, yet the studying and discussing of the co-texts allowed for the effec­
tive use of the monitor (Krashen, 1985). 

I introduced off-line concordancing in university language education to add 
a dimension to the awareness raising activities conducted in the sessions. The 
first versions of students* scripts were submitted to KWIC concordancing. On 
several occasions, this technique served to highlight common features of stu­
dents' writing, which appeared especially characteristic of Hungarian teach­
ers' discourse. Here, I wil l present two such examples. 

The first example posed the question of how appropriate it is to refer to 
students as "ours." Especially in the RRS and the PGS, authors seemed to pre­
fer the use of the first person possessive pronoun as a collocate of "pupils" 
and "students." Example 1 aimed to raise the issue and allow for group dis­
cussion. 

Example 1: Worksheet on possessives 

In academic writing, participants in research and in the wider edu­
cational context should always he referred to as that: individuals. 
No matter how much we like them, students and pupils we teach 
should not become our property. In the following concordance 
lines, the authors have appropriated students. With a partner, dis­
cuss your views on this issue, and then rewrite the co-texts by re­
placing the possessives. In a number of instances, several 
alternatives are possible. 

4.4.2 Exploiting for classroom work 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

tions about the television and most of my pupils agree with her point of 
cially on the introduction part. When my pupils had finished their works 
scussion. It is fascinating for me that my pupils liked that Barbara - the 

opic's historical background. Some of my pupils opted for this method, 
irstly, I reply on the second question. My pupils were satisfied with their 
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1 and analyse it. The next step was that my students had to fill in a questi 
2 of the original introduction and what my students have done. I wanted 
3 ng the original introduction and using my students9 opinions about this 
4 the specific. My last question was for my students what they think, what 
5 ussion. I am going to prove it through my students9 works. There was a 

The purpose of the second example was to present to students the task of re­
porting the author's aims in a research paper. I had sampled the introduc­
tions of their submissions and found a limited lexis of verbs that announced 
the purpose and method of the paper. Although most of this vocabulary ap­
peared to be relevant to the main texts they were clipped from, I realized 
there was a need to raise students' consciousness of the importance of using 
more specific verbs in these sections. The following handout was produced. 

Example 2: Worksheet on reporting verbs 

When you read or write a paper, you often find that reporting what 
the researcher will do greatly facilitates the clarity and relevance of 
the results. With a partner, list ten verbs, appearing in introduction, 
that indicate what the paper will "do " After that, skim the worksheet 
and underline those you listed. 

1 and distribution. In this paper I will address the latter of the issues, 
2 links with the rest of the paper. I will also scan for the thesis sentenc 
3 were written in 1996. I will analyse my essay's introductio 
4 texts, conclusions and references. I will check whether there are 
5 and their analyses. In my paper I will concentrate on semantic relati 
6 are analysed in a text. I will concentrate on pronouns in t 
7 a foreign language - writing skills. I will evaluate my essays in terms of 
8 that makes a text coherent. I will examine repetition in the 
9 and Oleanna - of the chosen essay. I will examine the text according to 
10 making the writing more effective. I will introduce different revision 
11 many hyponyms and antonyms, but I will introduce some here. 
12 The hypothesis that I will present and discuss in some d 
13 in terms of their structures; I will survey the introductions, the 

After the task, students discussed the use of verbs they listed but did not find 
on the worksheet. 
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4.4.3 Guiding individual study 

In writing courses, tutors aim to allow students to experiment with topics, text 
types and purposes so that what they learn in the sheltered environment may 
be applicable in future courses. The process approach to writing pedagogy 
emphasizes this need for sustainable improvement—but even i f the curricu­
lum facilitates cooperation between courses, in the framework known as writ­
ing across the curriculum, the role of the writing course has been fulfilled 
when the course ends. To provide for continuity after these classes are over, 
writing tutors can apply one task type based on DDL: the individual study 
guide based on each student's last submission to the course (Horvath, 1999b). 

In recent JPU ED writing courses, undergraduate and postgraduate stu­
dents have received such tasks. Combined with the tutor's assessment of their 
work, these guides aimed to raise students' awareness of discrete features of 
their writing, positive and negative qualities that I commented on in the final 
assessment but also regarded as suitable for further study. The use of the 
guides followed weeks of work on the text: the students and the teacher had 
consulted the merits of the submission and the latter suggested areas for the­
matic, structural, and grammatical improvement. It stands to reason that indi­
vidual students' consciousness of their writing strategies and skills grew as a 
result—what the study guides added to this process was the opportunity to 
focus on one factor of their writing. Example 3 presents a study guide for a 
student who was asked to consider replacing the all-purpose noun "things" 
for more specific terms in the paper. 

Example 3: Replacing things 

1 or a comic strip. They are usually funny things in some connection 
2 to underline, to write in bold type and other things. One of the six "La 
3 language in a variety of forms ( desribing things, people, places st 
4 They should be able to inquire about these things. They should be ab 

Example 4 is similar to the previous one: it, too, is concerned with concrete 
vocabulary, this time challenging the writer to evaluate her data and identify 
more precise terminology instead of "good." 
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Example 4: What makes a good ***? 

revises the essential rules of how to write a good composition, from a goo 
composition, from a good introduction to a good conclusion. In this exer 

from what you are trying to say. It's a good idea to check through y 
feelings; word order; semantic markers; a good introduction and con 

of how to write a good composition, from a good introduction to a good 

Potentially the most intrinsically motivating of this type of study guides are 
those that invite the student to scan and reflect on the co-texts of the first 
person singular pronoun. When such use is frequent, the student can dis­
cover new contexts for the theme, enabling her to verify a focus. 

Example 5: What I could and would 

7 I could not cope with the problem of expressing my ideas in an exact w 
2 I could not get rid of my second person sigular personal pronouns. I c 
3 I could so as to fulfill the requirements of a good essay which is subj 
4 I tried to be more careful and accurate as a whole. I managed to elimin 
5 I tried to translate expressions word- by-word in lacking an up-to-date 
6 I tried to use the language as creatively as I could so as to fulfill the req 
7 I used a lot of abbreviations ("can't" or "isn't") and noteforms (under 
8 I wanted a quick result, therefore the presentation of my work was simp 
9 I wanted to be more wise than I really was. It is best represented by the 
10 I wanted to have my own special style even if it was ridiculous someti 
n I would be still happy but then came learning to write in the Writing Ce 
12 I would like to develop to be an academic English writer. 
13 I would like to give a clear chart about the strong and weak points of m 
14 I would like to point out my mistakes and to give suggestion how I can r 

Both the classroom and the individual study guides aimed to raise students1 

awareness of their own writing, so they were in a better position to continue 
to improve editing and revising skills. By using students' original texts in the 
early stages of developing a research paper, I aimed to help students from a 
discourse community in a sheltered environment. Scaffolding and focusing 
on discrete elements of their writing was not employed to focus on error; 
rather, the objective was to highlight features that represented choices writ­
ers made in the process of exploring a field. The study guides also encour­
aged exploitation of students' texts after the course ended. The concordance 
revealed lexical choices that were often subconscious. Used in combination 
with more traditional task types, the concordance-based study guides can re­
sult in increasing levels of learner autonomy, an essential criterion for 
development in the long run. 
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4.4.4 Other applications 

Besides the study guides prepared earlier, the analyses presented in this 
chapter lend themselves to practical applications. As noted in section 4.3.4, 
students used the modal auxiliary will more often in thesis and method state­
ments than the J would like to construction, and they employed a wider array 
of verbs. This data can be adopted for WRS sessions that deal with the need 
for explicit and valid information on, for example, how the student wil l pre­
sent various data types. 

