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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate the characteristics of repetitive word
combinations in Japanese EFL learners’ written English compared to those in
native English writers. We focused on types, tokens and the Guiraud index (GI) of
the recurrent word combinations, and implemented a computer-based quantitative
comparison and discriminant analysis.

The quantitative comparison of data revealed that the number of recurrent word
combination types and tokens in the learner corpus was significantly higher than
in the native corpus, which indicated Japanese learners’ tendency to use the same
expressions repeatedly. The GI was higher in most of the non-native corpus data
as well. The analysis also found learners used longer word combinations compared
with native writers. The result of the discriminant analysis showed that tokens
from 2-word combinations to 4-word combinations were always selected as one of
the linguistic features to distinguish between learners and native writers. A closer
look at 4-6 word combinations compared with sentences paraphrased by native
writers showed insufficient awareness of register and a lack of natural expression in
language used by learners.
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Abstract

This paper investigates the construction of stance in the introduction sections
of research articles. Using a corpus-based approach, it examines the significance of
the choice of tense in reporting verbs used to make references to specific research.
The data are drawn form 102 representative articles in three disciplines: cultural
science, social science and natural science. The results indicate several meaningful
strategies for signaling the stance. The past tense is used when authors objectively
report the methods or results of previous studies. The present perfect tense is
used to generalize a research topic or establish a research niche. The present
tense is used to support authors’ stance by claiming universality and enhancing the
generalizability of specific methods and findings.
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Abstract

Copyright processing is one of the important requirements in building a corpus.
However, under the copyright law before 2010 in Japan, even a nonprofit group
cannot build a corpus for research purposes without obtaining licenses from the
authors of the documents compiled into it. The amended copyright law was enacted
in 2009 and enforced in 2010. In this amendment, the new article 47-7 was included
in the law; this article presumably makes legal corpus building for some purposes
such as corpus analysis. This paper discusses such legal problems, particularly
copyright-related ones, in the case of building a corpus based on an actual project,
which built a corpus of scientific papers on the Web with the quality of their
linguistic features.

1. [XFC®HIC

ASH, 2=V IZEEMRICAPTIEDTE LR VEELIIEEFD—>
Thhbo n—/VMD%#:;iH:E%E\JELt_ —SARKEN, T O,
BIAUEELR &S RELR TN A ET 5. 5121, 2O &9 ZEMTRIE
P TIER S eMELH L. FO—DONEFETH D, FIEWIEHTRD
5N LD CEEWZIZOWTIE, BHEOFTEORHKRLZLOZDZE (13
%), HRTIZZNSDMER S NS CEMEDS BB T S, L72DS-
T, T—SAMBEICHE L, TIUCHIH SN L LEEHEOFEEWICO VT, FHE
WERINz, DL FmESINL0ERE, BRI, FIHOFH = EMNORAE
FZ CEENEE) OB TNELE LRV LIl b, LA, T—SA1E—f
WCIEHICS L OB TR SN, S0 %D B EELESHENICITRX 2
ML 25 (fill, 2010)

BE, FH OO L T2 BHEF 7R B i 4 - F9ERRE [Web £ 5 0
uuuﬁ%/3?5:;:;:':1%%9&5%?%&3—/\“7\ @ﬁzﬁk‘ INR %@%Uﬂﬂ (ﬁﬁ ’f’t%% :
e, WIZEHEH - IRAEETZE (B), WRZEMIM 0 2008-20114FFF) (LIfg, 7o
s I\klﬂﬁuﬂﬁ“é) 12, :—/\z%sél’” ST A2 L2 HIWELTERY,

[Feah o — 73 AWE%E] 4195 (2012), pp.31-41





