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T AV ARSI D oy R E R I BT D SR - “splitter” T HE R & Y T 0T

A IR CRBRRZERFBE )
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AWFSEIX, go, come HFEETLOBE) - BlbA KT HEGFOLE THEE B W THEIEIND, BB be/have D42
REG L, SHEHEOHECHEEE L Vo It 25 EFER & OBMRMHA BRI E T2, JCRBEEORET
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REELTTANT Y FADOHEENIHET 200855 —F, —fid4A—X b7 VU 7HFEAUSE) R OERBLE LT
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BT, A=A N T U THREMNG L LR SEPNIMRIIAERRIZEEA NS,
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Using Corpora to Examine Lecturing Styles in American and Japanese University Engineering Courses

Judy Noguchi (Kobe Gakuin University)
Kazuko Tojo (Osaka Jogakuin University)
Nilson Kunioshi (Waseda University)

The rapid globalization of society today has accelerated the need for internationalization of higher education in Japan. In
2008, the Japanese government announced the “300000 Foreign Students Plan” Campaign (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2010)
and as of May 1, 2017, the number of international students studying in Japan had reached 267,042, with 188,384 students being
enrolled in institutions of higher education (Japan Student JASSO, 2017). This has led to an increase in the demand for university
degree courses which are offered using English as the medium of instruction. With an interest in aiding Japanese instructors
faced with delivering lectures in their disciplines in English, especially those in science and engineering, we built OnCAL, a
corpus of university lectures for science and engineering courses. We aimed at identifying the pedagogical functions and useful
expressions that could be used for delivering lectures in English. The OnCAL concordancing interface allows access to 430
science and engineering lectures given at MIT Opencourseware (MIT OCW, http://ocw.mit.edu/index.htm) and Stanford
Engineering Everywhere (SEE, http://see.stanford.edu/). This work led us to wonder about how functions that we had uncovered,
such as the asking of questions and the proposal of thought experiments to initiate consideration of the lecture contents, would
be delivered in comparable lectures at Japanese universities. We therefore began construction of a corpus of Japanese lectures
given at four major national and private universities in similar disciplines. At present, there are 104 Japanese lectures and
comparing them with the American lectures revealed marked differences in the lecturing styles. In this paper, we focus on
questions and their functions in the lectures. In general, the 430 lectures given at American universities included many question-
word phrases to elicit student thinking with frequent uses of personal pronouns such as you and we, indicating more interaction
during the class. Question-word phrases with what (1706 average per lecture), how (697), and why (244) were frequently used,
in contrast to the Japanese lectures where 747, /ZcA (what) was used only 2.8 times on average per lecture, 24 (C), &

9, Fod 5 (how)only2.8timesand /77 (T), A (T). &9 (L T), 7z# (why) only0.6times. The lectures at
Japanese universities were presented in a manner suggesting the presence of a top-down authority. Overall, the American lectures
tended to be presented in a conversational style with a strong audience orientation while the Japanese lectures were given in a
more formal style with an emphasis on content dissemination. Our findings led us to conclude that English-medium instruction
may not be successful if a lecture which was originally intended for a Japanese university audience was just simply delivered in
the English medium. What is essential for successful instruction in a “globalized” classroom with students from different
educational backgrounds is an awareness of differences in lecturing styles and the structuring of lectures in order to reach students
who may have different expectations with respect to classroom instruction.

[wFEsE % 3]
Collaborative Texts under a Stylometric Microscope: Investigating Texts of Mixed Authorship

Tomoji Tabata (Osaka University)

The Victorian author Charles Dickens was among the first publishing entrepreneurs to run mass-produced weekly
magazines on a successful commercial basis. He employed many “salaried staff writers” (Nayder, 2002), who had to write under
anonymity, including Elizabeth Gaskell, Adelaide Anne Proctor among others, in Household Words and All the Year Round, the
journals “conducted by” Dickens (Stone, 1968; Thomas, 1982; Allingham, 2011). On the other hand, Dickens collaborated with
his younger contemporary Wilkie Collins on a number of stories, typically for the Christmas Numbers of his journals. While
some of their collaborative pieces were written with the assistance of other staff writers, four works are known to have been co-
authored by Dickens and Collins alone (Nayder, 2002): The Frozen Deep (1857), The Lazy Tour of Two Idle Apprentices (1857),
The Perils of Certain English Prisoners’ (1857), and No Thoroughfare (1867). The four collaborations can be seen as betokening
what appears to be a firm presence of Collins, a foothold he had gained, in the Dickens circle by the time he and Dickens launched
into the joint works beginning in 1857.

