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Abstract
This paper reports the ﬁndings of a study which forms part of a larger-scale research project investigating the use of
English in the documents of the European Union (EU). The documents of the EU show various features of texts written
for legal, business and other speciﬁc purposes. Moreover, the translation services of the EU institutions often produce texts
that exhibit features which in terms of textual organization neither link them to the source language nor to the target language of texts. The aim of the present corpus-based study is to describe one type of cohesion: the use of conjunctions in EU
documents in order to uncover some of the textual organization patterns they show. Therefore, an EU English Corpus of
approximately 200,000 running words was built using texts which represent the diverse ﬁelds of activities of the EU. The
analysis compares the use of conjunctions in EU-related and general English texts using the database of the British
National Corpus (BNC). The paper also illustrates some data-driven instructional activities that may be used in EFL/
ESL classrooms when teaching English for EU purposes.
Ó 2009 The American University. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
The use of English as a lingua franca both in the international and in the European contexts is well-established and has been the object of a number of diverse research projects in translation studies and applied linguistics (e.g., McArthur, 2003; Modiano, 2003; Pym, 2000; Rogerson-Revell, 2006; Trosborg, 1997; Truchot,
2002). Although the EU itself regularly issues policy statements that aim to help advertise and preserve linguistic diversity in Europe, there is a growing body of research that demonstrates the spread of English in both
European business organizations (Nickerson, Gerritsen, & van Meurs, 2005; Rogerson-Revell, 2006) and
within the EU institutions as well (Truchot, 2002). The most recent enlargements of the European Union
entailed that twelve countries which predominantly use English in their international communication
(Truchot, 2002) joined the EU, which will probably reinforce the further establishment of the English language
in European communication.
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The current spread of English in Europe is of much importance to English language teachers because it
entails that there is also a heightened interest among language students in studying EU English, that is, learning the characteristics of English as it is used in EU documents and EU institutions. This is especially true in
countries where the national and/or oﬃcial language does not belong to one of the major working languages
of the EU (like French or German). EU English is gaining importance within the ﬁeld of English for Speciﬁc
Purposes (ESP) as new member states prepare for their turn at the EU Council Presidency. To date, most of
the recent publications intended to help speakers and students of English familiarize themselves with the linguistic features of English language EU documents approached this issue from a translation point of view or
focused on specialized technical vocabulary (e.g., EU ABC online; Jablonkai, Erdei, Fekete, Homolya, &
Nagy, 2006; Klaudy & Bart, 2003). Yet, many of those who work with EU documents in their home country
or wish to be recruited to an EU institution do not translate but use the information in the documents. Consequently, they need to be proﬁcient enough to understand the documents reliably, and to produce other EUrelated texts complying with the EU norms. To my knowledge, comprehensive monolingual course books
written for students of English focusing on the typical features of EU English and based on corpus analyses
of EU documents are not yet available.
The present study forms part of a larger-scale research project which investigates the use of English in EU
documents using corpus linguistic techniques with the speciﬁc aim to serve as a basis for the compilation of
specialized teaching materials designed to develop the necessary EU English language skills. A previous study
on English lexis in EU documents (Trebits, 2008) uncovered the most frequent technical and non-technical
lexical elements and collocation patterns that would need to be brought to students’ attention and included
in an EU English course. The present study focuses on the use of conjunctions in EU documents. Conjunctions are important cohesive devices and the mastery of their use has a huge impact on students’ textual competence (Bachman, 1990) or discourse competence (Canale & Swain, 1980 cited in Bachman, 1990), one of the
major constituents of communicative competence. This study is motivated by the fact that little research has
been done on the use of conjunctions in EU documents from an ELT viewpoint even though many language
learners who need to work with EU documents on a daily basis both inside and outside the EU institutions
could beneﬁt from the ﬁndings of such research.
2. Background to the study
2.1. English in Europe and in EU documents
In order to situate this study in the context of ESP, it is important to deﬁne the terms ‘Euro-English’ and
‘EU English’, both referring to varieties of English in the European context (see e.g., Jablonkai, 2008; Modiano, 2001; Modiano, 2003). The English language is recognized today as ‘‘the most universal linguistic entity
that humankind has ever known” (McArthur, 1998, p. 57) with many existing varieties across the globe. The
term ‘Euro-English’ refers to a relatively new variety of English: English as a lingua franca in Europe used by
the linguistically and culturally diverse peoples of Europe (McArthur, 2003; Modiano, 2003; Seidlhofer, 2001).
As Modiano (2003, p. 36) points out, Euro-English brings non-native speakers of English into contact with
other non-native speakers in Europe ‘‘equally if not more often than with the native-speaker collective”.
An obvious consequence of this phenomenon is the emergence of typical lexical choices, discourse strategies
and even accents (Jenkins, 2001) that will need to be described and codiﬁed if Euro-English is indeed to be
acknowledged as a ‘‘linguistic reality” similarly to other varieties of English such as Indian English for example (Seidlhofer, 2001, p. 14). Seidlhofer (2001) and Jenkins (2001) report on recent research eﬀorts to describe
and standardize this emerging variety. The Vienna-Oxford ELF Corpus project (VOICE), for example, aims
to compile a corpus of spoken English as a lingua franca in Europe (ELF) to be used to describe the common
lexico-grammatical and discourse features of spoken ELF use (Seidlhofer, 2005; Seidlhofer, 2007).
The term ‘EU English’ refers to English as it is used in the documents of the institutions of the European
Union (e.g., Jablonkai, 2008; Trebits, 2008). The documents of the EU show various features of texts written
for speciﬁc purposes (e.g., legal, medical, business) mirroring the wide range of activities the EU is involved in.
Moreover, considering the characteristics Swales (1990) proposes for the identiﬁcation of a discourse community – including an agreed set of common public goals, a mechanism of intercommunication between

