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RSB T DA v FEO
A OB - HEERRE, A SCRIE,
ELIRHE S B DB v —F L D5

SO
1. LB

Jordan (1997) 2NWEXTWA KD IZ, “EfiawmCizB W T, WHEICHZE
DHMRPFE TG T D LT H D, FHZ, VXV OEWEREY v —J )b
A SCOMER I N B 7-DI2IE, 9L B RO %240 & S A L9 5 L3
DD (PR 10K 201D, Zhid, #7R L7RED RO HIZ
F, WENFEBRCIHEHL XD & 952 EZMyIc K L T 52055805
% (Cohen, 1994), 7o, #wXOHTRUFERRAE R E X, O
HENFHHTX 5 X0 CEBANCE 72 < Tk 72572y (Nunan, 1992), =
D& Z EHERTHDNA Y v K (Method) & WEEI 5 WFERHE<OHF
TFEZLEWT HETH D,

MEOEDFHIZENT, ZOAY v RKOEXFIZELDOENDHHZ &
DIRBRINTND (B 1R, 2016), ekt ASCRHEE, ARBFYD
I CIIHF TR S OB N % D Bl 5 T, HERHER ASCRFE T,
Ay ROENEL B[R H 5, ZHUIADITE 2% &3 B H5EH
%<, EDQOXD IsRRETHEBROMAZIT > 1ohif LS ME T HLELDH 5,

—J, BEREFEOFIL, Bk bEEZBN TS, ZhiEdH b
BE, EROFEIZON, HEOFTEREZGHHL ATH0HThH D,
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7o, EBRFEARIEIHEIENIZODOHE L, FUTHOWEHRET—E
DO H D EZEZBNTNWS (FH - K, 2010),

FAERLIZB T B AV v FOEOKGEE, (v oy sy a VORI
NC, TN ELEALTHD EIEF 2 s (4, 2012b; Swales, 1990),

NI, BEDT7 +—< v FBRDHOHNTEY, LEOHEX SRR DN
BRI HHERLZINTNWENSTHSD, HATHETHETH N
LBHFINTWBorb LN, LerLEDD, ZOREDBAKNL—
T OREII T T, FEMEOD DML I NIFRIZL < L, THIT,
ED XD IgRERey 7 7 2 Y —Is EOREI TN N5 DIz >0
TEAICHER U -WFEd A 70,

DLED XS IeBlain s, K CREBER Y v —F VB S - REEW
MWL Lz a =2 &L, AV vy NOBELMOEL KT 5 2
LT, ZOFEITOBEGERHEDEWY T 2y —RBEMET 5, b
DFERD D, SHRUNVDOENWY v —FIIZEESE HIETHIEE D EE
HY 72 R Z AT T2,

2. fROER

21 FW@wXD A vV FEOHE

Ay R, BEEOFE LM OfifE %3k 2 % 1T, HEOEEM
MW AT L OEELEE kb, B, EROFIELEHY)T,

HER O DO IZ MENZFHEANL T HN, EMICFEROMREITZ 50
RIS (F4%, 2015; Nwogu, 1997), D F 1, WEOFERITHEL
52 5ENTHDHERH (variable) ZWHIZHE L, #MY) R REE2E-H D
RDOMEZ DRLENRD D, ZDRHIZIITTHREEZSBIZLT, 26N
LER 2 TINEL, ZNTNANOREZWEET 2% H % (Swales and
Luebs, 2002), FRZHERFEPAERIEDXDIZ, AZHFENL E T 5



LB 5 4y FEOFEEAORGE : R8T, MY, BRHFHTOEEY + —FhOM 115
&, FEDTENCEEZ RITT AL, TNOMWEE DT <
WEToBEELH L (West, 1980),

R LR D &1, HRESTFICEOW TR T 2T ERHLZ LD
WESN T2 (Swales, 1990, 2004), $i 213 Huckin (1987) &, 471k
FRWIZENWT, ZOEOEZFHOTKRICIE, FNEEEZI EINLN
ZEEBHLCNS, ZofmE LT, Weissherg (1984) 1%, AV v KD
DR HES HREFED B AT DI ERE L TV B EERIT TV D, &
RIJIZ, Gilbert and Mulkay (1984) O D K12, % < OHFSEE H EEHE
Wis—EDEX T 2@ H 5, TN, BiE Cl\7- &5 IZHF5EH
WOREALOES, WFTETFIEICE] U Tl OB A, Bl Tk 0 5
ftEnNTnWbENHEERETH S,

