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Abstract
Recent years have shown a growing interest in using corpora in language instruction,
enhancing data-driven learning (DDL) pedagogy by promoting the use of tools and
techniques of corpus linguistics in language classrooms. Many studies have tested the impact
of corpus tools in EFL writing or vocabulary instruction; however, little attention has been
paid to the integration of corpus tools into EFL speaking instruction. This paper describes a
small-scale study of corpus use in enhancing English speaking performance of EFL learners
with a focus on their perceptions towards web-based concordancing. Drawn in accordance
with convenience sampling procedures, the participants of the study were 31 university level
EFL learners who experienced DDL activities in the speaking classroom. Data collected
through a post-instruction perception questionnaire were analysed using descriptive statistics.
Results indicatethat students benefited from concordance-based learning activities, and also
hold positive attitudes towards using it in learning speaking. The findings also point out some
challenges to overcome while using web-based concordancing in EFL instruction.
Keywords: EFL learners, data-driven learning (DDL), web-based concordancing,
learner perceptions, speaking
1. Introduction
Since technology has made it possible to compile, store and analyse larger bodies of
systematic and computerized collections of written/spoken language data, corpora have been
acknowledged to have an impact not only on branches of linguistics but also on the context of
foreign/second language teaching. Römer (2011) puts forward that the use of corpora in
language teaching contains the use of corpus tools and corpus methods, which leads to a
distinction between indirect (e.g. teaching syllabus & teaching materials and direct (teachercorpus & learner corpus interaction) pedagogical applications. Being a direct application of
corpora use, data-driven learning (DDL) approach was developed by Tim Johns in 1991. In
this approach, learners are regarded as ‘language detectives’ (Johns, 1997, p. 101) to explore
language on their own.
Although there has been a considerable progress on integrating corpora into language
classroom, Römer (2011) highlights the urge to seek if the learners are willing and able to
work with corpus. Therefore, consulting student’s opinions to reveal their attitudes towards
corpora could be of vital importance. However, Geluso and Yamaguchi (2014) assert that
student beliefs and attitudes towards the use of DDL based methods in language classroom
have been mainly researched on written language (Akkoyunlu & Kilimci, 2017; Can, 2009;
Kilimci, 2017) but there are relatively fewer of them on spoken language. This study focuses
on ‘epistemic stance markers’, a highly common and crucial component of spoken language
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which indicates the “degree of commitment to what one is saying” (Kärkkäinen, 2006, p.
705). It is reported in the literature that spoken language is dominated by epistemic devices
(Brezina, 2009) which are crucial for learners to achieve a better fluency and foreignsoundingness.
Drawing on the relevant literature, the present study aims to introduce the DDL approach
into speaking instruction in an EFL context. More specifically, this study aims to find out the
perceptions of EFL learners who consulted web-based concordancing through BNCweb
(http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/) in their speaking courses. However, it must be noted that this
study is a part of a more comprehensive study and the fact that students show a positive
attitude towards use of DDL doesn’t necessarily entail improvement of L2 speaking skills.
The following research questions have guided the study:


What are the Turkish EFL learners’ perceptions of the use of concordancing in
learning epistemic markers used in spoken English?



What are some difficulties that the Turkish learners have in using concordancing to
practice speaking skill?



Are there any differences regarding the perceived difficulties in using corpus between
proficiency levels?



What are the Turkish learners’ perceptions of the general use of BNCweb?

