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1. Introduction

FEADERIHEN L SRE0OREORMAIC W TORGR AR Z L3, EEEHENIC &
STHEHERIETHD, H 2 SHEEGOSHTIE, BAL (1) Z2O¥EENNREELY
ENLS BWREALRDCOWTONRZ AR5, 2) EOXIITHEFFHENREE S
NDINEOWTORRHE ML RIS D, 3) FEHED LM L BINICET o & i
HREFEOHANEF A CTED, LI 3ZODHRTHERTHD L SN TS (Corder 1967),

R, BEEHEOBSG CIIERN I 2= —a VEBNOFEREZKN L Z LRk b
TEY, PTERLEKOFEFEEEICORROTLERL LoD, LarL, Mg TR
A a=h—arETLHE0IE, Mx] B250E0 8, TWMZ) B2 5005
PRTA[R & 72% (e.g. Conner & Mbaye 2002; Young 2002), AR R 2 I 2 =/ —
a VEERT D 1 DDOHER, Xt (e.g. while, on the other hand), PLH (e.g. because, s0),
fEW (e.g. therefore, as a result), 1% (e.g. firstly, secondly), B/~ (e.g. for example, in
particular) &\ o ToHEfEE (connectives) RikaHAEM (discourse markers) (2 &> T, #EHD
2= MEUOREBERSOEWEREZ R T Z L TH D (Altenberg & Tapper 1998), €41 b DFR
BUZIE, BEEORER Lo [0V ) 252 T (Leech & Svartvik 1994), FiF0M & F
Nax=y NHO—EWEZRSOTLZ L2 FHITL, 7FAXA NOEKREMNTEL L 51T
LZBENHDH, LnLns, FEEFICE T, RKibEako Y7 ERIIER I L
VY, PRERIEER O S N 2 CHRSRMEDOE S BN D b TlE72a < (McCarthy 1991), 0L
A TN CHEIN 72 SCFE | (Zamel 1983) 72> CLEH 2 &T, 7 ¥R O I5IT
HZEHBHD (Crewe 1990), - C, EEH2I 22— a VEBINOFREX D T,
FHEBN L D HAEEER O 2504 L, %5 OREEREIEIZI T 2 Rl 2 78
HZEFMODTEETHD, LLReRn, ZHETONIETIE, TIEEICK DS
DIAABENZ L bH-T, RONTEEOFEFTT —2 Lnth> 2 enTcxd, 22h
BEONTRRNE ZETHBR S DNERAET D Z EDNEE L ole, 61T, KB
RMEEITIR D BEIEL, 2L OOWMEPLELRY, 5 LTHRREIMELx D5 EIC X
HFEBUHEBINTLEI EWVWI REANDH T (e.g. Baker 2006),

TR LT, RBFETIE, HARANFZRA, @A, RPEAEOEEXEED T 8
22—/ XA | (learner corpus) &7 ¥ A h~A = 7 DOFEEZHOTEBMICHEST L, £ )
SAFDITCRER & REREREA O 2 — S A LS 5, BRI, BIFO X ) i B lk
REBTD,

o HANPZAE, w4, RPEEDFEEE 2 — ST L HEEHIZE



® HARNFEHIGE & REREA DGR O ZERIZE T 2 0
® HARNTEA OUGEEEMIC B 2 K, R0
® HARANFEEHROIAEITIIT L HEERES ORE & Tl

Z LT, RUFEOMAIRZ2 ML, FIZUTFDO28THD,

® FEHERIEOFREA T
FHEMIRREEHTIE, HIOER AR L SRERE LA RIET A2 LENH L0, i
N LV B HEATIZEE L < (e.g. Biber et al. 1998; Conrad 2002), ZM%EI’J Za—sN
AuEFIH UIZEATIE b D700, —07, AR T, 22— "R ICHEE % 2 H 8
5357075 5 (K- U 2008) Z{ER L, TEAESCZIIT 2 ikEHIEmk O B
A L, 2R W CRER AT 5,

® RN D R E T OMEEIIINTSE:
FEE A=A TIE, BEDOFRRFAELZ SN LIZb DR, —F, Aif
ZETIE, A, mRAE, RIS E D RBIBE 2 — X2 {45 2 &
T, WILEIFEEFRRBLUIMDP 2 TERFICR->THdEV HESNRVE
BUIaIa) Voo mzR Y T,

ARTiE, EROMEOHESRE LT, TFA M~ A =0 7 OHEEZHNT, EEEE
SR 5 RAEIERR O BB & RIS 2. £72, BRI O/[/LNTLREE
FRNDIT, ERIST 2 ARG DR, PR OBGRICH T 5 Feeim A 2 —
AT %,

2. Background

2.1 Corpus linguistics

[z2— /X2 | (corpus) L\ HEEIL, JoK THIK] (body) £ T 77 L iETH DN, Oxford
English Dictionary \Z J#U1X, “The body of written or spoken material upon which a linguistic
analysis is based” &\ 9 FBEZDOHIFIL 1956 FOHLDOTH Y, [FiBESTOTZ D OFIEEEID
B ZERT 25 FIMER, KB LSO TH D, £70, BIROa— X FiE
¥ (corpus linguistics) (23T, T=x— X2 &iX, TEEMATHE72 )  (machine-readable) &
N CEMB SN KRBT HEIEZ2 | (authentic) S#E7T — X4 X—ADZ L &#fEL, FFEDS
FEARESC Y v ikt d b TfREME | (representativeness) & FF O TCHR AT — A 7 &
13827255 D THD (e.g. Baker et al. 2006; McEnery et al. 2006), & LT, ZI— /XA SiEY
1%, Leech (1992) 12 XauE, D XD RFHAER DL SN TWD

