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language corpora

Abstract:

This paper presents the debate on corpus linguistics, the use 

of corpora in language classroom, the questions posed by its 

critics, and the answers by those who are advocates of it. This 

debate is linked to the epistemological origins of both groups. 

The discussion focuses on the relevant terminology and argu-

ments used by each team to support their stance. It also sheds 
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light on the types and methodology of corpus linguistics that 

emerged in light of this profound scientific debate. It concludes 

by saying that those who reject this kind as much as rejecting 

the methodology on which it is based, and that those who use it 

do not claim that corpus linguistics can be used without limita-

tions which must be recognized and acknowledged.
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