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academic phraseology  
a key ingredient in successful  

l2 academic literacy 

SYLVIANE GRANGER 

abstract 

One of the weaknesses of most current academic word lists is that they fail 
to do justice to the large stock of multiword units that are typical of 
academic language. The objective of this chapter is to raise awareness of 
the importance of phrasal academic vocabulary. After a brief critical 
survey of three recently compiled phrasal academic lists, the chapter 
highlights the potential contribution of learner corpus data to identifying 
the most useful units for teaching purposes. The approach is illustrated 
with a case study of phrasal metadiscourse based on corpora of novice and 
expert native writing, and subcorpora from the International Corpus of 
Learner English representing L2 writers from six different mother tongue 
backgrounds.  

[1] introduction 

Academic vocabulary can be roughly defined as the words and phrases that are 
typically used in academic contexts. While acquiring these lexical items is es-
sential to the academic achievement of both native and non-native (L2) stu-
dents, they represent a particularly significant hurdle for L2 users, who have to 
understand and produce academic language in a language that is not their own. 

Academic vocabulary is commonly subdivided into discipline-specific aca-
demic words, i.e. technical words that describe content knowledge (e.g. malig-
nant, biopsy or incubate in medicine), and general academic words that occur 
across content areas and are used to refer to activities typical of academic work 
and to structure discourse (e.g. despite, conclusion or categorise). Both types of 
word are challenging for L2 learners, but it is the cross-disciplinary ones that 
pose the greatest difficulties. One of the reasons is that these words ‘are sup-
portive of but not central to the topics of the texts in which they occur’ 
(Coxhead 2000: 214). As a result, they are not particularly salient and tend to 
pass unnoticed. To help teachers give these words the pedagogical attention 
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they require, several lists of cross-disciplinary academic words have been com-
piled. The first to appear was Coxhead’s (2000) Academic Word List (AWL), 
which quickly met with great success and is still the most widely used today. 
However, as acknowledged by Coxhead (2008) herself, ‘[o]ne of the challenges 
of the AWL is that it was released solely as a list of individual words and their 
families, with no indication of the context and patterning in which these words 
occurred’. The same weakness is pointed out by Gardner & Davies (2013), the 
compilers of the Academic Vocabulary List, who conclude that ‘more needs to 
be done in the future to identify core multiword academic vocabulary’ (p. 325). 
A first step in that direction was made by Paquot (2010), whose Academic Key-
word List contains a number of multiword adverbs, prepositions and conjunc-
tions (e.g. as well as, according to, as opposed to, as to, contrary to, in favour of, rather 
than, for example, whether or not), though these represent but a small proportion 
(c. 3%) of the whole list. Another initiative designed to ‘phrase up’ single-word 
vocabulary lists is that of Martinez & Schmitt (2012), who, using a mixture of 
automatic extraction and manual vetting by judges with language testing and 
teaching experience, put together a Phrasal Expressions List, which contains 
505 frequent non-transparent multiword expressions in English, specially in-
tended for receptive use.  

In recent years, there have been several initiatives to produce lists of word 
combinations typical of academic discourse (Durrant 2009, Simpson-Vlach & 
Ellis 2010, Ackermann & Chen 2013). The main objective of this chapter is to 
take a critical look at these lists and the methods used to generate them (Sec-
tion 2) and to describe the potential contribution of learner corpora to identify-
ing the most useful units (Section 3). In Section 4, the corpus-based approach to 
academic phraseology is illustrated by means of a case study of phrasal meta-
discourse. Section 5 offers some conclusions and avenues for future research.  

