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1. Introduction and literature review

- This research presents the analysis of two learner corpora within the
field of legal English. 

- Both corpora comprised the essays written by 105 informants divided
into an experimental and a control group (section 3).

-Only the experimental group could employ the FLAX, a corpus-based
language learning platform, as an information/learning source.

- Motivation: there is a gap in the area where legal English DDL (data-
driven learning) experiments have very rarely been implemented (Boulton, 
2012).  



1. Introduction and literature review

- DDL instruction has received support by a plethora of authors (Johns, 
1997; Sinclair, 2003; Hunston, 2007; Boulton, 2012), although there exist
some problem areas.

- Ädel (2010) detects seven challenges which corpus-based language
instruction has to overcome, amongst them: the ‘language maze’ or the 
challenge of interpretation and evaluation.  

The FLAX platform, which is corpus-based, manages to, at least, address
some of these questions. 



1. Introduction and literature review
1.1. The lexical level
The relevance of terms in specialised communication:

- They crystallise specialised concepts (Kit and Liu, 2008).

- They are used as vehicles to transmit specialised knowledge (Cabré, 
1993).  

- Understanding such concepts facilitates comprehension in specialised 
discourse (Marín, 2014).

- From a quantitative perspective, they can be automatically mined
implementing various algorithms (Drouin, 2003; Scott, 2008; Sinclair & 
Rockwell, 2012). 



1. Introduction and literature review
1.2. The pragmatic level: MD markers
Metadiscourse markers (Hyland and Tse, 2005) are markers of interpersonality:

☞ Textual: they organise information in an orderly manner within the text.
- Transition/logical markers (and, furthermore); frame markers (firstly, as 
regards); code glosses (hence, moreover); endophoric markers (see above) ; 
evidentials (according to). 

☞ Interactional: they show the speaker’s/writer’s attitude to the 
propositional content of the text.
- Hedges (may, might, probably); boosters (certainly, clearly); attitude markers (I 
think, unfortunately); engagement markers (consider that); self references (I, 
our, mine).



2. The FLAX 
The FLAX is an open-access online language learning platform which 
offers, amongst other, corpus-based materials to learn legal English 
(designed by the FLAX team at the University of Waikato, NZ).

- It is corpus-based insofar as it contains full transcriptions of complete 
lectures and allows for their automatic processing.  

Let us take a look: http://flax.nzdl.org/greenstone3/flax



2. The FLAX 
Apart from the texts and the videos, the FLAX offers language activities to 
exploit the resources in each lecture. For instance:
☞ Term lists (which can be stored in our “cherry basket”)



2. The FLAX 
☞ Collocations



2. The FLAX 
☞ Lexical bundles



3. Methodology

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP:
- 34 students (8 groups)

- Using the FLAX as their   
only source of information

CORPUS SIZE: 34,647 T.

CONTROL GROUP:
- 71 students (16 groups)

- Using any other sources 
but the FLAX

CORPUS SIZE: 108,681 T.

105 INFORMANTS:
4th year translation students

B2 level
Doing a legal English course

TASK:
Writing 

group essays 
for final 

assessment 
on legal 

topics



4. Results and discussion
4.1. Specialised terms and the general lexicon

1- Term Usage:
FLAX corpus: 10.32% of 
the type list were terms.

Non-FLAX c: 3.82% 
terms

4- Lexical 
fundamentality:

FLAX corpus: 79.39% 
general vocabulary
Non-FLAX corpus: 

66.73%

3- Lexical diversity:
Non-FLAX corpus: 

37.63 STTR
FLAX corpus: 

35.3 STTR

2- Terms and text 
range:

FLAX corpus: 48.49% of 
the texts

Non-FLAX corpus: 
29.54% of the texts



4. Results and discussion
4.2. The pragmatic level: analysis of meta-discourse markers
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4. Results and discussion
4.2. The pragmatic level: analysis of meta-discoursemarkers (interactionalset) 



5. Conclusion
-This research has presented the analysis of two learner corpora within the field 

of legal English. 

- The two corpora have been analysed on a lexical and pragmatic level showing 
that:

1- The experimental group displayed a better command in the use of 
legal terms whereas the vocabulary in their essays was more basic and less 
varied than the control group’s.

2- The use of MD markers by both the experimental and control groups is 
scarce, finding a striking difference between textual and interactional ones. 
This evidences their lack of confidence as regards their willingness to express 
stance through interactional markers. The experimental groups excels the 
control group in the use of the latter, appearing to be more willing to build 
an interaction between the writer and the reader.
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4. Results (top 20 specialised terms)



4. Results (Term usage samples)
1- In a will, the testator or testatrix appoints another person (called the executor) as
responsible of the administration and distribution of his/her possessions among his/her 
inheritors or beneficiaries (Non- FLAX).

2- A.D.R consists of choosing a judge called arbitrator that, after examining the different 
positions of the parties, issues a binding decision called arbitration (Non-FLAX).

3- The term binding precedent is the opposite idea to persuasive precedent,
which is not binding (FLAX).

4- The parliament (…) creates supreme law (statutes), which will override inconsistent 
case law and reflect the sovereignty and legitimacy of parliament (FLAX).



4. Results and discussion
4.2. The pragmatic level: analysis of meta-discoursemarkers (textual set) 



4. Results and discussion
4.2. The pragmatic level: analysis of meta-discoursemarkers (textual set) 



4. Results and discussion
4.2. The pragmatic level: analysis of meta-discourse markers (usage samples)

1. It comprises the rule by which a court hears and determines what happens in civil 
lawsuits (Non FLAX).

2. Defamation: it occurs when the defendant communicates untruthful information 
about the plaintiff and it hurts the plaintiff’s reputation (FLAX).

3. (…) which are not considered as crimes nor breaches of contract, that is, torts. (Non 
FLAX)

4. In other words, they tried to make a case that would not be a precedent (sic). (FLAX)

5. Henceforth, we will focus on civil law from Common law and its division (Non FLAX).

6. However, we must not forget that history is fuel to the future and that our current idea 
of due process is (…) (FLAX). 