2. Literature Review
Borrowing the notion of “affordances” from the field of perception psychology, LeńkoSzymańska and Boulton (2015) state that corpora have multiple affordances for language
teaching that offer areas of applications not envisaged even by the pioneering corpus
compilers. Together with the readily accessible corpora made available through the advances
in internet technologies, more and more research has gone into various affordances of
corpora in language pedagogy (Chambers, 2005; Leńko-Szymańska & Boulton, 2015).
Embodied within DDL approach which involves the direct and indirect application of corpus
technology in the classroom to help students explore the target language (Johns & King,
1991), these studies have listed the advantages of using corpora in language teaching as
follows (for a comprehensive report, see Cobb and Boulton, (2015)). First, corpora applied
within DDL approach are powerful tools for language learners as they enable learners to
discover facts about the language through the authentic examples of the target language in the
corpus data. As Johns (1991) puts forward on the use of DDL in classroom, learners “often
notice things that are unknown not only to the teacher, but also to the standard works of
reference on the language” (p. 3). Second, DDL facilitates active involvement of the learner
with the learning process as learners are required to explore the language on their own
through the corpus-based observations of language, which, in turn, boosts autonomous
learning. Bernardini (2002) supports DDL approach by defining corpora as “rich sources of
autonomous learning activities of a serendipitous kind” (p. 165). EFL learners, particularly,
do not have the opportunities of rich target language input to practice and thereby improve
their language learning skills out of class. In addition, in-class experiences of language are
very likely to be structured according to teacher’s preference of language. Therefore, learners
can study different types of texts of both written and spoken language through corpora that
are readily available online (Gabrielatos, 2005). Third, corpora use in the classroom may
enhance the learners’ motivation and increase their awareness as they could be able to find
the general patterns in language on their own. Ultimately, it has been suggested that datadriven learning overlaps the view of language learning that highlights “guided observation on
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the part of the learner rather than exposition on the part of the teacher” (Hunston, 2006, p.
246).
However, in spite of the advantages indicated above, the applications of corpus-based
research in the instructional settings have remained limited. As Römer (2006) states “despite
the progress that has been made in the field of corpus linguistics and language teaching, the
practice of ELT has so far been largely unaffected by the advances of corpus research”
(p.121). De Cock (2010) argues that this is especially true when it comes to spoken learner
corpus research and adds that a lot more research has to be conducted on spoken learner
corpora so that spoken learner corpus informed teaching materials can be developed. In the
same vein, Cobb and Boulton (2015) underline the necessity of conducting research which
integrates corpus techniques into speaking instruction in EFL context and regard this area of
study as a gap to be filled by future research. Considering the arguments of this type in the
literature, the present study sets out to address this gap by employing DDL in speaking
activities for EFL learners.
This study explored the use of epistemic markers, which indicate the “degree of certainty
or evidence towards the content” as one of the crucial parts of spoken language, (Biber &
Finegan, 1988, p. 30). Some highly common epistemic markers in spoken language are I
don’t know, I think, maybe, of course, etc. Given that corpora present genuine examples of
language, McCarthy (1998) argues that the L2 learners should be exposed to authentic
spoken data to be fluent speakers of the target language. In the same vein, Efstathiadi
(2010)notes that various types of oral or written practice based on concordance can serve
learner needs so as to enable students to better understand the semantic differences of
epistemic devices and actual use of language.
It is a fact that efficacy of innovative practices in education like DDL approach has much
to do with the perceptions of involved parties (Römer, 2011). Although the advantages of
corpora have been evaluated from the perspectives of teachers and material developers, the
learner perspective has received little attention (Yoon & Hirvela, 2004). Mizumoto, Chujo
and Yokota (2016) rightly note that learners’ point of view toward DDL is of great
significance especially when they have not had prior experiences with corpus techniques in
language learning. Research to date has presented mixed results regarding learners’
perceptions. While some research has reported positive learner attitudes to engaging with
corpus based-language learning tasks (Chambers, 2005; Yoon & Hirvela, 2004; Geluso &
Yamaguchi, 2014), some other research reported that the learners are likely to lose their
interest a while after the corpus-based interventions (Cargill &Adams, 2006; Hafner &
Candlin, 2007). However, most of the studies focused on writing (Kennedy & Miceli, 2010;
Chambers, 2005; Yoon & Hirvela, 2004), vocabulary or grammar instruction (Boulton, 2009;
Yoon, 2008). Although DDL based investigations of writing, grammar or vocabulary present
valuable findings, research can also make use of the information on what kind of effects DDL
activities have on the learner performance in speaking (Geluso & Yamaguchi, 2014). With
this respect, there is a need to conduct studies to further analyse student perceptions towards
using corpora to promote the teachers’ and the students’ successful implementation process
of corpus-based activities in the classroom (Yoon & Hirvela, 2004).