[2] phrasal academic lists  

Phrasal academic lists are lists of phrasemes (Mel’čuk 1998), i.e. word combina-
tions displaying some degree of selectional restriction that are deemed to offer 
high learning and teaching potential. Those that have been compiled to date 
target two different types of word combination: collocations, i.e. pairs of words 
that co-occur in a short span of text more often than predicted by chance (Sin-
clair 1991) and are identified by means of statistical tests such as Mutual Infor-
mation (MI), and lexical bundles, i.e. sequences of contiguous words that recur 
in a particular register (Biber et al. 1999) and are extracted using the n-gram 
technique. One characteristic shared by the two types of unit is that they are 
usually not very difficult to understand, but are very difficult to get right in 
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productive tasks.  
The lists assembled by Durrant (2009) and Ackermann & Chen (A&C) (2013) 

contain typical English for Academic Purposes (EAP) collocations extracted 
from large corpora of native or expert academic texts. Although they were 
compiled with the same objective – that of providing a pedagogically useful re-
source –, the two lists are quite different, not only in size (1,000 pairs for Dur-
rant vs. 2,468 for A&C) but also in the quality of the units. Durrant’s list con-
tains a majority (76%) of grammatical collocations, i.e. containing at least one 
grammatical word, such as consistent with, as shown, suggest that, while A&C’s 
Academic Collocation List is limited to lexical collocations made up of two lexi-
cal words (see examples in Table 1). Several other factors account for discrep-
ancies between the two lists, among them the following four: (1) the corpora 
used differ in size and academic genres covered; (2) A&C exclude collocation 
pairs that contain words from West’s (1953) General Service List (top 2,000 
words), while Durrant includes them; (3) the collocation status of the word 
pairs relies on different quantitative criteria (e.g. MI of minimum 4 for Durrant 
and minimum 3 for A&C); (4) Durrant relies solely on automatic extraction, 
while A&C’s approach makes use of both automatic extraction and manual 
screening by linguists (e.g. to exclude highly fixed units1 such as collective bar-
gaining) and language practitioners (to select the pedagogically most relevant 
units).  

Verb Adverb  Adjective Noun 
differ significantly  causal link 

expand rapidly  conflicting interests 
explore further  crucial factor 
increase dramatically  final stage 

vary widely  further information 

table 1: Excerpt from Ackerman & Chen’s (2013) Academic Collocation List 

Rather than collocations, the Academic Formulas List (AFL) put together by 
Simpson-Vlach & Ellis (2010) comprises lexical bundles, i.e. uninterrupted se-
quences of 3-5 words extracted from academic corpora. The final list contains 
600 formulaic sequences, subdivided into three 200-formula lists (core, spoken 
and written). Table 2 shows the top 15 spoken and written sequences in the 
AFL. The list was obtained using a mixture of automatic and manual extraction 
procedures. The first step consisted in the automatic extraction of sequences 

                                                                                                                                        

[1]  The degree of fixedness was determined by consulting several online dictionaries to see whether the 
word combinations were listed as independent entries. 
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that were more frequent in academic than non-academic texts. Conscious that 
‘long lists of highly frequent expressions are of minimal use to instructors who 
must make decisions about what content to draw students’ attention to for 
maximum benefit within limited classroom time’, Simpson-Vlach & Ellis (2010: 
490) submitted a sample of the data to experienced teachers, who were asked to 
assess their usefulness for teaching purposes. On that basis they created a met-
ric, called the Formula Teaching Worth, which reflects the statistical correla-
tion between teacher intuition, on the one hand, and phrase frequency and MI 
score, on the other, and used it to draw up the final list. To enhance the useful-
ness of the list for teachers, the authors then grouped the sequences into dis-
course-pragmatic categories. For example, bundles such as a high degree, a large 
number of, a wide range of were classified in the category of ‘quantity specifica-
tion’, while it might be, is likely to, in a sense were classified as ‘hedges’. 

