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This study examines the web interface of the Kazakh National Corpus (KNC) to assess its usability for general corpus-linguistic research. Drawing on established literature, we determine whether the corpus interface supports core analytical techniques, including frequency lists, concordances, keyword lists, and collocations and n-grams. We assess the presence, accessibility, functionality, and overall usability of these tools, identifying areas for improvement. To complement this theory-driven evaluation, we compare the KNC interface with those of two established national corpora, the British National Corpus (BNC) and the Russian National Corpus (RNC), to extract practical insights from their interface design and application of these analytical techniques. This two-level approach allows us to highlight both the theoretical requirements and practical considerations for enhancing the usability of the corpus interface for the purposes of international-standards linguistic research.

Keywords: linguistic research, corpus linguistics, analytical techniques, corpus tools, corpus interface


1 Introduction

In the modern digital world, language plays an important role as not only the means of communication but also the subject of research at the level of big data. Large-scale studies are conducted worldwide on a multitude of languages in order to understand the specificities of their structure, meaning, and use. The role of language data analysis-focused fields like corpus linguistics, computational linguistics, and natural language processing (NLP) is becoming increasingly important, especially in the era of AI-driven research (Levy et al. 2025). These fields, particularly corpus linguistics, are concerned with analysis of large digital or digitized collections of language data, or corpora. Corpora, classified into multiple types, developed for multiple purposes, and assembled from different types of data, play a key role in determining the characteristics of language in use (Stefanowitsch 2020: 22–23). Unlike general linguistics, which relies on theory-driven, intuitive interpretation of linguistic and sociolinguistic phenomena, corpus linguistics deals with practical analysis of ‘living’ language data (McEnery & Brookes 2024; Troiani et al. 2024), which includes spoken and written texts and many other configurations of data types that reflect the real-life, contextual use of language.
Historically, one of the key objectives of corpus linguistic research has been the development of large-scale, ‘national’ corpora for different languages. National corpora are officially created and maintained by national institutions to represent the standard language of a country, often for purposes such as language planning, education, lexicography, and research. Cultural representation and preservation are also important aspects in the design of such large-scale corpora, especially taking into account their role in capturing linguistic variation and supporting the analysis of how language differs and changes across time, regions, and cultural contexts (McEnery & Hardie 2012: 94). In terms of its structure, a national corpus is per se a general or reference corpus. It is not really a distinct type of corpus in linguistic terms, but rather a designation based on its purpose, scope, and institutional status (Xiao 2008: 383).
The first steps in developing national corpora were taken by the creators of the British National Corpus. A number of other national corpora followed, including the American National Corpus, the Czech National Corpus, the Hungarian National Corpus, the Russian National Corpus, and so forth (Xiao 2008: 384–388). There have also been two significant attempts to develop a large-scale corpus for Kazakh, an agglutinating Turkic language spoken primarily in Kazakhstan and neighboring regions of Central Asia, Russia, and China. These attempts include the Kazakh Language Corpus (Makhambetov et al. 2013), whose website is no longer available, and the Almaty Corpus of the Kazakh Language (2016), which is still available and somewhat queryable. A Kazakh corpus is also available via Sketch Engine (n.d.), based on texts collected from the web, but it is not clear how usable it is for research purposes.
The first large-scale National Corpus of the Kazakh Language (2025) (NCKL; henceforth the Kazakh National Corpus or KNC[footnoteRef:1]) was developed at the Akhmet Baitursynuly Institute of Linguistics (n.d.), the national research center focusing primarily on Kazakh and other Turkic languages and operating under the country’s Ministry of Science and Higher Education. Since its release to the general public around 2020, the platform has undergone a number of updates that primarily focused on expanding subcorpora. While the KNC grows as a dataset, the publicly available interface, including analytical tools, does not appear to be under further development, while the existing documentation shows little information about past interface changes. The interface currently functions as an access and analysis tool to the corpus data and is presented as part of a research and educational resource, which means that it is already intended for scholarly use. As with many publicly released corpus platforms, potential issues in interface design and analytical functionality may limit researchers’ ability to interact effectively with the linguistic data. Addressing these issues requires rigorous research and improvement. [1:  The official English abbreviation of the name of this corpus is “NCKL.” However, some web pages of the online corpus platform, as well as several recent scholarly publications, also use the shorter form “Kazakh National Corpus” and the abbreviation “KNC.” In this article, these two forms are used for brevity, while their correspondence to the official name is made explicit here to avoid confusion.] 

