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Grammatical complexity in L2 writing development: Contrasting oral versus literate 
complexity across registers and developmental levels 

 
 

Douglas Biber 
Northern Arizona University  

 
 
The grammatical system of English comprises dozens of complexity features, including different types of 
grammatical structures (e.g., finite dependent clauses, non-finite dependent clauses, phrases) serving different 
syntactic functions (e.g., noun modifier versus clause modifier/complement). Recent research has focused on 
the ways in which these features pattern in texts from general spoken and written registers (Biber et al. 2024a, 
2024b). Those studies provide strong evidence for two major groupings of complexity features: phrases 
functioning as noun modifiers, and finite dependent clauses functioning as clause-level constituents. In contrast, 
though, a follow-up study (Biber et al. 2025) found considerably weaker support for these groupings in university 
student written texts. 
 
An unresolved question from these earlier studies was the large number of complexity features that did not 
covary in systematic ways with other features (e.g., non-finite dependent clauses functioning as noun modifiers, 
or phrases functioning as clause-level constituents). However, a recent study by Biber & Larsson (2025) shows 
that the full inventory of grammatical complexity features are organized at the register-level (as opposed to the 
text-level) as two major sets of covarying features: ‘oral’ complexity features and ‘literate’ complexity features. 
That is, all complexity features seem to covary in one of these two major groupings across registers, even if 
some of those same features do not regularly co-occur in the same texts. These two groupings have a strong 
complementary relation to one another, so that a given register will tend to frequently employ the oral grouping 
or the literate grouping, but not both.   
 
The present talk begins by surveying the results of these previous studies, and then building on those findings 
to explore whether grammatical complexity is organized in the same way in the discourse domain of L2-English 
writing as in the broader domain of spoken and written registers. A large multi-level and multi-register corpus of 
L2 writing is analyzed, stratified by proficiency levels (CEFR levels A, B, and C; Undergraduate disciplinary 
writing, Graduate disciplinary writing, and Professional L2-English disciplinary writing) as well as registers and 
academic disciplines (opinion-based registers versus information-based registers, in humanities, social science, 
and physical/life science). Results are discussed in relation to three major issues: 
 

1. Is the inventory of grammatical complexity features in academic L2-English written registers organized 
according to the same general distinction between oral complexity versus literate complexity found in 
general spoken and written registers? 

2. Can those two general complexity dimensions be used to describe the developmental trajectories of L2-
English writers? 

3. Do these results provide convincing evidence that second language acquisition occurs at very advanced 
levels and through exposure to an expanding repertoire of academic registers of disciplinary writing? 
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Task effects in L2 performance 
 
 

Marije Michel 
University of Groningen 

 
 
In any corpus research the composition and quality of the written or spoken texts that a corpus is made of play 
a major role in what can be investigated. Similarly, interpreting the findings requires insights into what language 
in terms of functional context, modality, etc. forms the body of the big data being explored. In recent years, 
second language acquisition (SLA) researchers together with corpus linguists have started to draw on large-
scale learner corpora that are collected from online language learning platforms, such as the EF-Cambridge 
Open Language Database (EFCAMDAT) or Duolingo. While these corpora provide treasure troves, as they allow 
for analyzing learner data at an unprecedented scale, interpreting the figures that come out of these inquiries 
necessitates a precise understanding of what tasks learners were working on when creating the texts that 
contribute to the corpus. 
 
In L2 pedagogy, tasks are 'the hundred and one things people do in everyday life, at work, at play, and in 
between' (Long 2015). For appropriate understanding of L2 corpus data gained from pedagogical environments, 
researchers need to take into account the instructional prompt, the embedding of a task within a lesson or whole 
course, as well as the learner characteristics. 
 
In this talk, I will review existing investigations addressing these issues before I draw on my own work into task 
effects in learner corpora, with the aim to formulate desiderata for future L2 corpus linguists to consider 
pedagogical insights gained from the framework of task-based language teaching (TBLT). 
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Using the register-functional approach to examine development in learner writing: 
Working towards more situationally-aligned comparisons 

 
 

Shelley Staples 
University of Arizona 

 
 
While much learner corpus research has focused on examining differences in the use of linguistic features 
across L1 and L2 writers, as well as across different groups of L2 writers, this research has been criticized as 
setting up false dichotomies between these groups, with many questioning the comparability of corpora across 
L1 backgrounds and with some arguing that we shouldn’t even be making comparisons between these groups 
of writers (see Paquot 2024; Gilquin 2022 for a discussion of this issue in the context of learner corpora). A 
register-functional perspective (Biber et al. 2022) including situational analysis of variation in communicative 
purposes and other factors across and within assignment types, provides a lens through which we can work 
towards comparability of samples, in order to make more informed decisions about whether the data is adequate 
for such comparisons. It also provides us with an approach for investigating how task variation interacts with 
development across L1 and L2 writers as well as across L2 writers from different linguistic backgrounds. 
 
This plenary will explore data from the Corpus and Repository of Writing, showcasing a wide range of 
assignments (tasks) produced by learners (L1 and L2 English writers) in general education courses focused on 
developing academic and professional writing skills across disciplines. I start by examining my own previous 
research using a register-functional framework, showing how incomparability of samples led to conclusions that 
were incomplete. Then, we will explore variation within the communicative purpose of “to argue” (Goulart 2024), 
including argumentative tasks which often are associated with learner writing, illustrating key situational features 
that may vary and thus lead to the use of different linguistic features.  
 
I will then use a situationally aligned sample to explore questions of whether L2 writers in the same course as 
L1 writers, producing the same assignments, are 1) able to exhibit register differences, given research that 
suggests L2 writers may not be as sensitive to these differences (cf. Gilquin & Paquot 2008; Larsson 2019); 2) 
produce similar linguistic features to those of L1 English writers (many of whom are multilingual themselves) in 
the same course. Finally, we will examine whether there is development across course levels compatible with 
previous research on academic registers, and how assignment types (tasks) impact linguistic trajectories.  
 
The talk will ultimately illustrate how a register perspective towards learner tasks can be used to bolster 
comparability of samples across different groups of writers, if such comparisons are to be made, and to 
understand variation within learner tasks, even within what are considered well-known categories (e.g., 
argument), in order to provide context for learner development. 
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Task variation and anaphora resolution in written L2 Spanish: A learner corpus study 
based on the CEDEL2 corpus 

 
 

Laura Alaminos Garrido, Cristóbal Lozano Pozo  
Universidad de Granada 

 
 
Tasks play a crucial role in L2 acquisition, which is reflected in learner corpus production data. Studies have 
demonstrated these task effects with a particular focus on complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) (e.g. Michel 
et al. 2019; Tavakoli & Foster 2011; Tracy-Ventura & Myles 2015). This study explores a linguistic phenomenon 
disregarded in task variation studies: anaphora resolution (AR).  

AR is the process of selecting the appropriate referring expression (RE) for an antecedent in the discourse. 
Example (1) illustrates AR in Spanish, highlighting null pronouns, overt pronouns, and noun phrases (NPs). 
 
(1) Seguidamente, Chaplini coge el bebé y ∅i hace que un hombre lo sostenga mientras que éli sale corriendo 

[ES_WR_22_14_LSR]. 
Next, Chaplini grabs the baby and ∅i makes a man hold it while hei runs away. 

 
Previous learner corpus studies show that even advanced L1 English-L2 Spanish learners show deficits in AR 
acquisition, shaped by various morphosyntactic and discursive factors (e.g., information status, number of 
antecedents, gender…)  (inter alia, Lozano 2016, 2021). However, the role of task variation in the acquisition of 
AR in L2 Spanish remains unexplored.  This study departs from a learner corpus research (LCR) approach to 
explore how task variation shapes L1 English-L2 Spanish learners’ choice of REs. In particular, two research 
questions are addressed: (1) How does task affect AR in learners versus natives? (2) Are there significant task-
related differences? 
 
This study analyses a sample of written texts of intermediate and advanced L1 English-L2 Spanish learners, 
compared with a subcorpus of L1 Spanish (10 texts per group, totalling 60 texts and 1039 tagged anaphors). 
These were collected from the CEDEL2 corpus (Lozano 2022, http://cedel2.learnercorpora.com). We compare 
two story retell tasks: a short Chaplin film and a picture-based story (Frog, where are you?), both widely used in 
AR research (e.g., Lozano et al. 2023; Kang 2004). Picture-transition effects have been reported within the Frog 
task (Quesada & Lozano 2020), but these have not been contrasted across tasks. There is evidence that episode 
transitions shape discourse differently depending on the task: a film-based task offers smoother boundaries, 
while a picture-based task promotes more distinct thematic shifts, which have been linked to fuller REs (e.g. 
Vonk et al. 1992). 
 
3rd person singular REs in subject position were manually annotated in the tagger UAM Corpus Tool (O’Donnell 
2008, http://www.corpustool.com) via a linguistically-motivated tagset (Figure 1). Inferential statistics were 
performed via its in-built statistical package with chi-squared tests for different systems and subsystems of the 
tagset, which allows for fine-grained analyses that could not otherwise be explored via more generic regression 
models.  
 
The results revealed significant task-dependent effects in learners’ choices of REs, particularly in the distribution 
of overt pronouns and NPs. In the Chaplin task, learners overproduced overt pronouns in topic continuity context, 
while in the Frog task, they overproduced NPs. These findings show that the pattern of learners’ production of 
pragmatically infelicitous REs varies by task, which is significantly different when comparing tasks by group 
(Figure 2). In contrast, native speakers produced consistent rates of each referring expression across tasks, 
suggesting that native Spanish AR is pragmatically constrained by information status regardless of the task, 
unlike learner AR. We conclude that task affects AR in SLA and suggest that different tasks must be considered 
when designing learner corpora. 
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Figure 1. Tagset employed 

 

 
Figure 2. Choice of REs in Frog vs Chaplin in topic continuity by proficiency level 
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Register and task variation in Young German Learner English: A (quasi)longitudinal 
look at complexity 

 
 

Lisa-Christine Altendorf1, Bethany Stoddard1, Lea Bracke2, Valentin Werner2, Anna Rosen3,  
Robert Fuchs1 

University of Bonn1, University of Bamberg2, University of Freiburg3 
 
 
Complexity is a key aspect of learners’ proficiency in a target language, but its assessment is complicated by 
register and task variation. Past research has investigated the development of complexity in L2 writing (e.g. 
Kisselev et al. 2022; Menke & Strawbridge 2019; Vyatkina 2012) and L2 speech (e.g. Vercellotti 2017; Yu & 
Lowie 2020), as well as across learners’ spoken and written production (e.g. Vasylets et al. 2017; Kim et al. 
2016). However, very few studies have investigated the development of complexity in L2 learners’ speech and 
writing simultaneously (Vandeweerd et al. 2023). Drawing on quasi-longitudinal corpus data from 300 school-
age learners in grades 5 to 11 (ages 10–18) across Germany, this study examines how linguistic complexity 
evolves in spoken and written registers as learners advance in age and proficiency. 

Our analysis uses data from the Young German Learner English project, where participants completed a number 
of tasks (written essay, picture description, electronic chat). It leverages automated measurements (Kyle 2016; 
Kyle et al. 2021; Tywoniw & Crossley 2020) to uncover trends across age groups and registers/tasks. Linguistic 
complexity is broken down into three dimensions: lexical, grammatical, and syntactic complexity: (i) We assess 
lexical complexity in terms of lexical diversity (McCarthy 2005) and lexical sophistication (Read 2000). (ii) 
Grammatical complexity is analyzed as a multi-dimensional concept, taking into consideration the complexity 
features of different registers (Biber 1992, 2014), such as phrasal complexity and mean length of T-units (Wolfe-
Quintero et al. 1998). (iii) Finally, syntactic complexity is measured through features such as length of production, 
the amount of subordination and the complexity ratio of sentences (Biber et al. 2011). Automated analyses for 
these measures are conducted using Lu’s (2010, 2012) tools for linguistic complexity as well as the tools 
provided by Kyle (2016), and Kyle et al. (2018, 2021). 