Spoken AFL Written AFL 
be able to on the other hand 

blah blah blah due to the fact that 
this is the on the other hand the 

you know what I mean it should be noted 
you can see it is not possible to 

trying to figure out a wide range of 
a little bit about there are a number of 

does that make sense in such a way that 
you know what take into account the 

the University of Michigan as can be seen 
for those of you who it is clear that 
do you want me to take into account 

thank you very much can be used to 
look at the in this paper we 

we're gonna talk about are likely to 

table 2: Top 15 lexical bundles in Simpson-Vlach & Ellis’s (2010) Spoken and 
Written Academic Formulas List 

These initiatives are promising, but they are only a beginning. The discrep-
ancy between the lists shows that there are still a considerable number of is-
sues to be addressed in future research, including the following:  

(i) What quantitative criteria should best be used to extract the units? On 
the basis of what statistical tests and with what thresholds?  
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(ii) Should some types of unit be excluded from the lists and, if so, which 
ones and on the basis of what criteria?  

(iii) Should the automatically derived lists be filtered by teachers and, if so, 
on the basis of what criteria?  

Whatever the method used, the lists generated tend to be quite long, and it 
is not realistic to expect teachers to have the time or inclination to give all of 
them the same degree of pedagogical attention. As argued in the following sec-
tion, one particularly helpful way of identifying the most useful combinations 
is to resort to learner corpus data.  

[3] insights from learner corpora  

To extract academic phrases, researchers have so far relied solely on native or 
expert corpora. This method is clearly essential to identifying the most typical 
native-like units. However, it provides no information on the basis of which to 
select the most useful units for specific learning/teaching contexts. One essen-
tial feature, namely the degree of difficulty for a particular learner population, 
is completely disregarded. To bring this variable into the picture, it is necessary 
to complement corpora of native or expert language with learner corpus data, 
i.e. electronic collections of academic writing and speech by L2 learners.  

Learner corpora are a relatively new resource that is enjoying growing in-
terest from the language education community at large, and specialists in aca-
demic writing in particular. One of the advantages such corpora offer is that 
they tend to be quite large and therefore provide numerous authentic exam-
ples of learners’ difficulties in context. In addition, as the data are in electronic 
format, they can be explored automatically with the help of powerful software 
tools, thereby offering insights that would be inaccessible to manual analysis.  

Using the methodology referred to as ‘contrastive interlanguage analysis’ 
(Granger 2015), it is possible to extract entirely automatically multiword units 
that are used significantly more frequently (overuse) or less frequently (un-
deruse) in learner corpora than in comparable native or expert texts, as well as 
to compare frequency of use across learner populations (e.g. Swedish vs. Span-
ish learners). Misuse can also be detected, such as learners’ use of in the other 
hand or on the other side instead of, or in addition to, the nativelike connector on 
the other hand.  

This powerful methodology has been used in a large number of studies, 
some focused on collocations, others on lexical bundles, rarely on both types of 
unit. For reasons of space it is not possible here to sum up the main trends 
emerging from these studies (for recent surveys, see Paquot & Granger 2012 
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and Ebeling & Hasselgård 2015). However, one trend deserves special mention 
because it is consistent across the studies, viz. the high degree of transfer from 
the learner’s mother tongue (L1). For example, in her study of the use of verb-
noun combinations by advanced German-speaking learners, Nesselhauf (2005) 
observes that some 50% of the inappropriate collocations are probably trans-
fer-related. An even higher percentage (67%) is given in Wanner et al.’s (2013) 
study of miscollocations by Spanish learners. L1 transfer is also at play in the 
use of lexical bundles. In her study of lexical bundles in English texts written by 
French-speaking learners, Paquot (2013) finds different types of idiosyncratic 
use which can be traced back to French. She attributes the ease with which lex-
ical bundles can be transferred to the fact that they are semantically and syn-
tactically compositional and therefore not sufficiently salient to attract learn-
ers’ attention. This finding has important pedagogical implications: it means 
that in order to ensure maximum efficiency, the pedagogical attention given to 
certain phraseological units should not be the same in the case of all learners 
but adapted to the attested needs of particular learner populations.  