The main purpose of this paper is to evaluate the usability of the web interface of the Kazakh National Corpus for standard corpus-linguistic research by examining whether the interface supports core analytical techniques. We also compare its data analysis and visualization functionality to that of established national corpora for other languages to determine potential areas for improvement. Our goal is not to criticize, but to provide constructive feedback that can help improve the corpus interface. Our suggestions are informed by prominent literature in corpus linguistics, examples of other national corpora and their web interfaces, and our experience in working with corpora and corpus analysis tools.


2 Literature review

Despite an increasing number of linguistic projects focusing on Kazakh, it is still considered a low-resource, underresearched language, especially in terms of corpus linguistics and NLP (Joshi et al. 2020). Such languages naturally have a number of issues when it comes to corpus design and maintenance. These issues typically include data scarcity (Agić & Vulić 2019), limited resources (Sekeres et al. 2024), and the lack of progress in the development of tools (Ahmadi et al. 2023).
Recently launched corpora, especially those for low-resource languages, often face a number of issues that typically need to be addressed after launch. Apart from the obvious post-launch evaluations of the size, balance, and representativeness aspects, there are concerns about maintaining the quality and consistency of annotation (Voutilainen 2012), updating metadata and enriching it with NLP tools (Ecker et al. 2024), and improving the accessibility, customizability, and user-friendliness of the corpus interface (Soehn et al. 2008; Machálek 2020), including the development and maintenance of built-in tools to support open research practices corresponding to international standards (Hartmann 2024).
This study draws insights from Evison (2010) and Brezina & Gablasova (2018) to examine the analytical techniques integrated into the main web interfaces of the corpora. The use of guidelines from corpus linguists and developers of multiple corpora ensures that this study and its recommendations are grounded in research. It is important to note that the analytical techniques discussed in this paper are not exclusive to the guidelines developed by these authors. On the contrary, they have long been central to corpus design, and a large number of corpora have been developed on their basis to improve the understanding of language use. What this study borrows, specifically, is the authors’ approach to evaluating how these core analytical techniques are implemented in a corpus interface.
Frequency lists are a fundamental analytical technique that enables corpus users and researchers to analyze the frequency information of specific linguistic items encountered within a corpus. Frequency analysis can be used to identify dominant lexical items within a dataset (Lijffijt et al. 2011), assess the lexical diversity of a text or corpus (Gregori-Signes & Clavel-Arroitia 2015), and compare word usage patterns across languages, corpora, and subcorpora (Taylor & del Fante 2020), among other purposes. Because frequency information can be sorted and filtered using a web interface of a corpus in various ways, it can serve as a solid foundation for both quantitative and qualitative research projects. However, it should be emphasized that the generation of frequency lists often serves as a foundational step for more complex analytical procedures.