Author's personal copy

A. Trebits / English for Speciﬁc Purposes 28 (2009) 199–210

201

members, the existence of discoursal expectations as to the genre utilized for intercommunication and
members possessing a minimum degree of expertise regarding content and discourse – the EU institutions
may be collectively regarded as one discourse community imposing its own set of norms on its members.
Studies examining the language issues and translation practices of the EU institutions conclude that in an
eﬀort to minimize translation problems, EU texts are standardized in terms of terminology, lexis and structural organization (Károly, 2007; Pym, 2000; Trosborg, 1997). Contrary to Euro-English, which is a nonnative variety of English, EU English is produced by native speakers of English. When a particular text is
originally worded in a diﬀerent working language of the EU, it is translated into English by native speakers
of English as translators always translate into their mother tongue (L1) in the EU institutions. Research
projects focusing on EU English have investigated lexical features with the help of corpora of EU documents
(Jablonkai, 2008; Trebits, 2008), issues in terminology (Fischer, 2006) and translation (Trosborg, 1997).
2.2. Textual competence, cohesion and conjunctions
Knowing a language involves a wide range of skills and competences whose mastery contributes to one’s
overall proﬁciency. Several models have been proposed to describe the elements of communicative competence
(see Bachman, 1990 for a review), all of which include the skill of constructing a well-organized cohesive and
coherent text referred to as discourse competence in Canale and Swain (1980) or textual competence in Bachman (1990). A quick survey of ELT materials reveals that discourse/textual competence is a complex skill
which is given some attention in most second or foreign language courses (ESL/EFL) and more emphasis
in ESP courses where it is dealt with explicitly and in more detail (e.g., writing a report, writing a formal letter,
making presentations).
Making language students aware of the fact that discourse/textual skills need to be learned and practiced
systematically is especially important in the light of the growing body of research on cultural diﬀerences in
rhetorical conventions (e.g., Vergaro, 2004) suggesting that ‘‘language and writing are cultural phenomena”
(Bereczky, 2007, p. 81), and thus diﬀerent conventions and norms apply in diﬀerent languages. Contrastive
rhetoric studies comparing various genres produced in diﬀerent languages (e.g., Johns, 1980) conclude that
languages have their own rhetoric conventions, ‘‘which may reﬂect diﬀerent writing conventions that are
learned in a culture” (Connor, 1996, p. 16). Consequently, second/foreign language (L2) learners should be
aware that without conscious attention to and practice of discourse/textual skills, L1 interference in the texts
they produce may inﬂuence the interpretation of these texts by L2 readers. In the context of multinational EU
institutions, readers may have very diﬀerent linguistic backgrounds (often neither the writer’s L1 nor L2, the
working language), which gives the mastery of discourse/textual competence even more importance.
For lines of words to be considered a text, a piece of writing must meet seven standards of textuality (de
Beaugrande & Dressler, 1983 cited in Bereczky, 2007), otherwise the text cannot be considered communicative, and it cannot even be considered a text. According to de Beaugrande and Dressler (1983, cited in Bereczky, 2007) the seven standards of textuality are as follows: cohesion, coherence, intentionality,
acceptability, informativity, situationality and intertextuality. In their deﬁnition cohesion:
concerns the ways in which the components of a surface text . . . are mutually connected within a
sequence . . . cohesion rests upon grammatical dependencies. All of the functions which can be used
to signal relations among surface elements are included under our notion of cohesion. (p. 3)
In other words, cohesion is a pattern of relations between lexical elements and structures like words,
