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Abstract  

This paper begins by comparing three teaching models (FOS, FS, and FLP) 

from the perspective of contemporary specialized French language teaching, 

introducing the curriculum development of French for Specific Purposes. 

Secondly, given the challenges in data collection for FOS instruction, corpus 

linguistics can address this difficulty by providing multiple authentic 

examples through the impetus of Natural Language Processing (NLP) at two 

levels: automatic data collection and processing of data within the corpus. At 

the end of this article, we provide a concrete example of a corpus-based 

teaching exercise. 

Keywords: French for Specific Purpose, Specialty French, French 

Professional Language, Corpus Linguistics. 

.  

1. Current Status and Trends in FOS Teaching 

Research 

Unlike long-term, progressive 

foundational French language instruction, 

professional French teaching focuses on 

achieving specific objectives within specialized 

fields. Due to complex historical backgrounds 

and social environments, the terminology for 

professional French has varied across different 

developmental periods, such as Military French 

(français militaire) in the 1920s, Scientific and 

Technical French (français scientifique et 

technique) in the 1960s, French for Specific 

Purposes (français de spécialité) in the 1960s, 

Instrumental French (français instrumental) in 

the early 1970s, and Functional French (français 

fonctionnel) in the late 1970s. In the current 

trend of global integration, exchanges between 

France and the world have grown increasingly 

close, and a favorable market economy 

environment has provided fertile ground for the 

development of French for Specific Purposes. 

Since the 1990s, professional French has existed 

in three main forms: Français sur Objectif 

Spécifique (FOS), Français de spécialité (FS), and 

Français Langue Professionnelle (FLP). The 

following discussion will primarily explore the 

similarities and differences among these three 

teaching models from the perspective of 

contemporary professional French instruction. 

1.1 FS: course offering 

As Cuq and Gruca pointed out, learners 

of FOS (Français sur Objectif Spécifique) are 

typically adults who wish to acquire or improve 

their French language skills for professional or 

academic purposes (Cuq & Gruca, 2005). FOS 
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instruction aims to provide French courses 

within a relatively short timeframe to meet the 

specific needs of particular groups, primarily 

targeting adult learners who require language 

enhancement for career advancement or 

academic pursuits. FOS focuses on case-specific 

studies. Consequently, the linguistic 

competencies to be acquired—including 

vocabulary, pronunciation, syntax, and other 

aspects—are derived from authentic materials 

and are closely tied to specialized fields (e.g., 

business, tourism, healthcare, academia). 

Français de spécialité (FS) emerged in the 1990s 

(distinct from the vocabulary-centered 

approach of the 1960s), building on professional 

training and international work experiences 

initiated by the French Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs' cultural department. This period saw a 

proliferation of teaching materials, such 

as Business French, French for the Hotel and 

Restaurant Industry, French for Tourism, and Legal 

French. Next, we delineate the distinctions 

between FS and FOS across five dimensions: 

clarity of training objectives, duration of 

training, diversity of topics and skills, lesson 

preparation methods, and teaching material 

development. 

FS training objectives are generally broad 

and encompass a wide range of themes, aiming 

to cover as many communication scenarios 

related to a discipline as possible. As a result, FS 

programs tend to be longer, spanning several 

months or even years. Examples include courses 

like "Business French," "Legal French," "Tourism 

French," or "Scientific French" offered by 

universities or training institutions. In contrast, 

FOS training objectives are highly specific and 

targeted, focusing on particular situational 

needs or tasks. Since learners often have existing 

professional or academic commitments, FOS 

programs are typically condensed, lasting from 

a few days to several weeks. For instance, when 

the French government called for thousands of 

Spanish nurses to address a shortage of 

healthcare workers, these nurses underwent 

short-term FOS training to improve their 

language skills and integrate into their new 

work environments in French hospitals. 