3. Methodology
3.1. Research Setting and Participants
The present study was conducted at the Department of English Language and Literature at
a university in Turkey in the fall term of 2016-2017 academic year. The department admits
students based on the results of a nation-wide university entrance exam a part of which is
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measuring English proficiency of the students. The study was carried out within a speaking
course.
In accordance with the convenience sampling procedures which “involvechoosing the
nearest individuals to serve as respondents” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000, p.102),
participants of the present study are 31 Turkish EFL learners at their first year. 24 of the
students are female and 7 of them are male and their ages range from 18 to 22. Except for one
student who is Arabic, 30 out of 31 participants are Turkish and all the participants are native
speakers of Turkish. A proficiency test, Oxford Quick Placement Test (2004), was
administered at the beginning of the study as there was a time span between the proficiency
exam they took before they started studying in their department and the time when the study
was conducted.The results showed that 6 students were at elementary level (A2), 25 students
were at pre-intermediate level (B1). Furthermore, all participants included in the study
reported that they had never been to an English-speaking country before.
3.2. Data Collection Instrument
Data was collected through a post-instruction perception questionnaire which was adapted
from Yoon and Hirvela (2004), who assessed the instrument for internal reliability and found
Cronbach’s alpha value to be r=0.96. Divided into two parts, the first part of the survey aimed
at obtaining the personal information of the participants, and the second part asked about the
participants’ perception towards three domains on (1) the use of corpus in learning speaking,
(2) difficulties of using the corpus and (3) general use of the corpus. For each domain, the
participants were asked to indicate their degree of agreement on a 7 point Likert scale where
1 stands for strongly disagree, 7 for strongly agree. To prevent any misconception, the
questionnaire was translated into Turkish by the first author and verified by another instructor
in the research setting.
3.3. Research Procedures
This study aimed to integrate a corpus component to the speaking classroom by teaching
the learners how to use concordance to improve their speaking abilities. The focus of the
teaching activities were epistemic stance markers which are used to expresses ‘the degree of
certainty or evidence towards the content’ of the message (Biber & Finegan, 1988, 30).
Epistemic markers are considered to be linguistic items which could boost learners’ fluency
in order to get closer to a native-like competency in L2 production (Nesselhauf, 2005).
In integrating the corpus into speaking classroom, certain steps were followed. Initially,
the significance of the use of epistemic markers in speaking was explained to draw the
learners’ attention to the focus of the concordancing activities. Then, the BNC corpus
(spoken component only) was introduced to the learners and a step by step use of the corpus
techniques (e.g. how to conduct searches and interpret the output) was described in detail
through teacher-led demonstrations. During this training session, the learners were asked to
explore the BNCweb by themselves. That is, the learners conducted searches in the database
on their own and tried to discover how they could make use of concordance lines to practice
speaking on their own. Each student was provided with special assistance when they
experienced any kinds of difficulty in using the program. Following the training session
which took 90 minutes, the learners were given a list of 18 epistemic markers of spoken
language which were identified by the researchers on the basis of a contrastive analysis of a
native spoken corpus, LOCNEC (De Cock, 2004) and a learner corpus, LINDSEI-TR
(Kilimci, 2014) along with identification and comparison of overused and underused
epistemic markers in spoken English. However, the results of this contrastive study are
beyond the scope of this paper. For a full explanation on the selection of epistemic markers
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for corpus-integrated speaking instruction, see Savran (2017). The identified markers were
taught to the participants in a total of 12 sessions, each of which lasted 45 minutes, integrating
DDL activities through following tasks: (a) searching for the target item in the corpus (b)
studying the data and writing down self-selected sample sentences, (c) pair or group
discussions on the structural and functional properties of the target items under the guidance
of the instructor, (d) finding a general pattern in which the target item occurs, (e) producing a
dialogue using the target items to practice. Each session ended with the instructor’s
summarizing the use of the target item in spoken interaction. At the end of the treatment,
questionnaire explained above was administered to the students.
3.4. Data Analysis
Responses to the questionnaire items were analysed using descriptive statistics. For ease
of interpretation, responses were coded into three main categories as “agree”, “disagree” and
“no opinion” by assigning all positive answers (strongly agree, agree and partly agree) into
“agree”, all negative responses (strongly disagree, disagree and partly disagree) into
“disagree” and the response ‘no opinion’ into ‘no opinion’ categories. Total percentages were
calculated by adding up the percentages of the responses assigned under the related category.
4. Findings and discussion
The first 8 questions in the questionnaire were related to using concordance lines for
learning epistemic markers in speaking. The results are presented in Table 1.
Table 1. Perceptions towards the use of corpus for learning epistemic markers in speaking