We hypothesize that  
 

● complexity broadly increases proportionally across registers with rising age/years of exposure (see 
Alexopoulou et al. 2017), while there may be both parallel growth (e.g. of lexical sophistication and 
phrasal complexity) and competition (e.g. of lexical diversity and noun-phrase complexity) between 
individual complexity types/measurements (see Kim et al. 2024; Spoelman & Verspoor 2010) 

● individual learners show specific complexity profiles (see Larsen-Freeman 2006) 
● syntactic complexity develops more quickly in spoken than in written registers (see Chan et al. 2015) 
● written registers exhibit higher levels of complexity than spoken and digital ones due to greater 

opportunities for planning and revision inherent in writing. 
 
By examining measures of complexity in English learners’ speech and writing across grades, the study aims to 
highlight how differences in registers affect the development of complexity in second language production among 
young EFL learners. Furthermore, we aim to explore to what extent learner writing at different stages of 
development can be automatically assessed using current state-of-the-art tools. Given the diverse dataset – 
comprising short text messages, short essays, and spoken transcripts – this study tests the efficacy and reliability 
of automated complexity assessments. Through this, we seek to underscore the strengths and limitations of 
these tools in capturing the intricate nuances of linguistic complexity across different modes of production. 
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The Adaptive Control Hypothesis in High Frequency Code-Switchers: An Ecological 
Approach to Language Switching 

 
 

Layana Awada, Barbara Köpke 
Toulouse University 

 
 
Previous literature has predominantly focused on laboratory-based evaluations of language switching in 
bilinguals (Christoffels et al. 2007; Jevtović et al. 2020), often using language switching paradigms in picture 
naming tasks (Declerck & Philipp 2015). While these studies have provided valuable insights into the cognitive 
mechanisms behind language switching, such as the cost of switching and mixing languages, and how multiple 
variables like language proficiency (Costa & Santesteban 2004) or entropy (Gullifer & Titone 2020) affect these 
costs, they do not fully capture the complexity of real-world language switching (Blanco-Elorrieta & Pylkkänen 
2017). Frequent code-switchers (FCS)—bilinguals who regularly alternate between languages in their daily 
interactions—represent a population that has rarely been studied in this context, making them an especially 
interesting group to investigate. According to the Adaptive Control Hypothesis (ACH) (Green & Abutalebi 2013), 
bilinguals adjust their language control mechanisms depending on the communicative demands of the context. 
While controlled settings have been well explored, less is known about how FCS manage their language use 
in more ecological, conversational settings. This study shifts focus to a corpus-based analysis of discourse 
data, examining how high-frequency Lebanese Arabic-French code-switchers adapt their language control 
across three distinct communicative contexts: (1) single-language, (2) dual-language, and (3) dense code-
switching. By interacting with different interlocutors according to the contexts (monolingual Arabic and/or 
monolingual French in 1 and 2, bilingual Arabic-French in 3), participants were placed in communication 
situations they encounter in their everyday life. 
 

The Lebanese population, renowned for their integrated use of languages—often mixing Lebanese Arabic, 
French, and/or English in their conversations—was the target group for this study. Twenty-four bilinguals (L1 
Arabic, L2 French) participated, completing two tasks: (a) video descriptions and (b) personal question 
responses (e.g., discussing past events, weekend routines), within each of the ACH communicative contexts. 
Speech samples were analyzed for code- switching frequency, grammatical category shifts, hesitation markers, 
and speech rate. 
 

Data collection has been completed, and the results are currently undergoing analysis. This study contributes 
to learner corpus research by providing a unique corpus-based analysis of high- frequency code-switchers in 
natural communication settings, offering valuable insights into bilingual language control across varying 
degrees of formality and communicative contexts. 
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A Multi-Dimensional analysis and text typology of learner writing based on the 
International Corpus of Learner English 
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This study investigates variation in university student essays in the International Corpus of Learner English 
(ICLE, version 3), which comprises 9,529 essays from learners representing 27 national L1 backgrounds, 
totaling 5.7 million words. The corpus comprises argumentative essays (8,965 texts), literary essays (364 texts), 
and a small number of other types (200 texts). These essay types reflect the tasks set by the teachers. The 
corpus was tagged with the Biber Tagger and post-processed with the Biber Tagger. The tagged corpus served 
as the basis for a Multi-Dimensional Analysis (Biber 1988), which led to the identification of two dimensions of 
variation: (1) objective, fact-based exposition versus subjective, involved expression, and (2) evaluative, opinion-
based exposition. The first dimension captured linguistic features such as the use of word length, adjectives, 
passives, and abstract nouns on the positive pole versus mental verbs, personal pronouns, and contractions on 
the negative pole. The second dimension comprised features such as complement clauses controlled by mental 
and evaluative verbs, present tense verbs, complement clauses controlled by verbs of likelihood, and adjectives 
in predicative position. 
 
ANOVAs revealed that variation was influenced more by national background than by task. Specifically, national 
background accounted for 21.6% of the variation on Dimension 1 and 4.7% on Dimension 2, while essay type 
contributed only .3% and .9% of the variation on Dimensions 1 and 2, respectively. These modest differences 
between argumentative and literary essays suggest that learners treat these categories as nominal rather than 
rhetorical distinctions, applying a generalized lexicogrammar regardless of task requirements. This generalized 
approach to writing highlights that the prescribed essay tasks, such as argumentative or literary writing, do not 
serve as meaningful determinants of variation in student writing. However, this apparent uniformity in how 
learners approach different writing tasks does not imply a lack of variation altogether. Rather, it suggests that 
variation might operate at the linguistic not the task level, and therefore it could be uncovered through a text 
typology based on dimensional characteristics. 
 
In the MD framework, text types are strictly linguistic categories, defined as a ‘[g]roupings of text that are similar 
in their linguistic form’ (Biber 1989: 13).  A text typology ‘is based on sets of syntactic and lexical features that 
cooccur frequently in texts, rather than assuming sets of features defined on a priori functional grounds’ (Biber 
1989: 5). Using cluster analysis, a four-way typology was derived. Type 1, labeled ‘subjective exposition with 
some critical appraisal,’ accounted for 9.3% of the essays and was most common among learners from Japan, 
Serbia, and Norway. Type 2, ‘subjective exposition,’ made up 25.6% of the texts, primarily from Japan, Czech 
Republic, and Sweden. Type 3, ‘fact-based accounts with subjective positioning,’ was the largest category at 
38.2%, predominantly from Denmark, France, and Iran. And type 4, ‘objective and fact-based exposition,’ 
accounted for 26.9% of the essays, with Hungary, Hong Kong, and Pakistan as the most represented national 
backgrounds. This typology suggests that learner writing is linguistically heterogeneous, reflecting cultural and 
educational contexts around the world. 
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Do lexical phrases develop into grammatical structures as learners begin to produce 

specialized written registers? 
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Recently there have been a plethora of studies exploring the complexities of different linguistic varieties, 
including spoken and written registers as well as learner discourse at different proficiency levels. Two productive 
approaches focus on the analysis of phraseological complexity and (lexico)grammatical complexity.  
 
The analysis of phraseological complexity has usually been applied to L2 learner language, studied through 
measures of diversity (often operationalized as the Root Type-Token Ratio) and measures of phraseological 
sophistication (often operationalized as pointwise MI scores or occurrence on a pre-determined list of 
collocations). Interestingly for our purposes here, these two kinds of measures might be interpreted as making 
different predictions about the relationship between complexity and language development: the use of 
phraseological diversity measures predicts that learner discourse becomes more lexically diverse (and less 
fixed) as learners develop, while the use of phraseological sophistication measures predicts that learner 
discourse becomes more lexically formulaic and fixed (at least for lower-frequency words) as learners develop. 
  
In contrast to studies of phraseological complexity, studies of grammatical complexity have often focused on 
comparisons of spoken and written registers, as well as studies of written learner discourse. This approach also 
contrasts with the phraseological complexity approach in that is usually give little attention to the sets of 
controlling lexical items that a target grammatical feature occurs with. Thus, a typical study of grammatical 
complexity might contrast the use of grammatical complexity features in spoken versus written registers, or it 
might track the increasing use of a complexity feature as a learner develops, but it would have little to say about 
the lexical fixedness or diversity of those linguistic features. 
 
The present study attempts to bring these two perspectives together, specifically exploring two inter-related 
possibilities: 
 

1. that learner proficiency might progress through stages of lexical fixedness at lower levels while moving 
on to stages of grammatical productivity (with more lexical diversity) at higher levels, and  

2. that this progression is mediated by exposure to the specialized informational written registers that 
students encounter at advanced stages of a university education 

 
The study focuses on analysis of two lexico-grammatical features: Adjective+Noun combinations (i.e., attributive 
adjectives) and Noun+Noun combinations (i.e., pre-modifying nouns). The use of these features is analyzed in 
a large multi-register corpus of L2-English writing that ranges from low-level student writing (A1) to high-level 
professional discourse. The predictions of the analysis, based on previous research findings, are that: 
 

1.  Both features will exhibit an overall increase in use across proficiency levels 
2. That increase in frequency will be coupled with a shift from relatively little lexical diversity and high lexical 

fixedness to extensive lexical diversity and lower lexical fixedness  
3. Those patterns will be mediated by register (disciplinary and task-based), with writing in scientific 

informational registers showing the strongest patterns of development 
4. The patterns for the two features will differ: attributive adjectives (acquired earlier) will show smaller 

patterns of change, while premodifying nouns (acquired later) will show larger patterns of change 
influenced more by exposure to informational academic registers. 
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Exploring how informal English language learning affects the performance over time on 
two tasks 

 
 

Erik Castello1, Maria Pavesi2, Camilla De Riso2 
University of Padua1, University of Pavia2 

 
 
To date, research on informal English language learning (IELL) has highlighted positive effects on learners’ 
receptive skills (Sylvén & Sundqvist 2012), while the impact on productive skills remains under-researched, 
albeit with notable exceptions (Olsson 2012). Regarding writing skills, Kaatari et al. (2023) found that the specific 
type of informal input plays an important role, with reading in English leading to higher adjectival modification of 
the noun phrase (Biber et al. 2020) and conversing in English and watching TV programs positively impacting 
lexical diversity. 
  
This presentation aims to contribute to current research on IELL in Italy, as part of a national project that 
investigates the phenomenon in university contexts (Pavesi 2024). During the first phase of the project, 
questionnaires were administered to students of four Italian universities about their IELL habits, while during the 
second phase semi-structured interviews were carried out with selected participants and longitudinal data were 
collected from them in response to two set tasks (Pavesi et al. 2025). These consisted in writing reviews of films, 
books etc. and in performing monologues, in which they retold the contents of short clips and expressed their 
opinions/feelings about them. This study explores a corpus of 60 written and 60 spoken texts produced by 12 
learners who contributed 5 written and 5 spoken texts each, over a period of about one year (26,145 and 45,612 
tokens, respectively). Before collecting the data, they sat a language test which placed 2 of them at level B1, 5 
at level B2, and 5 at level C. During the data collection period they kept a weekly diary and annotated the number 
of hours devoted to various types of extramural activities, including reading, writing, watching, and conversing 
in English (De Riso, in preparation).  
 
Studies of written reviews as a genre (e.g., Taboada 2011) have highlighted the importance of skilfully using 
adjectives and complex noun phrases for both descriptive and evaluative purposes. Using the SketchEngine1, 
all the instances of adjectives in each text and adjective+noun and noun+noun combinations were retrieved and 
quantified. Furthermore, indices of lexical diversity were obtained from TAALED 1.4.12. The data were 
investigated with Jamovi 2.3.283. 
 
Partly building on previous studies, the research questions explored are: 
 

1. Does a higher initial CEFR level result in higher scores for the measures calculated for both tasks? 
2. Does high frequency of reading/writing impact positively on measures of adjective use and noun phrase 

complexity, and does frequency of conversation/watching have a positive impact on lexical diversity 
measures? 