phrases and sentences that are combined to build an integrated and logical text. The same authors list several
grammatical devices by which cohesion can be reached, one of which is conjunction (some of the others
include: tense, aspect, ellipsis, paraphrase). In their inﬂuential work Cohesion in English, Halliday and Hasan
(1976) also include conjunctions on their list of cohesive devices. A conjunction is a type of function word that
joins words, phrases or clauses together. As Halliday and Hasan (1976) point out, ‘‘conjunctive elements are
cohesive not in themselves but indirectly, by virtue of their speciﬁc meanings” (p. 226) therefore, they consider
that any expression of a semantic relation which can operate conjunctively falls within the category of conjunction, be it an adverb, compound adverb, prepositional phrase or linking adverbial (e.g., furthermore, as
a result, in addition to, etc.). Many comprehensive grammar books (Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad, &
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Finegan, 1999; Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, & Svartvik, 1985) classify conjunctions and linking adverbials separately. According to their categorization, conjunctions may connect two clauses of equivalent syntactic status
(coordinators) or they may link a main clause to a dependent clause (subordinators), while linking adverbials
also function as important cohesive devices in that they link passages of text together at sentence boundaries.
Conjunctions and linking adverbials often overlap (some conjunctions can not only connect clauses but sentences too (e.g. so, yet, but)).
As the purpose of this study is to describe conjunctive cohesion in English language EU documents with a
focus on implications for language teaching, I decided to adopt the position of Halliday and Hasan (1976) as
regarding what counts as a conjunction, and I will treat both conjunctions and sentence or linking adverbials
as one category. Two main reasons motivated my choice: (1) both conjunctions and sentence adverbials are
important cohesive devices, that is, their use or misuse can seriously aﬀect the interpretation of a text, and
(2) by combining the two categories there is a considerably wider choice of words to analyze which allows
me to draw more precise conclusions regarding cohesive conjunction in English language EU documents.
Table 1 summarizes the semantic categories of conjunctions based on the works of Quirk et al. (1985), Biber
et al. (1999), and Halliday and Hasan (1976) and provides examples to illustrate each category. It is important
to note the diﬀerence in the way the various categories are labeled by the authors cited above. When the same
category appears under diﬀerent names, all of these are included in the table and divided by a slash (/).
Thus the categories of conjunctions (including linking adverbials) examined in the present study are as follows: additive, adversative, causal, temporal, continuitive, hypothetical, clarifying.
2.3. Corpus linguistics and data-driven language learning
One of the challenges language teachers – especially in a foreign language context (EFL) – must rise to is
bringing real world language use closer to their learners. Corpus linguistic techniques and computer technology can provide signiﬁcant help in pointing out ‘real life’ language use in context with the help of language
corpora, that is, stretches of texts representative of particular registers or varieties of language (Biber, Conrad,
& Reppen, 1998; Kennedy, 1998). Several corpora are made available on the internet (Mishan, 2004), but language professionals can also carefully build their own corpora based on their particular research purposes
and/or the immediate needs of the students they teach. An array of corpus-based studies demonstrates the signiﬁcance of these techniques for materials development for both general English and ESP courses. Many of
them are focused on various aspects of vocabulary learning, for example, idioms, phrasal verbs, specialized