J: DY, SrmEMICHL AR

BAVRFPEOMEA LV b, RIS FEOSiELR IO E <

BT NDHIRLT, BHREETET MCH L EEL
BIOAHEERNRE LYY, L0 BBREEROLRFICPLEEL
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INETHRPTHE L DA —"APHEINTE T, 2N EO 3 — SR E, RENIZ,
MLH HA =2 — /3 & | (general-purpose corpus) 7> [F§igk HBE) = — /XA | (specific-purpose
corpus) 7, [E & S8 22— XX | (written corpus) 7> 56 L &3 22—/ A | (spoken corpus) 7>,
[HLI§HY =2 —/ X | (synchronic corpus) 7> [H#RfAY =2— X2 | (diachronic corpus) 7>, &\
VRTINS, AL TH D 2 — "R, FEEOFNEXLEZEMLIEELOTHY, [F
BrEHM a2 —/"R | T [EEXEFEa— R Thbd, £/, F—OFHFEZRFNEYT
HLET —# TIE WY, BEREWRTIE TR — 2 Thd, LiL, F54k -
B - RIPA L WD SR EH OB EZRERINZET VTN THZ LN TEDL L0 I M
T, BehREHRTO AR — 2] L6525,

2.2 Learner corpus

FEHE IR ENL, SAEANFEEICL s TERESNESIET —F 2 rrsi 2T
ERLIZHDTHD (Leech 1998), 1990 FERLAKE, FRx ZpfBE 2 — R AR I TE
7203, 5 2 SEEE (SLA) OO IZDICE T — % & G 5 & 0 Fikimidw
FTLHB LW H DTV, 1950 FF(R15 ¥, *IBRSHT (Contrastive Analysis) OWF5EE 725
X, ST 4 Mo TWRNoTob OO, HIESFESE | SFEOEBIENRSFEFE O
INEERE & BfR B D & TR L Tz (e.g. Lado 1957), 1960 FARICAD &, #HHT (Brror
Analysis) DWFRET-HD, FEHESHORERR LRI D702, FEHEN EOBRET
EDO XD AT LTER L, Z2ORF — 2 Otk & il A7 (eg Corder 1967; Richard
1971), 1970 F{RIZIZL, EH /38T (Performance Analysis) OWFZEE 7= B, R 7E 1T T <,
EHbLE SO [HRSEE] (Selinker 1972) DiE FH 21K % /3 kf 5 & @“6 Xricmo7 g
Dulay & Burt 1973; Hakuta 1976), Tono (2005) 23 FE L TW5 K 912, FHE 2 — 32 L1,
ZDXH 72 SLA LB 2ELOWAL O CAELM S/ b DIl 57220,

FEE 2 RAD RN IR AR E LTE, 20— R T 1970 RIS TR bz
PIF Corpus (Feerch ef al. 1984), 1970~80 FARIZ R Y OB K & X G AZF 4 L 72 ZISA Project
(Clahsen 1980; Meisel et al. 1981), = —nr v/ 5 HEIEIT 5B R EZXSIZHE L7 ESF
Database (Perdue 1993), %O REEE ST — & X— X CT&H % CHILDES (MacWhinney 1995)
RENHD, LT, a—="AFEFOMAE T ANTBROFEE a3 — 2L
LT, REMRDDOE LT, kxRBFELERLT OB FHEOELEZED T ICLE
(International Corpus of Learner English) (Granger 1998) % 4%, LLC (Longman Learner’s
Corpus) X°> CLC (Cambridge Learner’s Corpus) & W o 72fiH 22— X223 % 5 (e.g. Granger
2002; Pravec 2002), F£7-, AKRANFEEEZHR LT LREWRa—AL LT, HEEFE
Z4EW 7= JEFLL Corpus (8 2007) <CFELSHEZEDH = NICT JLE Corpus (FIIRIE D
2004) R ENDH D,

2.3 Discourse markers

[FREEIER ) (discourse markers) & 137>, EDOERSMREL L O >T, ThETE
S DFEMRPRINTE, T, ZOLHFRICEIL TH, discourse markers (e.g. Jucker & Ziv
1998; Schiffrin 1987) LI#MZ, cue phrases (Knott & Dale 1994), discourse connectives (e.g.



Blakemore 1987, 1992; Warner 1985), discourse connectors (e.g. Biber 2006), discourse operators
(e.g. Redeker 1990), discourse particles (e.g. Aijmer 2002; Schorup 1985), discourse signaling
devices (e.g. Polanyi & Scha 1983), phatic connectives (e.g. Bazanella 1990), pragmatic
connectives (e.g. Stubbs 1983), pragmatic expressions (e.g. Erman 1987), pragmatic formatives
(e.g. Fraser 1987), pragmatic markers (e.g. Aijmer 2008; Fraser 1990), pragmatic operators (e.g.
Ariel 1994), pragmatic particles (e.g. Ostman 1995), semantic conjuncts (e.g. Quirk et al. 1985),
stance connectives (e.g. Halliday & Hasan 1976) 72 £, RIS 720,

T LT, RO ERICOWVT Y, £ < OEFMNFIET S, 1 21F, Levinson (1987) 1,
AEm b & 13 T D658 LTI H0EE L OM OBk 2 £ I5-0M) TH Y, [EFHEOFHE
THOWOHND ] & LTWAA, Fraser (1999) 72 E1E, ARAHIEA S FEHR L OB #4212
BhoZbdbdld 2, S6IT, KEEROMEDL ITFELSEEZHTRL L LTV
L0, EESETHREERIIZNVEND, AL, EEXSELFLSETE, Blnd
AR AR O RO FE S B T B 22 > TV D (e.g. Rithleman 2007; Swan 2005), Z O 12
B8 L C, Biber (2006) i%, discourse connectors @ F11Z1%, & L SEETHEbILD discourse
markers (e.g. OK, all right) &, FEZXFHETHDILS linking adverbials (e.g. however; thus) 73
BHDHELTWD, LLRRE, A BRI EZ ST 0T8T LB TITR<,
BB DHRAFI LS ORBEZ PR L TV D RIS, EamDORMAEKD, £, ERLoWd
MO TS, RONTE (X< DA T TOH) ORREHE® Lot g &
SNTELT, MENRY X PRSI TRV OPERETH D,