 
Preliminary results show that learners at higher CEFR levels perform better on both lexical diversity and adjective 
use/noun phrase complexity regarding the written task, while they are better only at lexical diversity in the spoken 
task. Frequent reading/writing is conducive to better performance on adjective use/noun phrase complexity in 
the written task but not in the spoken one, and conversation/watching does not appear to impact positively on 
any measure. These and other findings will be discussed and exemplified with reference to the performance of 
a selection of learners and to data derived from the interviews with them.  
 
 

                                                      
1 https://auth.sketchengine.eu/#login 
2 https://www.linguisticanalysistools.org/taaled.html 
3 https://www.jamovi.org/ 
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A cross-task investigation of lexical bundles in L2 speech 
 
 

Sylvie De Cock, Gaëtanelle Gilquin, Sylviane Granger 
Université catholique de Louvain 

 
 
Lexical bundles are recurrent sequences of contiguous words such as on the other hand, as a result of or it is 
important to that play a crucial role in shaping spoken and written discourse (Biber et al. 1999). Their use has 
been extensively studied in learner corpus research (LCR). The dominant methodology has consisted in 
analysing and contrasting the lexical bundles used by L2 learners and native speakers, thereby uncovering 
patterns of overuse, underuse, and inappropriate use among learners, even the most advanced ones (Chen & 
Baker 2016; Hasselgård 2020; Lu & Deng 2019).  
 
The large majority of lexical bundle studies in LCR have relied on corpora of L2 writing. With a few exceptions 
(e.g. De Cock 2004; Hougham et al. 2024), research on spoken lexical bundles has been very limited so far. In 
addition, the influence of task type on lexical bundle use has been significantly neglected. Our study aims to 
address this twofold gap by exploring the use of lexical bundles in different tasks included in the Louvain 
International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage (LINDSEI; Gilquin et al. 2010).  
 
LINDSEI contains informal interviews with intermediate to advanced learners of English as a foreign language 
from various mother tongue backgrounds. The interviews in LINDSEI are made up of three tasks: a monologic 
narrative based on a set topic (an experience that taught them a lesson, a country that impressed them, or a 
film or play they liked/disliked), a free discussion about students’ lives, and a short picture description (based on 
the same sequence of pictures). The LINDSEI data have been marked up to make it possible to study the use 
of linguistic phenomena across the three different tasks.  
 
Six L2 English varieties from LINDSEI are investigated: three from learners with Romance mother tongue 
backgrounds (LINDSEI-French, LINDSEI-Italian, and LINDSEI-Spanish) and three from learners with Germanic 
mother tongue backgrounds (LINDSEI-Dutch, LINDSEI-German, and LINDSEI-Swedish). Each variety 
represents 50 interviews and between c. 60,000 and 90,000 words of interviewee speech. In addition, the 
Louvain Corpus of Native English Conversation (LOCNEC; De Cock 2004), a comparable corpus containing the 
same type of interviews and the same three tasks but with L1 English students, is used as a reference corpus 
when relevant. Three subcorpora per variety are created, corresponding to each of the three tasks.  
 
Three-word lexical bundles are retrieved by means of LancsBox (Brezina et al. 2021), applying thresholds of 5 
tokens (for frequency) and 3 interviews (for range). We measure the degree of ‘bundleness’ (De Cock & Granger 
2021) of the different tasks as well as the degree of overlap between lexical bundles across tasks. The shared 
and task-specific lexical bundles are investigated as to their functions (relying on the taxonomy proposed by 
Biber et al. 2004) and their structures (relying on Altenberg 1998). Attention is also paid to lexical bundles that 
are prompt-based or topic-dependent (cf. Chen & Baker 2010). The main focus is on a qualitative analysis of 
the lexical bundles. 
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Register variation is a crucial aspect of language production. Depending on the context in which it is used and 
the communicative purposes that it serves, language tends to display distinctive characteristics, which may have 
to do with lexis, but also phraseology or syntax, among others (e.g., Biber 2012). While register has important 
implications for any type of language production, it is particularly relevant to explore in learner language, because 
second language (L2) learners may not show the same register awareness as native or expert writers/speakers 
(Gilquin & Paquot 2008). 
 
Corpus-based explorations of language have raised awareness of register variation, and the study results have 
provided valuable insights into linguistic patterns associated with different registers (Biber et al. 1999). Specific 
methods have also been developed to study register variation, most notably multi-dimensional analysis (Biber 
1988). In learner corpus research, it is common to focus on a specific register (e.g. telecollaborative discourse 
in Vyatkina 2012). However, studies comparing learner language registers are still relatively rare, with a few 
exceptions such as Fuchs et al. (2016) and Larsson et al. (2021). 
 
One reason for the lack of register studies in learner corpus research is that, until recently, the most widely used 

learner corpora have covered a limited range of registers, most notably argumentative essays for writing (as in 

ICLE, Granger et al. 2020) and interviews for speech (as in LINDSEI, Gilquin et al. 2010). In addition, when 

different registers have been compared, the analysis has mainly been based on texts produced by different 

groups of learners (e.g. argumentative essays produced by one group of students and interviews produced by 

another group). However, collecting texts written by the same learners across registers makes it possible to 

investigate how they adapt their language use to different communicative situations (e.g. Kerz et al. 2022).  

 

This paper sets out to describe the compilation of the STudent speech and writing Across Registers (STAR) 

corpus, a new corpus of student language productions that brings together texts from multiple registers produced 

by the same L2 English or L1 English students. The L2 English component of the STAR corpus contains data 

collected at UCLouvain (mainly) from French-speaking learners of English who are students in their second year 

of English major studies. The L1 English component comprises data collected from first-year students enrolled 

in a variety of degree programmes at Northern Arizona University (NAU).  

 

The corpus contains data from the following written registers: career readiness essays, cover letters, persuasive 

essays, critical literacy narratives and diary entries. To ensure comparability across the dataset, we controlled 

for task by assigning the same or very similar writing prompts to all students. As such, the STAR corpus offers 

a unique opportunity to examine how register influences written language use in learner and native productions 

while minimizing task-related variability.  

 

Maximising comparability across spoken registers proved challenging due to differences in course organisation 

at the two institutions. At UCLouvain, the spoken registers include a monologue about students’ future career, a 

debate and an informal conversation between two students. By contrast, the spoken data collected so far at 

NAU are connected with the persuasive essay. They include dialogues which are brainstorms for the essay and 

monologues in which students reflect on the essay.  
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We made special efforts to collect rich metadata about the L1 and L2 students and the pedagogical tasks used 
to elicit language production across registers, relying on Paquot et al.’s (2024) Core Metadata Schema for 
Learner Corpora. We included information such as learners’ linguistic background (i.e. L1s and any possible 
additional language(s)), their exposure to English in different situations, but also their degree of literacy. Detailed 
metadata are also provided about the tasks (e.g. instructions, time constraints and use of language reference 
tools for writing) and the characteristics of the resulting registers (e.g. communicative purposes, settings, number 
of addressees). Comparable metadata about the L1 English students were also recorded. 
 
Once completed, the STAR corpus will enable researchers to make comparisons across registers while 
controlling for individual variables and styles, and to explore the effect of register on the linguistic features of L1 
and L2 novice writers and speakers of English. STAR will be released in open access format. 
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Accuracy has been extensively analyzed in Learner Corpus Research. A significant body of work has explored 
how accuracy correlates with proficiency (e.g., Díez-Bedmar 2011, 2015, 2018; Gráf & Huang 2022; Hawkins 
& Filipović 2012; Thewissen 2015). However, the impact of task type on L2 accuracy profiles has garnered 
relatively less attention. Exceptions include studies by Alexopoulou et al. (2017), Lan (2015), and 
Lyashevskaya et al. (2022), which highlight the importance of task design. This limited focus has restricted the 
identification of criterial features (Hawkins & Filipović 2012) which may differentiate error patterns across task 
types at the same proficiency level. 
 
This study aims to address this gap by analyzing the effect of task type on L2 accuracy profiles. The data comes 
from the FineDesc Learner Corpus, comprising written production from 100 Spanish learners of English at the 
CEFR B1 level. Each participant completed two tasks: writing an email and a narrative text, resulting in 100 
emails and 100 narratives. The learners’ errors were manually annotated by two experienced annotators using 
the Louvain Error Tagging Manual. The annotated data were analyzed using non-parametric statistical tests to 
identify significant differences, while effect sizes were calculated for non-significant results (Plonsky 2015). 
 
The findings reveal that task type significantly influences L2 accuracy profiles. Narrative texts elicited a greater 
variety and frequency of errors compared to emails, with the verb phrase domain being particularly affected. 
This suggests that narratives impose greater linguistic demands, requiring learners to employ more complex 
structures. Additionally, task-specific challenges in error analysis were observed, as annotator agreement varied 
across task types. These variations underscore the importance of refining annotation practices to account for 
task-related influences. 
 
The results are interpreted through the lens of Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) (e.g., Skehan & Foster 
2012), which emphasizes the relationship between task design and linguistic performance. The findings align 
with TBLT principles, suggesting that task complexity and communicative demands influence learners’ linguistic 
output and error profiles. 
 
This study makes several contributions to the field. First, it highlights the critical role of task type in shaping L2 
accuracy profiles. By identifying criterial features that characterize accuracy within specific tasks, the research 
enhances our understanding of how task design impacts learner output. Second, the study provides 
methodological insights, emphasizing the need for task-sensitive approaches in error tagging and analysis. 
Finally, it offers practical implications for language teaching and assessment. For educators, the findings suggest 
that tasks should be designed to elicit specific linguistic features, enabling targeted feedback and instruction. 
Our results also highlight the importance of using task-sensitive rubrics in the evaluation of learner language.  
 
In conclusion, this study advances Learner Corpus Research by identifying the task type effect on the accuracy 
profiles of the same 100 B1 Spanish learners of English in two different task types, narrative writing and email 
writing, in the FineDesc Learner Corpus. The task effect on error analysis is also discussed. 
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Though research on academic writing has long recognised the importance of text type as a variable (e.g., Britton 
et al. 1975; Nesi & Gardner 2012; Rose & Martin 2012), classifying educational texts in a consistent and 
principled way has proved highly problematic. While many taxonomies have been proposed (e.g., Berge et al. 
2016; Horowitz 1989; Nesi & Gardner 2012; Rose & Martin 2012), researchers routinely report difficulties 
applying them to new corpora and have also noted the inconsistent ways in which common terms (e.g., 
exposition; narrative) have been defined (e.g., Durrant & Brenchley 2023; Goulart 2024; Römer & O’Donnell 
2011).  
 
A possible way forward in this is suggested by Biber et al. (2020). Their approach moves away from construing 
text types as distinct categories towards a notion of text type variation as quantitative and multidimensional. 
Texts are rated on a range of parameters relating to, for example, purpose (e.g., argues; entertains); sources 
(e.g., academic texts; personal experience); and assumptions about the reader (e.g., has technical knowledge). 
Factor analysis is used to identify key underlying patterns of variation and texts are mapped across the resulting 
dimensions.  
 
Amongst other benefits, this allows researchers to account for the facts that text types are internally diverse and 
inherently dynamic, rather than homogeneous and fixed; that many texts do not belong to a single traditional 
category; and that mature writing is often achieved by transgressing categorical boundaries (Bazerman et al. 
2018). By mapping text across multiple dimensions, it also enables researchers to identify key axes of underlying 
variation - so promoting a stronger theoretical understanding of text types - and to quantify degrees of similarity 
and difference between texts with regard to those axes. 
 
This presentation describes and evaluates the application of Biber et al.’s method to map text type variation in 
educational writing. Specifically, it asks: 
 

• What parameters can be reliably used to capture variation between educational text types? 

• What are the main underlying dimensions of text type variation in undergraduate writing? 

• How do these dimensions relate to academic discipline and to traditional genre categories? 
 
A list of candidate parameters and definitions was developed based on a review of taxonomies. Parameters 
were then refined through five rounds of coding in which three researchers independently coded texts from 
corpora of school and university writing from L1 and L2 contexts. After each round, we met to discuss 
discrepancies and to refine the parameters and their definitions.  
 