The present study draws on a corpus of Dickens set comprising 22 texts and a Collins set with the same number of texts
as a training corpus, with which we compare the style of the collaborative texts. Just as Dickens was a prolific writer, so was
Collins. His career spans 38 years including his ‘etudes’, Antonina (1850) and Rambles Beyond Railways (1851), which are not
included in this study. The set of corpus texts can be transformed into a vector of figures, word-frequencies. Word-frequency
profiles make it possible to compare between texts to see a certain set of texts have more frequent access to a particular set of
words than others, while another group of texts may be characterized by consistent avoidance of a particular set of words among
others. However, the larger number words the frequency profiles encompass, the greater difficulty they impose upon us when
we try to grasp complex interrelationships between a large number of vocabulary items and relationships between texts. This is
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exactly where we need a statistical technique for visualization. This study employs Support Vector Machine in an effort to
attribute a chunk of text in question to the more likely author with rolling chunks of the collaborative text progressively compared
with the training corpus.

Acrolling chunk is designed to be sensitive to a stylistic shift in texts in order to pinpoint where one author takes over from
the other in the text of mixed authorship. For this study, collaborative texts are segmented into equal-sized, partially overlapping
chunks. If we specify a ‘chunk size’ of 3,000 and a ‘step size’ of 300, for example, the first chunk of a text contains 1st-3,000"
words, the second has 301%-3,300" words, the third 6015-3,600™ words, and so forth. The procedure uses the relative frequencies
of n most frequent words in the reference collection. Emerging results from this analysis show that it is possible to assign a
particular chunk to the more likely author with a 100% accuracy, thus allowing us to locate exactly where authorial takeovers
happen in the texts of mixed authorship. The findings from this research show that it is always Dickens who starts joint chapters,
setting the keynote of each of the collaborated chapters. A typical pattern is that Dickens runs about one-third to halfway into a
chapter before passing over to Collins. Of remarkable interest with respect to the making of collaborations is that the pattern in
authorial takeovers can be interpreted as reflecting an “unequal” partnership (Nayder, 2002) between Dickens and Collins, just
like one between a master and his disciple.

| QIR

Issues on multi-word units (MWUSs) and collocation

Corpus linguistics research is paying increasing attention to the identification and usage of multi-word units (MWUSs). To
date, research on MWUSs has provided new insights in a wide range of areas, including vocabulary development, learner writing,
discourse signaling, and disciplinary variation. However, the precise definition of MWUs has proved elusive, leading to widely
different interpretations of what counts as a MWU and how they are used in spoken and written language. One common view
has been to regard MWUs as contiguous word units that appear above a threshold frequency and dispersion value in a target
corpus. Another common view has been to regard MWUs as contiguous and non-contiguous word units in which the members
have a collocation strength above a certain statistical or effect-size threshold. As a result of the current confusion, corpus tools
provided widely differing functions for identifying and analyzing MWUs. They also differ greatly in regard to the measurements
of association between candidate members offered to researchers.

In this symposium, MWUSs and their relation to the concept of collocation will be discussed from three different
perspectives: the creation of high-frequency, pedagogic MWU lists using lemmatized collocates; applications of MWUSs in the
development of practical learning and teaching tools, and novel methods for automatically identifying non-idiomatic MWU
combinations. Following presentations by three influential researchers in this field, the audience will be invited to join the
panelists in a discussion of collocation measures and the challenges of identifying and utilizing multi-word units (MWUS).

Chair: Laurence Anthony (Waseda University)
Title: Issues on multi-word units (MWUS) and collocation

To open the symposium, | will briefly review some of the definitions of multi-word units (MWUS) proposed in the literature
and summarize the various challenges that researchers face when identifying and utilizing MWUSs in linguistic research as well
as language learning and teaching resources. As part of this introduction, | will briefly discuss a new software tool designed
specifically for MWU identification and analysis.