The flurry of publications focused on phraseology in learner corpus research 
demonstrates the benefits of an approach that extends the corpus base to in-
corporate learner corpus data in addition to the traditionally used na-
tive/expert data. In the next section this approach is illustrated by means of a 
case study on phrasal metadiscourse.  

[4] case study: phrasal metadiscourse  

Metadiscourse, i.e. the use of language to ‘organise texts, engage readers and 
signal attitudes to the material and the audience’ (Hyland 2015: 1), is often ex-
pressed by sequences of words rather than single words and is therefore a par-
ticularly suitable area of language in which to investigate the phrasemes used 
by learners when they write academic texts. This section illustrates how the 
combined use of native and learner corpus data can help uncover differences in 
the preferred phraseological patterning of one particular metadiscursive word 
– the noun conclusion (Section 4.1) – and in the use of four-word metadiscursive 
sequences (Section 4.2). The first analysis is corpus-based, i.e. it starts from a 
word that is assumed to be worth investigating, and corpus tools and methods 
are used to retrieve all its occurrences and explore its phraseology. The second 
is corpus-driven, i.e. no assumption is made initially as to the linguistic items to 
be investigated; rather, it is the corpus tools and methods that automatically 
generate lists of potentially interesting phraseological sequences.  

The methodology used for the analysis involves the two branches of contras-
tive interlanguage analysis, i.e. comparison of learner varieties with one or 
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more reference varieties, and comparison between learner varieties. The learn-
er corpus data come from the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) 
(Granger et al. 2009), which contains essays written by higher intermediate to 
advanced learners from sixteen mother tongue backgrounds. The subcorpus 
used contains argumentative essays2 from learner populations representing six 
mother tongue backgrounds, i.e. French (FR), German (GE), Italian (IT), Norwe-
gian (NO), Spanish (SP) and Swedish (SW). The composition of the learner cor-
pus allows comparisons not only between individual L2 populations, e.g. 
French-speaking vs. German-speaking learners, but also between two groups of 
L2 populations, i.e. Romance vs. Germanic.  

Two reference corpora were used for the comparison with the L2 data. Both 
are native English corpora, but they represent different degrees of academic 
maturity. The Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays (LOCNESS) is a corpus of 
argumentative writing by university students and therefore represents novice 
native writing. Its main advantage is that it is fully comparable with the ICLE in 
terms of genre. The other native English corpus is the academic section of the 
British National Corpus (BNC), Baby.3 Made up of academic texts from periodicals 
and books, it represents professional academic writing. Having two reference 
points will make it possible to assess whether, as stated by Römer (2009), L2 
learners tend to behave similarly to novice native writers or whether, as ar-
gued by Gilquin et al. (2007), they display features that set them distinctly apart 
from native writers, whether novice or professional. The size of the eight sub-
corpora is shown in Table 3.  

Corpus No. of words 

ICLE-FR 160,245  
ICLE-GE 228,180  
ICLE-IT 199,001 
ICLE-NO 207,230  
ICLE-SP 127,051  
ICLE-SW 162,216  
LOCNESS 327,807  
BNC-Acad 1,027,550  

table 3: Size of the eight subcorpora 

  
                                                                                                                                        

[2]  The literary essays in the ICLE were excluded from the data set.  
[3]  http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/archive/oldBabyDocs/baby-des.html 
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4.1 Corpus-based approach: conclusion 

The simple extraction of all the occurrences of conclusion from the eight sub-
corpora already reveals some interesting results. As can be seen in Figure 1, 
there are quite striking differences between the Romance learner populations 
(SP, FR and IT), which are characterised by heavy use of conclusion, and the 
Germanic learner populations (NO, SW and GE), whose frequency of use is much 
closer to that displayed by novice and professional native speakers (in black in 
the Figure).  

figure 1: Relative frequency of the word conclusion in the eight subcorpora 
(/200,000 words) 