The final set of 39 parameters was applied to 462 texts from the BAWE corpus of university writing, with texts 
sampled equally across disciplinary groups and the genre families listed in the corpus metadata (Nesi & Gardner 
2012). Texts were coded by a team of nine researchers, each text being independently coded by two raters. For 
parameters achieving an acceptable level of inter-rater agreement, final scores were assigned based on the 
mean of the two raters. These scores were then used as the basis of a factor analysis to determine underlying 
axes of variation.  
 
Preliminary analyses indicate six factors, the most important of which capture texts focusing on empirical 
research and texts focused on reviewing literature. Comparison with academic disciplines and genre families 
shows correlations of these with the dimensions as well as highlighting key patterns of intra-discipline and intra-
genre variation. 
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Many young immigrants in Germany nearing the end of compulsory schooling encounter significant challenges 
in their transition to vocational training and the labour market due to their disrupted schooling history caused 
by their flight to safety (cf. Massumi & von Dewitz 2015: 22). To promote the integration of these youths, 
vocational schools in Hesse offer Integration through Connection and Completion (InteA) classes – intensive 
preparatory German courses lasting up to two years for immigrant youths aged 16 to 21 with little or no prior 
knowledge of German. These classes aim to provide a pathway to vocational training and employment 
opportunities. 
 

However, the older age of these learners leads to a greater variation in educational biographies and a shift in the 
factors influencing language acquisition. Upon conclusion of their InteA attendance, students are required to 
take the Deutsches Sprachdiplom I Pro (DSD I Pro), a scaled exam certifying the B1 level according to the 
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). Nevertheless, isolated empirical studies 
suggest that many test-takers fail to attain the B1 level, which is predominantly attributed to difficulties in the 
written communication section of the test (cf. Gamper 2024; Foo & Gamper, in press). 
 

Current research, however, offers limited insights into how heterogeneity factors such as educational 
background and prior literacy in the L1 shape the development of academic and vocational writing skills in 
migrant learners. Much of the existing literature on second-language writing focuses on academic contexts, 
overlooking the specific linguistic structures, discourse patterns, and coherence strategies required in 
vocational writing. 
 

Our project therefore investigates the writing competencies of migrant youth in the academic and vocation-
related registers, tracking the development thereof during their participation in the InteA-programme, as well as 
how individual factors influence this development. Central to the study is the BerufsSchulKorpus (BerSchKo), 
a longitudinal corpus documenting the written language development of InteA students (n = 110) (Foo & 
Gamper, in press). The corpus comprises of essays collected systematically over two years, designed to reflect 
the demands of both academic and vocational registers specific to the context of InteA-classes. 
 

We will analyze the discrepancies between the demands of the academic and vocational registers, and how 
these shape linguistic characteristics in learner texts. In particular, we will explore how discourse coherence 
and organization differ across these registers and how they are manifested in learner texts of different proficiency 
levels. Text coherence serves as a focal point for assessing the learner texts, emphasizing structural integrity 
and logical flow over surface-level grammatical accuracy, which is assessed in the DSD I Pro. The findings 
from this project will inform the development of targeted language support programmes aimed at bridging 
the gap between academic and vocational education, as well as enhancing professional training for teachers to 
better support migrant learners in both contexts. 
 

References 

 
Foo, Y. C., & Gamper, J. (in press). Neuzugewanderte an beruflichen Schulen: Zur Rolle von Schreibkompetenzen im Kontext 

separater Beschulungsmodelle. New Immigrants in Vocational Schools: The Role of Writing Competencies in Separate 
School Integration Models. Sprache im Beruf 2025. 

Gamper, J. (2024). Gatekeepers in der berufsschulischen Bildung am Beispiel des DSD I Pro. Zeitschrift für Interkulturellen 
Fremdsprachenunterricht, 29(1/2024), 151–177. 



 

24 
 

Massumi, M., von Dewitz, N., Grießbach, J., Terhart, H., Wagner, K., Hippmann, K., & Altinay, L. (2015). Neu zugewanderte Kinder 
und Jugendliche im deutschen Schulsystem. Bestandsaufnahme und Empfehlungen. Mercator-Institut für Sprachförderung 
und Deutsch als Zweitsprache, Zentrum für LehrerInnenbildung der Universität zu Köln. 

 



 

25 
 

The impact of register on the use of the passive by L2 and L1 writers 
 
 

Gaëtanelle Gilquin, Sylviane Granger 
Université catholique de Louvain 

 
 
The passive is a highly register-sensitive linguistic feature. Previous studies on register variation in the use of 
the passive have primarily focused on L1 English (Svartvik, 1966; Granger, 1983; Biber,1988; Biber et al., 1999), 
leaving L2 English underexplored. Within learner corpus research (LCR), attention has largely been directed 
toward other aspects of passive use, in particular frequency of use, which has generally been found to be 
markedly lower in L2 corpora compared to L1 corpora (Hinkel, 2004; Xiao, 2007; Granger, 2013). In addition to 
analyses of its error patterns (Oshita, 2000; Cowan et al., 2003), the passive has also been studied within the 
framework of lexical bundles research (Ädel & Erman, 2012; Chen & Baker, 2010; Lu & Deng, 2019).  
 
This study seeks to address the gap in register variation research in LCR by examining passive use in corpora 
of argumentative essays and discipline-specific research papers written by L2 English learners and comparing 
them with L1 English texts from corresponding registers. The following corpus data were used:  
 

- Argumentative essays from the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) (L2 English from four 
populations: Dutch, French, Norwegian, Swedish) compared to the Multilingual Editorials corpus (Mult-
Ed) (expert L1 English)  

- Discipline-specific research papers (linguistics) from the Varieties of English for Specific Purposes 
dAtabase (VESPA) (L2 English from the same L1 populations as ICLE) compared to the Louvain Corpus 
of Research Articles (LOCRA) (expert L1 English) 

 
BE + past participle structures were automatically extracted from the POS-tagged versions of the corpora and 
subsequently subjected to manual screening to eliminate tagging errors and constructions that did not meet our 
definitional criteria. The following aspects were investigated: frequency of use of the passive, agentful vs 
agentless passives, and impersonal passive structures. Our overarching hypothesis was that, given the typically 
less personal style of research papers than argumentative essays (cf. Larsson et al., 2021), passives, agentless 
passives and passive impersonal structures should be more frequent in research papers than in argumentative 
essays.  
 
Preliminary results reveal an overall overuse of the passive among learners in both argumentative essays and 
research papers, which goes against most studies on the passive but confirms results from some lexical bundle 
studies (e.g. Pan et al., 2016; Yakut et al., 2021). Following the trend of the L1 corpora, the passive is more 
frequent in L2 research papers than in L2 argumentative essays. This confirms our hypothesis and suggests 
that the students in ICLE and VESPA, who have reached a relatively advanced proficiency level, are able to 
adapt their use of the passive to this register difference.  
 
Further supporting our hypothesis, the learner corpus analysis shows that, despite an overwhelming 
predominance of agentless passives in both registers, there are more agentful passives in L2 argumentative 
essays than in L2 research papers. There are also more impersonal passive structures in L2 research papers 
than in L2 argumentative essays. For these two features, the L1 reference corpora do not display any significant 
difference. Impersonal passive structures in L2 include some unidiomatic and/or superfluous instances, and 
these are proportionally more frequent in argumentative essays than in research papers.  
 
We conclude by mentioning some avenues for research, such as distinguishing between different types of 
passives and agents or considering potential L1 transfer in the use of the passive.  
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While much learner corpus research (LCR) has traditionally focused on older learners writing in L2 English across 
limited genres or text types, comparatively fewer studies have explored the writing of younger learners within a 
truly multilingual and multi-genre context (cf. Gilquin 2015; Dirdal et al. 2022). Additionally, although it is 
recognized that the instructor’s tasks or prompts significantly influence the types of texts learners produce 
(Melissourgou & Frantzi 2017; Ørevik 2019), research has primarily focused on analyzing the learner responses 
to these tasks rather than the tasks themselves. This oversight leaves a 'blind spot' in LCR, as understanding 
the nature of the writing tasks is crucial for interpreting text variability and enhancing pedagogical approaches. 
 
The present study aims to address this gap by investigating writing tasks at the secondary level across five 
languages, using data from TRAWL1 (Tracking Written Learner Language), a multilingual, longitudinal corpus 
of learner writing from school years 5-13 (ages 10-18) in Norway. We will use tasks from the secondary level, 
when all pupils write in Norwegian and English (L1 and L2 for the majority of the pupils) and most pupils also 
write in either French, German or Spanish (L3 for most of the pupils). 
 
Our theoretical and methodological framework is informed by Biber, Egbert and Keller’s (2020) model for 
characterizing text types. Rather than grouping texts into predefined and fixed categories, which is regarded as 
a limitation of much text type research (e.g., Durrant & Brenchley 2023; Goulart 2024; Römer & O’Donnell 2011), 
the model characterizes texts in a continuous multidimensional space and allows for the emergence of coherent 
categories based on clusters of texts within that space. The method proceeds by, first, defining a list of 
parameters that capture the variation between texts (e.g. describes, narrates, argues). Researchers assign each 
text a score for each parameter, creating a quantitative multidimensional profile. Factor analysis then reduces 
the parameters to key dimensions that capture variation between texts. Texts are scored on these dimensions 
and mapped in N- dimensional space, where cluster analysis identifies well-defined text types based on similar 
scores. 
 
Our starting point is a list of 39 parameters that we developed for coding texts from the BAWE corpus of 
university-level English writing (Durrant et al. forthcoming). The parameters will be applied to 150 tasks from 
TRAWL, comprising 30 tasks per language. Our primary research question investigates the applicability of these 
parameters, originally tailored to English texts in BAWE, to writing tasks across five languages in TRAWL. Early 
rounds of piloting revealed that some parameters must be combined to adequately capture the nature of the 
tasks at this level, given that tasks are usually brief and underspecified compared to learner texts they elicit. We 
also hypothesize differences between L1, L2, and L3 tasks, reflecting learners’ varying proficiency levels. This 
research enriches LCR by developing tools that offer nuanced, multidimensional characterizations of writing 
tasks across languages. The pedagogical implications include informing multilingual educational practices and 
fostering improved collaboration on writing instruction across different language subjects. 
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Agreement and disagreement are fundamental speech acts in everyday communication (Angouri & Locher 
2012). Proper use of them requires both linguistic and social knowledge, making it a challenging pragmatic task 
for L2 speakers (Gablasova & Brezina 2018). However, despite its importance, research on this topic remains 
limited. Previous studies have predominantly focused on native speakers, leaving a gap in understanding how 
L2 speakers handle these complex speech acts (Bardovi-Harlig & Salsbury 2004). Furthermore, studies on L2 
speakers’ expressions of agreement/disagreement have faced methodological limitations, such as relying on 
the Discourse Completion Test, which yields less authentic language data and lacks extensive empirical 
evidence (Kreutel 2007). In addition, no attention has been given to how task variation influences L2 English 
learners’ expressions of agreement/disagreement, though different tasks have been reported to impact their 
language performance, such as the expressions of epistemic stances (Gablasova et al. 2017). 
 
This study, therefore, investigated whether this task variation also affects L2 English learners’ expressions of 
agreement/disagreement in a spoken assessment. It drew on data from the Trinity Lancaster Corpus (TLC), 
which contains 4.2 million words of transcribed interactions between L2 candidates and L1 examiners during the 
Graded Examinations in Spoken English (GESE) conducted by Trinity College London (Gablasova et al. 2019). 
The exam comprises four different tasks, and the comparison was between the discussion and the conversation 
task, as they involved the two parties agreeing/disagreeing with each other. A total of 45 texts (46,000 tokens) 
from the corpus, representing Chinese and Spanish candidates at B2 and C levels in discussion and 
conversation tasks, were manually coded for occurrences of agreement/disagreement. Next, automatic and 
semi-automatic methods were applied to code the target utterances according to their linguistic renditions as 
well as pragmatic features (i.e., the strengthening and mitigating strategies used alongside). A coding system 
was then developed to classify different types of agreement/disagreement, with corresponding values being 
assigned to each category to quantify their speech force. After the coding process was completed, a series of 
statistical analyses, including t-tests, Cohen’s d, and 95% confidence intervals, were performed to examine 
whether there existed statistically significant differences between the two tasks concerning L2 speakers’ 
expressions of agreement/disagreement. 
 