The verbs that were shown to collocate with / will can be listed and the 
following worksheet prepared for pair work: 

Example 6: Recycling students' speech acts 

address 
analyse 
analyze 
argue 
attempt 

The verbs listed below are clipped from previous students' research 
papers. They were used in the Introductory and Method sections. 
With your partner, discuss what these verbs indicate in a paper. 
Then, suggest which three of the verbs were most frequently used 
by the students. 

discuss present 
evaluate summarize 
examine survey 
focus on 
give analysis 
point out 

check 
compare 
concentrate on 
deal with 
delineate 
demonstrate 

The JPU Corpus sample can facilitate the preparation of a large number of 
such authentic study guides. 

4.5 Future directions 

Since 1992, I have been collecting students' scripts for research and peda­
gogic purposes. The largest EFL written learner data in Hungary, the JPU 
Corpus has been instrumental in the description of learner lexis in written 
discourse. The gain this resource has offered has included linguistic and 
pedagogical applications. 

There are limitations, however. The analysis of the corpus could not take 
advantage of tagging and the use of more sophisticated concordancing soft­
ware. For future analytic studies, word-class and syntactic tagging has to be 
added. Another limitation is that the corpus contains no data from courses 
taught by other teachers at the department. For the corpus to represent such 
diversity, this avenue also has to be explored. 
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Yet even with these limitations, the corpus is representative enough for 
valid linguistic and pedagogical application. In the next phase of its devel­
opment, I am planning to focus on incorporating first and last versions of 
personal narrative essays and research papers. A subcorpus wil l provide 
data for analyzing lexical and discourse changes a text undergoes during the 
process of revision. This parallel set of data wil l enable future research on 
vocabulary choice and size. Also, a growing corpus will continue to provide 
the raw material for classroom concordancing and study guides. 

A second plan is to include the test essays written in the past six years as 
part of the proficiency tests. The current size of that handwritten data set is 
about half a mil l ion words. As the conditions of the essay writing test have 
differed greatly from those that gave rise to scripts currently incorporated in 
the JPU Corpus, a more refined view of learner written English may emerge. 
Together with the present structure of the corpus, these two sets of data can 
also facilitate diachronic studies of various features of language use under 
different circumstances. 

Yet another vista of future work is the incorporation of students' theses 
in the corpus. The majority of writers who have contributed to the WRS and 
PGS subcorpora are still at JPU and will be submitting their dissertations in 
the next few years. Obtaining the electronic version of these texts would en­
able research to investigate the final outcome of university education. 

Finally, to bring about an even more structured synthesis of corpus 
methods and writing pedagogy, a new type of annotation wil l be worked out: 
pedagogical corpus annotation (PCA). PCA is what teachers of writing al­
ready do all the time: they mark up text by students, who, in turn, attempt to 
understand, critique and apply some of the comments. This part of the peda­
gogical process, however, is often lost to research and pedagogy when the 
comments are shared. With PCA made part of the corpus, teachers' commen­
tary can be incorporated with the student text, and fine-tuned analysis would 
be made possible. Applications of PCA could include the testing of the con­
sistency and reliability of types of comments across comments, as well as the 
validation of the comments teachers make. Another use lies in the contrastive 
analysis of discourse and style in students' and teachers' texts (Horvath, 
2001). Such an incorporation of teacher comments can be managed when 
learners submit scripts on disk, so that the reader can add comments via either 
a word processor's annotation or footnote module or a dedicated co-author 
program, such as Prep 1.0 (Chandhok, Kaufer, Morris, & Neuwirth, Miller, & 
Erion, 1993). Besides, students' own reflective notes about the purpose and 
evaluation of their own texts and those of their peers can enhance the data of 
present-day learner corpus projects. 
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CONCLUSION 

This book has undertaken to probe into EFL writ ing pedagogy with 
advanced Hungarian university students. After reviewing relevant theory 
and empirical work in the related fields of writing pedagogy and corpus 
linguistics, it has presented a possible ethnography of advanced writing at 
university, and given details of the lexical and discourse features of the JPU 
Corpus. It has aimed to synthesize pedagogy and linguistics by bridging the 
gap between process and product approaches—an area that remained virtu­
ally unexplored before this endeavor. The course of investigation has been 
framed by current understanding of writing processes (Zamel, 1992; Zinsser, 
1998) and by the increasing prevalence of developing and exploiting 
representative and specialized computer corpora (Sinclair, 1997; Kennedy, 
1998). 

A number of factors have remained beyond the scope of the analysis. For 
example, there has been no space to position the theory and practice of the 
institutional assessment and evaluation of writing skills, which represents 
one of the outcomes of the writing process. This field is well worth further 
investigation. Also missing from the evaluation of the writing process have 
been the wide range of classroom and study guide materials developed 
during the past years and the assessment of the practice in out-off-class 
meetings with students. 

However, it seems that the original three-fold aim of the study, that is, to 
collect evidence of advanced students' language use, to apply this data to 
research, and to apply the results in writing pedagogy, has been met. 

In terms of processes, we have seen the development of the writing course 
syllabus that gradually moved in the direction of focusing on the process of 
developing writing skills, according equal importance to the products of each 
step during that process. A number of pedagogical innovations and new task 
and text types have been introduced and evaluated. Their analysis has been 
special in that it has had to be predominantly self-reflective: as no concurrent 
outside observation took place, the study describing and evaluating EFL 
writing pedagogy at JPU has employed mainly qualitative data. 

In terms of products, this book has been the first in Hungary to present 
the case for the need to collect data on written language performance by 
advanced students of EFL. It has described and explained the design and 
development of the JPU Corpus, and provided a sample of the lexical and 
discourse analysis made possible by the scripts. We have seen the results of 
writing pedagogy in the work of pre-service and in-service students of EFL. 
The study of the ten hypotheses has provided evidence of the uniqueness of 
learner scripts. One area where the investigation may have opened up a new 
perspective of corpus application has been its limited focus on error. Instead, 
it has attempted to capture some of the characteristic elements of student 
writing in a non-prescriptive manner, much in the tradition of how corpora of 
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LI texts are dealt with. The pedagogical exploitation of the scripts has been 
shown to include the design and application of several types of tasks that are 
to guide students' acquisition of lexis and discourse patterns. 