Table 1
Categories of conjunctions with illustrative examples.
Categories

Coordinators

Subordinating conjunctionsb

Additive

and, or, nor,
both...and...
either...or...
neither...nor...
but

in addition, besides,
moreover,
furthermore, additionally,
etc.
though, although, while yet, however, nevertheless, nonetheless, at the same time

–
–
–

because, as, for, since, in view of, as a result, consequently, that’s why, etc.
after, as long as, until, after that, at the same time, meanwhile, next, when, etc.
anyway, now, regarding, as regards, with reference to, etc.

–

if, provided that, unless, in case, in that case, just in case, if so, if not, provided
that, as though, etc.
for example, in particular, for instance, that is, actually, I mean, in other words,
etc.

Adversative/disjunctive/contrastive/
concessivea
Causal
Temporal
Continuative/transitive/changing
subject
Hypothetical/concessivec
Clarifying/focusing/appositive
a
b
c

–

Meaning opposition.
Also referred to as sentence adverbials or adverbial phrases in the literature.
Meaning condition.
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registers: academic, EU, engineering, just to name a few (Cullen & Kuo, 2007; Gardner & Davies, 2007;
Gilmore, 2004; Liu, 2003; Mudraya, 2006; Thurstun & Candlin, 1998; Trebits, 2008). Other studies and
recently published grammars apply corpus-based analyses to the description and teaching of grammatical features (Biber & Reppen, 2002; Biber et al., 1999; Hughes & McCarthy, 1998).
Data-driven learning (DDL) is a corpus-based methodology which uses the merits of corpus linguistics to
engage students in meaningful and autonomous language learning. Genuine discovery is at the heart of DDL
where students use concordance lists to uncover some of the lexical, syntactic and even semantic properties of
selected words (John’s, DDL page; Mishan, 2004; Mudraya, 2006). Concordance and key words in context
(KWIC) lists display several lines from a corpus, each line containing the chosen key word(s). Studying the
lines and the neighboring words allows the learner to discover what company the word keeps, that is, which
words occur most often together with the chosen word. This may lead to the discovery of some very important
pieces of information about collocations, idioms, verb tenses, word order, style, just to mention a few. Considering the claims of the Involvement Load Hypothesis (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001), according to which language learning is enhanced by the learners being engaged in various tasks and even in the process of
discovering the meaning(s) of a word through inference for example, DDL activities may have great potential
for language teaching.
3. Research aims
The aim of this study is to examine the use of conjunctions in EU documents in English. Conjunctions are
used to express logical relations within the text and their use can inﬂuence how a text is interpreted to a considerable extent. Moreover, due in part to the so-called ‘full stop rule’1 observed by translators, readers of EU
documents may often feel that the way conjunctions are used in them is somewhat diﬀerent from the way they
are used in national documents. The study also intends to reveal the implications of the ﬁndings for teaching
English for EU Purposes. Therefore, the research questions are as follows:
(1) What are the most frequently used conjunctions in the Corpus of EU English?
(2) How does the frequency of conjunctions compare in the Corpus of EU English and the British National
Corpus?
(3) What are the most prevailing usage patterns of some of the most frequent conjunctions in the Corpus of
EU English?
(4) How can the Corpus of EU English be used to design data-driven learning activities?
In the following section of the paper, I will present the Corpus of EU English and discuss the analytical
tools and procedures used in this study. Then I intend to present and interpret the results of the analyses,
as well as to include some sample DDL activities that exemplify how to incorporate the development of discourse competence in language lessons. The study ends with a discussion of the relevance of the ﬁndings for
teaching English for EU purposes.
4. Method2
4.1. The Corpus of EU English (CEUE)
In view of my focus on EU English for learners of English coming from a wide range of diﬀerent professional backgrounds (e.g., trade, law, education, ﬁnance) it was important for the Corpus to reﬂect the diverse
1