Panelist 1: James Rogers (Meijo University)
Title: On the Creation of a Large-Scale Multi-Word Unit Resource for Learners of English for Academic Purposes

Previous research indicates that there are gaps in the literature in regard to a methodology of identifying high-frequency
multi-word units (MWUS) for general English purposes, and specifically, English for academic purposes (EAP). Thus, there is
also a lack of large-scale resources. In this talk, | present a study in which a novel methodology used to identify high-frequency
MWUs of general English is applied to create a similar large-scale resource for EAP. First, the most frequent 500 lemmas in an
academic vocabulary list were utilized in the search for lemmatized collocates. Then, these lemmatized collocates were used to
identify commonly occurring EAP MWUSs, leading to the creation a large-scale EAP MWU list. This results of this study
confirmed the importance of native speaker judgments when relying upon corpus data to create a list of MWUs for second
language learners that is used to improve their EAP fluency. The results also shed light on the importance of manual checking of
corpus data, and the type of low-value items that only manual checking can identify. Most importantly, the study has also resulted
in a large-scale EAP MWU resource that not only fills a major gap in the literature, but also confirms previous findings and
potentially leads to new discoveries in regard to MWU identification.

Panelist 2: Atsushi Mizumoto (Kansai University)
Title: Applying a bundle-move connection approach to the development of an online writing support tool for research articles
Achieving a high level of English proficiency requires a comprehensive English vocabulary of which multi-word units
(MWUs) are a critical component. However, acquiring and using these MWUSs poses a formidable challenge for second language
users of English. In order to facilitate the learning of these units, various online reference resources based on different types of
corpora have been developed in recent years. Also, there is a growing interest in resources that are specifically designed to help
learners develop an understanding of MWUSs above the level of the sentence. In this talk, | introduce some of the current resources
available for accessing MWUSs that can help to develop rhetorical competency. Specifically | will focus on a data-driven and
theory-based practical writing support tool for research articles (RAs) called AWSuUM. This innovative, web-based tool is
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powered by a combination of rhetorical moves and lexical bundles. It also has an auto-complete feature that suggests the most
frequent lexical bundles in a move within an RA section. AWSuM was developed as a proof-of-concept of the bundle-move
connection approach. Preliminary user feedback was positive overall, and the writing support tool was found to bring about
beneficial effects that genre writing pedagogy explicitly aims to achieve. In light of these findings, the pedagogical implications
of the developed tool are discussed, with particular focus on the potential role that it can play in the teaching and learning of
technology-enhanced genre writing.

Panelist 3: Stefan Evert (Friedrich-Alexander-University of Erlangen-Nurnberg, Germany)
Title: Collocational patterns beyond word pairs

While there is a substantial body of work on the identification and lexicographic description of collocational word pairs
as well as idiomatic multiword expressions, only a few studies have addressed longer non-idiomatic word combinations (MW(Cs).
Such MW(Cs can include collocational patterns involving three or more lexical items that form a series of semantically related
MWCs, for example, “set a {dangerous | bad | unfortunate | damaging} precedent”). They also include grammatical constructions
with marked lexical or semantic/morphosyntactic preferences, such as the ditransitive use of “earn” (“sth earns shdy sth”), where
the direct object is almost always selected from a narrow semantic field (“nickname, reputation, title, ...”). In this talk, | present
ongoing research towards a description of MWC phenomena and the automatic identification of MWC candidates. This approach
builds on two premises: 1) Co-occurrence patterns between words cannot be reduced to a one-dimensional association score, but
comprise multi-faceted aspects including frequency, salience, and the type-token distribution of each slot; and 2) The complex
interrelations between different slots of a MWC can be modelled in terms of nested hypothesis tests, taking into account both
significance and association strength. Such nested hypotheses may also involve semantic or morphosyntactic restrictions on the
slots, or test whether a larger MWC is composed of overlapping smaller MWC (e.g. “earn good money” from “earn money” +
“good money”).
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Charles Dickens @ The Mystery of Edwin Drood @, “Thomas Power James”(Z L 2 Fifwm D [ HHEE |
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k[E A Thomas Power James (LA, James) %, Dickens @& /E & 72— 7= The Mystery of Edwin Drood (LA T, ED)
\Zifetm & N 2 7= 1584201 (Dickens, [James], 1873) & %83 L, & Dfifm 4 "By the Spirit Pen of Charles Dickens, through
aMedium." & 7 E—/L LT\ %, #EEQ017)IIHD SLOFERESE & -V ot e fTiE R, BXtawr— g ok
FLAHEE DN D, ED & it O SR ORI RN EFEfwmDT . 20T =L 2D LWnb D LFHEiL T2,
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5, TITT 7 A MNRIKRDOFERE, MO LDOHDFEREDENENTHN L, SHEEREEZHOSIIRET 2 2 & 0%
RAEFNT 5,
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2T 3EmEH W, ZNOEHOSTEREEITTEEL, TNEN 4~12 DY 7 32— XX (2551 Lemma (2 L 5 RE5E4E
XA L7=1%, Hoover(2004)% 2%(2 1 {EShIC m%uhﬁf#ém,Aﬁﬁ%ﬂki@lﬁ%ﬂ%%%bto
TOF—EEH LTI A NRK - IO - HKEFED 3FEEDOT —F AR LT,
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WD T 4TS Z L2 B E T 5, lkxtg & LT, Christie & FFHRICTER L7k I 27 U —1EX,
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(Eds.), 2013).
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7oAt 4661 7 74’ N Tt 21T 272,