Concordances, also known as KWIC (Key Word In Context), are one of the most basic techniques employed in corpus data analysis and visualization. They are used to display the target word or phrase centered, with a fixed number of words shown to its left and right, providing immediate context. This tool can be used to obtain information about the usage and meaning of words and phrases within authentic examples (Hunston 2002: 39). Analyzing how words occur in context contributes to improving the understanding of grammar, vocabulary, and stylistic preferences (Rauscher et al. 2013; Wulff & Baker 2021). While simple in nature, the generation of concordances often underpins more sophisticated forms of linguistic analysis. Concordances can also be a powerful tool in corpus-driven discourse analysis studies (Liu et al. 2022; Nonnenmacher & Naismith 2023). Aside from their applications in linguistics, concordances are widely used in language teaching and translation studies (Jones & Waller 2015; Zanettin 2023).
Keyword lists are ranked inventories of lexical items that are identified through frequency analysis as being unusually frequent in a given dataset relative to a reference corpus. This process requires quantitative comparisons between the target corpus, which is a specific dataset that a researcher is analyzing, and a reference corpus, which is a larger, more general dataset (Rayson & Potts 2021; Moreno-Ortiz 2024). Depending on the research goals and the analytical platform, such comparisons may rely not only on statistical significance measures, but also effect-size measures. By highlighting words that are prominent in relation to a reference corpus, keyword lists help reveal specific patterns and themes in discourse analysis as well as in genre and register studies (Baker 2004). In addition, keyword lists are useful for language instructors aiming to teach specific vocabulary characteristics, translators seeking to simplify their texts (Rayson 2019), and other scholars interested in exploring or comparing domain-specific terminologies (Gries 2021).
Collocations and n-grams are two closely related corpus analysis techniques used to investigate how words combine in natural language. Collocations can be used to produce a list of collocates, i.e., co-occurrences of lexical items that have a tendency to be recurrent within a certain span and may be identified using a range of statistical or distributional measures focusing on the strength of association between words (Evert 2008: 1214–1215). N-grams, by contrast, focus on contiguous sequences of words of a specified length (n), and are identified on the basis of their frequency of occurrence in a corpus without focusing on association measures between individual words (Lyse & Andersen 2012). Both methods can be useful not only in corpus linguistics but also in language learning research (Gablasova et al. 2017) and general corpus-based exploration of register- and genre-specific language characteristics (Gries et al. 2011).
In the context of this study, these analytical techniques are examined within the web interface of the Kazakh National Corpus, which can serve as a valuable resource for exploring linguistic patterns. Several studies by Kazakhstani linguists, including researchers at the Akhmet Baitursynuly Institute of Linguistics, have examined the Kazakh National Corpus and its interface. These studies have addressed metadata and markup issues (Zhubanov 2015; Slyambekov & Sadyk 2024), the development of various subcorpora within the corpus (Amanbayeva et al. 2025; Fazylzhanova et al. 2025), and its applicability in linguistic research (Pirmanova et al. 2024). However, when they include data analysis, such studies typically rely on specialized standalone software tools to process corpus-elicited data (Ormanova et al. 2025) rather than using the corpus platform-internal, web-based analytical techniques. Importantly, in the present study, the web platforms are not evaluated as substitutes for these standalone corpus analysis applications, but rather as platforms designed to provide direct access to corpus data independently, accompanied by a set of analytical techniques for exploratory purposes.