P ED XS Isftik ik owfBak Uiz EC, AW TCIEASRY, AX
B, BABMEOMOIGEMEZ RS Z LIC XY, EERSLOBEITIY
MO FEENONED D LR F ZITVIZW, BIZIE, A vV FOEDEE
& LT West (1980) 1, AT D% RE LT 5, Rl Tl B0 4%
b, ZBEILEHEND, —J5, EWEEOLHIED Rn, B
HELT ZOETHRTREMAFELR, RCH LI 0ZF AT
LEMD DD, i, WREZFM L —FREOERE L THRET 570,
WERFIOREABE S E< 2,

IHIZ, ERET-70, BEZAH THLD, —HDITADIE
Th DTN, THEOWTERINDG Z E08%0, £, ERFTEOHR
AEJTE T ZERECRBLIT NI, MIEREINEBIINE WS T EaRT 2 EN
T& %, WMIETFERER L cFERORE L5700, WIEMITRTLEDL
HY, FEROTEEENER I 0 (P, 2013),

Z DX IsHEFICREDMEREICET 5, — & OHaliElEkld H % (Charles,
2006a; Charles, 2006b; Koutsantoni, 2004), UL L7356, AV v KO
IR GE PR E R B O W CHRA L - BT IHgEId b £ 0 7e b,
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22 Xy FORKRWEL—TT

FATHRIZE VT A Y v O L=, FDXH 232D L—7124%
o s ER#ESNTWD (B, F4, 2012a; Swales, 2004)

L—"71 W5 (Participants) F7-IIMEEDXN LY (Samples)

L—72 FERPFAETFIE (Procedures)

L—T 3 WEET—5 O Sk (Measures)

LU, EBEOWIEmIEREEL CThDE, BicHaklE ASR¥o
KO BANERHRETDEROLNWVSE T, 4—7 1 OFBREICEET 55
I VFETH DL, ZDs, T (2016) T, HICL—T 1%
NS DE LT INBHEREEDI-ONE]L THDH,

ek, ASCREE, AR EORE L, RIEZDOERD XD Riih
Trificn s ZEn% 0, L, ZNETOIETIE, ZNEhDL—
TIZHENWT, BAEICED XS ISBEAVFFEIIC DN D O BRI 72

®1 AVYYFNDEQL—TT
L—"71 1% (Participants) F7-I3MEEDFS4) (Samples)
1-1 PR E7i3Hs B, K, Harhh-o S, fefEi
1-2 #ERFEDEV )]
1-3 A Bickk, HERERTE
1-4 Fh
1-5 ZOMORBERIZER 5 2 2805 O
* WFSEIC B 2 RO d i O (KR
. AETRE
s WA T2 W EITENC B A 5.2 BER
L—T 2 FEERLWATFNE (Procedures)
L—=T3 WET—% DHi ik (Measures)




FMRLBT DA 9 FEOBREROMRGE - L2857, AR, BRNERHORERY + -+ V05 117
> TWislh, ZOXD LB E R 210F, RERNETHT I v 708
DR —EEED, Biber et al. (2002) DX H 2T —/XZXHHTIZ XV,
BB IS Z RS Z EDERT 1255,

3. R

B D X HIZ, “Afiawm S D A ) v B O HIPRRERIZEE T 5 —E OREH
HDo 120, HL—7 OFFM I FIEORER I LT 0 GEED
TONTN D ERE X80, KamTld, ey, AR, BRBEO
ZNENRENLAMEEDOM IR LD T —/ 8K « T =8 &I, BRI
FrBGE PR IIEZGE U, RICHEM LT — % EWEFEZ RN 2,

3.1 EMEwmXNDI—/NZR

M TRRINTNDL LI, HEPHICEI>TAY v FOREFIC
YUEWDD D, ZDID, HLHREFMGEm SIS S, N RRER
BGAEZAT O 2D BB O H/NT v AKX RAR, AREYE, AR
DREFE « B, AXBRHEOIHFEENS, ThEnA VX2 b7 72 %
—DEWRENIRFEMEEE 2 D OEINL 7 =2 &2 ER L7, PATIZS
29 545516 DDOFMiiEE /G & Uz Science, Nature, International
Economic Review, Journal of Management, Modern Language Journal,
Language Learning,