ST FEE LT, EEO—FETH Y, RHHNT LIV XLIESHNT MYy 7 GEE, 7—~)DmH %2179
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Y —/L% >k MALLET (Machine Learning for LanguagE Toolkit)/S—" 2 > 207 2 L 7=, Z ooz @mL ¢,
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H BN L THBEME 2 RETT 5,

ml0H7H (H)
[WFesEdE 4ty a ]
[WF7E 5% 1]
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Wood(1982) 3 EE L T\ 5 X 912, EHEEY v —F LCBWTIE, HICHEZRET H750 TR, FOREN
BRI ED XL I BB Z LT O T ONIERIFECRTHLERD D, S HIT, MHEOME % M ICHE ICHmE L,
ML OBEBEZFFRTHIMLENRD D, TOTDITE, MRATFIEICESE, EOX ) RERNE LN ERIZIEX
2l UE 7R 5 72 (Cohen, 1994), Tivb & F O TIRZ % DL, #% Discussion LFEENLIETHDH, LL,
Swales(2004) 23 61 L TV 5 & 912, Z OEpT a2 ERICERIE L 2HZEi3 D72 <, METZHFELE Y b, BFEE DD
BRI TIOEOEEHZ2RLTVDELONRE ), —2OOHEBLE LT, ZOFEANIEA R2ESTRHY, BE
FOFHETHRMABICFRTED LW IFR#NH 5 (B Swalesand Luebs, 2002), = DFETIE, #FEOKIEE T &
— T HMERD DL, ZOBE, RSB OMHRE ChoEma I EREZ B2 D6, BimcBT 21ER %2 7 OB#E
THOVERD D, ZOXHIREHIIERALE SNDDO0R~y Y (Hedge) £HTH D, LovL, EREEFREICE T, &
FERMMSCDOHEDORRIZ, Wb~y VRBAE EO X IITEHT T I VOEET D DIEEES T (Charles,
2006), &V BARW e~y POBEOEICB T HMEHAHEERRTRETH D, YLD X ) RBLE»DARRIT, 2
B, ASCRMY:, BARME B OMRENI R IGEIC X 2 X O BB O R & 7p a3 — "R « F—2 253 %
Z &2 XV, Discussion DEIZEET S ZivE TOFESCBEEZMEEL T\ < (] Biberetal., 2002) ., Z DOFE, BEAFT
ITFREE D~ v PRELOBHECHERERC BN H E 0 A TIERY, 207k, a— AL 0 kR SiET
— 22 L, XV 3HE 10 H 5 Discussion DEE L~y D TR 23R L2y,