2.4 Metadiscourse markers

Metadiscourse markers &, W< OMNOMERIZH D H DD, JAFE TOURGEEHRO—FET
H5, D>C, metadiscourse (L [discourse {22V T discourse| (Vande Kopple 1985) &5
ADNTWIEZR, REOHIETIE HEFE, HIWVITFELSEDT XX MNIBIT 555k
P (linguistic material) C, fMENEITMHEMITMZ D HOTIERL, BEPORAT
DEH-Z2 DN RE RFTNLT, fRRL, FHMi+ 25 Z L 28T 572D D] (Crismore et al.
1993) LEZESIND L O~ T,

Metadiscourse markers OAFZEIZIVNT, b LM 2 4~1%, &5 < Hyland list
(Hyland 2005) T&H A 5, Z® VU A i, Vande Kopple (1985) <> Crismore et al. (1993) (2 &
HFEE N—A L LT, 10FEHOAT Y — (1) IZHHSI N DK 400 FEEEHO HEEFRH
EEENICNER LT b D Th D, £, ZOVU R RMNE, a2— RS KEHFE A
ELTERENTZHDOTHY, ZNETIETHITIVY « TAT 4 T &0, HRE,
FALGGM L, EVRALH =, xR ERET — X OO TR E EIF s ((R&EM7Z2
FEATAFFEIZBE LTIk, Hyland 2005 I2F £ 5 TWD),



# 1: metadiscourse markers ® %7 = Y — (Based on Hyland and Tse 2004)

Category Function IExamples

Interactive resources Help to guide reader through the text

Transitions (TRA) Express semantic relation between main clauses in addtion / but / thus / and

Frame markers (FRM) Refer to discourse acts, sequences, or text stages finally / to conclude / my purpose here is to
Endophoric markers (END) |Refer to information in other parts of the text notes above / see Fig / in section 2
Evidentials (EVI) Refer to source of information from other texts according to X / (Y, 1990) / Z states
Code glosses (COD) Help readers grasp functions of ideational material _ |namely / e.g. / such as / in other words
Interactional resources Involve the reader in the argument

Hedges (HED) Without writer's full commitment to proposition might / perhaps / possible / about
Boosters (BOO) Emphasize force or writer's certainty in proposition |in fact / definitely / it is clear that
Attitude markers (ATM) Express writer's attitude to proposition unfortunately / I agree / surprisingly
Engagement markers (ENG) |Explicitly refer to or build relationship with reader  [consider / note that / you can see that
Self-mentions (SEM) Explicit reference to author(s) 1/ we/my/our

AR D K5I, KEEERICITH S FERICEHE LR VDO LI LS EICHERLONDH 50,
Hyland list [IEBEZSEOSMEZME LIV A M ThDH, £z, £ OWRT [RGHZEH
& FrTp T D B ofEfkeRlEA % < 1%, Transitions (TRA) <° Frame markers (FRM)
W& EN TV A D, Hedges (HED) <° Boosters (BOO) @ X 9 72 stance markers (Biber et al.
1999), Self-mentions (SEM) O X 9 72 ANFHUA G D A 70 63, & FORBE Ol 2 £ 978
R ELEENTNDT®, EFICEANR OGN ARETH 5, AT, RHFZEIZH VT,
Hyland (2 X - TV A ME S 4172 metadiscourse markers % [ FREHEE K| & FEOY, 30T DXF5
LT 5,

3. Method

3.1 Research questions

AWRDO HE9IE, BARANFZEA, @RAE, RPEOFEXEZED T FEHE— 1R %T
XAV = TOEEERACTHNTL, ISR e REEEE D a— X &
452 Chd, TOHMEERT HOHIZ, AL TIE, LLTF® 2 5@ research
questions (RQ) Z#XET 5.

® PR ERAE, R LN BN DICoN T, AR O HE EE ol A 1
EDXHITELT D D)

o FHE (P, ERAE, KA EREESRE OMICIE, PR oS L6
HANZ ED X 5 IEN R D D)

N 2507 7 —FIZB LT, Granger (1998) DOFBLZ MWL 61, AiElL I
MSrEO R 5 BERFEO R | (IL-IL comparison) T ¥, %R&F 1L [HGE & PRSFEO L
(NL-IL comparison) CToh 5, £70, AR TIE, TFA M~ A =07 % O CTHGEE% D4
RIS A 2 L 7=, BEXSEICB T 2RFEE®RTH D &LL< DEITIRE TH
7 I T X 72 8kia (e.g. and, but, so, because) (2% 24T C, FEMZ &R - HAOOW 217
R



3.2 Data

AHF%ETlE, JEFLL (the Japanese EFL Learner) Corpus', ICLE-JP (the Japanese component of
the International Corpus of Learner Enghsh) LOCNESS (the Louvain Corpus of Native English
Essays)’ O 3 fE¥HD = — 32 (BRFEHIT 661043 35) 257 —4 L LTHEMT 5,

JEFLL Corpus 1%, AAROH AL ERAEICLI D2 BHIEXEZED T PHE 2 — A Th
% (%9 60 Ji3k). A58 TIE, ICLE-JP 3 X TN LOCNESS & D7 — % DHEGMEA BIE L,
Fan3C (argumentative essay) D7 —H DL &SNS ET D, 7ok, FEEHESE O
TV VY — A& 538 Lk - I (2008), /NEfE1—/32 %y hU—2 (SCN) T
IEABIN TV ET —% (BURC%ETe) %538 L7z Kobayashi (2009) 35 X OV
(2009a, 2009b, 2009¢) & 1%, DA HRE L TOLT —Z DY A ARERIRD,