3 Data and methods

The KNC contains 90 million word usages across 20 purpose-specific subcorpora, each hosted on a separate web page. The subcorpora vary in content and size, which reflects the developers’ goal of achieving representativeness across different genres, text types, authors, and other domains. The platform contains such subcorpora as Spoken, Educational, Historical, Proverbs and Sayings, Parallel, and Terminological, among others. The web pages hosting these subcorpora provide various interface design and analytical functionality options that could also be evaluated for usability in research. This study, however, focuses only on the main part of the corpus and its interface and analytical functionality.
In order to determine whether the KNC interface is suitable for general corpus-linguistic research, we have compiled a list of core analytical techniques typically employed to work with large-scale general corpora and evaluated the extent to which this platform supports them. This list of techniques includes (1) frequency lists, (2) concordances, (3) keyword lists, and (4) collocations and n-grams. It is based on a synthesis of ideas from seminal works by Evison (2010) and Brezina & Gablasova (2018). These authors established that these fundamental analytical techniques can be employed either within a corpus using its own web interface features or outside of the corpus using specialized software applications that work well with exported data. The current study aims only to examine whether these techniques are supported by the web interface, excluding discussion of any software applications. 
In order to compare the interface of the Kazakh National Corpus to those of established national corpora for other languages in terms of data analysis and visualization functionality, we selected two such corpora, the British National Corpus and the Russian National Corpus, to analyze their features corresponding to the above-mentioned core techniques. These platforms were chosen as benchmarks for this study because they represent widely applied corpus resources that exemplify established interface design and analytical functionality solutions for large-scale national corpora. The British National Corpus (BNC) was selected due to its status as a well-established national corpus. Its availability through multiple platforms, especially BNCweb (CQP-Edition), enables effective querying, data collection, analysis, and visualization (Hoffmann and Evert n.d.). The Russian National Corpus (RNC) was selected due to its comprehensive structure, flexible search mechanisms, and a range of useful features. It provides a robust platform for linguistic research (Savchuk et al. 2024). The main objective of this comparison is to develop recommendations for the developers of the KNC corpus platform based on the insights obtained from the other two platforms. 
Importantly, our review focuses only on the main corpus interfaces. Both the KNC and RNC have comprehensive websites that contain multiple pages, including these main corpus interfaces, links to subcorpora, about pages, documentation, and other materials. These websites allow users to explore corpus data, metadata, and design. Most of these features are not available through BNCweb, which is not structured as a comprehensive website with a main corpus interface, additional subcorpora, and other supporting resources. Rather, it is designed as a simplified queryable platform for direct research purposes. This structural difference reflects the fact that the BNC, unlike the KNC and RNC, is hosted by several platforms and has multiple versions. Due to such fragmentation and the absence of a unified website for the BNC, we selected BNCweb as the most user-friendly resource that is diverse in terms of its analytical features. While the BNC is also available via English-Corpora.org (Davies 2004), Sketch Engine (n.d.), and the Oxford Text Archive (OTA) (2007), we excluded these platforms because they require subscription or additional tools. Similarly, we excluded other widely used and updated large-scale corpus platforms, such as the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) (Davies 2008), as they operate under subscription-based access models. In this context, while BNCweb may not represent the most recent or complete version of the BNC, it remains the most accessible and reliable version for the purposes of the current study. 
The differing structures and aims of these corpus platforms reflect differences in interface design and intended modes of use, rather than differences in corpus design. Comprehensive national corpora typically aim to represent the entirety of a language in relation to a certain culture, with representativeness and coverage being primary corpus design goals. BNCweb, by contrast, is neither a comprehensive resource nor intended to capture a language as a reflection of a culture. Rather, it functions as an access and analysis interface to an existing corpus. While such resources may differ in scope and design, the present review deliberately sets corpus-design considerations aside to focus exclusively on interface- and technology-related aspects. To ensure a rigorous evaluation of the usability of the KNC interface for linguistic research, we adopt a two-level approach. Combining theory-driven analysis and practical comparisons across different corpus web interfaces, this approach allows us not only to identify the missing or underdeveloped analytical features in this corpus interface, but also to explain how existing corpus interfaces can serve as models for further interface-related corpus development research.
Our review of the KNC interface was guided by the following criteria and questions, which together constitute the evaluation framework adopted in this study (see Table 1). This framework was developed specifically for this study and is informed by the body of literature in corpus linguistics referenced throughout this paper. Importantly, the same framework was also used to examine BNCweb and the RNC platform, but they were analyzed more generally,[footnoteRef:2] with the primary aim of identifying insights from their overall structure, interface design, and analytical functionality. [2:  For the sake of brevity and comparability, however, the findings for all three platforms are nevertheless presented in a single summary table in the Results and Discussion section.] 


Table 1: Criteria and guiding questions for reviewing the main KNC interface
	#
	Criterion
	Guiding question
	Description

	1
	Presence or absence
	Is this analytical technique available within the main KNC interface?
	We determined whether each analytical technique could be located.

	2
	Accessibility (visibility and ease of access)
	How easily can a corpus user find and use this corpus interface feature without relying on supporting documentation?
	We navigated the main corpus interface, and if the techniques and features enabling them were present, we tested how easy they were to find and work with.

	3
	Functionality (operational status)
	Does the feature work as expected? How well does it work?
	We tested each available technique and its associated interface feature to observe whether they operated correctly and efficiently.