In terms of lesson preparation, FS 

instructors can often rely on existing teaching 

materials and work independently to design 

courses. For FOS, however, instructors must 

engage with industry professionals and source 

authentic, practical materials to meet the precise 

learning objectives. 

A comparative analysis reveals a 

fundamental difference in the "supply and 

demand" dynamic between FS and FOS: FS 

emphasizes course supply (offre), where 

courses are designed first, and students are 

recruited afterward. For example, an institution 

may offer training programs for potential 

audiences without targeting a specific niche but 

rather an entire field or profession. In contrast, 

FOS is driven by learner demand (demande), 

where courses are tailored to the specific needs 

of learners. For instance, a Chinese accountant 

seeking an internship at the Paris Chamber of 

Commerce and Industry (CCIP) would trigger 

the creation of a customized language course to 

meet their precise requirements. 

1.2 FLP: Mastering Professional Competencies 

French for Professional Objectives 

(FVP), which gained prominence in the early 

2000s, was dedicated to teaching French by 

focusing on common professional skills across 

various specialized fields. These skills included 

tasks such as writing reports, letters, memos, 

and using various media (forms, meetings, 

telephone conversations). Driven by economic 

and political factors, French for Professional 

Purposes (FLP) gradually replaced FVP starting 

in 2006. According to Mourlhon-Dallies (2006), 

FLP is taught in French and is intended for 

learners who must practice their profession 

entirely in French. In this context, "even if part 

of the professional activities can be conducted in 

English or other languages (of colleagues), the 

entire professional framework is structured in 

French—including legal and institutional 

aspects, communication with colleagues and 

http://www.rjelal.com/
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hierarchical structures, and professional 

practices" (Mourlhon-Dallies, 2006). 

Next, FOS and FLP are compared based 

on the following three aspects: French 

proficiency level, degree of specialization, and 

learning needs: 

• French Proficiency Level: In FOS, the target 

audience primarily consists of non-native 

speakers (professionals, immigrants, and 

international students). FLP, however, can 

target both immigrants with insufficient 

French skills and native speakers facing 

communication challenges (particularly in 

writing). Examples include immigrants 

from French-speaking Maghreb countries in 

Africa and native speakers with literacy 

issues. 

• Degree of Specialization: The second 

distinguishing feature between FOS and 

FLP lies in the professional specialization of 

the target audience. FLP is aimed at 

individuals in training or already working 

as professionals. In FOS, the focus is often 

on individuals who are already 

professionals (e.g., receptionists in foreign 

hotels, engineers working in their home 

countries, businesspeople). For instance, 

students seeking to continue their studies in 

French-speaking schools, or professionals 

already established in their home countries 

who wish to acquire specific skills in their 

field to stand out among their colleagues. 

• Learning Needs: The third level of 

distinction between FOS and FLP relates to 

learning needs. In FOS, learning needs vary 

depending on the nature of the audience. In 

FLP, the audience’s goal is typically to gain 

or retain employment. 

Most educators fail to recognize or even 

overlook the specificity of the target audience 

when designing courses. The use of 

commercially available textbooks often proves 

ineffective, as these materials tend to be 

generalized and thematic in nature, failing to 

directly address learners' actual needs. French 

publishers predominantly focus on disciplines 

most demanded by FOS audiences—

particularly business, tourism, and law—while 

other specialized fields (such as agronomy, 

science and technology, computer science, etc.) 

receive little attention from textbook 

developers. 

Certain FOS experts caution against 

systematically relying on textbooks to meet 

learners' needs. As noted by Mangiante & 

Parpette (2004: 7), "While specialized French 

textbooks exist (particularly in tourism, law, and 

notably business), which may provide course 

sequences or materials adaptable to FOS 

instruction in related fields, this approach 

remains uncommon. Consequently, instructors 

must develop their own courses and teaching 

materials." 

Most teachers still do not adequately 

account for the distinct characteristics of their 

audiences when developing curricula. Since 

readily available textbooks often fail to align 

with learners' requirements, educators are 

compelled to create customized syllabi and 

pedagogical resources. 