The ‘full stop rule’ prescribes that the sentence boundaries of the source text have to be kept in the translated versions of the same text
for easier future references to particular sections or lines of the text.
2
Section 4 of this paper is a revised version of the same section of the following article: Trebits (2008). English lexis in the documents of
the EU – A corpus-based exploratory study. Eötvös Loránd University: Working Papers in Language Pedagogy, 2. Available online at:
http://lagped.elte.hu/Wopalpindex.htm.
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Table 2
Summary of the contents of the Corpus of EU English.
Origin

Topics covered

Years of
publication

Total number
of words

19 Information booklets on
the activities of the EU

Audiovisual arts, budget, consumer interests, customs policy, economy,
enlargement, environment, foreign policy, globalization & trade,
information society, justice, market, science, transport, traveling, the
story of the EU and its institutions, general information on the EU
Agriculture, budget, customs, economy, education, enlargement,
environment, globalization & trade, humanitarian aid, information
society, justice, market, mobility, transport, overview of the activities of
the institutions, police
General understanding of EU institutions, verbal & numerical
reasoning, audit, law, economics

2002–2007

121,149

Annual general report on the
activities of the EU

EPSO sample tests
Total

2006

81,979

2006

3629
206,757

ﬁelds of activities the EU is involved in but not to be biased towards any of those ﬁelds in particular, so that
the ﬁndings should remain balanced and pedagogically useful. Table 2 summarizes the details of the Corpus.
The last EPSO sample test component of the Corpus was included because those who seek a job at an
EU institution have to pass the EPSO recruitment competition which deﬁnitely puts their knowledge of
EU English to the test. The EPSO tests also comprise a considerable number of writing tasks (e.g., report
writing, essay writing), so the mastery of discourse/textual skills is essential to pass. The EPSO tests are
convenient for the purpose of exemplifying how English is used in EU documents because they also
include texts on the most important subject matters (economy, law, education, etc.), as well as texts on
general knowledge and understanding of EU institutions and tests of verbal reasoning. All the texts
included in the CEUE were published after the year 2000. The ﬁnal version of the CEUE contains around
200,000 running words and it consists of a balanced selection of texts in terms of the EU’s ﬁelds of activity. As this study focuses only on written EU documents, the size of the corpus seems to be adequate for
its purposes.
4.2. Tools and procedures of analysis
I used the Lexical Frequency and Range computer programs by Heatley, Nation, and Coxhead (2002) to
establish the frequency list of the Corpus and to compare it to the list of the most frequent conjunctions in the
written part of British National Corpus (BNC Written) comprising of 89,800,000 tokens. The frequency lists
obtained allowed me to: (1) draw up the list of the most frequent conjunctions in the Corpus of EU English
and (2) compare the two corpora in terms of the categories of the conjunctions used.
In order to examine the most frequently occurring conjunctions in context and to reveal their most important usage patterns, I used the concordance function of the WordSmith computer software (Scott, 1996). As
one of the aims of this study is to compare the use of conjunctions in general English and EU English, concordance lists from the BNC Written were also examined to compare some of the most frequent conjunctions
in both corpora. Finally, concordance samples from the CEUE were selected to design activities that help students acquire some important discourse skills.
5. Results and discussion
This section of the paper presents the ﬁndings of the analyses by relating them directly to how they
could be used as a basis for materials development in one area of ESP – English for EU purposes. In
the ensuing discussion, I will point out the most important general characteristics of conjunctive cohesion
in EU texts based on the CEUE, and I will present examples of the most interesting usage patterns
revealed by the analyses. This section ends with the presentation of a series of DDL activities designed
for the teaching of EU English.
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5.1. Most frequent conjunctions in the corpus of EU English (CEUE)