Further empirical work is also to be conducted. There are scores of areas 
that can be studied for a fuller understanding of learner writing, and, even­
tually, how new generations of EFL students acquire and reflect on written 
discourse, whether personal or academic. Of these, I wil l recommend what 
appear to be most needed and relevant, divided into three groups according 
to discipline: those that are primarily concerned with writing pedagogy, those 
that focus on the analysis of a corpus, and those that would aim to synthesize 
the two disciplines. 

Implications for writing pedagogy research 

> Of the most relevance would be cross-sectional studies, 
based on classroom observations, structured interviews, 
the comparative analysis of school curricula and think-
aloud protocols, exploring writing pedagogy in 
Hungarian secondary-school programs in the native lan­
guage and in FLs. This appears to be among the most 
pressing needs. What is currently known about this prac­
tice indicates that much is to be done for students to find 
writing a meaningful and empowering activity (cf. 
Nikolov, 1999). The qualitative and quantitative study of 
LI writing processes and products by Hungarian sec­
ondary-school and university students could begin to 
explore contrastive rhetorical issues. 

> To establish what factors contribute to success in writing 
in a FL, case studies are necessary. For researchers and 
teachers to validate theory, such investigations can sup­
ply the data on which to plan syllabus development. 
These studies would need to be conducted on intermedi­
ate and advanced levels of proficiency. 

> Innovative designs, with students involved to enhance 
the validity of the research agenda, could result in an 
ethnography of writing, similar to the chronicle-based 
report of cross-cultural and pedagogical issues in writing 
instruction by Pally 8c Diallo (1995). A nationwide project 
of action research in writing pedagogy could facilitate the 
development of such projects and the publication of the 
results. The project sets the context of systematic work in 
studying academic writing, including such activities as 
sharing and evaluating syllabuses, evaluating the curricu­
lar status of writing courses, establishing writing centers 
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at participating institutions, developing new team-taught 
courses, and developing new teaching materials. 

> The expertise of the writing tutor and the role of training 
and continuous development are two closely related con­
cerns well worth further research. Case studies are neces­
sary to establish the pedagogical variables that con­
tribute to student achievement. This focus could help 
reveal how various learner styles match and mismatch 
with teaching preferences. The results may also have im­
plications in developing pre-service and in-service 
teacher education. 

> An exploration of current issues in testing writing skills 
in EFL at Hungarian secondary schools and universities 
would contribute to collecting data on the validity and 
reliability of various types of assessment instruments. 
More research is to be initiated on the writing component 
of the secondary school-leaving exam, on marker training, 
and on validation procedures. Teams and individual 
teachers could conduct action research and validate 
progress and proficiency tests. Experiments measuring 
the effects of item and task type, length, and time variables 
would require concerted effort and sustained funding. 

> One of the areas of such further research may seek to 
study the correlation between performance in oral and 
written tasks. We still have little empirical evidence of 
Hungarian EFL students' performance in these areas. 
Especially promising would be the assessment of commu­
nicative skills in authentic academic oral and written tasks 
across several higher-education institutions. The devel­
opment of a parallel oral and written learner corpus 
could provide the sample for piloting such an investiga­
tion. 

> Also of potential interest would be the development and 
piloting of further sets of study guides based on parallel 
LI and L2 corpora. This could be achieved by extending 
the framework of John's (1997b) remedial data-driven tu­
ition by supplementing a course with these types of 
materials and tasks, assisting individual students and 
groups with lexis, collocational use, grammar, discourse, 
and even punctuation. 

> Clearly, the international extension of the use of the JPU 
Corpus would play a key role in the future. This would 

Implications for corpus studies 
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mean the contribution of a 200.000-word subset of the 
JPUC in the ICLE and the LonLC. Comparative and con­
trastive studies of lexis and discourse could be devel­
oped. 

Implications for a synthesis of pedagogy and corpus 
studies 

> To analyze, using both qualitative and quantitative ap­
proaches, the processes observed in writing conferences 
and to inspect the text of teachers1 written feedback we 
will need cross-institutional cross-cultural studies of re­
sponse to student scripts. One could investigate the fac­
tors underlying feedback by native and non-native 
English speaker teachers. This would necessitate piloting 
the procedures for developing a learner corpus anno­
tated by three types of comments: the writer's commentary 
on purpose and content; peers' comments; and the 
teacher's response. By incorporating these comments in 
the corpus, further research could investigate specific fea­
tures of L2 writing processes, which, in turn, could be ap­
plicable in writing pedagogy. As suggested in the last 
chapter, the development of a corpus with PCA added to 
it could reveal patterns of discourse as writers and read­
ers negotiate meaning (Horvath, 1999b). 

> Finally, the study of the writing of the tutor would pro­
vide a new perspective on writing pedagogy. This re­
search domain may include the investigation of how 
teachers' preferences in their own writing transfer to syl­
labus design and classroom procedures. This factor rep­
resents an entirely new vista in the ethnographic study of 
writing. Data used for the analysis could comprise au­
thentic scripts by teachers and a sample of syllabuses. 

It remains to be seen how many of these suggestions for further inquiries into 
the three areas wil l meet with support. Clearly, awareness of, and interest in, 
the need to raise standards in Hungarian writing pedagogy and the potential 
outcome of improved levels of student performance are among the motives 
that determine the sustainability of any educational proposal. In submitting 
my work on the processes and products of advanced writing in EFL, I hope to 
have laid the necessary basis and shown some direction for these and other 
studies that aim to achieve those ultimate goals. 

Furthermore, the JPU collection of scripts can become the basis of estab­
lishing a Hungarian EFL learner corpus, so that college and university stu­
dents' scripts may be collected and studied by a national team. One outcome 
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of this study may be that writing teachers with a similar concern may cooper­
ate in syllabus development and corpus analysis. We need such a collection 
to capture the essence of what goes into the writing process and how its 
products can be appreciated. 
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APPENDIXES 

APPENDIX A 

Essay titles and themes suggested by the ICLE developers (courtesy of 
Sylviane Granger) 

Crime Does Not Pay 

The prison system is outdated. No civilised society should punish its 
criminals: It should rehabilitate them. 

Most university degrees are theoretical and do not prepare students for the 
real world. They are therefore of very little value. 

A man/woman's financial reward should be commensurate with their 
contribution to the society they live in. 

The Role of Censorship in Western Society 

Marx once said that religion was the opium of the masses. If he [were] alive at 
the end of the 20th century, he would replace religion with television. 

A l l armies should consist entirely of professional soldiers: There is no value 
in a system of military service. 