The results did not provide sufficient evidence to reject the null hypotheses across all examined aspects (i.e., 
relative frequencies, strengths of speech force, and ranges of mitigating/strengthening strategies), indicating no 
statistically significant differences between the discussion and the conversation task. However, this non-
significance may be due to insufficient data, calling for further investigation with larger datasets from the corpus. 
Moreover, future research should explore L2 speakers from more diverse linguistic backgrounds. Furthermore, 
the nature of the two tasks needs to be considered: both tasks are jointly led, dialogic, and semi-formal; the only 
difference is that discussions involve pre-selected topics that L2 speakers are familiar with, while conversations 
are based on general topics chosen by the examiner. Ultimately, this study provides a methodological foundation 
for investigating the impact of task variation on L2 speakers’ pragmatic performance. 
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In L2 research, studies comparing monologues and dialogues have predominantly focused on learners’ fluency 
performance or development (e.g., Huensch 2023; Wright 2020). Relatively few investigations have examined 
whether L2 learners exhibit lexical or grammatical differences between these two oral tasks. One notable 
exception was Michel et al. (2007), which analyzed L2 learners’ linguistic complexity and accuracy in 
monologues and dialogues, and found that dialogues triggered more accurate but structurally less complex 
output. The current study intends to contribute to this line of research by investigating whether such task variation 
affects L2 learners’ development of lexical and phraseological sophistication. Regarding lexical sophistication, 
we adopt a frequency-based approach which assumes that, as L2 proficiency increases, learners would produce 
more lower-frequency (i.e., more sophisticated) words (Kyle & Crossley 2015). Concerning phraseological 
sophistication, we follow Paquot (2018, 2019) and assess phraseological complexity by measuring the 
association strengths of dependency pairs (i.e., words connected by syntactic dependency relations). Paquot’s 
(2018, 2019) suggestion, specifically, was that higher proficiency is associated with the use of more strongly-
associated dependency pairs in L2 production. 
 
The dialogic and monologic datasets that we examined were both taken from the ICNALE corpus (Ishikawa 
2023). The dialogue set consisted of 1,699 transcripts of English L2 interviews, and the other included 3,800 
transcripts of learners’ monologic speech. Both datasets involved oral responses to the same set of questions, 
which enabled us to fairly compare the words and phrases in them. All ICNALE speech texts, particularly, were 
annotated with CEFR proficiency levels ranging from A2, B1-lower, B1-higher, to B2 or higher, facilitating an 
analysis of learners’ development of L2 competence. In determining the lexical/phraseological sophistication of 
each speech text, we utilized the information from the spoken subsection of COCA (Davies 2008). More 
specifically, for lexical frequency, all content words (i.e., lemmas) appearing in each text were looked up in the 
COCA in order to compute a text mean-frequency score. For phraseological complexity, all word pairs with the 
three dependency relations, adjective modifier, adverb modifier, and direct object, adopted by Paquot (2018, 
2019) were extracted from each text, with their strengths of association (measured as mutual information) being 
calculated based on the COCA data. Our analyses in general yielded mixed results. While in monologues higher-
level texts did show lower lexical frequency scores, more advanced learners in dialogues were found to use 
more frequent words. The latter finding might be explained by the phenomenon that higher achievers would 
produce vocabulary less sophisticated but more typical of their target register (Durrant & Brenchley 2009). 
However, without the cognitive load posed by interactivity (Robinson 2005), higher achievers in monologues still 
produced more sophisticated words. Regarding phraseological sophistication, no significant differences were 
observed between monologues and dialogues. However, data from both tasks confirmed Paquot (2018, 2019) 
showing that average mutual information scores displayed steady increases across the CEFR levels. 
 
We conclude by discussing implications for phraseology in L2 speech and automated speech assessment. 
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Register and task variation in Learner Corpus Research 
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In this meta-analytic study, we examine the extent to which task and register effects have so far been considered 
in learner language research (LCR). We focus on research articles published in the flagship journal of the LCR 
community: the International Journal of Learner Corpus Research (IJLCR). 
 
First, we measure how often task and register effects are considered in these articles and, if so, and at what 
stage in the research process. Second, we compare how these effects are defined and, where relevant, 
operationalized. Third, focusing on the few studies that have attempted to quantify the effects of task and/or 
register, we attempt to compute standardized effect sizes for task and register variation in learner language. 
 
Our corpus includes all research articles (excluding editorials, reviews, interviews, errata, etc.) published in the 
IJLCR, from its first issue in 2015 to the end of 2024 (N = 99). The Crossref API was used to retrieve article 
metadata. The PDF versions of the articles were converted to a structured XML corpus using the Python library 
GROBID (Romary & Lopez 2015). Quantitative analyses of the corpus were carried out in R, while the qualitative 
analyses were performed via extended concordance reading in SketchEngine. The calculation of the 
standardized effect sizes is currently in progress. We follow the procedure described in Mizumoto et al. (2020). 
The effect sizes will be compared to effect sizes typically reported in L2 research (Plonsky & Oswald 2014). 
 
Our preliminary results indicate that task and register effects are increasingly mentioned in learner corpus 
research. However, they are most often mentioned in the discussion section of research articles and are rarely 
formally defined. Far fewer studies have attempted to quantify these effects. We show that, in many cases, the 
design of the learner corpora makes it impossible to disentangle the effects of task and register. Furthermore, 
we note that, even when taking into account of any appendices or other supplements, the data necessary to 
calculate the relevant effect sizes is frequently missing, despite calls for greater reporting transparency in L2 
research (see, e.g., Marsden & Plonsky 2018) and the IJCLR explicitly encouraging the sharing of data, coding 
schemes/code, and materials (Paquot & Callies 2020). 
 
Based on the results of our analyses, we conclude with some recommendations aimed at increasing 
methodological transparency and rigor so as to facilitate meta-analytic research (see, e.g., Paquot & Plonsky 
2017) and cumulative knowledge building (Larsson & Biber 2025) in LCR. 
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Transcriptions have been defined as a genre that “turn(s) a strip of ‘naturally’ occurring talk [...] into writing” 
(Bezemers & Mavers 2011: 191), yet they are not neutral as they are written representations of spoken language 
(Liddicoat 2021). Transcription-based tasks are frequently used in L2 classrooms so that learners become aware 
of the characteristics of their speech and reflect on their language performance (e.g., Cowie 2018; Lynch 2007; 
Vande Casteele & Collewaert 2016). Now, with the advancement of automatic transcription tools, revising 
Automatic Transcripts (ATs) provides opportunities for task repetition and deeper learning. These Revised 
Transcripts (RTs) require a higher degree of accuracy than the ATs. While error correction often dominates 
transcription-based tasks, RTs can also be approached from a more positive perspective. That is, learners can 
select more precise words that are more typical of written genres rather than solely correcting communicative 
errors. 
 
This study investigates whether 34 Dutch-speaking university students of L2 Spanish in a second-year course 
(A2-B1) increased the precision of the most frequent nouns in their RTs compared to the nouns in their ATs. 
Using Sketch Engine, the twenty most frequent nouns in the two learner sub-corpora (ATs vs. RTs; 29,577 
tokens) were analyzed. The transcripts were part of a transcription-based task in which students watched one 
of two short movies. Then, they recorded a description, automatically transcribed it, and subsequently revised 
the AT using an error-focused template based on Ibáñez Moreno et al. (2010) and Van De Casteele & Collewaert 
(2016). 
 
Findings reveal that the twenty most frequent nouns in both transcripts predominantly refer to the film characters 
(e.g., movie 1: muñeca, Alma, chico; movie 2: hombre, mujer; both movies: niño) and key objects (movie 1: 
tienda, puerta, ventana; movie 2: galleta, máquina, tren, banco). These words were all among the 6,000 most 
frequent words in Spanish (Davies 2016). Despite the clear similarities between both transcripts, nouns in the 
RTs were slightly more precise. For example, the word “galleta” (cookie) increased from appearing in 39% of 
the ATs to 42% of the RTs. This increase can be explained by the deletion of the anglicized form “cookie.” An 
analysis of n-grams also revealed more vocabulary control: learners used more precise compound nouns, such 
as “paquete de galletas” (from 21% to 25%) or “máquina expendedora” (from 0% to 12%), than simple nouns 
(galleta or máquina). 
 
This analysis underscores how engagement with the transcript genre fosters vocabulary precision, even if this 
is not explicitly prompted in the instructions. By shifting the pedagogical lens from deficiency to precision (see 
Cook 2016), transcription-based tasks, including repetition through ATs and RTs, offer opportunities for lexical 
growth beyond basic error correction. 
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Task variation is a key factor in learner language (e.g. Goulart & Dixon 2025), yet corpus-based studies 
comparing different tasks within the same learner population remain scarce. This study investigates how learner 
writing and translation into the foreign language differ linguistically and whether these differences can be 
attributed to task-specific constraints. The main difference between the two L2 tasks at hand is that translation 
relies on a prior text. It is an instance of dependent (or mediated) text production (Kotze 2022). Specifically, we 
compare two types of learner production – L2 writing and L2 translation – produced by the same students to 
assess the extent to which task effects influence linguistic features in learner text production. In addition, we 
compare two learner populations with different language and study backgrounds (L1 German vs L1 French; 
foreign language learners vs translation students). To ensure the comparability of the dataset, all texts belong 
to the same register, namely reviews of cultural products or experiences (e.g. books, movies, concerts, video 
games). Our corpus data currently consist of English reviews written and translated by L2 learners with L1 
German (39 students in an English Studies programme, with no translation training) and L1 French (40 students 
in a translation programme). Additional texts are regularly being added. As a reference of L1 review writing, we 
also use a set of 196 reviews from the SFU Review Corpus (Taboada & Grieve 2004). The student translations 
and accompanying metadata are collected within the framework of the Multilingual Student Translation (MUST) 
corpus (Granger & Lefer 2020). MUST metadata are supplemented with the students’ L1 and L2 proficiency 
levels as measured by the LexTALE tests for German or French and English, respectively (Lemhöfer & Broersma 
2012).  
 
We explore the corpus data with Geometric Multivariate Analysis (GMA; Evert & Neumann 2017), which detects 
variation patterns by relying on frequencies of a large set of lexico-grammatical features, and clusters data points 
(here, texts) in a multidimensional space according to their linguistic similarities and differences. A preliminary 
GMA was run on a subset of the corpus. The first dimension of the analysis reveals overlapping clusters following 
a continuum from L1 writing to L2 writing and to L2 translation. Features contributing to the position of the L2 
translations seem to be the result of source-text influence, such as longer mean sentence length and a higher 
number of conjunctions. The second dimension can be tentatively interpreted as capturing a learner-translator-
specific effect. Some translations from L1 French students, which are enrolled in a translation programme, are 
apart from those of the L1 German students without any translation training. There is evidence of literal 
translation and developing translation competence in the translations produced by these French-speaking 
translation students, as reflected in their use of passive constructions and sentence-initial adverbs. Interestingly, 
overall, L2 proficiency does not seem to play a role in the variation observed in the dataset. In this talk, we will 
present the GMA of the complete corpus. By situating L2 translation alongside L2 writing within the broader 
framework of learner corpus research, this study sheds light on how task demands shape linguistic output in 
bilingual text production. 
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Learner Corpus Research (LCR) has become an essential tool for understanding Second Language Acquisition 
(SLA) processes. These corpora provide empirical data that allow researchers to analyze linguistic development 
across diverse contexts and test SLA theories (Myles 2015; Granger et at. 2015; Tracy-Ventura & Paquot 2021). 
Among the many factors that shape learner output, task design plays a fundamental role, as it influences the 
grammatical structures, vocabulary usage, discourse patterns, and registers in learner production (Biber & 
Egbert 2018; Spada & Tomita 2010; Tracy-Ventura & Myles 2015; Alexopoulou et al. 2017; Larsson et al. 2021). 
Additionally, tasks fulfill important cognitive and sociocultural functions by engaging learners and promoting 
interaction between them and their learning context (Ellis 2009; Ellis & Shintani 2014).  
 