	4
	Overall usability for research purposes
	To what extent do the corpus interface features representing the core analytical techniques support linguistic research?
	We synthesized our findings related to the above criteria to determine whether the corpus interface is suitable for linguistic research purposes.



Regarding the potential shelf-life of this evaluation, it is important to mention that this study focuses on core and stable interface- and analytical feature-related decisions that are typically changed slowly over time, rather than on temporary, cosmetic interface update aspects. Therefore, the observations made in this study may remain relevant over time and be useful not only for future major updates to the KNC interface and analytical tool functionality, but also for other publicly released corpus platforms that may contain related issues.



4 Results and discussion

4.1 Introduction

In most corpus interfaces, analytical techniques typically become available on the query results page, i.e., once a corpus search has been completed. In the RNC interface, for example, they are presented as separate tabs, which users can click to access specific information about a word obtained through different analyses. In BNCweb, similar tools also appear on the query results page, but they can be found and selected using a drop-down menu, which makes them less immediately visible or easy to find. In the KNC interface, by contrast, such tools are not automatically activated upon completing a query. They are often hard to locate, underdeveloped, non-functional, or entirely absent.
In order to provide a systematic evaluation, the results are organized based on a fixed set of interface design and data analysis criteria that were applied to each core analytical technique within each corpus platform: (a) availability within the main interface, (b) accessibility (visibility and ease of access), (c) functionality (operational status and analytical depth), and (d) overall usability for corpus-linguistic research. Each analytical technique is examined according to these criteria in the KNC interface and subsequently compared with its implementation in BNCweb and the RNC interface.
Although the study focuses on the characteristics of the built-in analytical techniques within the main corpus interfaces, it is also important to mention that the KNC platform features a number of tools that are not directly integrated with the corpus-internal data (see Figure 1). These include Transliteration for converting Cyrillic Kazakh text into Latin script; tbisozdik, a dictionary offering thesaurus-like information; Orthoepic Converter for generating orthoepic transcriptions; Word Frequency, which generates frequency lists from user-uploaded documents; Keyboard for typing Kazakh in Latin script, available as a downloadable application; and several other tools. Some of these tools allow users to paste text or upload text documents directly into the interface, while others require downloading and installation. It is unclear whether this input should be derived from the corpus itself, as there is no built-in functionality that would support exporting query results in text or table format. Importantly, as of December 2025, several of these tools are not operational and appear to function only via the Kazakh-language version of the website. 

[image: ]
Figure 1: Corpus analysis features of the KNC interface (website accessed June 21, 2025)

It is important to note that the above tools, although web-based, demonstrate functionality similar to popular corpus compilation and analysis software like AntConc (Anthony 2024) or #LancsBox X (Brezina & Platt 2025) that allow users to upload text documents into their interface to learn about and visualize the data within the documents, and to compile small and large-size corpora on the basis of a collection of such documents. We decided not to include these software corpus tools into our analysis, as our focus is limited to only web-based corpus platforms that process pre-compiled corpus data.
The following discussion focuses on two main objectives: (1) evaluating whether the main KNC interface supports the core analytical techniques by examining their presence or absence, accessibility, functionality, and usability for research purposes; and (2) reviewing the web interface of the RNC and BNCweb to draw useful suggestions for improving the KNC platform based on the characteristics of the analytical techniques available through their main (the RNC) and default (BNCweb) interfaces.

4.2 Scrutiny of the core analytical techniques available within the main KNC interface

Word frequency lists
The main KNC interface does not provide a frequency lists feature on the search results page, so users cannot see which words are most frequent or how many occurrences of a word can be encountered in the corpus or its subcorpora. Instead, there is only a ‘Word Statistics’ feature that can be accessed by clicking a word in the results, which shows raw frequencies by style, year, author, gender, and topic (see Figure 2). While some of these categories, like style and year, are clearly useful, others seem less relevant. There is no supporting documentation explaining these corpus design choices. Therefore, because the frequency technique is hidden behind additional clicks and lacks corpus-wide and subcorpus-specific distribution information, it is very limited in form and scope and not fully aligned with standard corpus linguistic research practices. In order to make the corpus interface more usable for research purposes, this analytical technique and its associated features should be integrated directly into the search results interface. It should show frequency data comprehensively, so that researchers can access and use this information more intuitively and efficiently. 
[image: ]
Figure 2: Frequency distribution of söz ‘word’ by year (available via Word Statistics)