N5 6 GED2006%F K V20114 145 S N7 Ftam L e O, 25 —EHH
DIGER AT« 7ERBONDVTREZENTIEE Lic, 2 TCHETY v —
FNBE 7= L, TF AT 7 A VIZEWHR LTz, ZOEFH02RD
T X ARREERI05HED 2 — /X2 T — ¥ #FR LTze ZDFHDAY v
N (Method) & LTHIRLL T A%, Z@WRiENTWiaWEGEE, <
N EFEEDEDOMRGT492365E 2k & Hi L7z,
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32 SAE

TER L72WZEEm LD A v ROFED 3 —/3Z « T—% : MCD (Method
Corpus Data) #, Jefrfse a3z, a—/S20H Y 7 v TH D WordSmith
5.0 CREFDHE DE V2055 % il L7z, Z i edkm i Amz B 57
HThbH, M, B3EDZDNRICHEEDE W EI5058H7R L T b,

e\ T, MCD &Y OFfliam L ek D 7 — /N 259100 /5 78 % Ll UFF
SRR U 7zo WordSmith @ Keyword S #THEREZ I L, Log Likelihood
T A P Tp < 0.0001DFERTHGHNE R 2D D% ER L7 (B Rayson &
Garside, 2000), Z OEIZATHIIED Nelson (2006) 72 & TH Y& R
SINTNDHHDThHDH, ZOMBITRINIZHDIL, FhEmIicEB T 5 A
Yoy FOBETRICHE S EWEEREEZ BNb,

XBICHEDREFED 7 XY —%, [ UL WordSmith O Hikkse i
Wi U7ze DD XS BFEz AW 5 EFaIc oSSR © 15
LI ENTE S,

4. H#R

41 Xy FTEHLfEDLNB5EE

DHOFERN BN, AV v ROBETEHL fibh b EA205E%% 2
IZRLTWA, NIZIEN %2R LWORDA GES T, Freq idHEZ/ R L TH
bo ZDEET—HHE DEVDILthe T3059[aI#H H XN T 5, fitl Cof,
and, in, a, to’z & DFERERE (function word) 23V CW\b, Z DX D Ieak
N LALICBNADIE, EDa—/SZ2TH—BMEmTH 5,

MG (content word) & U CIERZOD E) DId were D723[0], was D439
MCHb, ZDZEND, MERD be Brmah % < bbb Z Exbn b,
¥ /- that, we, this, their 72 & ORAFOHE L &, FEET X XIT
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K2 AVYRFOEICHITSEHEHD L6205

N Word Freq.
1 THE 3059
2 OF 1686
3 AND 1446
4 IN 1108
5 A 1046
6 TO 1039
7 WERE 723
8 FOR 506
9 WAS 439
10 AS 379
11 THAT 377
12 WITH 347
13 FROM 342
14 ON 342
15 PARTICIPANTS 282
16 BY 246
17 WE 242
18 THIS 224
19 OR 200
20 THEIR 199

participants &\ EERIZSIN L 7-#rE % BT 5555 C, Z DR T282
EfEALRH L, ZNOORFE LT, BEFOEM, 5'%5% IZBEd % ke
DL FEON DA H D Z EDRBI NI, TN HITEITHE DR R%
HFFTHLDTHDH (B, Salager-Meyer, 1992; Shaw, 1992)

42 Xy FOEDYHEE

WIZ, ZOFEZ RS OMOE & R U A R a2 R 5, £3ICF

MmO DT L L7z A v FOREEED L5055 7R L T b,
NI EGE S L COEDOEWIEE T, Key word DMBRE O Rfhi X iz
FFHGETCTH B, Freq dHBIERT, %3 AV v FORIZEITAEETH
5, RC.Freq.ld a4 2 —/N 2 (Reference Corpus) THh D, DOEIZ
B AR GEEOHETHY, RC.WIEZDHFIZE T2 & L 75, Keyness
GRS LCOMET, ~ ORfEN5.135 1A% < 0.0001 DORER Tz