The CEUE of about 200,000 tokens and over 9000 word-types was analyzed with the help of the WordSmith Tools software (Scott, 1996) and The Lexical Frequency and Range Programs (Heatley et al., 2002).
The main stages in identifying the conjunctions in the corpus included listing all of the examples of conjunctions from comprehensive grammar books and handbooks on advanced writing used in advanced linguistics
and academic writing courses at Eötvös University and using the list of conjunctions and adverbials from the
BNC (Biber et al., 1999; BNC online; Leech, Rayson, & Wilson, 2001; Quirk et al., 1985), sorting them into
the categories established based on the same sources (as discussed in Section 2.2), and conducting frequency
analyses on the corpus by matching the list of conjunctions with the word frequency output list. As some conjunctive expressions have the same form as prepositions and conjunctions (e.g., after, before, until), in those
cases the frequency data was double-checked with the help of concordances which show the words in context
and allow for sorting out the number of occurrences in each function of the word. It was also important to
take into account that some subordinators may have more than one semantic role, such as as, since or while.
In an eﬀort to ensure that this important aspect of the analysis was properly carried out, concordance lists
were produced from the CEUE for each conjunction with multiple meanings. A close examination of the concordance lists allowed for sorting out how diﬀerent meanings of the same conjunction-form were distributed in
the CEUE. For example, a common subordinator since may be used both as a temporal and as a causal conjunction. It appears in the CEUE a total of 112 times, the vast majority of which (91 times) as a temporal
subordinator, and only 21 times as a causal subordinator. An extract of the concordance list for since can
be seen in Fig. 1. In lines 2, 5 and 12 since acts as a causal subordinator, while in the rest of the sample sentence
extracts it is used as a temporal conjunction.
Another important step in ﬁnalizing frequency counts in the CEUE involved separating one-word conjunctions (e.g., as, for, so) from multiword conjunctions comprising the same word form (e.g., as well as, as for, for
example, so as to, so that). For the counts to be reliable, it was essential to make sure that, for example, in the
overall count of as, the occurrences of as well as were not included. To that end, the frequency counts of multiword conjunctions were deducted from the counts of the one-word conjunctions they contained (e.g., counts
for for example were deducted from counts for for). In sum a total of 94 conjunction-types were identiﬁed
occurring 12,197 times in the CEUE.
The word frequency analysis revealed that the number of conjunctions in the CEUE was generally comparable and proportionate to the register of academic prose in the BNC. According to Leech et al. (2001) academic prose in the BNC contains around 18,000 subordinators and about 42,000 coordinators per million
words. As shown in Table 3 the CEUE presents similar ﬁgures, which is not surprising considering that it
is comprised of written oﬃcial and semi-oﬃcial documents which are generally close to written academic English in style.
A more detailed analysis using the seven categories of conjunctions described in Section 2.2 shows that
additives are by far the most frequent devices of conjunctive cohesion, followed by temporals and causals.
Adversative, clarifying and hypothetical conjunctions were found to be much less frequent in the texts of
the CEUE, and the least frequently used were continuitives. The prevalence of additives is not surprising

Fig. 1. Concordance sample from the CEUE for the conjunction since.
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Table 3
Coordinating and subordinating conjunctions in the CEUE.
Category

Number of occurrences

Coordinators
Subordinating conjunctions
Total

Normed count (per million words)

8418
3846

42,090
19,320

12,264

61,320

Table 4
The rank order of conjunction types in the CEUE.
Rank

Category

Total number of occurrences

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Additive
Temporal
Causal
Adversative
Clarifying
Hypothetical
Continuitive

8673
1082
912
548
500
345
204

Table 5
The distribution of coordinators in the CEUE and the BNC.
Coordinators

And
Or
But
Nor

CEUE

BNC Written

Raw counts

Normed counts (to 1 million words)