Despite the central role of task design in corpus compilation, few studies have systematically analyzed and 
compared task types across Spanish L2 corpora. While Rojo et al. (2022) provides a comprehensive revision of 
Spanish L2 corpora, their study does not specifically address task types nor their influence in learner output. 
This gap raises questions regarding the consistency, comparability, and representativeness of data collection 
methods, especially in terms of how tasks and registers shape learner responses. A deeper understanding of 
task distribution and nature is essential to ensure that these corpora accurately capture the full spectrum of 
learner production (Callies & Paquot 2015; Tracy-Ventura & Paquot 2021).  
 
To address this limitation, we systematically examine task composition in six open-access written Spanish L2 
corpora: 
 

• Corpus de Textos Escritos por Universitarios Taiwaneses Estudiantes de Español 
• Corpus de Textos Escritos por Universitarios Italianos Estudiantes de ELE 
• Corpus de Textos Escritos por Alumnos Tunecinos de Enseñanza Secundaria Estudiantes de E/LE 
• Corpus Escrito del Español L2 (CEDEL2) 
• Leiden Learner Corpus (LLC) 
• Corpus of Written Spanish of L2 and Heritage Speakers (COWS-L2H) 

 
The following research questions drive our study: 
 

1. What characteristics define the tasks in the six Spanish L2 corpora, and how can they be systematically 
classified? 

2. What task types are most frequently employed across existing Spanish L2 corpora? 
3. To what extent do task prompts explicitly or implicitly target specific registers (e.g., formal vs. informal, 

personal vs. academic)? 
 
The study develops a data-driven taxonomy of written task design across these six Spanish L2 corpora. First, 
we conduct a systematic feature analysis using Python and Excel to profile task variables, including: 
 

- Operational constraints (time limits, availability of reference tools), intertextuality, and computerization 
(Gilquin 2015);  

- Linguistic features such as vocabulary distribution (token ratio, word length), register markers (pronouns 
tú/usted, verb forms) (Biber et al. 2006), and lexical complexity metrics (lexical density, readability 
scores).  
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Then, cluster analysis identifies natural task groupings based on these observable features, bypassing reliance 
on predefined theoretical categories. Finally, to ensure pedagogically meaningful interpretations, we validate 
clusters through: (1) representative task identification via selection of the most central example per cluster, and 
(2) cross-study consistency checks through comparison of emergent task-type distributions with frequency 
patterns in comparable L2 corpora. 
 
Initial analysis of 37 tasks across six Spanish L2 corpora suggests a predominance of personal topics over 
academic/professional ones, aligning with findings from Gilquin (2015) and Shadrova et al. (2021). This trend 
may stem from the frequent use of accessible, communicative tasks in general learner corpora, which elicit 
naturalistic output and allow for standardization across learners (Callies 2015). Formal register is markedly 
underrepresented, with only 5 tasks (13.5%) containing explicit formal markers (usted, formal titles), while 35% 
lacks clear register cues—a pattern that corroborates Yamada et al. (2020) but contrasts with Seoane & Biber 
(2021). Additionally, proficiency-linked task design patterns reveal that most beginner tasks focus on description, 
while advanced tasks more often require argumentation, as shown by Lozano & Mendikoetxea (2013).  
 
These findings underscore the need for more register-aware task design and academically oriented tasks, along 
with standardized protocols to improve cross-corpus comparability and greater linguistic and contextual diversity 
in learner corpora (Callies & Paquot 2015; Granger et al. 2015). In line with the conference theme, findings offer 
insights for researchers working with learner corpora and task-based approaches in SLA. The study explores 
the different task types used in Spanish L2 corpora and their implications for learner output, while identifying key 
methodological challenges related to task representativeness, comparability, and validity in learner data 
analysis. 
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Mediation is the ability to construct and convey meaning within and across languages, varieties and modalities 
(Council of Europe 2020: 90). In the sociolinguistic landscape of South Tyrol, characterized by both external 
and internal multilingualism, mediation emerges as a critical competence to be cultivated in education. Within 
this context, the Ladin school system is one of few multilingual education systems in Europe in which lessons 
are taught in Ladin, Italian and German. 
 
Drawing on the concept of mediation as defined in the Companion Volume of the Common European 
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe 2020) and building on studies that attempt 
to describe multilingual literacy in a narrow sense, i.e. as the multicompetence (Cook 2013) of plurilinguals 
expressed in written language (Cenoz & Gorter 2011; Riehl 2013, 2021; Manchón 2012; Gantefort 2013; 
Woerfel et al. 2014; Brandt et al. 2017; Berthele & Lambelet 2017; Usanova & Schnoor 2021), the objective of 
the COMPLeTT project, initiated in cooperation with the Ladin school board, is twofold: firstly, to document and 
explore the cross-linguistic mediation competences as well as the monolingual writing competencies of Ladin 
middle school children for the three target languages German, Italian and Ladin; and secondly, to make the 
resulting texts available as a multilingual learner corpus. To this end, three writing tasks were developed, 
requiring students to produce three different text genres (game instruction, formal report to the headmaster, 
informal post on social media) and thus three different registers in the target language German based on 
multilingual input texts in Italian, English, Ladin, Spanish, South Tyrolean German dialect, and Dutch. The 
survey covered all third-grade classes in Ladin secondary schools of the Autonomous Province of Bolzano, 
South Tyrol, and resulted in a corpus of more than 600 texts written by 205 students with diverse linguistic 
backgrounds. Within the highly multilingual environment of the Ladin valleys, 0.57 of surveyed students are 
raised in monolingual households, speaking Ladin (77 students), German (15 students), Italian (14 students), 
or other languages (8 students). In contrast, 0.43 of students grow up with more than one first language, with 
48 of these plurilingual students counting German among them. 
 
The initial results for the first part of the study show on the one hand that the young learners’ competence in 
written German varies considerably across registers and non-/standard varieties. On the other hand, the 
multicompetent and plurilingual learner group, the multilingual tasks and the registers and varieties realized in 
the texts challenge common research practices in learner corpus research. The aim of the work-in-progress 
report is to introduce the multilingual tasks designed for the study, to present initial findings from the qualitative 
analysis of students‘ text products, assessed using the levels and descriptors of the Companion Volume of the 
CEFR (Council of Europe 2020), and to discuss the challenges and provide a brief overview of the actual and 
foreseen characteristics of the compiled corpus. 
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Register variation in German upper secondary school written examinations 
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Language learners are often faced with complex writing tasks eliciting a variety of texts, and the inherent 
requirements intensify with high-stakes secondary school exams. The classification of these texts is not always 
unequivocal. The notion of “letter”, for example, has been deconstructed in terms of register specifications and 
generic structure (Biber & Conrad 2009). Writing tasks may require source material and result in “essays” that 
can show similarities to the register of academic writing (e.g. formal language), yet be either descriptive or 
argumentative, potentially displaying particular linguistic differences (Lu 2011). Terminology such as 
“argumentative” has been used to describe tasks (Alexopoulou et al. 2017) and genres (Derewianka & Jones 
2016) alike. Understanding the conflicting and complementary use of such terms provides an important lens for 
exploring register variation in learner language, in this instance in the German secondary school EFL exam 
context. 
 
Such exams follow curricula that require the students to produce a variety of text types in an appropriate style 
and register in fixed tasks of varying complexity and formality (Ministry of Education 2014). The written data in 
this study is a subset of the Corpus of Secondary English as a Foreign Language (EFL) Exams (SEEFLEX) 
(Pauls, under revision) containing 1787 texts (~586k words) from handwritten, curriculum-based examinations 
by sophomore-senior year students at three German secondary schools (mean age (SD) = 16.39 (1.07) years; 
mean years of studying English (SD) = 10.02 (1.85)). The exams consist of three or four tasks revolving around 
up to two source texts. The subset contains elicited texts from the following repertoire: summary, analysis, 
comment, magazine, formal letter, and informal e-mail. All tasks presuppose the information from the respective 
source texts. 
 
The present study adopts an exploratory approach to investigate the inter-textual linguistic differences required 
by the curricula. Geometric multivariate analysis (GMA) (Neumann & Evert 2021) is employed to visually inspect 
the similarities and differences between the student texts. Frequencies of 41 lexico-grammatical features 
motivated by register theory (Neumann 2014) are subjected to linear discriminant analysis (LDA) to place each 
text on a multidimensional feature space. The minimally supervised method is used to bring out subtle 
differences in the data, taking the texts’ communicative purpose (genre) as target variable for supervised 
learning. 
 
Using mixed methods, three interrelated research questions are addressed: (1) Which texts show 
overlap/separations in their position on the feature space? (2) Which lexico-grammatical features contribute 
most to the position of the texts? (3) Which of the assigned text classification variables (register, task, genre) 
best describe the overlaps/separations? 
 
Preliminary results show considerable overlap between formal letters and informal e-mails, albeit with more 
dispersed values for the informal correspondences, as well as analysis and summary. These two clusters, 
however, are set apart on the feature space, indicating linguistic differences. Inspection of the individual 
contributions of the features reveals patterns of variation, e.g. that comments, formal letters and informal e-mails 
are influenced by first person pronouns, and magazine texts by past tense. The methodological issues related 
to the classification of learner language into prominent register and task categories are addressed. The study 
discusses implications for students’ successful use of register-appropriate language and thereby conforming to 
the curricular requirements. 
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A new syntactic complexity indicator in L2-English written texts: Verb phrase versatility 
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As part of the validation process of a CEFR B2+ language examination for English majors at a Hungarian 
university, we are working to detect the systematic patterns of syntactic and lexical characteristics of a corpus 
(N=500) of texts written in two registers (formal letters and narratives), and their match to B2+ expectations. The 
project research question is (1) whether that exam measures English language proficiency at the B2+ level in a 
valid and reliable way, and (2) how to find ways to partly automatically assess those texts, focussing on syntactic 
and lexical complexity. In that framework the present research question is whether verb phrase versatility (VPV) 
is a reliable indicator of syntactic complexity, compared to other indicators, within and across the two registers. 
 
VPV means the range and types of tense, aspect, voice, modality and finiteness variation of verb phrases in 
English texts. While in everyday English-as-a-foreign-language teaching and learning using verb phrases that 
go beyond the Simple Present and the Simple Past is often considered a fair sign of spoken and written text 
production development above the B1/B2 level, none of the multivariate analytical systems seem to grasp this 
variable phenomenon as a single indicator, including the Biber-tagger/MAT (Nini 2019), the L2SCA (Lu 2017) or 
the CVLA (Uchida & Negishi 2018). In this project, we have been working with each of these multivariate 
analytical programmes, adding to them some of our own manually and automatically detectable variables, 
working with altogether 110 variables (Reményi 2024a, 2024b; Reményi-Velner 2022).  
 
In the talk, first, the mathematical calculation of VPV will be explained. It will be followed by presenting and 
analysing the verb phrase distributions found to be characteristic of the two genres in the corpus and a 
comparison between them. A statistical meta-analysis across the VPV and the rest of the above variables will 
also be suggested in the talk, highlighting the importance of VPV in detecting cross-register variation. 
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Task-based variation in L2 French: Does orthography influence the realization of final 
consonants? 
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Opaque orthographies – such as French orthography – make it difficult for instructed second language (L2) 
learners to learn patterns of pronunciation in the L2. Silent (final) consonants have been recorded as one of the 
difficulties encountered by L2 learners of English (Mompean & Fouz-Gonzáles 2016) and L2 learners of French 
(e.g., parents, beaucoup) with a variety of L1s, including German (Dalola 2022; Deswarte et al. 2020; Pustka & 
Meisenburg 2017). In French, all final consonant letters are prone to mispronunciation (Dalola 2022; Pustka & 
Meisenburg 2017), arguably because the variable rules of final letter pronunciation create confusion for learners 
(Pustka 2020). While studies revealed that in some cases grapheme-phoneme correspondences in the L1 have 
a positive influence on L2 pronunciation (e.g., Escudero et al. 2014), in other cases they can have a negative 
effect (e.g., Mairano et al. 2018), including on the pronunciation of silent letters (Bassetti & Atkinson 2015; 
Mouquet & Mairano 2016). This may underline the influence of orthography. However, these studies on the 
pronunciation of silent letters surprisingly found no effect of learner variables. The results obtained for L2 English 
prompt us to wonder whether similar patterns can be found for L2 French. Therefore, this study sets out to 
investigate the influence of orthography in the productions of L1 German learners of L2 French by asking the 
following question: Do task-type and learner proficiency level influence L2 pronunciation of final consonants? 
Building on findings from studies with French and Italian learners of English, which suggest that both orthography 
and the transparency of the L1 writing system influence the pronunciation of silent consonants (Bassetti & 
Atkinson 2015; Mouquet & Mairano 2016), we hypothesize that intrusive consonants will be more frequent in the 
reading task. However, this effect may be somewhat mitigated, as German's semi-opaque orthography might 
not always lead learners to rely on spelling for pronunciation, with an expected improvement with higher 
proficiency, too. 
 