The Gulf War has shown us that it is still a great thing to fight for one's 
country. 

Feminists have done more harm to the cause of women than good. 

In his novel Animal Farm, George Orwell wrote, " A l l men are equal: but some 
are more equal than others." How true is this today? 

In the words of the old song, "Money is the root of all evil." 

In the 19th century, Victor Hugo said: "How sad it is to think that nature is 
calling out but humanity refuses to pay heed." Do you think it is still true 
nowadays? 

Europe 
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Some people say that in our modern world, dominated by science technology 
and industrialisation, there is no longer a place for dreaming and 
imagination. What is your opinion? 
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APPENDIX B 

Janus Pannonius University, English Department 
Fall 1996 

A N G 1601 Formal Writing 

Tutor Horvdth J6zsef 
2 credits 
Prerequisites: none 

Classes: Monday, 8-9:30, D 545 
Office hours: Thursday, 8-9:30 and Friday, T B A , D 546 
Students are encouraged to make an appointment with the tutor in advance. 
Office hours will be available for private tutorials and book loans. Office phone: 

714. E-mail: hjoe@btkstud.jpte.hu. Course materials on the World Wide Web: 
http://www.jpte.hu/-joe/fall96/welcome.html 

Course Description 

This Essay Writing course offers students the opportunity to further develop skills 
required in university formal writing assignments: short in-class expository 
writing, 
longer take-home assignments, and the thesis. The course will enable students to 

understand the nature of various assignments and take appropriate writer's decisions 
based on this understanding 
relate to different types of audience and draft essays for these audiences 
develop personal strategies that will carry essay theses 
review and consolidate spelling, punctuation and formatting styles 
appreciate, analyze and comment on other students' writing in a professional 
manner 

Course Themes 

Reading writing 
The photography of writing 
Types of academic writing 
Style manuals 
Understanding the assignment 
Developing a research plan 
Subjectivity vs. objectivity 
Focus, Accuracy, Vocabulary, Paragraph and Essay Organization 

This course is a prerequisite for the 
First English Linguistics Examination. 

314-
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Responding to commentary 
Drafting and revising 
Presenting the essay 
Plagiarism: what it is and how to avoid it 
The mechanics: punctuation, dangling modifiers, sentence fragments, run-ons and 
comma splices 

Requirements 

Class attendance 30 marks 
Take-Home Draft 1 (500 words) 10 marks. Due: October 14 
Take-Home Draft 2 (1,000 words) 20 marks. Due: November 11 
Take-Home Draft 3 (2,000 words) 30 marks. Due: December 2. 
In-class essay (500 words) 20 marks. May be taken on November 25 or December 
9. 
Essay-writing notebook 10 marks. Continuous; will be collected on December 2. 

A grade (1 to 5) will be awarded to each student, based on the quality of the 
assessed 
work. A top grade of 5 will be awarded to students collecting over 100 marks. The 
course may be dropped before September 30. 

Submission guidelines 

Each take-home assignment will be submitted printed and on disk in one of the 
following formats: WordPerfect 5 or 6, or Word 2, 5, or 5. For the printed version, 
follow the master essay for this course. Students are well advised to join one of the 
word processing sessions offered on campus. 

Required Readings 

Horvdth, J. (ed) 1995. Janus Pannonius University Essays. University STUD 
network, 

j :\taninfo\angol\joe\96fall\ 1601\ 
Hubbard, F .A. 1988. How Writing Works. Learning and Using the Processes. New 
York: St. Martin's Press 
Marius, R. & Weiner, H.S. 1985. The McGraw-Hill College Handbook. New 

York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company 
McGrimmon, J .M. 1984. Writing With a Purpose. Eighth Edition. Boston: 

Houghton 
Mifflin Company 
Nikolov, M & Turner, S. 1996. Guidelines for Writing Theses in the English 
Department. P6cs: Janus Pannonius University 
Schubert, G. 1996. 'Introduction to Xyllabology/ NovELTy. Volume 3:1 pp 65-

7. 

Additionally, students will read the drafts of other participants. These drafts will be 
available in print and electronic form. 
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APPENDIX C 

ANG 1601 Writing and Research Skills 

Tutor: Horvath Jozsef 
Credits: 2 
Meetings: Monday 0900 to 1300 
Venue: Arizona Room (JPU Central Library, 3rd floor, Szepesy Ignac utca) 

This course aims to enable students to develop writing and research skills 
and strategies that will empower them to achieve success in academic 
discourse. Central to the course is the communication of what constitutes 
academic writing and how such writing is conceived, structured, edited, 
drafted and presented. The course will assist students in communicating 
relevant ideas and research findings in various types of academic discourse, 
such as descriptive essays, review essays and research papers. 

Class procedures 
Students will be invited to participate in individual, pair and group activities 
that will be structured so that they can build on what skills they have 
already acquired. Activities and tasks will include predicting, drafting, 
interviewing, observing, completing, editing and reflecting in various oral 
and written formats. 

Course themes 
Reading styles 
Writing styles 
Processes, purposes and preferences 
Plain English 
Content and form 
Readers and editors 
Academic assignments 
Peer editing 
Group writing 
The miniature essay 
The research paper 
The mechanics 
Plagiarism and how to attack it 
Writing for an audience 
Packaging and selling 

Aims 
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Required Readings 
Hubbard, F. A. (1988). How writing works. Learning and using the processes. 

New York: St. Martin's. 
Horvath, J. (1996). The assessment of essay writing skills in the first-year 

proficiency test. In M. Nikolov & J. Horvath (ed.), Learning lessons: 
Innovations in teacher education and assessment (pp. 88-106). Pecs: Lingua 
Franca Csoport. 

Hurtt, S. D. & Boylan, B. (Eds.). (1989). Seventy-five readings: An anthology. 
(2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company. 

Marius, R. & Weiner, H.S. (1985). The McGraw-Hill college handbook. New 
York: McGraw-Hill. 598-620. 

Nikolov, M. & Turner, S. (1997). Guidelines for writing theses in the English 
Department. (Ver. 1.4). Pecs: Janus Pannonius University. 

Pinker, S. (1994). The language instinct. London: Penguin. 370-403. 
Schubert, G. (1996). Introduction to xyllabology. NovELTy, 3 (1), 86-88. 

Recommended Readings 
Arnaudet, M.L. & Mary E. B. (1990). Paragraph development. (2nd ed.). 
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall Regents. 
Berry, A. (1994). The research project. How to write it. New York: Routledge. 
Gray, J. and Melis, I. (1996). Little red writing book. Budapest: Nemzeti 
Tank6nyvkiad6. 