2 RFESTIE

WFoEam L O — el &2 A D70, BIRFE, SR 7R - &RE, AXBRTFOICHEET?L, Tt
AT N T 7 7 Z—OEmWRE R TFTEEE 2 oFT oA, BARRYIZIX, Science, Nature, International Economic
Review, Journal of Management, Modern Language Journal, Language Learning ® 6 #£ 2006 4F & ¥ 2011 FFi2 g <
NTHFZERR LD G, BH—EBNTGERA T 4 7 BbND 1T AREZZNENEAE, 2RO EEFY v —Fh
LA E—=RLTXFRANTZ 7 A VICER LT, ZOEF 102 KO K HfREEE 105 JRED Filiam L 2 — /S A
YRR LT,

Z OH@ Discussion & L THFEL TWAE, IR I TWRWEAIE, Fh & RZEOEORE 79,876 iF
WEH LT, ZTOEOa—/RR%, Fiim L a— SAOMoOE S 2 a— 32 L LT, AntConc Windows 3.5.7 hit
ZITH UFFEGEZ M L, 6107 7 AX —RB AR L7, £72 Hyland(2005)®> Hedge ® U A F & i1EH L,
Discussion (23517 2 2N ORBLOBE L, MOEOSR 3 — 22T HHE & ik LT,

KRR S

THTI VI ITAT 47 TIE, WMEESLEREZNEGEIEDIL, BARIIREERIDVLENRNLD EEZLNT
W5, MERE THDHHE & SCE TR EIT ) MABOTR N NE L 705, RFFEORETIE, DX ) RHBEER
T DO & 7o~y PRIDPEDI TS Z ERH LN > 7=, FrICEBENET O may, might, would 72 &A%,
BROT XA T —H TIIELEDL—TV MBI TLDICAN THD Z LIRS NI, AERTIE, ThbDHHIC
M T D HHEREEL TV,

[#F7E38 % 2]
TR RERIRERE & FF D B AIRE O LRI DN T

B (PRT)

HEEDOEMAGE (expletives or swear words)(Z (3, il %1% damn, fuck, bollocks, shit 72 & X 512, ZHE g8, T
%, HIREE, YREMICERT 2L ONRZ N, SREIOFETIE, INLEBLEAFEOFTYH, BHICEAFASHH
Bl OFERE 2 Fr D FEBIRE T & 5 bloody, fucking, damn 72 EZH D EIF, Ziu o OFRER, BERARHEE, 2 ZHRIEDOES
MBI ONWTER LT, 728, LT THITF LRI TXTBNC LD LDTH S,

IhHOBREGEET, e TEEmFE LTEET 58, R (HDWITEHEN) BWaFi 46 () &t
L, b Z25sFid 2R RE(intensifier) FIEEEE 2 FF O,

(1) a. They must have been a bloody nuisance.
b. ... we’d have a fucking rain forest.
c. | knew later I had been a damn fool.

Flo, NRGERERTCRVAT L bIET 22, TOHEIE, MEAFITH L TRRREREVZMHET 08
MRAERE (semantic prosody) RN S5,

(2) a. That bloody bird has annoying me for days.
b. My God, we're all victims in this fucking city.
c. Let's get the damn thing finished.

—J7, THOREGTE LTHRET 25818, RIRREWRSH NI ER &2 RO AFICRIG O 272 53, RO H
BIOTHIMTRIND L O, T LARELR (b WITHER) BWREZ R OIAFRCRG & ET 556800 5,
PUF CIIEAFOE O B80T 5,
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(3) a. Bloody amazing it was!

b. I think he is fucking brilliant.

c¢. And Eleanor was damn lucky to have him as an escort once in a blue moon.

FLEROMBPITRENTND LIS, BAWOHR2GT, #iE] (A) O@EHEE L TERELTWLI2HE 05,
(4) a. I'll bloody come down and ask you then.

b. Gary and Margot just fucking kill me!

c. That's what they damn want, isn't it?