1. Using the corpus is helpful for learning the
meaning of epistemic markers in speaking
2. Using the corpus is helpful for learning the
usage of epistemic markers in speaking
3. Using the corpus is helpful for learning the
function of epistemic markers in speaking
4. Using the corpus has improved my
understanding of certainty in spoken language
5. Using the corpus has improved my
understanding of uncertainty in spoken
language
6. I believe that I can express my stance
appropriately when speaking after this
instruction
7. The use of concordance lists challenged me
to actively make generalizations about the
function of a marker
8. Concordance was useful for learning the
epistemic markers in spoken language.

Agree

Disagree

n.o.

%

%

%

p

83,9

16,2

0,00

.000

87,1

12,9

0,00

.000

86,7

13,3

0,00

.000

87,1

22,6

3,2

.000

90,3

6,5

3,2

.000

87,1

9,7

3,2

.000

87,1

12,9

0,00

.000

93,6

6,4

0,00

.000

Walsh (2010) proposes that the language learners encounter a lot of problems in speaking
and listening and corpus can be very useful for learners to cope with these problems.
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According to the responses of the participants of the study, the implementation of DDL
activities in the classroom have potential to help the students learn to express their stance in
speech. In addition, majority of the learners stated that the corpus helped them to understand
how the certainty and uncertainty is expressed in spoken communication. These findings are
in line with the results of the study by Geluso and Yamaguchi (2014) who found out that
students reported quite positive attitudes towards the use of concordances for speaking skill.
The next domain in the questionnaire was the difficulties the learners had when using
concordance lines. This domain included 9 items in total. Table 2 provides the student
responses to the items.
Table 2. Perceptions on the difficulties on using corpus
Agree
%
9. I have some difficulty in using the corpus 26,6
due to time and effort spent on analysing the
data
10. I have some difficulty in using the corpus 51,7
due
to
unfamiliar
vocabulary
on
concordance/collocate output
11. I have some difficulty in using the corpus 43,3
due to cut-off sentences in concordance
output
12. I have some difficulty in using the corpus 45,1
due to too many sentences in concordance
output
13. I have some difficulty in using the corpus 19,3
due to the limited number of sentences in
concordance output
14. I have some difficulty in analysing 41,9
concordance output
15. I have some difficulty in analysing output 38,8
for epistemic markers in speaking
16. I have some difficulty in performing the 40,1
search technique
17. The real texts in the corpus are too 33,3
difficult to understand