Assessment 
Workshop Participation (discussing, brainstorming, group writing, 
presenting and commenting) 20 marks 
Writing Portfolio 

drafts 10 marks 
peer editing 10 marks 
essay on tape 10 marks 

Research Paper 20 marks 
Writing Terms and Processes Quiz 10 marks 

Assignments 
Students will receive a calendar of dates when assignments are due. The 
dates will be negotiated in the second class and the calendar signed by 
each student. 

Copyright 
All student material generated in this course will be the copyright of the 
individual authors. The tutor will, however, solicit contributions to collections 
to be published during and after the course. 
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APPENDIX D 

Janus Pannonius University, English Department 
Fall Semester 1997 

ANG 1602 Writing and Research Skills: 
The Fitness Center 

Classes: Monday Tutor: Horvath J6zsef 
11-1230 hjoe@btkstud.jpte.hu 
Place: D 555 Phone: 314-714 

Library call number of references and manuals: 802 
Internet access to course materials: 

http://ipisun.jpte.hu/-joe/welcome.html 

Welcome to the Fitness Center. As you might know, this is the place where I 
wil l take care of putting your writing skills into good shape by allowing you 
to work out and get the right amount of nutrition and protein. To become a 
lean, strong, and energetic sportsperson in academic writing, you will do 
some physical, mental, grammar and interpersonal activities. 

W o r k o u t schedule 

Course themes 
Introductions 
Writing quizzes 
Five basics 
Simplicity vs. clutter 
Layers of text—The verbal 
approach 
The glamour of grammar 
Plain English 
Me and my reader 
The secret of introductions 
Body text 
Effective conclusions 
Revision techniques 
Writing for the mind, eye, and ear 
The active voice 
Punctuation 
Discovery and research 
Planning research 
Methods, Results and Discussion 

Sources and References; M L A and 
A P A 
Rhetoric 
Fallacies 
Packaging the Paper 

W r i t i n g Por t fo l io 

Keep a record of your writing in a 
dedicated notebook. I will ask you 
to consider sharing this portfolio 
with other students and with me. 
Choose at least eight from the 
following options but feel free to 
add pieces of your own devising. 

* The lyrics of a rap song 
* An introduction to a favorite 
novel, poem, short story, play or 
other text 
* An afterword for the same text 
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* Three in one 
* A high school graduation 
ceremony speech 
* A travel guide to your home 
town 
* A travel guide to JPU campus 
* A travel guide to a P£cs site 
* A description of how a house, a 
bridge, a television set, a book, a 
pen, a pullover, or some other 
object or construction is made 
* The revised news story 

Requ i red 

* A travel guide to any place 
you've been to 
* Profile of a person, based on 
interview 
* A description of how you make 
coffee, shave, or apply make-up 

* Truncate it: make each word 
longer than two syllables one 
syllable shorter in any text you 
choose 
* A learning experience: personal 
essay on tape 

Readings 

Besides reading and using class handouts, a thesaurus, and former students' 
papers, you wil l need to read, evaluate and use the following resources: 

Hubbard, F. (1988). How writing works: Learning and using the processes. 
New York: St. Martin's. 

Hurtt, S. D., 8c Boylan, B. (Eds.). (1989). Seventy-five readings: An anthology 
(2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Kurdi, M . , 8c Horvath, J. (Eds.). (1997). HUSSE papers 1997: Proceedings of the 
third biennial conference. Pecs: University Press Pecs. 

Novelty. (1997). Volume 4, Number 3. 
Strunk, W., 8c White, E. B. (1979). The elements of style. New York: Macmillan. 
Zinsser, W. (1988). On writing well. New York: Harper. 

Recommended Readings 

American Psychological Association. (1994). The publication manual of the 
American Psychological Association (4th ed.). Washington, DC: Author. 

Gibaldi, J. (1995). MLA handbook for writers of research papers. New York: 
MLA. 

Gray, J., 8c Melis, I. (1996). Little red writing book. Budapest: Tankonyvkiado. 
A writer's handbook or manual published after 1985 (for instance by St. 

Martin's or McGraw-Hill.) 

A s s e s s m e n t 

You will receive a grade at the end of this course. The grade will be a 
composite of the marks I have awarded to you: 
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Attendance and participation: 10 marks 
Portfolio: 20 marks 
Writing Quiz: 5 marks 
Research paper: 10 marks 

Note that you wil l have the option of rewriting the paper. If you choose to do 
so, the mark you receive on the last version will be incorporated in your final 
grade. 

Research paper submiss ion format 
Printed and on computer disk, in WordPerfect or Word 2,5,6, or 7 format. For 
more details on the paper, please refer to the Submission Guidelines, 

I wish you a useful and memorable experience in the center. 
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APPENDIX E 

Janus Pannonius Un ive r s i t y 
English Department 

Spring 1998 

Writing and research skills: 
The script center 

Code: ANG 1601 • 314-714 
14-1530 Email: hjoe@btkstud.jpte.hu or 
Venue: D 555 joe@btk.jpte.hu 
Credits: 2 Web: http://ipisun.jpte.hu/~joe/ 
Office hours: TBA 98spring/welcome.html 

Welcome to the Script Center. In this course, I wil l aim to enable you to write 
in fluent, accurate, and plain English. I encourage experimentation with 
topics, genres, audiences, and purposes. During the sessions and out-of-class 
meetings, you wil l practice and improve your planning, sequencing, 
presenting, packaging, and editing skills. By the end of the course you can 
expect to have become a more proficient writer of the following types of texts: 
descriptive essays, reviews, timed exam essays, and research papers. 

© I'm not young enough to know 
everything. (Sir James Barrie) 
Introduction: Writers' workshop 
© If we had a little ham we could 
have some ham and eggs if we 
has dome eggs. (Carl Sandburg) 
The English sentence: Balance and 
grace 
© I'm an instant star. Just add 
water and stir. (David Bowie) 
How to write a unified paragraph: 
Five easy steps ® 
© Siberia with palms. (Unknown, 
about Hollywood) My dictionary 
© 77?e cube (Ilona Leki) Concrete 
language ® 
© I'm writing this letter slowly 
because I know you cannot read 

fast. (Anthony Denny) Purpose 
and audience: My voice and my 
reader V 
© Take-off and touch-down: 
Coherence and cohesion ® 
© Ketchup and mayonnaise 
© If you dont know, why ask? 
(John Cage) Summary of essay 
writing: The road ahead ® 
© / don't know who's ahead—its 
either Oxford or Cambridge. 
(John Snagge) Field work; The 
research paper 
©© Two psychiatrists meet One 
says: You're feeling fine, how am 
I? (Unknown) The what, the why, 
and the how ® 
©© I'm not a snob. Ask anybody. 
Well, anybody who matters. 
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(Simon Le Bon) Rhetoric and 
referencing V 
O© The auk flies backward so as 
to see where its been. (Carl 

Sandburg) Presentation of first-
draft of papers; Assessment 

| Required Readings • 

Three or more other students' portfolios. 

Your favorite English thesaurus. 