120

K3 XYy FOEOHHEE

N Key word Freq. % RC. Freq. RC. % |Keyness
1 WERE 723 1.47 3329 0.32 1004
2 PARTICIPANTS 282 0.57 838 0.08 567
3 WAS 439 0.89 3156 0.30 351
4 EACH 184 0.37 1470 0.14 123
5 THE 3059 6.21 53656 5.10 113
6 DATA 174 0.35 1457 0.14 107
7 ITEMS 82 0.17 402 0.04 106
8 SCALE 66 0.13 282 0.03 98
9 HAD 114 0.23 779 0.07 98
10 ITEM 61 0.12 245 0.02 96
11 FRENCH 60 0.12 242 0.02 94
12 STUDY 170 0.35 1530 0.15 91
13 USED 135 0.27 1096 0.10 88
14 YEAR 67 0.14 336 0.03 85
15 INCLUDED 59 0.12 266 0.03 83
16 MEASURED 49 0.10 194 0.02 78
17 QUESTIONS 61 0.12 303 0.03 78
18 A 1046 2.12 16764 1.59 76
19 ENGLISH 103 0.21 783 0.07 75
20 WOMEN 27 0.05 47 75
21 STUDENTS 149 0.30 1408 0.13 72
22 CODED 31 0.06 74 72
23 RANGED 25 0.05 42 71
24 TOLD 28 0.06 63 67
25 MEASURE 60 0.12 338 0.03 66
26 N 155 0.31 1559 0.15 66
27 SAMPLE 87 0.18 658 0.06 64
28 SENTENCES 55 0.11 299 0.03 63
29 FROM 342 0.69 4585 0.44 61
30 SPANISH 54 0.11 300 0.03 61
31 INTERVIEWS 23 0.05 50 57
32 CONFEDERATE 9 0.02 0 56
33 USING 122 0.25 1185 0.11 56
34 DISAGREE 19 0.04 30 55
35 RECORDED 22 0.04 46 55
36 LIKERT 17 0.03 21 55
37 ADJECTIVE 24 0.05 60 54
38 PARTICIPANT 37 0.08 164 0.02 53
39 THREE 87 0.18 738 0.07 52
40 RATINGS 43 0.09 223 0.02 52
41 ALL 150 0.30 1632 0.16 52
42 TEAM 43 0.09 224 0.02 52
43 NOUNS 35 0.07 151 0.01 51
44 THEIR 199 0.40 2402 0.23 51
45 RANGING 21 0.04 47 51
46 ASKED 35 0.07 155 0.01 50
47 QUESTIONNAIRE 30 0.06 113 0.01 50
43 PARTNER 14 0.03 14 49
49 COLLECTED 26 0.05 83 49
50 SEMESTER 17 0.03 28 49
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MIZHEESZ 5,

Ay N ORETHR G 2 iBHIE were T723BIEHA X4, H4131.47
W& b, —IZ DBEOHEX S 2 —/SZTOMMIE3329ET, 0.32%%
DTS, Keyness 51004 & & A X W EZ IS FEI 258 & e b, fit
W TR O i W I IC participants (567), was (351), each (123), the
(113) &£72->TWD  (FFEIE Keyness D), 1 Tl The DML K
bHEd - 720, Keyword oM Cld 5 FH & e > T 4,

CDEDIIHRE I/ ERRT 52 T, BICHELZ T TS, %4
T HENE DR, T 53— 2B RETLHEE - T DO B
272 %,

DT OFERE SN EAS0ICE T 28GR, UTFOXS k7 v—TIZ
a6 5, O be BEaD@EN, @R TOITE) % FK I B0 45w ),
@FEERICEET 5 ALEY), HFERER, @ZF0fh, &S 4THHTH - e,
DIFicZnZn oHE 2R L T <,

ObeEhia O FE T

ZNIZIE were & was 23D %, IROBID K S ITIREEZ R T be Bhialldof
FRTHEbh Wz, ZhiEERLEM b3 vy T2 2 b xiEod
RELTCERESTHZENLNWNETH D,

11 The setting for this study was an I'T company center in California.

(ZOWROFEIL, AV 7+ Vo TIZHAITRETH-T-,)