Disagree
%
66,7

n.o.
%
6,7

p
.000

45,1

3,2

.000

50

6,7

.000

51,6

3,2

.000

74,3

6,5

.000

54,9

3,2

.000

58

3,2

.000

56,6

3,3

.000

50

16,7

.000

In this part, the learner responses seem to fall in two sides. It is obvious that for most of
the items here, while nearly half of the students reported that they had difficulty in using/
analysing concordance output, the other half reported that they did not find it very difficult to
search for an item in the corpus. When the responses to the question “I have some difficulty
in using the corpus due to time and effort spent on analysing the data” are examined, it is
seen that more than half of the students (66,7%) disagreed that the use of corpus was difficult
because of time and effort spent on analysing the data. In addition, the learner responses to
the question number 13 showed that 74,3% of the students did not agree that the sentences in
the concordance output was limited.
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The findings from this domain are consistent with previous studies commenting on the
student perceptions towards the difficulties of using corpus in learning grammar structures in
English. For instance, Girgin (2011) investigated the effectiveness of using corpus-based
tools on grammar learning with lower level Turkish EFL learners and suggested that most of
the learners had differing, and uncertain opinions about the difficulty of using concordance
lines in learning grammar. Additionally, it was found out in the interviews that the learners
needed guidance from the teacher to grasp how to analyse concordance output.
In order to reveal if there are any differences between experienced difficulties by different
proficiency levels for speaking skill, Table 3 presents a clearer picture of the similarities and
differences between elementary and pre-intermediate level students.
Table 3. Perceptions on the difficulties in using corpus by proficiency levels
Category

9. Time and
effort spent
10.
unfamiliar
vocabulary
11.cut-off
sentences
12.too many
sentences
13.limited
number of
sentences
14.
analysing
concordance
output
15.
analysing
output for
epistemic
markers
16.search
technique
17.too
difficult
texts

Lower Level (A2)
Agree Disagree n.o
%
%
%

mean

s.d.

Upper level (B1)
Agree Disagree
%
%

n.o. mean
%

s.d.

50

50

0

3,66

1,16

20,9

70,8

8,3

3,00

1,74

66,6

33,3

0

3,66

1,36

48

48

4

3,60

1,55

66,6

33,4

0

3,66

1,50

37,5

54,2

8,3

3,37

1,71

50

50

0

3,83

1,47

44

52

4

3,60

1,73

33,3

50

16,
7

3,83

1,72

16

80

4

2,60

1,35

33,3

66,7

0

3,33

1,03

44

52

4

3,36

1,52

66,7

33,3

0

4,00

1,67

32

64

4

3,24

1,45

80

20

0

4,20

1,48

32

64

4

3,12

1,61

50

50

0

3,83

1,32

29,1

50

20,
9

4,00

2,04

Note: * Lower level group (n=6), Upper level group (n=25)
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When the mean scores of student perceptions according to two different proficiency levels
are examined, it can be seen that the mean scores centeraround 3,00 – 4,00. Depending on the
mean scores of student reactions, it can be claimed that neither lower nor upper level students
found corpus very difficult or very easy. Even if the focus of this study is the speaking
instruction, relatively similar results are reported by Yoon and Hirvela (2004) who
investigated intermediate and advanced level learner reactions to corpus use in writing
instruction. However, when the learner reactions to item 15 and 16 are analysed, we observe
that lower level learners had more difficulties in analysing the output for epistemic markers
in spoken English and in performing the search technique while pre-intermediate level
students had fewer problems. Regarding this issue, it could be possible that learning how to
use a corpus and trying to focus on learning spoken features of language at the same time
stood as a highly demanding task for lower level learners.
Concerning the percentages of reactions to the items 10 and 11, it is observed that the
differences in experienced difficulties due to unfamiliar vocabulary and cut-off sentences in a
spoken corpus resulted from the proficiency levels of learners. Although the mean scores do
not display a huge difference between two groups, the percentages show that lower level
learners were confronted with more problems in using a spoken corpus in classroom.
Considering that the texts in a spoken corpus include pauses, incomplete sentences and a lot
of hesitations, it is not surprising that the texts challenged both groups to understand the
epistemic markers in general through concordance output as they were not familiar with
corpora beforehand. When all these findings are taken into consideration, it is important to
note that corpus training stands as an important factor in successful implementation of DDL
activities in the classroom. However, the corpus can be helpful to motivate students in terms
of speaking English as Walsh (2010) asserts “when we look at a corpus, we find that native
speakers also hesitate a lot, are not always coherent, frequently use shorter turns, and may use
a fairly narrow range of vocabulary” (p. 336).
The last item of this domain showed that half of the elementary and pre-intermediate level
students disagreed that the texts in the corpus are too difficult to understand. According to the
responses of the learners to this item, it was maintained that the lower level learners could
effectively use and benefit from corpus-based activities in the classroom, which provides a
contrast to the idea that the corpus-based instructional sources are most useful for learners of
English at advanced level (Boulton, 2009).
The last domain of the questionnaire was on attitudes towards the general nature of using
corpora. Table 4 displays the learner responses to the items in this domain. This part included
13 items in total.
Table 4. Perceptions towards the general Use of BNCweb
Agree
%
18. The corpus is more helpful than a 70,9
dictionary for my English speaking ability
19. The searching technique was easy to learn 74,2
to use as a reference when I practice speaking
20. I understand the purpose of using the 90,3
corpus in this treatment
21. When I need to get prepared for a spoken 80
performance, I search for help in the corpus
22. When I search for information in the 80,6
corpus, I usually get the information that I