To answer our research questions, we analyzed the realization of final consonants in the spoken production of 
Austrian high school students learning French as a second language, using a subset from the Pro2f-corpus 
(Pustka 2024). This dataset includes recordings of 50 1st- and 6th-year students from a high school in Vienna. 
Participants read a schoolbook-text and engaged in an interview with a native speaker. We focused on the 
realization of final voiceless fricatives and plosives (/s, p, t, k/) in these two tasks and coded these cases 
perceptually using PRAAT (Boersma & Weenink 2024). We excluded cases that were ambiguous for 
phonological or morphological reasons, such as cases of liaison or adjectives.  
 
Preliminary results from 1st-year learners revealed no significant difference in the realization of final consonants 
between the two tasks. In the interview, final consonants that should not have been realized were incorrectly 
produced in 16% of cases, while when reading the text, this occurred in 10% of cases. These preliminary results 
suggest that orthography might not influence the realization of final consonants overall, but rather that it is the 
word itself that influences pronunciation. For instance, learners almost systematically realized the final 
consonants in cognates such as sport [spɔʁ], art [aʁ], tennis [tenis], or internet [ɛ͂tɛʁnɛt], for which the 
consonant is realized in other languages, whether or not they are pronounced in French. This effect of cognates 
contradicts previous findings. Moreover, the reading task data for both years suggest that students show 
significant improvement in avoiding the realization of silent final consonants with greater language proficiency. 
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This poster presents an ongoing project to build the longitudinal Chilean corpus of learner English, spanning 
elementary to advanced proficiency levels (A2 to C1 of the CEFR). The study is conducted within a 5-year 
undergraduate English language teacher education (ELTE) programme that incorporates English as Medium of 
Instruction and Content and Language Learning approaches. Graduates of this programme will teach EFL in 
secondary schools. Therefore, it is vital for them to develop their writing skills during university studies. Despite 
the growing availability of learner corpora, there remains a need for datasets including underrepresented EFL 
genres such as emails, letters, reports, and reviews (McEnery et al. 2019). Additionally, it is important to mention 
that there is no published EFL learner corpus in the country, so this corpus might become an important 
contribution to the ELT local community and to pre-service teachers. As Gilquin (2015) observes, local corpora 
“invite teachers and students alike into the field of learner corpus research by making them both providers and 
beneficiaries, thus resulting in learner corpora being directly useful to those for whom, ultimately, they have been 
compiled” (p. 29). 
 
The corpus will collect data at 12 points over two years, tracking the same 200 learners (approximately) from 
group years 1 to 5. Each student will provide 12 texts written under exam conditions (handwritten form) to ensure 
AI-free writing. Texts are being transcribed following guidelines by Brenchley & Durrant (n.d.). 
  
This corpus will provide valuable insights into vocabulary acquisition and instruction, as vocabulary is critical in 
language learning and writing performance (Laufer & Nation 1995). Lexical features, including density, diversity, 
and sophistication, will be analysed using Text Inspector, TAALED (Kyle & Crossley 2015), and TAALES (Kyle 
& Crossley 2018). Descriptive and inferential statistics will identify developmental trends, addressing the 
following research question: What developmental trends in lexical complexity—density, diversity, and 
sophistication—emerge in a longitudinal learner corpus mediated by cohort, proficiency level, and genre? 
 
Data collection for the first two semesters is complete, and transcription is underway. Currently, texts have been 
collected at six different times (May, June, July, September, November & December 2024). Findings will inform 
L2 writing instruction in underrepresented EFL genres, shedding light on students’ vocabulary size, depth, and 
developmental trajectories across cohorts and proficiency levels. 
 

References 

 

Brenchely, M., & Durrant, P. (n.d.). Growth in Grammar Project Transcription Manual - Stage One. University of Exeter. 
https://phildurrant.net/annotation-manual-2/  

Kyle, K., & Crossley A., S. (2018). Measuring syntactic complexity in L2 writing using fine-grained clausal and phrasal indices. The 
Modern Language Journal, 102(2), 333–349. https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12468  

Kyle, K., & Crossley, S. A. (2015). Automatically Assessing Lexical Sophistication: Indices, Tools, Findings, and Application. TESOL 
Quarterly, 49(4), 757–786. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.194   

Laufer, B., & Nation, P. (1995). Vocabulary Size and Use: Lexical Richness in L2 Written Production. Applied Linguistics, 16(3), 307–
322. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/16.3.307 

McEnery, T., Brezina, V., Gablasova, D., & Banerjee, J. (2019). Corpus linguistics, learner corpora, and SLA: Employing technology 
to analyse language use. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 39, 74–92.  https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190519000096  

 



 

48  

Investigating pragmatic and politeness strategies in different registers of L2 Spanish 
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In recent years, the importance of the pragmatic and discursive competences in the teaching-learning process 
has been highlighted. When learning a foreign language (L2), the acquisition of pragmatic competence involves 
a great deal of complexity for non-native speakers, due to the many factors that influence the use of pragmatic 
strategies. Indeed, many studies so far have showed that Spanish L2 learners do not get a full acquisition of the 
pragmatic competences, since their discursive choices do not have the degree of variety, sophistication, and 
correction of native speakers (Piatti 2003; Orol González & Alonso Ramos 2013; Sampedro Mella 2021; 
Sampedro Mella & Sánchez Gutiérrez 2023). Given this context, the present study analyzes L2 Spanish 
productions written by learners of different L1, and proficiency levels (B1 and B2), with different ages and genres. 
The aim is to investigate whether the use of pragmatic strategies at the discourse and interactional level varies 
according to the different text registers, as well as learner’s skills or profile (L1, age, and gender).  
 
The present study is based on the “Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis” (Granger 2015), which consists of “[…] 
2) a comparison of one sample of learner language with other samples of learner language, particularly from 
learners with different mother tongue back-grounds” (Granger 2015: 8). To carry out this study, firstly a selection 
of four tasks of the CAES Spanish learner language corpus (Corpus de Aprendices de Español) written by the 
same Spanish B1 and B2 learners was made: on the one hand, an email request for a hotel reservation, and a 
letter to a friend asking for help to find a new job (B1 learners); on the other hand, an email claim for lost luggage 
and a letter of request for information to enroll at a new university (B2 learners).  
 
A quantitative and qualitative analysis was accomplished, focusing on the differences regarding the level of 
formality, the format and the “pragmatic superstructures” (Van Dijk 1980: 195) of each text: a formal/informal 
greeting, an email or letter body, and a formal/informal closing. Furthermore, this research explored the use of 
politeness strategies: positive proximity and solidarity politeness forms such as imperatives, compliments, 
nicknames, jokes, or address forms that express closeness (Brown & Levinson 1987), or mitigation strategies 
as well as negative politeness forms including conditional sentences, apologies, modal verbs, indirect forms, 
etc. to show greater distance and formality (Brown & Levinson 1987). Aside from the differences between the 
register of each text, different learners’ proficiency levels and other variables, such as their L1, age, and gender 
were also taken into account. The goal of this analysis is to shed light on the differences that can arise from non-
native productions.  
 
This oral communication is organized in four parts. The first part contains a brief introduction about the 
acquisition of the pragmatic competence in Spanish L2 and the characteristics of each register, i.e., formal and 
informal letter, formal and informal email. The second part includes a description of the corpus data, the 
methodology and the research questions. The third part presents a quantitative and qualitative analysis of 
learners’ productions, focusing on the differences between registers and learners’ features (L1, proficiency level, 
age, and gender). Finally, the fourth part shows the conclusions of this study.  
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Newly immigrated school-aged L2 learners of German encounter the challenge of acquiring not only basic 
communicative competencies but also the specific requirements of school in a particularly brief timeframe and 
in a highly heterogeneous context. In so-called intensive classes specifically designed for this purpose, they are 
expected to attain fundamental language skills as well as a “language of schooling” (cf. Schleppegrell 2001) with 
the objective of engaging in regular classes as soon as possible. This places the significant challenge on these 
learners to acquire and differentiate various registers and their usage from the earliest stages of their language 
acquisition. 
 
While the integration of newly immigrated students has long been a topic of discussion, research on their L2 
acquisition of German for educational purposes and especially with a focus on register-related aspects remains 
limited (cf. Goltsev & von Dewitz 2023). 
 
Therefore, the present project aims to address this research gap by providing a longitudinal perspective, 
observing and documenting the linguistic journey of several newly immigrated students over the first two years 
of their schooling in Germany. For this purpose, we are currently building a longitudinal learner corpus (SeiKo) 
with oral and written texts of this learner group capturing their linguistic development from intensive classes to 
(partial) integration into regular classes (cf. Schlauch et al., in preparation), focusing on language and register 
acquisition in the context of Germany’s educational system. 
 
To elicit various registers, a methodology inspired by Wiese (2020) is employed, whereby a rotation of six picture 
stories is utilised as a basis for the creation of various communicative tasks and thereby capture situational and 
register-specific variation (cf. Lüdeling et al. 2022). Participants were instructed to first describe the illustrated 
events orally, then to report them to a non-present addressee, and finally to produce a written report. The 
resulting audio and written records were then transcribed and manually and automatically annotated using a 
multi-level annotation scheme in the EXMARaLDA partitur editor (Schmidt & Wörner 2014). This scheme 
covered parts of speech, syntactic units, verbal placement and attribution within noun phrases. The focal point 
of our research endeavours lies in the domain of core grammatical competencies, alongside the evolution of 
register-specific linguistic phenomena. In order to achieve this objective, we are investigating verbal placement 
as an indicator of general L2 acquisition (for an overview, see Schwendemann 2022) and attribution within noun 
phrases as an indicator for educational registers (cf. Gamper 2022), employing both qualitative and quantitative 
approaches in the analysis of the data. 
 
The present paper reports on our ongoing work with insights from eight learners from the first wave of data 
collection, exploring when and how these learners begin to differentiate within communicative tasks. A particular 
focus lies in the discussion of the methodological challenges of creating a register-sensitive data collection for 
the early stages of L2 acquisition, as well as the challenges of conducting research on a highly heterogeneous 
learner population. 
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Phraseological complexity, defined as “the range of phraseological units that surface in language production and 
the degree of sophistication of such phraseological units” (Paquot 2019: 124) has received increasing amount 
of attention in recent Learner Corpus Research (LCR). While most studies have focused on L2 English (e.g., 
Paquot 2018, 2019; Paquot et al. 2022), some have extended the investigation to other second languages, such 
as French (e.g. Vandeweerd et al. 2021) and Dutch (e.g. Rubin et al. 2021). Researchers have also begun to 
explore variations in phraseological complexity across different contexts, including modes and tasks (e.g. 
Vandeweerd et al. 2023). However, much remains to be done to fully understand how phraseological complexity 
develops across registers in learner language. 
 