512 There were 55 employees and their average age was 27 years.

GOADREEDED, VFHEBRIZ2TH TH - 72,)

X7z, B3 DX ITZEREDbeHR DMEY L L TN Tz,
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13 All the videotaped data were transcribed and analyzed.
(B2 COETAT—T T INLT -7 3B I hnthrainiz,)

L ED X512, be Bhid OB EH M bR EM0ciEH s LCEHINS D
WA YY) RO TH -7, 2D &% Swales (1990) D LR % HAF T T
Wb,

Q@FEBRTOITE) & KT Bpia > i 1)
Z NI used, using, ratings, ranging, included, measured, coded, told,
recorded, asked, collected 72 EN b5, LT D 3 DIZHETE %,

A, EREDOFNEEFRIOT : used (fi 5 72), included (& ATL)

14  We used a 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) to report their level of agreement with
items. (FxIE6HRA DY vh— MR 1S K15, 658
KERE, WO HANOZHORBEZHET 2HD% i 7,)

B. #ERENDIER : told FERZ(ZAT2), asked (AT

15 Participants were asked to speak French.

ENEE7 7V ZAGEzET L ICEEN,)

C. T—% DI : measured (AE L72), coded (3¥ELZ)
recorded (f2#k L 72), collected (&L 72)

16  All of the questionnaires were computer coded and SPSS was used

for analyzing the data.
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(ZTOERMMKIE T Y E 2= THEI N SPSS Btric b iz,)

LibED &5z, RERE1THBEOIERS, EITOHE BLORRELT
FonteT =5 2V ICAE T 20FEDREED, AV v FOROFRHGEEE
Lz,

@FEERICEET 2 A, IR
CNIZEEST HDIIRD KD 7e, ERIZBIT 2N, LTEMHDH - 72,

A, ERICEHET 5 A
iRz K S 2BICSI L IR F IZ OV T ORBRITH %,

participant(s), women, students, sample, team, partner

17 Participants were required to report in French. They were 65
college students,35 men and 30 women.
(SEE 7 7V ZABTRETHEIIITROONTZ, HHIF65ADK
FHT, BSARHTIOAD LM TH > 72,)

B. FEBRICEEES HEY), Wi, FiaRT 4
CNEERREITHEH LI, OB TFEWsEORBTH S,
data, item(s), study, questions, scale, interviews, Likert, semester,

year, questionnaire,

%18 They completed the questionnaire consisting of 20 items within 15

minutes.

(1% 51320003 H THERK X N7 BRI 157 AN T L 7z,)
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@D DAt

Zhid, —RA Yy FOREICFFE il 3B X ey, a3 —/32505
DFER, ZOETEHLIFEON TV TOLS W Th s,

each, the, had, French, a, English, Spanish, adjective, three, all, nouns,

their

Z DT, French, English, Spanish 7z X113, #5RE DEEE-C, #H LT
WHEBELT, hOBEIVEEOEGHEN -T2ETR D,

519  The participants did not have experience teaching a English culture
course at the university.

(FERE I KRFED 3 = A TEEYALZBEZ 122 EHVe00,)

All %° Each 2MFGE & 72 5 DI, B0 X5 TGO EERR, F1E
NOTEDLENLEDTHANIENWEEZ NS,

5110  All participants were asked to complete interaction tasks. All the
videotaped interactions were transcribed and analyzed.
(BTCOBMEZ A VYT 72 avDY R ETRTHEIICEEN
oo 2TCOET AT — T TCREBINIAGEL, XEAIN TSN
72o)

F 72, adjective, nouns 72 EHFENL > TWHDIE, WELZT—/320D5
L3901, WHEEITORL DT, Z0DOXKD kRN %)
STeDTHAHS,

— T the X a 7s EORBERED Z OB CEBiE e, S®RFEMICHR
AT ABENDH S,
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43 U722 —9h

WSO A WGRET 572012, FEGEED LA H 55D 7 T A5 —4
WMEIT 5lce IXRXCORBEWRIFT 5 Z EIEREETH D DT, be BEAD was,
were &, W&EREE U CHEM: data 2651 & LT L7,