2. the new discipline of Corpus Linguistics 

In linguistics, a corpus is "a collection of 

pieces of language that are selected and ordered 

according to explicit linguistic criteria in order 

to be used as a sample of the language" (Sinclair, 

1996: 4). The discipline of Natural Language 

Processing (NLP) emerged around the same 

time as the advent of computers, with the 

objective of modeling and automating part of 

language analysis (Condamines, 2005). Since its 

inception, new tools and methodologies for 

analyzing textual data in digital formats have 

proliferated, and these tools have begun to be 

standardized using generic resources such as 

concordancers, conjugators, taggers, 

lemmatizers, transcribers, web crawlers, etc. 

(Antoniadis et al., 2006). 
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In the 1990s, corpus linguistics became an 

independent discipline (Sinclair, 1991; Leech, 

1992; Habert et al., 1997) with its own 

publications (among others, the Journal of Corpus 

Linguistics). Some specialists (including 

Kennedy, 1998; Condamines, 2005; Azzopardi, 

2010) position corpus linguistics solely within 

the framework of NLP at two levels: automatic 

data collection and corpus processing. As 

Kennedy states, "Over the last three decades the 

compilation and analysis of corpora stored in 

computerized databases has led to a new 

scholarly enterprise known as corpus 

linguistics" (1998: 1). 

Written corpora can be automatically 

compiled from the web using a crawler, which 

scans and indexes the web automatically to map 

its content. Platforms for such crawlers can 

include websites like WebBootCat (Baroni & 

Bernardini, 2004) or software such as Gromoteur 

(Gerdes, 2014). Spoken corpora are often 

compiled through sociolinguistic surveys, as 

seen in the first two spoken corpora used in 

teaching French as a foreign and native 

language: Français Fondamental (Gougenheim et 

al., 1956) and Les Orléanais ont la parole (Biggs & 

Dalwood, 1976). 

Once a corpus is constructed, query tools 

can facilitate analysis. Various tools provide 

valuable assistance in the linguistic description 

of languages, particularly in textometry, with 

examples such as AntConc (Anthony, 2005). 

3. Using the Corpus for FOS 

The primary contribution of corpora in 

language teaching is to replace introspection 

based on intuition or isolated examples 

provided by linguists with authentic language 

phenomena. Recognizing that intuition can 

sometimes be misleading (Sinclair, 2005), 

corpora serve as a "revealer of language" 

(Tognini-Bonelli, 2001) and provide access to the 

"intuitions of thousands of speakers" 

(Frankenberg-Garcia, 2005: 192). 

 

3.1 Using corpora for language teaching 

Corpus-based language teaching and 

learning gained momentum primarily through 

Johns' (1991) data-driven learning (DDL) 

approach, earning him the title of "founding 

father of pedagogical applications of corpus 

linguistics" (Boulton & Tyne, 2014: 75). The 

essence of the DDL approach is that learners can 

inductively formalize their own knowledge 

rather than deductively applying rules 

transmitted by the teacher (Landure & Boulton, 

2010). Over the past thirty years, integrating 

corpora into language classrooms has generated 

significant interest across various fields of 

language teaching and learning: error correction 

(O’Sullivan & Chambers, 2006; Gaskell & Cobb, 

2004), academic writing (Yoon & Hirvela, 2004; 

O’Sullivan, 2010), language acquisition 

(Colletta, 2004; Hoey, 2005; Tyne, 2009), and 

writing competence (Gaskell & Cobb, 2004; 

O’Sullivan & Chambers, 2006). Furthermore, 

corpus-based learning represents a "natural" 

activity where learners attempt to identify 

linguistic regularities, as opposed to the 

"artificial" transmission of knowledge (Gaskell 

& Cobb, 2004; Scott & Tribble, 2006; Boulton, 

2009). Some view corpus use as a way for 

learners to engage directly with the target 

language rather than merely learning 

grammatical rules (Loewen et al., 2009). Thus, 

corpora can provide "scaffolding" that enables 

learners to construct their own knowledge 

without disregarding any learning theories 

(Kirschner et al., 2006; Mayer, 2004). Finally, 

corpus-based learning can "lead to greater 

autonomy, which will benefit learners in their 

future professional lives" (Landure & Boulton, 

2010: 3). Consequently, using corpora in French 

as a Foreign Language (FFL) classrooms, as well 

as in our FOS project, is essential. 