ZOHEETIE, G)R@D LI RFNZHOWTEFMELZHBIL, N OIC OV TERSIEY FITF MM TEA LR
Wz ETHRR L2 BT, BNC & TR LD RBUBLIERE = — /S 20 b 0 A 2 Bl L o 2 ik s 7oy, £ O R &
LT, DK 30 FFEH D HWIZICHEIT LT\ 5, BAIRE & Ik 5 [+PLEASANT] e BRI 2 £ TR 24501 <0G
OFHAOHENMEA R &, BARFCRIF DR 5, @5 (F) &S HIET 2 REIFIRED V> £ 9 OHELIE R 2 B
ML, ZOEMHHAIZONWTERT L TETH D,
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Reliability and Replicability of Annotation Schemes for Learner Corpora
Aika Miura (Tokyo University of Agriculture)

The aim of this study is to compare the inter-annotator agreements for three annotation schemes for a spoken learner
corpus, the NICT JLE Corpus. The author developed the following multi-layered annotation schemes and conducted the initial
annotations manually: (i) identification of learners’ requestive speech acts, (ii) labeling of the functions of learners’ utterances,
and (iii) assignment of their degree of grammatical accuracy and acceptability in the utterances. In order to examine whether the
annotation schemes were “reliable” and “replicable,” and to conduct analyses in a “transparent” manner (Fuoli and Hommerberg,
2015, p. 316), the author reports the obtained agreement measure of Krippendorff’s alpha for each annotation scheme (Artstein
and Poesio, 2008; Krippendorff, 2004; Geertzen, 2012).

In the present study, the author examined learner productions during shopping role plays from the NICT JLE Corpus,
which contain 68, 114, and 66 files of utterances at the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)
levels of Al, A2, and B1, respectively. In the first scheme, the author identified pragmalinguistic features of requests, drawing
on the Cross-Cultural Study of Speech Act Realization Patterns (CCSARP) coding scheme (Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper,
1989): desire verbs (e.g., want) and imperatives were categorized as direct strategy, while ability/permission modals (e.g., can)
and suggestory (e.g., how about) were grouped as conventionally indirect strategies. The second and third schemes were involved
with classification of the function of every utterance. The utterances were divided into two major functions: “dealing with
transaction” (including subcategories such as “expressing their intention of purchase” and “expressing or asking about the item”)
and “communication for transaction” (including “explaining the background,” “requesting an action,” and “confirming”). The
degree of grammatical accuracy and discoursal acceptability was also assigned to each utterance: “high” indicated that the
utterance was grammatically accurate and acceptable in terms of discourse; “low” was further categorized into (i) coherent (i.e.,
discoursally coherent but slightly ungrammatical), (ii) slightly incoherent (i.e., semantically inferable but grammatically
unacceptable), (iii) incoherent (either discoursally unacceptable due to ungrammatical features or structurally and semantically
acceptable but completely incoherent in terms of discourse), and (iv) featuring the use of Japanese. Table 1 shows the total
numbers and ratios of the annotated segments.

Table 1

Total numbers and ratios of the annotated segments
The CEFR Level Al A2 Bl
Total segments for the 1% scheme 597 1,170 412
Total segments for the 2" and 3™ schemes 893 1,911 1,159
The ratios of the functions
Dealing with transaction 55.03% 59.2% 0.65%
Communication for transaction 44.97% 40.8% 99.35%
The ratios of the high and low segments
High 52.18% 54.98% 66.82%
Low
Coherent 41.72% 41.74% 31.88%
Slightly incoherent 3.68% 2.13% 1.11%
Incoherent 2.18% 1.09% 0.19%
Japanese 0.23% 0.05% 0%

To attain the reliability and replicability of annotation schemes, the author: (i) documented manuals, (ii) provided
annotation training to an external annotator (i.e., checker), (iii) conducted a random check of annotated segments following face-
to-face discussions with the checker (i.e., 49.9% and 21.77% of the whole annotations were double-checked by the author and
checker, respectively), and (iv) requested the checker to replicate the annotations of 12 files for each annotation scheme without
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referencing the manuals, followed by some practice. Krippendorff’s alpha, appropriate for “semantic and pragmatic features”
involved with “different magnitudes of disagreement” (Arstein and Poesio, p. 564), were 0.842, 0.862, and 0.481 for the first,
second, and third schemes, respectively. Even if it was highly revised after process (iii), the third scheme obtained only the lowest
reliability. The discrepancy between the annotators may be attributed to ambiguous definitions in the manuals and the checker’s
insufficient training, as well as to the overly detailed and complicated classification schemes.