ICLE-JP 13, HARDKFAEIZLDHEEL Gami) 2B EEE 22— "2 ThL (K
17 758) . £ MRAMIND TEED, KR TIE, FIEEEOW#HEZGTT LY
U —Afifie %32,

LOCNESS /3, KO RFEGHEIC LD FEL 2 LD a—/ "2 TH Y, ICLE DEHR=—
/XA (reference corpus) & L Cakatsiv7e (K 30 ak), Z4uE, a2— SZX{ERH#E TH D
S. Granger 7 S. De Cock {22 % 7 F &5 Z L CATAHE (1) ThH, AL TIX
T AU DANKRFAEZ L DMt L DBz xR &4 %72, LOCNESS D47 — & 434
%74 & L 7= Kobayashi (2009) 3 L UVIEK (2009a, 2009b) &1, brxfge s LTWbH T —4
DY A XPEIRD

2L, AR THERT LT 4 L Z2ORFERE ELOTELDTH D, 72k, RH D JH,
SH, UNI, NS &, Zhehhed, @ik, KRyeE, REfaiEaRL 0o, £, fF
LH AT DFERIZOWTIE, &% (2007) 35 X O Granger (1998) # &M I iv7-0>,

#2: AT —%
JH | sH UNI NS
Corpus JEFLL ICLE-JP | LOCNESS
Tokens 162919| 179750 168800 149574

3.3 Procedure

AR, THXAM~A = T OEEEZEME L, FETRIT 2 HEHEICHET T 5 %
DTHD, £z, A—/SAPOLFEICHFAGHR - HER - KEEERREL BB 5L,
ZNODOERPOHFONDHE NS — 3t LTk A BT 217729, LI LR b,
D= RNAFPICBNT, 'S & BRI E ISR BRI 2 T uE e b e
(McEnery & Wilson 2001), #-> T, TF A h~A = 712 X > TEREWER B HE S
TOBIE, 7% AN ZTOHLDIZREST, 22 a—F U AOKBRF AN 2 STk
BHV, LT, TXANFRENOEONDAEIE, FTl2 b &G D2 DD TR
Va2 TIND, ZOX LT, &EOHT & BRI ARIICHEER LT < (K1),

' http//scn02.corpora.jp/~jefll03/jefll_top.html

% http://cecl fltr.ucl.ac.be/Cecl-Projects/Icle/icle.htm
3 http://cecl.fltr.ucl.ac.be/Cecl-Projects/Icle/LOCNESS1.htm
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4. Results and discussion

4.1 Statistical analysis
4.1.1 Frequency-profiling

SF, o s GBI, BRI, A 77 E) &RV C, Hyland list (S8BT 54T
DREEIR R DS 2 Jids LTz & 2 A, 355 FE O AR EHIE RN E~ 138988 [l [ S LT/,
31, 355 MO B A 10 FEO 7Y — (R 1) IS0 U HBEE 2485 LT
LOTHD, 72, K21TFNE 10 HiEdH 70 OFMHEEICEHR L0 Bl LY
DT D,

% 3: EFEERO LT Y —RloBEELEHE GHEE)

JH SH UNI NS chi-squared | p -value
COD 568 1133 1475 1175 1480.964 HoAE
END 114 195 334 306 496.623 ok
EVI 0 4 44 82] 1685.416 HoAE
FRM 2573 2442 2213 853 162.497 HAE
TRA 11788 11325 8443 6455 741.850 HAE
ATM 419 985 887 503 419.840 ok
BOO 1550 2506 3170 1766] 1735.963 ok
SEM 23622 22549 8869 2018] 12992.040 ek
ENG 1985 2261 3242 2470 2422.122 HAE
HED 1343 2385 2291 2645] 3037.304 HoAE

df =3, ¥ = p < .001
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2: REEROLT TV —BIOHEELEHT T 7 (FREE)

M2 zRDE, PRASCEREN SEM < TRA Z M @EHH L Cnd 2 &k <4y
b, FEiz, £ 3ITBIT Hchi-squared” & “p-value”lE, FHZFN  Hiati & AEMERE F
LTV, BCOHT AV —IZ01%KEDFEENLLNLDLD, a—"AD LK) RKER
EARZWE S GAITABEZENHSCTWHANZSH 5 Z EXH LTV D728 (Kilgarriff 1996),
ZORERO BTN EREwRT 2 DIEXRFTH D,

4.1.2 Correlation matrix

Hepk, AR, R, BEEEREE O 4 0 — T, HGEERR OS2 — LT,
EOREDILMEZ R > TWDHDTHA D0, R4E, REEERO N T TV — B
= (3 3) IZx LT, SERRMIZI 1T 5 Pearson OFEEFABBRE Z RO IZFERTH D, £77,
3%, EROFBIREATHI O TSI r 23 0.7 272 S EE DX v h U — 7 X%
R~

32 4: Pearson O RFABIEREE

JH SH UNI NS
JH 1.000
SH 0.998 1.000
UNI 0.910 0.916 1.000
NS 0.455 0.466 0.760 1.000




B 3: HERERyY FU—2

R4l E, FEE (g, ard, Ked) ORTCIEMEBIFRENX 0.910~0.998 &
MR T <, AREERE R O G & 5 RICBR - TH 2L, 20D 3 2D 7 —T 7%
VIRl L7 SRBRF M A Ff o TV D, ZRUCK LT, FEEGE & 8 E OMBEGREIT 0455
~0.760 & FHXFHIIZAR L,