Your favorite monolingual dictionary. 

A college writing handbook. 

American Psychological Association. (1994). The publication manual of the 
American Psychological Association (4th ed.). Washington, DC: Author. 

Eco, U . (1994a). How to eat in flight. In How to travel with a salmon and other 
essays (pp. 13-16). London: Minerva. (Transl. W. Weaver). 

Eco, U . (1994b). How to write an introduction. In How to travel with a salmon 
and other essays (pp. 172-175). London: Minerva. (Transl. W. Weaver). 

Geresdi, A. (1997). 538893, hallo? Novelty, 4 (2), 65-67. 
Gibaldi, J. (1995). Handbook for writers of research papers (4th ed.). New 

York: Modern Language Association. 
Horvi th , J., Nikolov, M . , 8c Turner, S. (1997). Guidelines for writing theses in 

the English Department of JPU. Pecs: University Press ?ics. 
Salamon, G., 8c Zalotay, M . (Eds.). (1996). Hanydra van most? Ugyerted, most? 

What time is it? You mean now? (5th ed.). Budapest: Biograf. 
Schubert, G. (1996). A n introduction to xyllabology. Novelty, 3(1), 65-67. 
Smalzer, W. (1996). Write to be read: Reading, reflection, and writing. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Zinsser, W. (1988). On writing well: An informal guide to writing nonaction. 

New York: Harper. 

[Assessments 

Attendance and participation 10 points 
Essays on readings ® 2 points each (see separate info sheet) 
Portfolio V 10 points (see separate info sheet) 
Research paper 10 points (see separate info sheet) 
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APPENDIX F 

Janus Pannonius Un ive r s i ty 
Department of Engl ish A p p l i e d Linguis t ics 

Fa l l 1998 

ANG 1601 Writing and Research Skills 

Tutor: Horvdth Jozsef 
Phone: 314-714 
Email: joe@btk.jpte.hu or 
hjoe@btkstud.jpte.hu 

Credits: 2 
Classes: Wednesday, 10-1130 
Office hours: Monday, 11-12; 
Tuesday, 9-10; Thursday, 9-11 

Description 

Welcome to the writing center. This course wil l aim to enable you to present 
your ideas, opinions, and observations in personal narrative and descriptive 
essays, as well as to formulate a manageable research question and develop a 
small-scale project. You wil l read and learn about the content, structure, and 
presentation requirements of academic writing. 

I encourage experimentation with topics, genres, audiences, and purposes. 
During sessions and office hour meetings, you wil l practice to improve your 
planning, sequencing, presenting, packaging and editing skills. On a number 
of occasions, guest students wil l co-facilitate activities. By the end of the 
course you can expect to have become a more proficient writer of crisp, fluent, 
and accurate texts. 

For each class, there will be at least one non-graded written assignment to be 
developed later in the portfolio. Please make photocopies of these scripts so 
that you can show them to your classmates, other students at JPU, and 
possibly to international students. 

Assessment 

Participation 10 points 
Test 5 points (to be given on November 4) 
Portfolio 10 points (to be finalized by November 11) 
Research paper 10 points (first draft to be submitted by December 2) 

For u.c . the portfolio, and the research paper, I will distribute separate 
in formal - sheets. 
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Readings 

Babarci Bulcsu. "In the Cocoon of My Room." Novelty 5.3 (1998): 50-51. 
Bacskay Katalin. Portfolio. 1998. 
Demeter Andrea. Portfolio. 1998. 
Foldesi Virag. a A Piece of Italy." Novelty 5.2 (1998): 48-49. 

. Portfolio. 1998. 
Gibaldi, John. MLA Handbook for Writers of Research Papers. 4th ed. New 
York: M L A , 1995. 
Grundy, Peter and Vivian L i . "Responding to Writing: Credible Alternatives 

to the 'You Write: I Correct' Syndrome." Novelty 5.3 (1998): 7-13. 
Horvath Jdzsef. "Port Folio: Writing Tips for Advanced Students." Novelty 5.3 
(1998): 14-18. 

, Nikolov Marianne and Sarah Turner. Guidelines for Writing Theses 
in the English Department of JPU. Rev. ed. Pics: UP ?ics, 1998. 

Racz Emese. "Reforming University." Novelty 5.2 (1998): 52-54. 
Research Papers. Online. Available http://ipisun.jpte.hu/~joe/papers. 1998. 
75 Readings: An anthology. 2nd ed. New York: McGraw, 1989. 
Smalzer, Will iam. Write to Be Read: Reading, Reflection, and Writing. 

Cambridge: Cambridge UP. 
Vadon Balazs. Portfolio. 1998. 
Zinsser, Will iam. On Writing Well: An Informal Guide to Writing Nonfiction. 

New York: Harper, 1988. 

Note that the libraries in my office, at the department and faculty abound in 
resource books for writers. Also, i f you do not yet have one, you wil l do well 
to check out a recent edition of a thesaurus. 

Course Themes (write tasks in the spaces) 

1 You as the reader 

2 You as the writer 

3 Concrete language and how to 
cultivate it 
4 Vocabulary work: A moratorium on 

"very" 
5 The five T-tips 

6 Your voice and your reader 
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7 Processes and skills: Identifying, 
restricting, drafting, revising, and 
editing 
8 Ketchup and mayonnaise: The intro 

and the close 
9 Observation and opinion: 
Preparing for the research paper 
10 Dissecting a paper 

11 Assembling a paper 

12 Referencing and pragmatics 

13 Assessment and further 
opportunities 

I look forward to the time we wil l be spending together, and to your ideas 
and texts. 

I wish you a memorable and exciting time in the writing center. 
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APPENDIX G 

Metaphors used in the WRS courses 

The photographer 

To help students visualize writing processes, I introduced the familiar 
activities of taking a snapshot. The photographer chooses a subject just like 
the writer does, and, having the right camera and film, sets exposure time, 
decides on distance, and clicks. These four phases correspond to narrowing 
down a subject, exposing it, and deciding on the approach, and making the 
final focus decision. A number of frames can be taken—as in writing, when 
false starts may first be seen as bad choices, but which eventually may lead to 
approximating the image we had in mind when setting out to capture a 
subject on film. 

A photographer need not be a professional one—amateur practice can lead 
to improvement in the activity, or in one or two skills involved. This meant 
emphasizing the importance of setting realistic goals: one could shoot a 
number of badly exposed pictures, but the process can lead to the 
improvement of distance setting skills. 

Subsequent processes of film development and album design correspond to 
revision and editing. Students were encouraged to set up their own teams of 
working on their personal essay photography—asking for and giving, in 
classes and out of class, advice on some of these issues. 