[#F7E384 2]
Searching for grammatical items as criterial features of CEFR levels in spoken and written learner corpora: Using the CEFR-J
Grammar Profile

Yukio Tono (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies)
Yasutake Ishii (Seijo University)

There is a growing interest in profiling L2 learners’ proficiency levels based on the CEFR, and research projects such as
English Grammar Profile (2015), Global Scale of English (2015), and the CEFR-J (Tono, 2013) seek to identify so-called
“criterial features” for distinguishing one CEFR(-J) level from the others.

This study investigates what grammatical items can serve as criterial features of the CEFR(-J) levels to evaluate the English
utterances and writings by Japanese EFL learners, and whether two different modes of production, i.e. spoken and written, need
different criterial features. Two learner corpora, the NICT JLE Corpus (Izumi, Uchimoto, & Isahara, 2004) and the JEFLL Corpus
(Tono, 2007) were used for the analysis of L2 spoken and written production respectively. All data were re-classified according
to the CEFR(-J) level of each spoken/written production. Using the inventory of grammatical items developed for the CEFR-J
Grammar Profile (Ishii & Minn, 2015), we obtained the relative frequency of grammatical items in each participant’s data. The
items used in this study were selected based on their frequency in the whole data in each corpus, whereby 124 items were chosen
for the NICT JLE and 196 for the JEFLL.

Random Forest implemented in the “randomForest” package in R was used for binary classification of different levels or
level groups (e.g. Al vs A2, Al vs non-Al, A2 vs B1.1, and A vs B) in order to search for discriminating features useful for
classification. The reason why we tried to separate the data into two level groups, not into all four or five levels present in our
data sets, is the rather low accuracy rates we got for multi-level classification in our pilot analysis. The data from odd line
numbers were used to train our model while the remaining data was used to test the model’s accuracy.

The results show that in the JEFLL, accuracy rates for telling A1 from other levels is lower than those for discriminating
more advanced levels (A1-A2 79%; Al-nonAl 82%; A2-B 93%; A2-B1 93%), whereas in the NICT JLE the opposite
relationship is discerned and we can more accurately distinguish Al from other levels (A1-A2 92%; Al-nonAl 94%; A2-B 75%;
A2-B1.1 71%). (All the percentages given above are approximate average figures.)

Relative weights of grammatical items as predictors were evaluated by the mean decrease in Gini index. Variables which
are effective in distinguishing Al and A2 levels in the JEFLL include prepositions, coordinating conjunctions, the definite article
the, and to-infinitives, while in the NICT JLE, have to (affirmative), can (affirmative), the present tense of lexical verbs
(affirmative), and personal pronouns me/us/him/her/them are measured to have great contribution to the distinction between Al
and A2.

There seems to be a big difference between the two different learner corpora in terms of what grammatical items count for
discriminating the levels and how effective they are. The difference may be partly due to the different tasks in the two corpora,
but it should be noted that apparently different modes (i.e. spoken vs. written) require different criterial features.

We will discuss in detail learners’ use of grammatical items as possible candidates of criterial features for their CEFR(-J)
levels, together with some methodological and pedagogical implications.

(G

Measures of Productivity and Lexical Diversity
Stefan Evert (Friedrich-Alexander-University of Erlangen-Nurnberg, Germany)

Quantitative measures of productivity and lexical diversity—such as the type-token ratio (TTR), Baayen’s productivity
index P or Yule’s K—play an important role in many corpus studies. They have been used to assess the degree of morphological
productivity, to estimate the size of an author’s vocabulary, to investigate stylometric differences between writers and settle
questions of disputed authorship, to study diachronic changes in grammar, to assess the readability and difficulty level of a text,
to explore the linguistic correlates of dementia, and as a feature in the multivariate analysis of linguistic variation.

However, most of the approaches and quantitative analyses found in the literature suffer from serious methodological
problems: (i) productivity measures often are sensitive to text size, the presence of lexicalized types and other confounding
factors; (ii) there are no well-established methods for assessing the significance of observed differences in productivity, especially
in the light of repetition effects due to the non-randomness of natural language; and most importantly, (iii) quantitative measures
usually lack a clear linguistic interpretation that links them to intuitive notions of productivity.

In my presentation, | will show how these issues can be analyzed systematically with the help of simulation experiments
based on statistical LNRE models. | will also suggest improved approaches and measures that overcome some of the problems
and highlight open questions for future research.
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