Disagree
%
25,9

n.o.
%
3,2

p
.000

22,6

3,2

.000

3,2

6,5

.000

16,7

3,3

.000

9,7

9,7

.000

383

Şahin Kızıl & Savran

need
23. I use the corpus when practicing for other
courses
24. As I have learned more about the corpus, I
have come to like it more
25. I will use the corpus for my English
speaking skill in the future
26. Learning about the corpus has increased
my confidence about speaking in English
27. If I had used the corpus earlier, I would
have had a better performance on speaking
28. Overall, the corpus is a very useful
resource for my English speaking
29. The corpus should be introduced in all
EFL departments
30. I will recommend the corpus to other
students at Fırat University or elsewhere.

41,9

45,2

12,9

.000

80,7

9,6

9,7

.000

70,8

16,1

12,9

.000

77,4

12,9

9,7

.000

87,1

9,7

3,2

.000

80,7

16,1

3,2

.000

90,4

6,4

3,2

.000

80,6

9,7

9,7

.000

When the percentages of learner responses to the general use of corpus in language
learning and especially for speaking skill are examined, it is observed that the participants
reacted highly positively to the use of concordance lines in the classroom. Interestingly, for
the item 23, it looks like students are not decisive about whether they would use corpus for
their other courses. While nearly half of the students (41,9%) reported that they would
consult corpus for their other courses, the other half stated they wouldn’t use the corpus for
practice in other courses and nearly 13% of them stated no opinion. Although they found
corpus-based activities useful, they may not have felt confident in how to consult corpus for
other courses. However, broadly speaking, it can be argued that the participants adopted quite
positive attitudes towards using corpora for language learning purposes. Moreover, in item
number 20, a vast majority of them (90%) stated that they understood why the corpus was
exploited in this research. It is vital for the language learners to understand the purpose and
meaning of the tasks they need to complete. O’Keeffe, McCarthy, and Carter, (2007)
highlight the usefulness of corpus-informed materials as in the following words:
Successful learning is all about motivation. Corpus-informed materials motivate because
teachers and learners can be sure that the language they are practicing is modern, used in
everyday situations, targeted to situations they are likely to find themselves in, and
corresponds to what they will hear and see in real conversations, movies, radio and TV
shows, newspapers, books, Internet texts, and magazines. It is not artificial or invented
language, but consists of the most widely used words, phrases, and grammar. (p. 17)
Therefore, it can be maintained that especially for speaking skill, which is an area in
language that the learners have all types of difficulty, providing students with corpusinformed materials can help them become more efficient in oral communication.
All in all, by examining the findings from the intervention and the questionnaire, it is
observed that students have benefited from corpus-based learning activities, and also hold
pretty positive attitudes towards using corpus in the classroom. However, it should be noted
that the language learners need assistance in learning how to exploit corpus not only when
learning epistemic stance markers in speaking, but also other forms of language.
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5. Concluding Remarks and Pedagogical Implications
The questionnaire results for the first domain showed that the learners had quite positive
attitudes towards the use of concordance lines in learning the meaning, usage and function of
the epistemic stance markers and they reported that the corpus was useful to improve their
understanding of the (un)certainty in spoken English. The second domain concerned the
difficulties the learners had in using concordance lines. The learner responses reflected
somehow conflicting opinions. While approximately one half of the students reported that
they had difficulties when using the corpus and analysing the concordance output, the other
half stated they didn’t have any trouble. Therefore, it was suggested that the learners were