Over and above this purely quantitative difference, the analysis also reveals 
some interesting qualitative findings. The noun conclusion can be used in two 
different ways: as part of a noun phrase functioning as subject or object (e.g. a 
conclusion that can be drawn) and as part of an adverbial connector, usually used 
at the beginning of the sentence, followed by a comma (e.g. In conclusion, this 
study shows). A close scan of the concordance lines shows that the proportion of 
connector vs. non-connector use varies widely across the L2 subcorpora. As 
shown in Figure 2, while some learner populations mainly use conclusion as an 
adverbial connector (91% in IT), others rarely use it in that way (only 15% in 
GE).  
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figure 2: Connector vs. non-connector use of conclusion (percentage of use) 

In addition, close scrutiny of the occurrences reveals three types of difficul-
ty experienced by learners when using the word conclusion. First, learners regu-
larly make use of atypical adverbial connectors such as as a conclusion or as con-
clusion instead of the usual in conclusion (see example 1). In some cases the 
learner-idiosyncratic connectors are even more frequent than the standard 
connector. For example, in the FR subcorpus as a conclusion accounts for 73% of 
all the connector uses, as against only 27% for in conclusion. In a more extended 
study involving 11 learner populations of the ICLE, Paquot (2010) established 
that as a conclusion represents approximately 40% of the concluding phrasemes 
involving the noun conclusion. Findings of this type would have been missed by 
studies focused exclusively on the standard connector. The second difficulty 
concerns the use of conclusion as a verb argument. Instead of using the typical 
verbs (come to/reach a conclusion, draw a conclusion, offer a conclusion, etc.), learn-
ers often opt for atypical verbal collocates (reach to in example 2 and make in 
example 3).  

(1) 
(2) 

As a conclusion, we can say that the political and cultural unity… (FR) 
With this idea we reach to the conclusion that a chaos is continually dom-
inating our world (SP) 

(3) I let it be entirely up to you to make a conclusion (NO) 
(4) In conclusion, the root of all evil is the choice of the individual (LOCNESS) 
(5) In conclusion, I want to point out that in my own view, capital punishment… 

(GE) 
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(6) As a conclusion I would only like to say that I think that we are overreacting 
wildly… (SW) 

figure 3: Extended metadiscursive sequences in ICLE-FR 

Finally, the learners produce extended metadiscursive sequences made up 
of an adverbial connector containing the word conclusion (as a conclusion or in 
conclusion) and a stance bundle mostly with the verb to say, which add redun-
dancy and verbosity to their texts. In ICLE-FR, 54% of the total number of oc-
currences of conclusion occur in this type of sequence and, as shown in Figure 3, 
the diversity of the sequences is very high.4 In native writing, the concluding 
statement usually follows immediately after the connector (see example 4). 
Admittedly, extended metadiscursive sequences can also be found in native 
writing, but they occur in much smaller numbers and never display the kind of 
metadiscursive overkill to be found in some of the learner sequences (see ex-
amples 5 and 6). 

4.2.  Corpus-driven approach: four-word metadiscursive bundles 

In a corpus-driven approach, no a priori assumptions are made about the 
specific linguistic forms to be investigated. The first stage of the analysis is ful-
ly automatic: it involves extraction of all the four-word sequences from the 
eight subcorpora. This stage is followed by manual selection of metadiscursive 
sequences, which either have an organisational function, i.e. reflect relation-
ships between prior and coming discourse (e.g. on the other hand), or express 
stance, i.e. attitude or assessment of certainty (e.g. it is true that) (Biber et al. 

                                                                                                                                        

[4]  See Paquot (2010: 160-161) for a discussion of this phenomenon based on Gledhill’s (2000) notion of 
‘phraseological cascade’.  
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2004: 384).  
As the aim was to compare the sequences preferred by each population – 

those which, based on Hasselgren’s (1994) metaphor, are referred to by Ellis 
(2012) as ‘phrasal teddy bears’ –, the top 20 sequences were selected from each 
corpus, resulting in a general list of 81 metadiscursive bundle types (see the 
appendix for the full list). Before turning to some of the results, some caveats 
are in order. First, this study is exploratory; its main purpose is to illustrate a 
methodological approach rather than to establish hard facts. The sequences 
identified as metadiscursive are in fact potentially metadiscursive, as they have 
not been subjected to manual disambiguation in context. Second, the corpora 
are not very large, which may reduce the representativeness of the results. 
Third, dispersion within the different subcorpora has not been measured. How-
ever, the study suggests some interesting – sometimes intriguing – differences 
between learner populations and native writers which can be used as starting 
points for more extended studies.  