431 wereD7 7 X5 —

KAWL 3FE~S5FEOHE TR DX DM 7 Xy —RIHD LA;
202 RLTNB, NiZZ7F7 29 =& LTOBEDIERTHY, Cluster 1T
IR TH 5, Freqld 4V v FOFTHAZINI-HETH 5,

—FKHE DOE N DIdthe participants were C27[01CTH V), Kidwere told
thatD26[8] & 7¢ > T b, £72, were asked tod % <, participants were

x4 wereDy 7 RXAE—

N Cluster Freq.
1 THE PARTICIPANTS WERE 27
2 WERE TOLD THAT 26
3 WERE ASKED TO 25
4 PARTICIPANTS WERE TOLD 24
5 WERE USED TO 21
6 THEY WOULD BE 18
7 ALL PARTICIPANTS WERE 16
8 WERE TOLD THEY 16
9 TOLD THEY WOULD 14
10 WERE TOLD THEY WOULD 14
11 TO ENSURE THAT 14
12 PARTICIPANTS WERE TOLD THAT 12
13 PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO 12
14 IF THEY WERE 12
15 PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED 12
16 THE STUDENTS WERE 12
17 TOLD THAT THEY WOULD 12
18 THE SENTENCES WERE 12
19 THAT THEY WOULD 12
20 TOLD THAT THEY 12
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told H% . ZDZ END, AV v FOEDOEEEE L Tk DIHE L were
IR I LT, FROLHICTHRRINTEZalh I 58I, ZE)E
DO—iE LTHEbNI=Z Exbnr b,

F72, wereusedto H 5 ELSHEHENTHDZ E0D, FERIZHH
SNIMRRER R RBLT A, THEHEO—HE L TELfFbhic&
Z B

(s

432 wasDy7Z7RAHF—

K5IZwas D7 T A —& U THEDRW E20Z858W L T 5, 1L
1% was used to M16[EIT, 8[EIfEH XN T % was used for &[FEIERIZ, Hi
HiD were D XD IZHBRICHEA I N D% T LRI T 5,
LU, 27l was measured using TH Y, calicurated as (the) 7c& &
FRRIZ, D OFEORRE L TCZHREDO—HTE b b,

x5 wasDyI7RXF—

Cluster Freq.
WAS USED TO 16
WAS MEASURED USING 11
WAS BASED ON 11
IT WAS NOT 10
THERE WAS A
AGE OF THE
CALCULATED AS THE
THE END OF
THE NUMBER OF
THE STUDY WAS
WAS ADMINISTERED TO
WAS DESIGNED TO
WAS MEASURED BY
WAS USED FOR
WAS CALCULATED AS THE
AVERAGE AGE WAS
WAS CALCULATED AS
SAMPLE ITEM IS
THIS STUDY WAS
AT THE END OF

= =
[= ]

S © ook w2
s

e e e
O 0NN U e W =

Sy~ ~) 00 00 00 0 O o 0o oo oo 0o

Do
[=}
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F 7= 3 i @ was based on, 1117 @ was administerd to, 12 i @ was
designed to DX H1Z, BERDO TV A oK 52FI T 52 HREO—HE L

TEHLNTH S,

432 dataD7 7 RX7—
3EUFLOZD 2 52 —1ZLHCITRE L SN2 572, —F
HE DEW L, data from the D14[R1C, #i\ T data collection took @ 8 [=]

f%éo

DTic<HEDEWY 727 — 2@l d % &, dataldcollection®
collected, gathered 7z & & FITHEICHEHINTWS, ZDZ D, A
v ) NOBEDRHGEETH Ddatald, EOXIITWELZNENWSIBELD
I NG Z EMHERI NI,

HEnXoiz,

7 5 28 — I D& W EEEEDS,

A OFRE ERE VD EHMEND DI WIHEIZ 25,

*£6 dataDy 74—

BRMIZED XD

Cluster

Freq.