3.2 Example of a corpus-based teaching 

exercise 

Here are an overview of corpus 

construction and its subsequent use in FOS 

teaching. Our corpus, named Cuisitext (Yang, 

http://www.rjelal.com/
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2016), includes both written and spoken 

components. For the written corpus, we used 

the Gromoteur web crawler to collect thousands 

of French recipes from culinary websites such as 

Marmiton, 750g, and Cuisine AZ. In 

professional culinary contexts, oral discourse is 

also frequent. Thus, our corpus includes three 

types of video-based spoken data. Transcribing 

spoken corpora is essential for pedagogical 

applications. Since our corpus was designed for 

teaching and learning culinary lexicon in FOS, 

the CLAN tool was used for orthographic 

transcription, enabling lexical, syntactic, and 

interactional analysis. 

The selected keyword should be 

representative of the culinary domain. Among 

the analyzed and selected NAdj expressions for 

teaching, the lexeme "HACHÉ" 

(minced/chopped) was chosen as the keyword 

for this session. A2-level learners (according to 

the CEFR) struggle with this lexeme both 

syntactically and semantically, and ingredients 

described by this term can be easily categorized 

into several groups. 

Once concordances are extracted, the 

teacher needs to clean the data. Students are 

grouped to discuss and exchange ideas about 

the meaning and constructions of this lexeme in 

context. Each group receives different 

concordance examples. After observation, 

analysis, and classification, three categories can 

be presented: 

• Fresh herbs (Persil, oignon, ail, basilic, 

échalote, ciboulette, poireau, menthe, 

estragon, fenouil, feuilles d'aneth) 

• Meat (Porc, bœuf, jambon, veau, 

agneau, poulet, steak) 

• Others (concombre, chocolat, cantal, 

saumon) 

In French culinary culture, garlic, parsley, 

onion, and shallot are classified as aromatics, 

hence their placement in the first category. 

Types of meat form the second category. Beyond 

meats and aromatics, "HACHÉ" can also 

describe concombre (vegetable), chocolat (cocoa 

bean), saumon (cheese), and salmon (fish), 

which belong to categories distinct from the first 

two. This justifies grouping them into a third, 

more general category. Learners should be 

informed that items in the third category are less 

frequently used than those in the first two. After 

revealing the answers, learners should be given 

time to complete and correct their own category 

lists. 

4. Conclusion 

Through the comparison with FLP and 

FS, FOS is defined by highly targeted objectives, 

intensive short-term training (ranging from a 

few days to weeks), a focus on specific tasks and 

situations, and the need for customized teaching 

materials, often developed in collaboration with 

industry professionals. FOS primarily targets 

non-French-speaking learners and may include 

students or professionals seeking to acquire 

skills for specific contexts. FOS addresses 

immediate and contextual needs (e.g., an 

assignment abroad). Therefore, FOS courses 

require tailored development based on specific 

needs. 

Corpus linguistics can be applied not only 

to corpus collection and extraction but also to 

corpus-based teaching. In this paper, targeting 

A2-level students, the teaching of the lexeme 

"HACHÉ" in the culinary domain serves as an 

example to demonstrate how corpora can be 

utilized in instruction. The tools for corpus 

collection and extraction introduced in this 

study, combined with the advancements in 

large language models (LLMs), suggest that 

future educators should possess basic 

programming skills to apply corpora more 

flexibly in FOS teaching. 
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