4.1.3 Data reduction

WIZ, o7 —% (P34, @E, KR¥E4E, BEEaa) | 2 AR AR RS D AR 72
ﬁ%@ﬁ%%%#ékbm,ﬁmﬁﬁ&gAmmmmewmmmemmmu%&w%,
1995, 2002; Nakamura & Sinclair 1995; Tabata 2002, 2005, 2008; Tono 2000; /[Nf 2007, 2008a,
2008b; /INPK « [LIFH 2008) 17729, ZOFEX, KEOT—X &0, BHE, N1 5
ZLTT A OREGEES, MEMOBRR, EHEMEORR, & EROBEREZ RO
ZEH FICRRALT D5 6O TH S, BEEMIZIImm e ko il I E00E B E 0 86 R
FEIE R URHR LT, 7 aARICET 21T SO (EXEMERE) 2 EKk(bd 2 ik
Thbd. 0B, ZOMITEL 1 BOBEGAMEFRECFEEESHRICE > THME N0
WCEHEAETH Y, ELFHERTWDS, &biC, HEBROAF T a vinanized
K- HTC B 0T & WD o T ML X 0 b FFBLED .,

B 41%, 7—FPICAERT L8 T (355 FifH) OUGIE#SZ AL LT, shimbrad %
TLIERRTH D, ZOKIE, BITOMEE L TELNLIHBED DL, IbHFHFROEN
W1 It (77.32%) &5 2 ot (18.93%) % 2 WItHAiBICAE L7=b D TH D (32 )k
JLE TORETGHRIL 96.25%), MNP CrsET 2B A ITHEE LI-MHERHHZ &R L,
P O E M2 BE T 2 HRES REWIEEREMER SN2 L 2Rt BL, MRS R & iR
THEHT->TUE, FRIEVELZ LTS (EHEETHD) ZEICEE LT 572
WV, 7eds, MERMEAEML, B GRESER) 0T -VVIIERRELTVD, ZOMER
DL, Bk BEEL) OfMSE~ENo T, PR, EA, KRE, BEEEEE O
TR (7 2—o32) BAE SN CERY, AR O M G & 9e5EE B 3 B 2
FFo T Ennind, £z, BHOSHERDL L, 1 RocOAORE (M) 125
N, FAEN EN ST, FREN ER->TWIZONT, FEHTE BRI OMMEN



Wz T ZEHgnb,

B 51%, 10fE DR T Y —RIOBEETH (F3) 123t LT, *ISoH %I4T L7z F
Thbd, ZORNE, FTOMELE L THLNLEGROI L, RLTFEHGROFOE 1 Ko
(93.84%) L5 2 I (4.60%) % 2 WOrHAKICAE L7 D THD (B2 KL ETOHR
FEAF 5213 98.44%) ,
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Dimension 1 (93.84%)
B 5: 10 EEOREER A 7T TV — 2R L T 5000

51280 ChH, &1 RICICEAENKSILTE Y, REIERR O I & 38 2R
FRVBEMEZFF > CWB Z En b, FLT, 7 a—RRALEEOSAE RS E,
FAERER A DERZ SEM, FRM, TRA 72 E#WE TH 5 —J7, REEREE O#EEIZIE HED
L END BNHETH L Z ENDnd,

4.2 Case study: Transitions

FEFIZLDENSEOTEZM D OIINFETH DN, HEAEE D Uk FCHRE /)
EEF-OTWD, L 0bi), B, m%&Wﬂ%%ﬁigﬁM&&f%<ﬁréh
FERBENNES D5 HFERHTH L, FRHC, BEfalld, FEHEVNFE R ETEHT LR
BHTLHY, WhRDI¥EEEaT— R iomﬂmu\;#ﬁrffﬂnm\é (e.g. /IVFE 20094,
2009b, 2009¢), L7 L7273 &, Hefgean o/l o0 X 5 Zetifss 2 @mulic i 45 2 & 13

11



FERRICEHT 2RO T, MR, £ L CHREEICET 2 2R RN ER S D
72% (Tank6 2004), #7 L &AL TiE7aw,

TR K Do R E O A T L T2 S TR I ) (e.g. Altenberg &
Tapper 1998; Anping 2002; Bolton et al. 2002; Chiu 2004; Damascelli 2004; Field & Yip 1992;
Granger & Tyson 1996; Hayword & Wilcoxon 1994; Milton 1999; 2001; Milton & Tsang 1993;
Miiller 2005; Narita & Sugiura 2006; Tanké 2004; Ventola 1992; Ying 2007), Z 415 DS THESE
DL L1E, BEEEE & FEEOT — 2 gtk L, FEE A BICRRIEN
ﬁ“:)ﬂ (overuse /underuse) L CWAERBEZRELZHDTHD, TZTHWLNTWD HiE

, RRDEFREFOFEEOT —F 2L TS 20I, 2 SHEEMCBIT O/
%ﬁiﬁfoﬁ EERDITIIANTH D, £O—J7, [FW—ORFEZFFORR 5 FE B O H
%7—5’ EOFLTVD b DIEFMD THRL, Holcl LThH, o TWDHTF —Z HIT
B N LMD TS, £ORY T, Pt @id, REECI DR —X
ZAEWTI IR D AWFFE D E R ITRE 0,

4.2.1 Quantitative analysis

SHTT — X281 D TRA OREFEIL 38011 [0l T - 7203, D H D 34222 7] (90.03%) &
BFE EAL 4 55 (and, but, so, because) (2L HHDTHDH, WE-T, K<L, D 45E%2H
DT 2D T L,

B 6 1%, A, @A, KP4, REEREE O 4 70— 7281 5 TRA EAL 4 GEOFERT
BEEE (10 HREHT20) 2 L0t DTh D, 0B, AKRDIEe A N T A THI»INLD
RETFT AR THDLN, FI7NV—THOHBERZ D WX 5 I 7 7 7 THiVvw Tk
A

3000

2500 | ‘\‘\/.