© 0N DU AW N |2

DATA FORM THE

DATA COLLECTION TOOK

DATA COLLECTION TOOK PLACE
DATA FOR THE

DATA COLLECTION AND
COLLECTION TOOK PLACE

THE DATA WERE

DATA WERE COLLECTED

OF DATA COLLECTION

OF THE DATA

THE PRESENT STUDY

THE DATA SOURCES
COLLECTIONS DATA ANALYSIS
BETWEEN COLLECTIONS DATA ANALYSIS
BETWEEN COLLECTIONS DATA
DATA WERE GATHERED

DATA ON THE

—_
SRS

SO Oy N 0 o 0o 0o o
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5. BE

DO TIT > oW R %, A v KOMAENGED 4 — 7 & eHEE
Lz, WD, HfGEEE LA —Y ZEICHET 5, HiWT, EBORTOD
Ay R L—"7 LB TR L THhb,

51 XYy NDL—TJTICH T B4EE

4ETCRLE, ZNZENDL—TIZE4 T RGEZ, 2B TRLUER
LIS TEH TN, TOD be BEA D@ EE, EEROIRELX 54
DRV, BIEFEALoIiEE®wEd 5720, 2COL-TTHEMIS
<725,

X7z, QOEBRTOTE ZEXSEFLAFHDE, EiCL—T2EL—-7
3THbN 2, @OFBRICET 2 AxHY, WHzZESEREL—-71TD
R %,

NGO L—TIIARMTHEEIN L DZANTZONERT THDH, D

R7 L—JICBTBXYy KOEORHHE
L—"71 #%% (Participants) F7<IIBEEDOXELA) (Samples)

1-1 Flg & 7z 13k - %355, K°F, |participants, students, sample,team, study, partner, was,
SR S, FE(EHL |were

1-2 B DEDTT all, each, was, were

1-3 SIABC: Baclt, HEHEIL |students, women, their, was, were

1-4 F-CIREN year, semester, three, was, were

15 Eg%ggfﬁéﬁ CREE S had, French, English, was, were

L—T 2 RERRFETFIE (Procedures)

FBRIE A study, interviews, told, asked,used, included, was, were

item(s), questions, questionnaire,scale, interviews,

RS 240 Likert, was, were
L—T 3 WHET—5 Ok Hitk (Measures)
IR questionnaires, data, recorded,collected, was, were

oxil measured coded, was, were
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K L—TICB T DGR, EERICHET HRICIERA CE 2 H R & ix
>TCTWd,

52 XV v KOERS

DINOE8IL, IWHEEAICHEINIRmILD A Y v FOEZHEF &L
THEMIZDH LD Th b, R 2121E, BEXDOFTRBL Th 5,

CORTONDEIIZL—TD-1, 2T, WFIEHK & B5RE DRV TN
Sl ENTW 5, N, BT CRUEBED was <0 study BMEA XN
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Our research was a comparative study that investigated
gender difference among English language learners from
Madrid.
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In total, 150 university students responded to our
questions. The students’ average age was 21 years, and 80
of them were female and 70 male.
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The questionnaire contained 60 questions aiming to
measure the most important factors in foreign language
self-confidence that were identified in previous research
(e.g., Arnold, 2007) .Participants were told to answer on a
5-point scale to what extent they agreed or disagreed with
statements.
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All of the questionnaires were computer coded and SPSS
14.0 was used for analyzing the data. Because the data were
normally distributed, we applied parametric procedures.
The level of significance was set for p <.05.
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Our research is a comparative study that investigated gender difference among English language
learners from Madrid. In total, 150 university students responded to our questions. The students’
average age was 21.5 years, and 80 of them were female and 70 male. The questionnaire
contained 60 questions aiming to measure the most important factors in foreign language self-
confidence that were identified in previous research (e.g., Arnold, 2007) . Participants were told
to answer on a 5-point scale to what extent they agreed or disagreed with statements. All of the
questionnaires were computer coded and SPSS 14.0 was used for analyzing the data. Because the
data were normally distributed, we applied parametric procedures. The level of significance was
set for p < .05.
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Word Usage of Method in Academic Articles:
Analysis on International Journals of Social Science,
Human Science, and Natural Science

Yasuo NAKATANI

{Abstract)

This article explores how to write Method sections in academic articles.
This section has been regarded as one of the most important parts of
research papers in order to demonstrate the validity and reliability of
studies. However, there is little research which investigates the most
frequently occurring words and their clusters in this section. The current
study examines relevant vocabulary selections and persuasive expressions
by analyzing academic article corpus consisting of more than one million
words. The results indicate that it is necessary to use specific expressions

in order to create valid move in the Method.