indecisive in whether the corpus was user-friendly or not. It was discussed that learners’
unfamiliarity with the corpora may have challenged them to conduct searches in the corpus
and analyse the output. However, lower-level learners are likely to benefit from the DDL
activities in the classroom if they are provided with enough training and assistance. The last
domain of the questionnaire was related to general use of BNC. The learners reacted
positively to the items in this domain. They stated that they would consult corpus to practice
speaking in the future, recommend it to their peers, and they would have had a better
performance on speaking if they had known about corpora before. Surprisingly, the learners
stated conflicting responses to the item questioning if they would consult corpus in order to
practice for their other courses. The learners of this study used corpus only for a speaking
course and they may have felt they would not be able to figure out how to use it for other
courses. This can account for the learners’ conflicting responses. All in all, it was found that
the learners’ perception towards using concordance lines to learn epistemic markers in speech
was quite positive. Therefore, it can be claimed that the use of corpus-informed materials in
the classroom may be a motivating resource for the learners as what they come across in
corpus is not an invented language, but rather modern and widely used in real life (McCarhty,
2004). Gabrielatos (2005) suggests that the learners ‘have to be guided away from the “single
correct answer” concept and the notion of fixed rules and exceptions, towards the recognition
of patterns and alternatives, and the importance of context’ (p.18). Particularly for a spoken
corpus, the fact that learners see the hesitations, pauses and a narrow range of vocabulary in
native spoken language is very likely to raise their motivation by helping them restructure
their language learning perceptions.
The findings of the study summarized above have a number of pedagogical implications
for foreign or second language teaching. First of all, the study shows DDL activities may
have a positive effect on learning language, therefore, consulting corpus-based activities in
the classroom can be a motivating and useful resource to learners. Corpus use in the
educational settings could stand as a possibility for both the teachers and the students to move
away from classroom routine. Second, the study has provided evidence that a corpusinformed approach had a significant impact on learning spoken features of language by
lower-level students, which provides a contrast to the idea that the corpus-based instructional
sources are most useful for learners of English at advanced level who received a lot of
training (Boulton, 2009). Taking into consideration the fact that both the upper and lowerlevel students hold a very positive attitude towards the use of corpus-based activities in the
classroom, it can be argued that this type of activities can motivate the students to confidently
participate in speaking activities in the classroom. Regarding the second domain of the scale,
it can be suggested that since the EFL learners are not familiar with using corpus-based tools
in the classroom, it is very likely that the learners experience difficulties in understanding,
using, analysing the concordance lines, which is particularly true for a spoken corpus.
Therefore, corpus-based activities should be implemented with the guidance of the teacher
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and the learners should be provided with assistance whenever they need it. In this vein,
choosing a user-friendly corpus comes as a crucial point to take into account.
As the study was conducted only with 31 learners at elementary and pre-intermediate
levels of English, further research needs to be conducted with a larger number of learners and
with learners from a wider range of proficiency levels from beginner level to advanced level
to be able to increase the generalizability of the findings. In addition, future research could
examine whether the learners show positive attitudes towards learning another aspect of
spoken English.
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