Concordances
This analytical technique is offered in the KNC interface in a very limited form. It is available but consists only of highlighting the search term in red within the results, which are presented as separate paragraphs labeled by author. Because there is no clear KWIC view option, it may not be obvious to corpus users how to view and analyze the concordances efficiently. Furthermore, there is no option to adjust the size of the left and right contexts. The results cannot be aligned or sorted to support systematic analysis. However, it is a positive feature that the query interface provides some options for users to interact with the search results (see Figure 3). Overall, the concordance feature appears to be very limited, and researchers cannot reliably study words in context because of its current limitations. Adding more advanced concordance settings, such as sorting, aligning, filtering, adjusting context size, and export options, would create more opportunities for systematic analysis, making this analytical technique and its associated web interface features more suitable for linguistic research.

[image: ]
Figure 3: The query interface of the main part of the KNC platform

Keyword lists
In the KNC interface, this analytical technique is currently unavailable. The platform does not support the extraction of keyword lists or comparison functions. As a result, corpus users cannot identify and compare keywords or statistically prominent words in relation to a reference corpus or across different subcorpora of the KNC. It is also not possible to highlight specific vocabulary characteristic of particular genres or registers in the corpus. This technique and its associated web interface features, if implemented, would work best for cross-corpus or cross-subcorpus comparisons. This tool would facilitate more corpus linguistic research aimed at identifying the distinctive lexical patterns, which would help researchers analyze variation more efficiently.

Collocations and n-grams
These techniques are currently unavailable in the main KNC interface. The tool labeled ‘Collocations’ does not retrieve collocates (see Figure 4). Instead, it performs simple searches within user-provided text, with unclear methods and no documentation to explain its use. This tool should not only be considered limited in accessibility and functionality, but also separate from the corpus platform itself, since it does not rely on the corpus-internal data but rather on text that users are invited to paste into its interface. As for n-grams, there are also no features supporting their extraction and analysis. Overall, the usability of these tools for research is minimal. If implemented transparently, they could facilitate corpus-linguistic research on recurring patterns and lexical combinations.

[image: ]
Figure 4: The Collocations feature of the KNC platform[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Note that the detailed description of this tool is provided in the text above. This figure is provided here only for visualization purposes. It has text in Kazakh only because there are no other language options provided on the web page hosting this corpus tool.] 