A comparison of the top 20 sequences in each corpus reveals a much higher 
degree of recurrence in the learner data, the only exception being the German 
learner subcorpus (see Figure 4). Interestingly, the novice and professional na-
tive corpora have a very similar degree of recurrence, which is roughly half 
that displayed by most of the learner data.  

figure 4: Frequency of the top 20 bundles (tokens/200,000 words) 
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 This quantitative difference comes with a range of qualitative differences. 
As can be seen in Table 4, which lists the top 20 bundles in each corpus, the 
bundles in the learner data tend to be more clausal (we can say that, it is im-
portant to) and more involved, i.e. “reflecting interpersonal interaction and the 
involved expression of personal feelings and concerns” (Biber et al. 1998: 150). 
The sequences containing the first person pronouns (I and we) and the posses-
sive determiner my (in bold in the table) are a distinctive feature of learner 
corpora. Both the novice and the professional native texts tend to contain more 
phrasal bundles, i.e. noun- rather than verb-based bundles (as a result of, on the 
basis of) and fewer involved bundles, and generally display a clear tendency to-
wards impersonal stance (it is obvious that, it is important to). 

 
table 4: Top 20 metadiscursive bundles in the learner and native subcorpora 
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As illustrated in Table 5, there are also marked differences in the frequency 
of use of individual bundles across learner and native speaker populations. The 
bundle as a conclusion I is a hallmark of French-speaking learners, while we can 
say that is a typical Romance use, hardly found in any of the other corpora. On 
the other hand is a favourite with all learners, but the French- and Spanish-
speaking learners make particularly high use of this connector. The sequence 
when it comes to is a Nordic phrasal teddy bear, much used by Norwegian and 
Swedish learners. In a study based on novice L1 and L2 linguistics research pa-
pers, Hasselgård (forthcoming) notes the same overuse in Norwegian learners 
and attributes it to the phrase når det gjelder, which is formally and functionally 
similar to when it comes to and is frequently used in Norwegian academic texts.5 

Differences in preferential use of metadiscursive bundles should come as no 
surprise, as languages, not only genetically unrelated ones such as English and 
Arabic (Sultan 2011), but also closely related ones such as English and French 
(Granger 2014), differ markedly in their use of metadiscourse. Since sequences 
such as those investigated in this study are relatively inconspicuous, they tend 
to be transferred by learners into the target language in their entirety.  

Metadiscursive bundle FR IT SP NO SW GE LOC BNC 

on the other hand 84 54 94 57 49 50 23 25 

when it comes to 1 1 3 40 53 6 10 0 
as a conclusion I 16 0 2 3 2 0 0 0 
we can say that 21 10 16 0 1 2 0 2 

table 5: Relative frequency (tokens/200,000 words) of four bundles across 
learner and native populations 

A hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA) was also performed in order to obtain 
an overview of how the various populations compare in terms of their choice of 
metadiscursive bundles. HCA is an exploratory technique that computes a 
measure of similarity/dissimilarity between groups and provides a general 
overview of the dataset by means of a dendrogram. More specifically, the input 
data for the present HCA is based on the distribution (as a percentage) of the 81 
metadiscursive bundles within each corpus. The aim was to establish whether 
(1) the novice native writers would tend to cluster with the novice non-native 
writers or with the professional native writers; and (2) whether the Romance 
and Germanic groups would tend to form distinct clusters. As the dendrogram 