The pla in flight 

The flight metaphor was similar to photography: it, too, described processes, 
but the main purpose this time was to illustrate the relationship between 
writer and reader. In a plane flight, the metaphor suggested, the pilot (the 
writer) took off (introduced a subject) to passengers (readers) who trusted 
the professionalism and skills of the pilot and who had a definite destination 
(purpose). The flight is the pilot's responsibility: the route has to be followed 
(coherent discussion) at the right altitude (sufficient distance from subject), 
with the plane loaded with the right type of fuel (mechanics, syntax, 
vocabulary). This was no Boeing jet: passengers at the windows had to have a 
fine view of the countryside (theme) below. At arrival, the pilot touches down 
safely (concludes), as the crew (the group) were assisted by ground control 
(academic requirements) and the co-pilot (peers and the tutor). 
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A variation of this technique was the train ride: a more mundane experience, 
this involves the passenger's personal desire to reach a destination after 
checking timetables, arriving at the station in time, buying a ticket, locating the 
right car, and enjoying the ride. As opposed to the flight metaphor, the train 
ride example aimed to communicate the writers own purposes in discovering 
a territory, a route, and reaching a relevant goal. 

S l im p la in Engl ish 

The slim plain English metaphor aimed to illustrate the need for energetic 
and strong sentence-level writing. Beginning with the Spring 1997 WRS 
course, some form of plain English content was always present in the sessions. 
By the following semester, it had become the central identity of the whole 
course. As the section on Objectives has shown, goals included putting 
students' writing skills in "good shape," and helping them become "lean, 
strong, energetic" sports people by allowing them to "work out." While it can 
be problematic that the descriptive part of the syllabus contains no concrete 
academic writing terms, the Course themes section does identify related tasks 
and concepts: simplicity versus clutter, based on Zinsser (1988, 1998), concern 
the choices writers make about what degree of formality they envision for 
their writing. Specifically, the emphasis on short Anglo-Saxon verbs and 
concrete nouns, features of clutter-free texts, as opposed to a preference of 
long Latinate expressions and redundancies, qualities of cluttered writing, a 
symptom of fuzzy thinking. 

Arguably, much contemporary academic writing is loaded with clutter, with 
several authors placing a premium on the long as opposed to the short, the 
passive rather than the active. I aimed to introduce students to these choices 
and let them decide which major direction they wished to go. Slim and plain 
English inhaled and exhaled a lot of oxygen and let the reader breathe, too. 
By contrast, cluttered text suffocated the reader by a hazardous concentration 
of cholesterol contained in its fat expressions and constructions. 
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APPENDIX H 
An example of a co-authored essay: We and Our Names 

My name is Polg£r Judit. Before you ask 
whether I am the famous world champion 
of chess, I have to disappoint you. I am 
not. 

My father gave me this name by the name 
of a Jewish girl. Maybe he didn't think of 
being another girl who has the same name 
as his "little angel." 

Sometimes I don't like my name because 
of the silly jokes in the University and in 
the offices, but other times I like 
belonging to the group of famous people. 

Am I famous? No, I don't think so. I have 
a funny name, but it hasn't changed me. I 
am not more valuable than other students, I 
am not more intelligent than someone 
else, and I can't give check to the computer 
in five moves. I am only a person in 
society. 

In the past twenty-one years I have met a 
lot of people with common names who 
belonged to the group of Kovacs Jozsefs, 
Kiss Katalins, and Horvath Karolys. 

Are they worthless? No, they aren't, but 
many of them run to and fro in the world. 

If someone introduces himself to me like 
"Antal Imr^nek hivnak," I break into a 
little smile and memorize his face. He is 
my friend, he is a member of famous 
persons' group. 

Names! 
Your name is you, and my name is me. 

You have the same name as me and he has 
the same one as you. We are different, but 
we are equal. 

I am my name, and my name is me. I 
cannot live without it, and it's not a name 
without the person. Yet the problem is: 
there is only one me, but thousands with 
the same name. Horvdth J6zsef is among 
the most common names in Hungary. 

Not that it's a big deal. Living, as I have, 
39 years does reconcile one to knowing 
one's name is anything but special. 

It does get special when I meet a stranger 
and he happens to be called—me. Two or 
three years ago, for example, when I first 
heard of the email service the White House 
had introduced, I sent a message to Bill 
Clinton. I knew one of his secretaries 
would answer, not him. 

And so it was. I got an answer in a couple 
of days saying my email had been received 
and that the President was regularly updated 
on all the mail he was getting. 

At the end of the message, there was a 
request that I should check whether I was 
on the list attached. Some technical 
problem occurred as a result of the 
thousands of messages to the White House, 
and they were asking me to check whether 
the right person got the right message. 

And so I began scanning the list of names 
and email addresses for my name. As I was 
doing this, I noticed dozens of Horvath 
Jozsefs. "Htfha," I said to myself, "frni 
kene nekik—talan oket is erdekli, ha mar 
igy Osszejfittunk, ki kicsoda." 

I sent the same message to all these 
people in the world, twenty-odd of them. 
Quite a few answered. There we were, in the 
US, Hungary, New Zealand, and Poland, all 
with the same names, all with similar 
email addresses, all writing to the 
President of the US. 

It was one of the times that made my 
name special. 

And the only time Washington made a 
notice of me. Me and my name. 
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APPENDIX I 

The theme selection table of the writing test of the Filter Test used in 1999 

Title 1 Title 2 Reader's goal 
Me And The Word Processor to read about a new 

idea 
The Dream And The 
Reality: The 

English Department to understand 
information 

The Mystery Of The Soap Opera to learn about an 
opin ion 

The Smart Library to apply tips 
Designing A Perfect to read a personal 

account 

First-year students take the proficiency test, which includes a writing compo­
nent. They are instructed to select one element from each of the three 
columns, thus making up their titles and the purpose with which a reader will 
evaluate the text. The last rubric in the second column is left blank so that 
students can add their own selections to a title. (On the development and val­
idation of this type of test, see Horvdth, 1996b; Szabo, 1996.) 
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APPENDIX J 

A copy of the Permission form 

Permission 

I hereby authorize Horvath J6zsef to incorporate my research paper in his 
collection of students' scripts. I understand that Horvath wil l use may paper 
for corpus linguistic study only. I retain the copyright to my work. 