Normed counts (to 1 million words)

7375
718
320
5

36,875
3590
1600
25

27,002
3747
4370
136

considering that many EU documents are usually descriptive and/or prescriptive in nature (e.g., oﬃcial progress reports, country reports, recommendations, decisions). Many of the texts are also argumentative and wish
to convince the reader by presenting arguments in support of the EU’s position on diﬀerent matters, hence the
importance of temporals and causals, second and third in frequency ranking (see Table 4 for more details).
5.2. Conjunctions in the Corpus of EU English and the British National Corpus
Given the diﬀerence in the size of the two corpora, the frequency counts were normed to one million words
in both so that the comparison would be feasible. To obtain the normed frequency counts of the BNC Written,
two main sources (Biber et al., 1999; Leech et al., 2001) as well as the online version of the BNC were used.
Table 5 shows the distribution of the four main coordinators in the two corpora. In both corpora and appears
to be the most frequent coordinator; however, there is a diﬀerence between them with regard to the second
spot. In the CEUE the adversative or is second, followed by but, while in the BNC but occurs about 2.5 times
more frequently than in the CEUE (in bold). It is interesting to note that the conjunction nor is ﬁve times less
frequent in the CEUE than in the BNC.
A similar examination of the subordinating conjunctions in the CEUE and the BNC Written reveals further
variation between the two corpora, conﬁrming the general impression readers of EU texts may have regarding
these features of textual organization. A full list of the distribution of subordinating conjunctions in the
CEUE and their number of occurrences in the BNC Written can be found in Supplementary material. The
analysis showed that there is considerable diﬀerence in the use of some causal, clarifying, and additive conjunctions in the two corpora. For example, some causal conjunctions such as with a view to, in order to, so
as to, to this end occur strikingly more frequently in the CEUE than in the BNC Written. Clarifying and continuitive conjunctions as for example, such as, in particular, namely, regarding, as regards are typical of the
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CEUE and not at all important in the BNC Written. By contrast, some adversative and hypothetical conjunctions, such as although, though, if, unless, are used much less frequently in the CEUE as compared to the BNC
Written. Another interesting ﬁnding is that some conjunctions that are relatively frequent in the BNC Written
are totally missing from the CEUE. These conjunctions include in spite of, as though, by comparison, next, in
conclusion. These ﬁndings lend further empirical support to the claim that corpus-based studies are highly relevant in ESP course design, materials development and teaching, and that the careful analysis of frequency
data may be used to decide which items to include and not to include in the syllabus (Biber & Reppen,
2002; Flowerdew, 1993; Mudraya, 2006; Trebits, 2008).
5.3. Data-driven learning and the discovery of usage patterns
Information on actual word use in context can be obtained with the help of concordance lists. Concordance
lists are not only useful in checking frequency data, but they also provide ample instances of actual language
use in context that can be directly incorporated into teaching and test materials (Flowerdew, 1993; Mudraya,
2006; Thurstun & Candlin, 1998). Data-driven learning activities can be exploited to teach many areas of ESP
where learning can be greatly enhanced by using a corpus especially built to meet the speciﬁc needs of the
learners. In this Section 1 will present some examples of how concordancing may help design tasks for
DDL activities that can be used in the ESP classroom and/or included in Supplementary material. The following activities all concentrate on the study of some of the most important conjunctions in the CEUE.
The conjunction with a view to appears to be extremely frequent in the CEUE as it occurred a total of 48
times, corresponding to 240 occurrences when normed to one million words. By comparison, the BNC Written
contains only 8 instances of the same conjunction (also normed to one million words). This diﬀerence alone
justiﬁes its inclusion in a syllabus focusing on EU English. Selected sample lines from the concordance in
Fig. 2 below show the usage patterns of this conjunction.
Activity 1. This subordinating conjunction indicates a causal/purpose relationship between clauses. Study
the concordance list to ﬁnd out how to use it in a sentence by examining the words and phrases that follow it.
Answer Key:
1. with a view to + ing form of verb
e.g.: . . . the Council reached political agreement with a view to adopting the amended proposal of the
European Parliament. . .
2. with a view to + noun phrase
e.g.:# 1 . . .Legislative work continued with a view to the adoption of a recommendation of the European
Parliament. . .
# 2 . . . The summit’s main achievements were the opening of negotiations with a view to an association
agreement with Central America. . .