2000 r

-\ —— and
-
1500 BN but

—&— SO

1000 + —%— because

Freq. (per. 100000 words)

500 r

JH SH UNI NS

6: and, but, so, because DFEXFBEEE

B6%wRDE,45EEHHAEN ERN > T IZONT, AZICHEEN D LT\ (and:
v’ = 88.407, df = 3, p < .001; bur: y* = 1818.366, df = 3, p < .001; so: > = 1958.101, df = 3, p
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<.001; because: y* = 660.092, df = 3, p < .001), ICLE @ 7 F > 2 N\ ¥ %5 — % L LOCNESS
ZHERtB9IZ ek U 7= Granger & Rayson (1998) (2 L > CH#HEINTWA L H I, HERiild
R, FEESHOMWERRMD 1 >Thd, £ LT, HEEHEIL %;’:’%7% and
X2 but 1[I0 ZHEHT D2 DIZx LT, also X° however 72 £ OREGERIGA % 15 A ZEW31T 5
LT, KVARMRCEEAMEL TV D

K2, WT71E, 4 7V —T71C81T % TRA OBE AL 4 3508 LB CER T 28E 2 E L0
b Th D,

100%
90%
70% \\‘\\
60% —e—and

50% \i\k —=— but

—&— SO

40%

30% \ —%— because

10% ~
0% i

JH SH UNI NS

7: and, but, so, because 733CHE CAR T HEHE

X7 2RDE, 4580, HRENENRDIZONTLEATHERET IHIEIEN/ NS 25T
W<, ZEREFNOFEIZBE LT, SCEHTOME L ST COMEDOWRIIIAFRENRLONLD
(and: x> = 588.916, df = 3, p < .001; but: x* = 1104.453, df = 3, p < .001; so: x> = 669.402, df = 3, p
< .001; because: > = 979.620, df =3, p < .001), HAFETIZ [£72), TL»LJ, a8k
DE I, HEREB TLEEIED D Z NN, FEE N OB i & e i
NMEEO T TH D,

F 72, Biber et al. (1999) /R LTWAH K HIZ, CHICERT D and X0 bur 1%, FiLS%E
EREEOSTLHLDOTHY, —RIZT7 +—< I RBEESETH > TE LRV E ST
Do TRUZH DD BT, REEGEE D but DR 15.14% % SCHATH > TV 2 5IEEH ICET
Do ZAUE, BB, EHEROME, SE VFELGEE S SHREmIIMSRE Clx e < RRE L
WHEE S 7 CREFGRAIMERE 25 5 Y% (van Dijk 1977) TH DA, ZDRIZOWTIEESH D
SRR T I E T H B,

Z LT, so & because \ZBA LTI, HUICHHOME % W22 TldZe <, HXL
KR L UL DS RD B D, %75, so LI FEICIE, — RIS, BlFE LTOME (eg.
We behaved so stupidly.) & 7¢@EEE#Hia & L COME (e.g. It was quite windy, so we had to

13



button our coats up.) 235 & SN TW5S, * & 512, Fraser (1993) 1%, %3 OHEL LT,
SIH () O XD ICCIRIZBIND so ket D so & EFE L, 51 ) © L5 RutEEEs
FAD so 72 E L KB LTV 5D,

(1) John was sick. So don’t expect him.

(2) John was sick, so he went to bed.

L2L7223 5, Fraser (1993) 2NikGHERR D so & R LI HEE, [Tvo v 7~ o Ffiei]
ORI TS X ), BFITELEETHWONIHETH D, EHUTH 0
Ood, FEHENLH Tso #ZHTH2 L1, OO SFEFEHANGELSEORELZITT
WoH T EDREE L2 D,

WIZ, because 1%, %< OIEESHEIZLENPNTVDL LI, TEHIOHZAIZS DD
) (I 1991) TH Y, SCHETHE S O TRICHEBSCFRNZ R 55ICB 55
(U —F1FD 2006), LL, botREICESND &L, FHED LT because %
et 0% <0, 51 B)~G6) DX BREHERT-LRVBIF L THHZ L ThD,

(3) * Because it is my dream. (JH)

(4) * Because I am Japanese! (SH)
(5) * Because English is used all over the world. (UNI)

RFGED T T — & TlX, a4, md, KA LIA T because T~ 12546, *
EI 97.55%, 94.75%, 84.58% DEIG THWIR XEFEHLTWD, iy ¥R n, i
IRDELENL T ORI RLENTRIND ARFBEORETHL EEZEXLNDLN, B
REIZRBWT Y, EHIE R because DL, FELSHEIZIIT D why THhE 55 SCD
B2 LTUIREIND, 1-oT, FEHEPWR CEZLERTHEKE LT, o508 E
XEELFLEELV O T —FOEWVWEZIHFEL WV ENRBTF O, S5, /MK
(2009c) THASMMZEINTWD X H 1T, BIIED P2 EBRE TH/R STV D because
DOBISTDEEBRIR D72 <, Z O ENZ A 7 a 75y Tl &5 Efi & Rz aun
TIZBITWA Z & & ke 72,

LIEUIE, TEARANZEHIL, S0 L 0D X H1E, 35552 E < | (Asao 2006) &
RSN CELD, FEHBC K 28 O HEESCHIER ST, EORMITIEEICR
bihvd,

4.2.2 Qualitative analysis

A E T, HOHFEE 2 — R T THx R ERER BT 2 Mk OB T
(Krzeszowski 1990) Z#£f-> TWD LW I RGRIZESNT, FEESEDFESIT 21T/ -
T& 7z, RHEITHE, BxOERBE FIEETRERET 2 ZLICL - T, BRI X

LD, 2 SO FREOE T LT LS TIIRL, FEREFTITI> ThERNDND, F7z, Leech er al.
(2001) {22~ T, linking words EL"CD so 1, BIFAEEEHEFOM 5 TRHWLNAEL TN,
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U 2R 5, LT, WL MBI 22 RO 20757,

ﬁﬁ@ij&_, HARNFEZX, REEGEH LT, and, but, so, because D X 5 7245

frala AEICEEIEHA L, 2V DI XETEROOBEMEHNT MRS L. Zhid, B

L AERE S, FAL & LEHOEGGE TEE LX) W) BElMoENTH D LD,

SO, FEHEN BTS2 MWW A EIo I, 518 ©)~17) DX, A

gf@ﬂ/?%?ﬁﬂﬁ“éu/\)ﬂﬁ>§< Roivd, 7ok, AEITHE, #ERERBELSOBRMBIZON
FER L2V,

«

(6) * And, I like books and games. (JH)