4.3 Drawing insights from BNCweb and the RNC interface: A cross-corpus comparison 

While the previous subsections focus on reporting the observed characteristics of the analytical techniques available through corpus interfaces, this subsection adopts a more comparative and interpretive perspective, relying on the findings obtain in relation to BNCweb and the RNC interface as reference points to contextualize the findings related to the KNC.
By conducting a similar review of the RNC interface and BNCweb, we have found that most of the above-mentioned analytical techniques and their associated features are available within their online interfaces. However, for reasons of space, we are not providing full, detailed overviews of the two corpus platforms in a similar way as we have for the KNC. Instead, we briefly summarize some aspects of the analytical techniques that they provide, and then compare all three corpus platforms in table format. Importantly, it was not our goal to determine whether one corpus platform can be used for more research projects than the others. The three resources under study contain different data obtained from different sources and are not comparable in terms of the recency of their materials or how regularly the materials are updated or corpus updates are performed. It should be understood that such considerations are beyond the scope of this study.
The RNC interface supports all the core analytical techniques under study, and BNCweb fully supports most of them. These techniques can be used to collect, analyze, and visualize corpus data to answer a wide range of research questions. However, in both corpus platforms, some features are not always easy to find and may require additional effort to learn to use for general corpus querying and research.
The frequency lists technique is fully integrated into the main RNC interface, allowing users to generate frequency lists and explore the distribution of a search term across multiple categories (author, gender, domain, text type, theme, genre, style, text category). Data visualization tools such as the Graph (or distribution by date) feature produce visual representations of frequency data over time. All such information is based on transparent statistical analysis, with relevant statistical measures and scores provided in the output. In BNCweb, the frequency technique is provided with a detailed frequency breakdown and distribution information by multiple categories. It is possible to compare frequency lists, especially across the spoken and written components of the corpus platform. As for concordances, the RNC’s main interface separates concordance results from KWIC. Although both display instances of use of a search term in context, they serve different purposes. Various settings allow corpus users to adjust concordance and KWIC views, with some sorting options available exclusively for KWIC. In contrast, BNCweb integrates KWIC directly with concordancing results, and there is no distinction between these aspects. Regarding keyword lists, BNCweb provides a fully functional keyword analysis feature. This feature allows users to directly compare items and lists of items pertaining to the spoken and written components. The RNC platform, by contrast, does not have an easily accessible and intuitive keyword lists function within its main interface. This technique and its associated interface features may either be available under a different name or require an alternative method of access. The process of generating keyword lists may also be more manual within the RNC’s interface than in BNCweb. However, it is worth mentioning that more intuitive and advanced keyword list generation is generally performed using standalone desktop software like AntConc or #LancsBox X, rather than relying solely on the web interface of a corpus. Regarding collocations and n-grams, the RNC platform supports both analytical techniques in a research-ready form, allowing corpus users to perform the procedures directly within its main interface. While the n-grams function is available as a series of clickable tabs based on the size of the n-gram, the collocations tool is slightly more difficult to locate within the corpus interface. Still, both analytical techniques and their features are presented in a straightforward manner, with supporting documentation, tips, and examples of use. By contrast, BNCweb includes a fully developed collocations feature, but it does not provide an n-grams tool within its interface.
The following table synthesizes the results of the systematic evaluation by summarizing the availability and research readiness of each analytical technique across the three platforms.



Table 2: Comparative evaluation of analytical techniques across corpus web interfaces
	#
	Corpus platform
	Frequency lists
	Concordances
	Keyword lists
	Collocations and n-grams
	Additional data visualization

	1
	KNC
	Very limited
	Very limited
	Unavailable
	Unavailable
	Available, but limited

	2
	BNCweb
	Available and research-ready
	Available and research-ready
	Available and research-ready
	BNCweb has only collocations. This tool is research-ready.
	Available, but limited

	3
	RNC
	Available and research-ready
	Available and research-ready
	Available, but not intuitive or easily accessible. 
	Both are available and research-ready.

	Available and research-ready



4.4 Implications and recommendations for improving the KNC interface

The following categorized list of suggestions is based on our review of the corpus platforms. These suggestions do not all pertain to the analytical techniques and their associated web interface features. Some of them arose during the corpus platform review procedures and also reflect more general aspects pertaining to enhancing the search and annotation systems and ensuring the transparency of corpus interface design and development of data analysis functionality.

Analytical techniques and their features
(1) Introduce new analytical techniques that match those found in established corpus platforms; (2) Redesign existing techniques and their features so they can work with the corpus data itself, reducing dependence on desktop corpus tools; 
(3) Enhance data export options to make it easier for researchers to extract the data they need;

Annotation and querying
(4) Ensure that the corpus and its subcorpora are consistently structured, annotated, and tagged to support uninterrupted querying and advanced analytical procedures; 
(5) Integrate more advanced linguistic settings into the corpus query tool to make corpus querying more flexible;

Corpus platform navigation and data presentation
(6) Improve navigation between subcorpora and ensure consistency in how analytical tools and interface features work across the platform; 
(7) Fix broken links and ensure that all interface aspects operate as intended; 
(8) Improve how data is categorized and presented to make interacting with it more convenient;