Fig. 2. Concordance sample of with a view to.
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Activity 2. The concordance also helps to point out the possible positions of this conjunction in a sentence.
Study the list and decide whether this conjunction can be used in initial, medial or ﬁnal position in a sentence.
Collect examples. Which position is the most common in the CEUE?
Answer Key:
As can be seen in Fig. 2, in the vast majority of the sentences, this conjunction is in mid-sentence position.
In a few other cases, however, it also appears in initial position as in the following example since the clauses of
the sentence can be reversed:
. . .With a view to setting up their own monetary union, EU countries decided. . ..
It is useful to consider the concordance lists for some other causal conjunctions that were found to be considerably more frequent in the CEUE than in the BNC Written (the occurrences below are normed to one
million words for both corpora): in order to (325 occurrences in the CEUE and 12 in the BNC Written), so
as to (130 occurrences in the CEUE and 23 in the BNC Written), and to this end (50 occurrences in the CEUE
and three in the BNC Written). Figs. 3–5 present sample concordance lines of the conjunctions in order to, so
as to and to this end. The concordance-based activities that follow help students get an insight into the syntactic and usage patterns associated with these conjunctions in the CEUE.
Activity 3. These three conjunctions express very similar relations between clauses, namely a causal/purpose
relationship. Compare the three sets of data in terms of the positions of these conjunctions in the sentence.
Answer Key: So as to cannot appear in sentence initial position, whereas in order to can. To this end can
appear in all three positions (sentence-initial, mid-sentence and sentence-ﬁnal).
Activity 4. As you can see in the examples, both in order to and so as to are followed by verbs. Check the
verb forms that follow the conjunctions. What verb form is used in the sentences?
Answer Key: Both conjunctions are followed by the inﬁnitive verb form without ‘‘to”.
Activities using language data from corpora may help students gain access to the way language is really
used through a large number of authentic instances of language. The data-driven approach appears to have
numerous merits in teaching ESP as well as general language. Not only do students have the opportunity
to use and learn the real language required in their profession, but the activities also train them to become

Fig. 3. Concordance sample of in order to.

Fig. 4. Concordance sample of so as to.
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Fig. 5. Concordance sample of to this end.

skilled and autonomous language learners. Having to study excerpts of language and decipher the necessary
information with the help of real-life language data involves the students in a process of discovery that
enhances eﬀective language learning and language use.
6. Conclusion
This paper aimed to describe the use of conjunctions in the documents of the EU with the help of corpus
linguistic techniques using the Corpus of EU English. The study also intended to show how the results of such
an analysis can be relevant to teaching ESP and to syllabus and materials design. Corpus-based data-driven
activities can also be part of regular language classes, improving students’ learning skills while providing them
with meaningful and authentic language data. Based on earlier research comparing the discourse structuring
patterns of native and non-native speakers of English in a variety of written and oral genres which has shown
that the speakers’ L1 interferes with their discourse competence in their L2, it was argued in this paper that
examining textual cohesive devices, namely the use of conjunctions, is highly relevant from a language teaching standpoint. An obvious limitation of the study is the size of the corpus, since with a larger corpus more
precise observations could be made regarding the various aspects of language use examined in a series of studies on EU English. Researching more aspects of language use such as various lexico-grammatical and syntactic
features will complete the project which previously involved research on lexis (Trebits, 2008). Hopefully, these
studies will contribute to the design and writing of practical ESP language courses focusing on the use of English in EU documents.
Acknowledgements
I would like to thank the anonymous ESP Journal reviewers and Dr. Krisztina Károly for their thorough
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