(7) * And, I want to buy a sofa for a person. (SH)

(8) * And, people in the past couldn’t go abroad easily. (UNI)

(9) * But, it’s very interesting. (JH)

(10) * But, I want to be fat. (SH)

(11) * But, Japanese business people are very busy, so usually they don't have enough time to
do it. (UNI)

(12) * So, I want it very much. (JH)

(13) * So, I have only four thousand yen now. (SH)

(14) * So, English is already second language in Japan. (UNI)

(15) * Because, we need money. (JH)

(16) * Because, my feeling is too bad in the morning. (SH)

(17) * Because, communication is very important thing. (UNI)

COMOBAE, Vb and & but (2%, BEiEITIER <, also X° however D X 9
R O AT 2~ N EE L 72 D (e.g. However, it is very interesting.), @0 E 78 =1
~ O AL, Bifea & HEERIFI OB WICET 2 A FEEBEICAR L TWD Z EICERT
2HDTHD,

E7, e OFFEOHEMBIZREL T &, e BN SND, J7°, 510 (18)
~(20) ZZME T,

(18) * I don’t have tennis shoes and a hat! (JH)
(19) * I don’t have rice and miso-soup in the morning. (SH)
(20) * Though, we can’t still speak and write English fluently. (UNI)

D XIS, BEHEOH ETIX and TIiE7e<, or (HDHWE nor) WD L &
T\ 5 (e.g. I don’t have rice or miso-soup in the morning.), = D AHNZDWTIEZ < DFFE
RIIEFICORRBERH 523, FEEOHMEIT LT Em <,

LT O5IH Q1)~23) 1%, 4l & A EMid % 2 2O RGN & 272 < and IR ETH S
&35 Turton & Heaton (1996) DEFRICIIVE, B AR END L TH D, 720, FEEE
(21X, “It was the first time our national and international network had gathered together in one

place and made us all realise just how much the work has grown” (BNC A00 158) ® X 5 |Z and
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DARFR IR HFAE L, “nice / good and [adjective]” & V9 THEFIL (e.g. [MH 2002) &7
T 5780, BHGGRA S IEE0EInRy, L Lans, F2REN, BEEEE LT,
“[adjective] and [adjective]” &V 5 HgH & 4fte = L IFFHETH D,

(21) ? I want to buy a big and cool Sony [JP:CD = /7K. (JH)5

(22) ? First, I'll wear a pair of strong and thick shoes in order to protect my feet from
something strange. (SH)

(23) ? It is sad and miserable reality. (UNI)

T LT, FEEMECE, 50 24)~@25) DX OIS, NAEOERN AR and 0WiED
BT bur DFERBIN R BN D,

(24) ? I was really fun and tired. (SH)
(25) I usually have bread.
? But I like rice.
I eat rice sometimes.
?But it’s [JP: D~ 7 {2720
And I don’t like milk.
? But I like [JP:PRIE-].
? But milk and [JP: RIS drink [JP:¥ - 721272\ ]. (JH)

SIH 24) 1Z8BTF 5 fun & tired IZIXEESNDRERBITH DL Z LD, ZOXEE, ¥
B CTh D but 72 E %~ T, “I [really had] fun but [I was] tired.”<>“[It] was [real] fun
but [ was] tired.”72 £ L EPNDHREZEDTH S, £ LT, 51H 25 TiE, 7XDH 6, 4
DL OLEAT but #HH L TEY, 2 XHT THO WS EFLH D, L, (“1like rice,
100" DX D 7= T A HHED D) 24T H DO“But 1 like rice.”D X H 12, ST Lbiggl
I8 2 7WEEBLN B D, Scollon & Scollon (1995) 1%, HAA, sEA, HEAZREDEHE
ZDHWD and R0 but DS UIE LIS M 2 Ff o T/ W IR L T\ b, AARZED 173
X, WG CRLIEEOLEICHLHW LN DD GREIED 2000), WHEO E A #E
72 but bRGFEOTWERLZ LN TE S,

AIEICE R LTEW A T, WAWARFEEDR &5, Zim, 5IH 3)~(5) @ X5 72 Hifl
WCERNBE L2 bO0REE LTUIZWOER, 51 26)~@31) O X 5 Wi Ch iR &
nb.

(26) * Because I have a camera, but it is not so good. (JH)

(27) * Because it is very useful and it has my memories. (SH)
(28) * Because they suddenly barked and chased me. (UNI)

5 JEFLL T, SR HE OGS Z AT D721, FEENEWVET W EFTE A ARFECELIEEFFAIL T
b0
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(29) * Because, if we don’t have a breakfast. (JH)

(30) * Because I have no time every morning, so I can eat bread for breakfast very quickly.
(SH)

(31) * Because when I go to foreign country, I will can speak to them (foreigners) and attempt

to communication. (UNI)

51 (26)~(28) 1L, because ThiE 2 HEFHTI NN HERER (and, but)lZ K-> TILIR S LT
WHEATOWR L THD, ZibiE, XEHOEY, HDWITEHE EEBHOE N S
ZRUIE L TV OCiL Z A3 0 TH D, £ LT, 5IH 29)~@31) 1%, because THhE
HUEmET OIS, MOt EERE (e.g. if, when) (Z Lo TENNDIEEEI N ANTD XD
WCHLDIAENTWDE A TOWR X THD, £72, 51 30) DX 572 because & so D .
HEAH 2, AKRDIE, ZHUE, because 1> so D EH B 572 CIREER A £H
HILTHD, ZOEDOMAHIE, FEEIN because <° so & ZErHfiam L [F U X 5 IHW TV
HT EERMLTWD, KA, BHTHA 71T 50, Biao @l &5 T,
S 32) X 97 but & although ® " EFEHL R 5ND,