LCR has greatly advanced our understanding of English as Foreign Language (EFL) learners’ phraseological 
patterns and competence. However, most LCR studies have focused on a single register, typically argumentative 
essays, limiting our ability to determine whether the patterns observed extend to other registers (Larsson et al. 
2021). Investigating register flexibility is important, as it provides a more comprehensive view of how EFL 
learners perform across diverse communicative contexts, contributing to a deeper understanding of learner 
language, L2 proficiency and development. While research on register flexibility in learner language remains 
scarce, existing studies suggest that although learners exhibit less flexibility than experts, they do demonstrate 
some degree of adaptability across registers (e.g., Paquot et al. 2013; Larsson et al. 2021). 
 
The existing literature on phraseological complexity predominantly investigates this construct through the 
dimensions of phraseological diversity (i.e., the range of phraseological units that surface in language 
production) and phraseological sophistication (i.e., the degree of sophistication of such phraseological units), as 
outlined by Paquot (2019). Most studies have focused on word combinations used in certain grammatical 
relationships, such as adjectival + modifier (amod), adverb + adjective, adverb, or verb (advmod), and verb + 
noun (dobj), primarily in argumentative essays. The measures developed so far have proven useful in various 
ways, notably in distinguishing between learners at different proficiency levels. However, no research to date 
has applied them to compare phraseological complexity across registers. This gap raises an important 
methodological question: are existing measures of phraseological complexity suitable for capturing register 
flexibility? 
 
This poster has two primary objectives. First, it seeks to evaluate the applicability of existing measures of 
phraseological complexity in exploring register flexibility in learner writing. Second, it aims to extend these 
measures by developing a set specifically designed for investigating register flexibility, bridging the gap between 
phraseological complexity research and register studies, particularly those focusing on lexical bundles. 
Methodologically, the poster addresses the challenges of exploring learners’ phraseological competence across 
registers and questions the role of phraseological complexity in this process. By integrating research on L2 
phraseological complexity and register studies, it proposes a systematic methodology for examining the role of 
phraseology in learners’ adaptability to different registers. 
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This study examines the extent to which the linguistic characteristics of English as a second language (L2) 
learners differ between spoken and written English during the beginning and middle stages of learning. Since 
the start of learner corpus studies, it has been noted that the language characteristics of L2 learners are 
predominantly influenced by spoken forms. However, learners are not consciously choosing spoken over written 
language; they are simply developing their English skills without distinguishing between registers. Biber et al. 
(2011) propose a framework of five stages of second language development, suggesting that spoken language 
is acquired first, followed by written language. This hypothesis is based on the assumption that differences 
between spoken and written registers appear in language forms. Parkinson & Musgrave (2014) and Ansarifar et 
al. (2018) tested this hypothesis and found it largely correct, though their studies focused on academic English 
proficiency rather than second language development. To investigate whether L2 acquisition progresses from 
spoken to written features, longitudinal observation of learners in the early and middle stages is required.  
 
In this study, 73 first-year, 79 second-year, and 69 third-year Japanese junior high school students were given 
8 minutes of speaking tasks and 14 minutes of writing tasks, with topics and task types differing between the 
spoken tasks and written tasks. Production data were collected and analyzed using Python scripts with spaCy 
to count the occurrences of 23 developmental linguistic forms proposed by Biber et al. (2011). Each linguistic 
feature was considered acquired if it appeared at least twice in different forms. Subsequently, the number of 
learners who mastered each feature was counted for each year level, showing the acquisition status. The 
features were ranked by the number of learners who mastered them, and a rank correlation test was conducted 
to compare spoken and written language ranks within each year. The correlation coefficients were 0.95, 0.90, 
and 0.94, indicating a remarkably high similarity. These results suggest that there is no significant difference in 
the linguistic features of early- to mid-stage English learners’ production data, regardless of whether the data 
pertains to spoken or written tasks. It can be concluded that learners do not distinguish between written and 
spoken English registers at these stages. 
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Generative artificial intelligence (gen-AI) is increasingly being integrated into language education, with language 
teachers seeking to capitalise on its strengths, while mitigating the threats it poses (Li et al. 2024; Liu et al. 
2024a). Although user attitudes towards ChatGPT are frequently investigated, how the tool empirically impacts 
actual L2 linguistic performance is still largely unknown (some exceptions include, e.g. Mizumoto et al. 2024, 
Pfau et al. 2023). To partially fill this gap, the current paper compares English as a Second Language Learners’ 
(ESL) written performance in two different contexts, namely (1) academic papers written in class without the 
help of ChatGPT and (2) the same papers subsequently revised with the help of ChatGPT. Specifically, we aim 
to capture which linguistic changes proposed by ChatGPT the learners decided to implement in their writing in 
the following two CAF areas: L2 accuracy and lexical diversity. These constructs represent concretely 
operationalisable features which will enable insights into learners’ revision decisions. Importantly, the study is 
not intended as an assessment of ChatGPT’s rewriting quality, but rather aims to better understand learner 
writing revision behaviour with GenAI so as to pedagogically target learner feedback literacy skills. 
 
The participants (N=91) are L1 Dutch-speaking ESL students in the first bachelor of English literature and 
linguistics at the University of Antwerp, Belgium. This study is mainly based on empirical learner written data: 
91 in-class assignments produced without ChatGPT are compared with the corresponding home revisions 
produced with ChatGPT assistance, thus totalling a database of 182 learner texts, each of which is c.500 words 
long (total tokens in the learner database = c. 91,000). To investigate the extent to which ChatGPT feedback 
impacts L2 accuracy, each learner text was annotated for errors by using Louvain Error Tagging error taxonomy 
(Granger et al. 2022) (c.50-plus error types). Lexical diversity (LD) was automatically calculated using the open-
source Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Lexical Diversity (TAALED) (Kyle et al. 2021) and was operationalised 
with the textual lexical diversity measure (MTLD) (McCarthy & Jarvis 2010) and the Moving-Average Type-Token 
Ratio (MATTR) (Covington & McFall 2010), two measures which have been found to be largely independent of 
text-length. Effect sizes and other relevant statistics (descriptives and inferential statistics) shed light on the 
practical impact of ChatGPT feedback in L2 learner writing.  
 
Our results show unexpected trends, especially concerning accuracy as the texts revised with ChatGPT still 
include numerous errors in all categories. In other words, students did not seem to be particularly “accuracy-
oriented” when carrying out text revisions and did not leverage ChatGPT to markedly tend to that aspect of their 
writing. More expectedly, lexical diversity was shown to be much higher in following ChatGPT feedback, with 
passages that were very much learner atypical. Concerning the relationship between accuracy and LD, no strong 
correlation emerged between the two, suggesting that these are two separate constructs: students deal with 
revisions on lexicon and accuracy in different ways. These findings also shed light on the need to develop 
students’ AI-literacy, but also their feedback literacy if they are to use gen-AI feedback in a meaningful way to 
improve their writing.  
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Speaking interaction presents great challenges to L2 English learners, as they must constantly draw on 
appropriate linguistic resources in a rapidly evolving discourse. Central to communication is stance-taking, 
defined as the speaker’s standpoint or judgement toward a given proposition (Biber & Finegan 1988). For L2 
learners whose communicative styles are still developing, asserting stance is particularly demanding due to 
limited L2 proficiency or typological differences between English and their L1s. Additionally, Du Bois (2007) 
claims that stance-taking is socio-culturally constructed and shaped by various cultural backgrounds. Current 
research has primarily focused on L2 writing, leaving spoken interactions - where stance is more overtly marked 
- relatively underexplored. This study seeks to address this gap in L2 stance interactions by systematically 
examining L2 speakers from four linguistic backgrounds across three distinct speaking tasks. Understanding 
how L2 speakers adapt their stance-taking strategies to tasks with varying levels of interactivity, and how it is 
further shaped by L1 background, is vital to effective L2 communication and pragmatic pedagogies. We aim to 
answer:  
 

- How are stance markers employed differently across English speaker groups with diverse L1 
backgrounds and across three different speaking tasks?  

 
We investigate higher intermediate-to-advanced learners (n=203) from four linguistic backgrounds (Chinese, 
Dutch, French, Greek) in the LINDSEI (Gilquin et al. 2010) and L1 speakers (n=50) in the LOCNEC corpora (De 
Cock 2004). The two corpora offer comparable data across three speaking tasks–dialogue, monologue, and 
picture description–within institutional English settings. Stance markers are extracted based on pre-existing lists 
L2 patterns (Gablasova et al. 2017; Gray & Biber 2014), including: a). stance adverbials: (e.g., happily); b). 
complement clauses led by adjectives, nouns, and verbs: (e.g., certain that; I believe). These markers are further 
categorised semantically (e.g., hedges, boosters, and attitudinal markers). We analyse the effects of task type 
and L1 background, and their interaction on the frequencies of stance marker usage using Poisson regressions. 
A further qualitative analysis of prominent markers provides a more fine-grained investigation of how they are 
adapted to specific contexts.  
 
We hypothesise that stance marker usage varies across both task and individual L1 background. For instance, 
interactive dialogues are expected to elicit greater diversity in stance expressions, as speakers constantly 
express and negotiate their subjective voices with the interlocutors. Cross-linguistic differences are also 
anticipated: Chinese L2 speakers from a high-context culture may overuse hedges in dialogues to maintain 
cultural indirectness or display a narrower repertoire of stance markers, while Dutch L2 speakers might show 
minimal task-related variation.   
 
This research will contribute to the understanding of how stance expressions interact with task types and 
sociolinguistic factors. By examining L2 speakers’ adaptability across tasks, it provides insights into how 
different L2 groups manage the changing contextual demands of spoken activities, and whether they can fully 
exploit the multifunctionality of stance markers compared to native L1 English speakers (Gablasova et al. 2017). 
Ultimately, we aim to foster context-sensitive and culture-sensitive communication, helping L2 learners navigate 
their stance-expressing more effectively.  
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The rise of generative AI is shaping new writing practices in second language (L2) contexts by providing 
tools that influence both the writing process and outcomes. Despite this, little is known about how L2 
learners interact with generative AI during writing tasks. Key questions remain about how these tools affect  
task, register, and decision-making approaches compared to independent writing. These issues are critical 
because language use varies across tasks and registers (e.g., Biber 2006; Biber &  Egbert 2018), and 
achieving register awareness—a key component of writing proficiency—remains a persistent challenge for 
L2 writers (Gilquin & Paquot 2008). 
 
To address these gaps, we are in the process of compiling a novel L2 Multi-Register Corpus that captures 
the integration of generative AI tools in academic writing. We aim to collect texts produced by Dutch L1, 
English L2 students (n=200) enrolled in English- medium Bachelor’s programs at a university in the 
Netherlands. Participants are randomly assigned to one of two conditions: one group completes tasks 
independently, while the other has access to generative AI tools. Each participant writes two texts—one 
argumentative and one summarizing a scientific article—with task order randomized across conditions. To 
complement the final texts, process data, including screen recordings and keylogging, are collected. Screen 
recordings allow for the examination of participants’ on-screen behaviors, such as the editing process, 
navigation, and the way they use AI-generated suggestions. Keylogging data will be used to analyze typing 
patterns, pauses, and revisions, offering a detailed view of how learners interact with both  the writing tasks 
and the AI tool during text production. 
 
Our hope is that this corpus will support future research and pedagogy in L2 writing and AI-assisted 
learning. First, by being made publicly available, it promotes open collaboration among researchers and 
educators. Second, it deepens our understanding of how generative AI influences linguistic features and 
register variation in L2 writing, advancing the ongoing conversation on register awareness in L2 learners. 
Finally, the inclusion of process data provides further insights into the real -time interactions between 
learners and AI tools, enriching our understanding of the dynamics involved in AI-assisted writing. 
 

Data collection is still ongoing (n=16 at the time of writing), but preliminary observations indicate significant 
differences in writing behaviors between AI-assisted and independent writing conditions. For instance, 
writing assignments under the AI-assisted condition typically take longer than those completed 
independently. The screen recordings also reveal that most students use generative AI for brainstorming 
ideas, checking for grammar and spelling mistakes, and, in some cases, enhancing text complexity. This 
presentation will highlight these initial qualitative findings and address the practical challenges encountered 
when compiling AI-assisted corpora. 
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