Horvdth wil l have the following rights: 

1 To list my name and the title of my work in the References section of his 
Ph. D. dissertation. 

2 To quote short passages from my work as illustration. Whenever this is 
done, my identity shall not be revealed. 

3 To list my name in the Acknowledgment section of his Ph. D. 
dissertation as a contributor to the corpus. 

Signed by 

Signed on (date) 
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APPENDIX K 

The most frequent word forms in the JPU Corpus 

the (32198) his (1061) between (550) 
of (14756) aD (1053) work (549) 
to (11597) other (1033) than (546) 
and (10834) had (1015) way (539) 
in (9071) some (990) used (531) 
a (8526) what (959) her (524) 
is (6408) essay (945) text (524) 
it (4149) first (937) reading (506) 
that (4123) also (930) into (505) 
i (3695) how (920) did (502) 
are (3265) when (913) course (499) 
they (3195) two (909) essays (499) 
not (3041) language (898) student (488) 
for (2981) most (858) each (486) 
be (2916) you (844) group (484) 
this (2759) do (839) three (479) 
with (2755) if (839) many (478) 
as (2732) has (822) any (477) 
was (2566) who (818) new (477) 
on (2521) because (805) same (471) 
can (2214) will (796) life (466) 
or (2190) so (794) teacher (465) 
students (2164) people (773) part (461) 
their (2081) english (747) find (460) 
have (1986) different (746) book (449) 
but (1784) time (729) after (441) 
which (1754) she (705) even (440) 
one (1750) out (694) topic (434) 
from (1634) use (680) word (428) 
about (1612) words (660) been (425) 
an (1571) would (660) teachers (425) 
writing (1552) like (651) information (424) 
by (1513) well (634) important (418) 
at (1412) could (627) our (412) 
them (1349) its (624) may (406) 
there (1340) paper (606) research (396) 
my (1316) introduction (587) sentences (396) 
more (1312) up (572) such (393) 
were (1286) should (559) made (386) 
he (1258) very (556) get (385) 
these (1250) no (555) good (384) 
we (1127) make (554) too (384) 
only (1085) write (553) question (379) 
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another (374) articles (277) tide (226) 
found (374) while (275) fact (225) 
news (372) order (273) foreign (225) 
where (362) during (272) means (225) 
both (361) just (271) able (224) 
number (359) being (270) great (224) 
tasks (357) why (269) article (223) 
know (354) form (268) method (223) 
sentence (352) vocabulary (268) following (222) 
task (350) teaching (265) show (221) 
hungarian (349) last (264) using (220) 
much (349) since (262) children (219) 
style (348) through (262) parts (218) 
written (348) grammar (261) topics (218) 
second (345) attention (259) times (216) 
skills (345) learners (259) mistakes (215) 
help (343) present (259) case (214) 
those (340) him (257) practice (214) 
reader (338) learning (256) among (213) 
world (337) must (252) still (213) 
story (335) general (249) events (212) 
does (329) verbs (248) need (212) 
me (325) without (248) test (212) 
main (322) lot (247) listening (210) 
own (318) computer (245) useful (210) 
questions (318) long (245) end (209) 
paragraph (316) whole (245) process (209) 
then (315) author (244) several (209) 
writer (314) day (244) analysis (208) 
your (312) type (244) problems (208) 
according (311) university (244) personal (207) 
give (310) however (243) something (207) 
conclusion (303) short (243) want (207) 
four (299) got (242) person (206) 
ideas (297) items (239) types (205) 
read (296) often (239) years (204) 
see (295) take (239) am (202) 
always (293) content (237) cannot (202) 
every (292) five (236) learn (202) 
given (292) others (236) third (202) 
ones (290) knowledge (235) before (201) 
point (288) activities (233) writers (201) 
example (285) aim (233) enough '(199) 
think (285) class (233) certain (198) 
papers (284) school (233) put (198) 
results (284) exercises (232) table (198) 
texts (282) place (231) british (196) 
year (282) us (230) role (196) 
readers (280) kind (227) wrote (196) 
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although (193) quite (162) follow (137) 
asked (193) family (161) connection (136) 
paragraphs (193) go (161) section (136) 
problem (192) thoughts (161) situation (136) 
rather (191) again (158) war (136) 
usually (191) computers (158) called (135) 
best (190) now (158) common (135) 
here (190) say (158) forms (135) 
difficult (189) sometimes (158) members (135) 
page (189) culture (157) further (134) 
subject (189) categories (156) itself (134) 
level (187) down (156) material (134) 
based (186) structure (156) thus (134) 
discussion (186) back (155) already (133) 
opinion (185) letter (155) power (133) 
system (185) either (154) special (133) 
view (185) especially (154) examples (132) 
whether (185) exercise (154) grammatical (132) 
having (182) gives (154) name (132) 
stories (182) really (154) reason (132) 
possible (181) interesting (151) going (131) 
might (180) simple (151) hand (130) 
category (179) thought (151) later (130) 
points (179) data (150) look (130) 
next (178) makes (150) picture (130) 
answers (177) never (150) cases (129) 
unit (177) participants (150) develop (129) 
answer (176) american (149) differences (129) 
groups (175) beginning (149) wanted (129) 
real (175) far (149) intermediate (128) 
books (173) better (148) old (128) 
introductions (173) focus (148) political (128) 
over (173) home (148) towards (128) 
thesis (173) right (147) importance (127) 
idea (172) study (147) relationship (127) 
together (172) experience (146) effective (125) 
few (169) little (146) themselves (125) 
coffee (168) result (146) understand (125) 
said (167) hungary (144) within (124) 
speaking (166) shows (144) almost (123) 
though (166) meaning (142) behaviour (123) 
clear (165) works (142) interest (123) 
gave (165) authors (141) mentioned (123) 
become (164) britain (141) activity (122) 
feel (164) six (140) come (122) 
things (164) ways (140) length (122) 
dallas (163) seems (139) choice (121) 
less (163) started (139) correct (121) 
similar (163) characters (138) tutor (121) 
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classroom (120) 
expressions (119) 
purpose (119) 
cards (118) 
least (118) 
became (117) 
various (117) 
countries (116) 
easy (116) 
friends (116) 
letters (116) 
child (115) 
choose (115) 
chosen (115) 
development (115) 
future (115) 
human (115) 
ten (115) 
thing (115) 
change (114) 
considered (114) 
everything (114) 
units (114) 
giving (113) 
set (113) 
social (113) 
talk (113) 
writings (113) 
exam (112) 
specific (112) 
therefore (112) 

values (112) 
chose (no) 
features (110) 
passive (110) 
state (110) 
try (110) 
communication (109) 
description (109) 
examined (109) 
major (109) 
money (109) 
provide (109) 
against (108) 
composition (108) 
man (108) 
took (108) 
under (108) 
contains (107) 
cultural (107) 
high (107) 
previous (107) 
small (107) 
eight (106) 
facts (106) 
film (106) 
history (106) 
item (106) 
past (106) 
around (105) 
body (105) 
techniques (105) 

besides (104) 
front (104) 
india (104) 
negative (104) 
states (104) 
verb (104) 
elements (103) 
influence (103) 
instead (103) 
issue (103) 
proficiency (103) 
sections (103) 
seen (103) 
theme (103) 
yes (103) 
hard (102) 
interested (102) 
making (101) 
program (101) 
related (101) 
age (100) 
country (100) 
finally (100) 
free (100) 
getting (100) 
keep (100) 
kinds (100) 
sense (100) 
tried (100) 
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