Open research practices and community engagement
(9) Maintain a log of corpus platform updates so external linguists can understand internal procedures and offer feedback; 
(10) Share information about the corpus and corpus platform with Kazakhstani and international researchers to encourage collaboration; 
(11) Ground all further corpus and corpus platform developments and updates in current theory and practice in the field of corpus linguistics.
These suggestions are important to implement for a variety of reasons, including but not limited to (1) making the corpus platform and its interface more usable for high-quality and international-standards linguistic research (Artetxe et al. 2022); (2) improving the ability of the corpus platform to accurately represent the language-in-use data in a more detailed way (Hurtado Bodell et al. 2022); (3) enabling more sophisticated forms of linguistic analysis, including topics like syntactic parsing, code-switching, and sociolinguistic variation (Rybka et al. 2015; Çetinoğlu 2016; Baker & Heritage 2022; Akishev & Kravtsova 2024; Miletic et al. 2024); (4) facilitating cross-linguistic comparisons based on corpus data (Stave et al. 2022); and (5) increasing the usability of the corpus platform for interdisciplinary projects including natural language processing, education, and language planning (Ilao 2017; Almujaiwel 2018; Alsop et al. 2020). It is our understanding that these improvements can contribute to transforming the corpus platform from a simple data repository to a high-level research resource.

5 Conclusion

This study has focused on the discussion of the usability of the web interface of the Kazakh National Corpus for research purposes. Our analysis has highlighted several ways in which the interface and architecture of the corpus could be significantly improved. The analytical techniques discussed here are widely recognized as essential components of any corpus platform. To provide more research opportunities, the KNC platform should evolve into a highly queryable resource whose interface and architecture would contain extensive built-in features for researchers to engage with and explore corpus data efficiently and intuitively. Additionally, further research is needed to address potential issues related to the internal organization of the corpus, data quality, data preprocessing and annotation, and, importantly, the deployment of the corpus on a modern, accessible web platform.
One of the limitations of this study is the sole focus on the core analytical techniques, especially in terms of the comparison between the selected corpus platforms. We decided to step away from the discussion of differences in terms of content, size, source of data, number and types of subcorpora, and other aspects of corpus compilation, corpus annotation, and corpus architecture. While we acknowledge that it would be possible to provide additional suggestions based on these aspects, they are simply beyond the scope of this paper. Further research can focus on these dimensions of the architecture and usability of the KNC platform.
The limitation of our corpus review process is the decision to focus solely on the main corpus interfaces. This decision applies to the KNC and RNC platforms, but it is less applicable to BNCweb, whose interface separates Spoken and Written parts but lacks a comprehensive collection of subcorpora. Including subcorpora in our analysis would be problematic, as the KNC and RNC have different types and numbers of subcorpora, and BNCweb does not offer subcorpora in the same way. Additionally, it was difficult to determine which version of the BNC should be considered the most relevant and reliable. The BNC is also hosted by other platforms, including English-Corpora.org, Sketch Engine, and the OTA. Each of these platforms offers a different version of the BNC, different levels of accessibility, and different functionalities. Furthermore, identifying the most recent or complete version of the BNC is difficult. Therefore, we chose to analyze only the web-accessible, default (BNCweb) and main (the KNC and RNC) interfaces of the corpora. We understand that further analysis of subcorpora and platform-based features may offer valuable insights and represent an important direction for future work.
In closing, it is important to highlight the scarcity of sources that specifically focus on improving the functionality and applicability for research purposes, especially in the case of recently launched corpus platforms. It is possible to assume that such considerations are discussed internally during corpus design, without the need to document them in research papers. Consequently, developers of corpora for low-resource languages do not always have access to specific guidelines on corpus compilation, architecture, and interface design. There is a substantial amount of research on corpus building, but it is mostly fragmented and outdated, offering few generalizable ideas for corpus developers to use when designing and maintaining their corpora. As a result, corpora of different types are still developed by linguists, educational institutions, and government bodies around the world without following any unified guidelines. Developing and sharing such guidelines would be an important first step in ensuring that corpora and corpus interfaces for all languages, including the low-resource ones, are based on the international standards of corpus building and usable for high-quality linguistic research.
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