                                                                                                                                        

[5]  The same explanation holds for Swedish, which has a similar phrase (när det gäller) that is even more 
frequent than its Norwegian equivalent (information gratefully received from Hilde Hasselgård). 
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in Figure 5 illustrates, native writers form their own cluster whatever their de-
gree of academic maturity, which suggests that, in the case of this particular 
linguistic phenomenon at least, the notion of ‘nativeness’ is still a valid varia-
ble, over and above that of ‘noviceness’. The results for the learner writers are 
more mixed: while the Romance learners cluster together, the Germanic learn-
ers are split: the German-speaking learners cluster with the Romance learners, 
while the Nordic group – Norwegian and Swedish – form a separate cluster 
closer to the native speakers. 

Figure 5: Hierarchical cluster analysis of the 81 metadiscursive bundles 

[5] conclusion 

Phraseology is now recognised as a major component in general L2 learning 
and teaching. In the specialised field of academic literacy, however, the phra-
seological dimension has yet to establish itself as a core facet. The compilation 
of phrasal academic lists is a first sign that researchers are becoming aware of 
this shortcoming and are keen to provide resources to help both learners and 
teachers. As our analysis of three recently compiled lists of academic 
phrasemes has shown, researchers have experimented with all kinds of meth-
ods to generate the most useful lists. This is a necessary and indeed healthy 
step, but the results can be quite disconcerting for language practitioners who 
are presented with different lists and may not know which one to choose. In 
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fact, as each of the lists is based on its own set of selection criteria, the units 
they contain can be quite different and, as a result, should be seen as comple-
mentary rather than conflicting. Having lists is not enough, however. I fully 
agree with Simpson-Vlach & Ellis (2010: 510) that it is essential to organise the 
lists so as to turn them ‘into something that might usefully inform curriculum 
or language testing materials’. These two authors pave the way by subdividing 
the bundles into the three categories of spoken, written and core bundles and, 
more importantly, by placing them in useful functional categories.  

One voice that is rarely heard, however, is that of the learners themselves. 
As I hope to have demonstrated, learner corpus data is an invaluable resource 
for identifying the units that are likely to pose problems – whether in terms of 
misuse, overuse or underuse – for learners in general or for specific learner 
populations. Learner corpora can be explored in two ways: by searching for a 
given word that is known or suspected to be problematic, or by letting the cor-
pus speak, i.e. employing computational methods to extract multiword units 
typically used by learners. Though small-scale and largely exploratory, the two 
studies I have carried out to illustrate these two methods have revealed inter-
esting aspects of the learner phrasicon. In particular, the results highlight 
marked differences between L2 learners and native writers, be they novice or 
professional. The study also shows that L2 learners should not be considered a 
homogeneous group: while some of the learner-idiosyncratic features are ge-
neric, i.e. shared by all the learner populations, most are L1-specific and re-
quire differentiated pedagogical attention. 

The key issue that is left unaddressed by the present study is how to incor-
porate all this information into teaching practice. Like Coxhead & Byrd (2012: 
19), I am convinced that ‘[t]eaching applications using data sets such as we pre-
sent here must be mediated. Taking raw data and linguistic techniques into the 
classroom requires a great deal of care’. I also agree that ‘corpus-based diction-
aries and grammars are a wise approach at this time’, but I would go one step 
further and specify the format in which these dictionaries and grammars 
should be presented. In my view, the only way to guarantee the kind of flexibil-
ity that is needed to adapt the resource to different learner groups is to design 
customisable web-based environments which learners can turn to when they 
write academic texts. The Louvain English for Academic Purposes Dictionary 
(Granger & Paquot 2015), a web-based dictionary-cum-writing aid, which pro-
vides a wealth of information on the phraseology of academic words (colloca-
tions and lexical bundles), as well as generic and L1-specific warnings against 
recurrent errors, is a first step in that direction and will hopefully inspire fur-
ther research in this field.  
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