(32) * Although he died soon, but his story, and his name as a story teller, lasted forever.
(SH)

S BIT, MR IT T & WRHi oM NLETH 5 &0 ) B 2V EEET,
I 33) DX SIS, LIXUIEHEFICEMERILDIARN 2 SN TWD X a2 EHT 5,

(33) * If I take all then I will die because there are very heavy, so I can’t escape. (JH)

Turton & Heaton (1996) (2 XiUiX, &WIOHID if, since, as, & 2L because THE 5
BE1x, TofEICH< Hiz so THRD TR B2\, LaL, 5IH (33) IZIZ, if, because,
so VD 3ODEBEFNHWLNTE Y, FIUTINA T, EHEIF D then W1
TW5, INETFEEICL 28GRI OMEIEH, 6 & EREOEWIZEE T 5 Ak
DARBIZOWTIHTERD, 5IH (33) 1XZ D72l Th 5,

5. Pedagogical suggestion

A= NAFEFO ML, TNETHRAREEFOFM TN I Z A L7 Mgl &ild
CLTEEN, SlBEICHLREREEL2H5 25285 (e.g. Bernardini 2004; Biber et al.
1994; Flowerdew 2001; Ghadessy et al. 2001; Gut 2006; Johns 1994; Kettemann & Marko 2002;
Leech 1997; Meunier 2002; Mindt 1997; Murkherjee 2006; Partington 1998; Ragan 2001; Romer
2004; Todd 2001; Tribble 2001), Z Z £ TARIZEWT, FEESEICA LN WV 20D
RO AR L C& . BT, 2RO EEE 2T, EEOEHREIC T T, W\
INDIRRZATIR D,

Je ¥, BEE OB RAE L A ER ARG R OMAD XD R MICK L TIE, DDL
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(Data-driven learning) HJ72%840C, REFEFEH O il % KWIC (Key Word In Context)
concordance TR T Z ENHHTH D, FHEABHIHEHA Y — 2 2RI 5 2H KX
FEFOBHENE (autonomy) ZHYAR— N5 E W I RS EZEFD (e.g. Osborne 2004), %ZFL&
HOET, 5IH (18)~20) DX 5 2Rk L TiE, TEARM @R 0 O ) 2
WTC, ZEHEOHME 2R T 2MLENHLTHA D,

ZLTC, Wi o X ) B oBMIcs UL, miOE LSS HIRE (ExHiz
1) X°, 3LBHO because % That is because D X 9 72 RBUZE ZH 2 5 L 0 7efgils (EXx#z
2) Wb METHS,

Wr i SCoOBI: * 1 don’t think English should be taught at primary school in Japan. Because
children need to learn Japanese first.

FXHiz 1: 1 don’t think English should be taught at primary school in Japan because
children need to learn Japanese first.

FXHix 2: 1 don’t think English should be taught at primary school in Japan. That is
because children need to learn Japanese first.  (ii# 2003)

T2, WEENDH DR T AR LCE, ROV DIV TW D COHifE
R0, SNt Ml AT B D7 T WA Dy (Hi & e ddy, A EAIRoN, Tk bk
LEETe D), T EEWIRMICIRRT A2 ERHNTH D,

Befic, Bt OBRBIERE, FEENASOLEOR KIEICHEN W LT
HbH, FHITK LT, ﬁ%7@;9&@@?%%%%%%&%%0_&%ﬁmb,i%ﬁ
o7 SERCHEE s LA ORI A FHEICG 25 E b BETH D, Tz, REXOH
BER 2L, a7 CEEsEZOOFER LRI REORM LT, BRilo U X
FR®HDH, TOEIRY A NEREFEEERL, ThOOERRAE 14 i 2 LGN
IRNEEMKT D ETHD EEWT ARERH D, - T, TNOLORIE [£<
5 ERMBT LY BRI 22 E2BRLAVE NI Z RS R THIERDL A
U,

6. Conclusion
AFORQIE, LAFD2>ThH-7T,
® A ERAE, KA L AEN EN DI T, AERIE o B Aol g 1k
EDO X HIZBLT DD
o EE (A, @A, KRFE) L REEEEEE ORI, GRS 8E B
HENZ ED XD 728N B D D)
e, 1 ORQIZEL T, ®HEOMTORERICHHB R X DI, REEEHR O M M

M & BN EIHMEE > TWD 2 RNy oTe, 51T, ksl (TRA) A%
o THEMR T2 U555, and, but, so, because &\ 7= B #EE OREGicd OHEEE,
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EALE, FEBICHEESEVRHAL SR, £ LT, $2 O RQIZELTIX, MM
DFEFICH A S22 KX H1E, BRSO &) [T %”%&lmﬁﬁ E@iwﬁ
Bl £, FEREOBMEN ER->TWIZHONT, BRa I IZ/REEES ORI
WTWS Z & b STz,

DX D RFEF a— X ADSHIE, SLA HFRICE 72 B 0T — % 21k L, Gass
&&mmumM)#ﬁtﬁé FRBESTEICBIT DT RREEHE SFEO L — LD X
FRBDIRDN], R TWAEZEOL—ILDLE HREDRON], F LT, [REEREA
TV é%bﬁﬁb%# ETOFEEFEIHE@T 238 =3B 500, 12 SE5H
%Kiofiﬁméﬂkw~wi,%m:;ofwm¢5%®&®@1&wokﬁwa%

E2&THbDTHL, TNEFIFS, SMlHELVOHMATIE, a— S2FRIE, B

:é%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ#éﬁf?&< IR EBEM, VTR« FWA L, BIREE AL
ML, EECFET—RRZDOEDONHM & 72 % (e.g. Granger 2004; Hunston 2002), % DR
0T, FEEBEB AL, BRDOIFEHER R EOEMET — 4 & RS2 TIEAFE ST
HY, WIIESHEFNBRE L LRV, HEWEZEE L ThRENRITER DR,
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