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1 Introduction

1.1 Research Team: project in progress
_|_

China: Jessica Kuchler/Dheskali, Sven Albrecht, Guo Ya, Zhang Xinleli
Cameroon: Daniel Nkemleke, Gabriela Cosmina Djele, Jenniver Zschocke
Chemnitz: Jessica & Vincenzo Dheskali, et al.

1.2 Combination of research methodologies
m corpus-linguistic comparisons

m (socio-linguistic/attitude) on-line questionnaires

m eye-tracking (for text processing of crucial features)

1.3 Wider context of empirical corpus research on
usage standards

1.4 MA theses as 2"9/1st original/research texts with
Individual and disciplinary conventions
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1.5 Academic writing “across cultures” (EU,Asia,Africa?)
_|_

popular web definition by James Spradley:

“Culture is the acquired knowledge people use
to interpret experience and generate behavior.”

Where does “cultural variation” (in metadiscourse) come from
In early academic knowledge presentation?

academics’ “socialization/acculturation” as
m gender?
B mother-tongue culture?
H national culture?
|

Institutional acculturation in the discipline/department
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2 Concepts

2.1 Metalanguage
_|_

o metalanguage=metadiscourse (Hyland 2005a): writer-reader interaction;
linguistic devices that assist writers to organize propositions and
present them so that will be easily understood by readers/convince readers

types of reader-writer interaction (Hyland 2005b: 177)

o academic writing in advanced language/lingua franca learning (MA)

o International (Swales/Feak 2012) and national? (Siepmann et al. 2011)
textbooks for teaching?
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2.2 Metalanguage features discussed here
_|_

coherence: cohesion

structuring devises (e.g. conjuncts and, but, then, because)
author commitment/stance: hedges — boosters

modal auxiliaries/2 (only epistemic!)
author-reader interaction: personal pronouns (I/we - you)
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2.3 From usage standards to functional standards

_|_different from eWAVE 235 features in L1 and L2 varieties (incl. HK, Singapore)
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2.4 Genres In academic discourses

Iresearch "output” Instructional disc./e-learning
* research article " ppt presentations
* book reviews = lectures
» project proposals » student presentations
» conference presentations » textbooks
= Wikis
= www pages (HTML, php)

discipline-specific . o -
culture-specific student //teracy - norm-developlng
» fieldwork notes, reports

science "journalism™ = essays / term papers
= popular science articles = MA/BA/PhD thesis
= popular blogs (David Crystal) = seminar presentations, disc.

= popular science films (Horizon)
» popular science books

= science slam / author-specific

wre—specific

"Novice Academic English"
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2.5 Prototype approach to genres in academic writing

technical remed gfz:zs
- peripheral genres e TR
pa newsletter Schmied, J. (2015: 11)

core peripheral genres book

popular blog

keynote lecture / plenary

. textbook
core peripheral genres

lecture

seminar
esentation
discussion

core genres
> handbook
MA thesis 0
PhD article

conference  research
presentation  article

abstract proposal

research
monograph

term paper
(essay)

letter

project proposal
project report
(mterim)

review (article)
response to review

project report

personal/prof.
webpage

conference poster seminar Wiki'blog

curnculum vitae/
resume
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3 Data
3.1 Compatible stratified corpora (2004-16ff)

ChemCorpus | ChAcE Corpus Africa total

country Germany China South Africa | Cameroon
mainland HK

university-stratification Chemnitz + + Stellenbosch | Yaoundé
discipline-stratification - (English) | - (English) + + - (English)
BA theses 80 + 80
MA theses 40 + 40 304 100? 150 120 1000
PhD theses 106
other: term paper + 100+ 100 | (SYSU 50)
total ? ? ? ? ?
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3.2 Compilation and processing

_|_3.2.1 Repositories (cf. CLARIN)

Problems:
m select

m download
m transform
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3.2.2 ChAcE(MA)Corpus set-up by university, sub-discipline
and year

_|_
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genre specialisation number of texts | average length | total words
term paper BA language/linguistics 100 4,200 0.5 Mill.
culture/literature 100 4,700 0.5 Mill.
project report (cultural) 120 4,000 0.5 Mill.
BA thesis language/linguistics 80 12,000 1 Mill.
culture/literature 80 16,000 1 Mill.
term paper MA language/linguistics 80 5,700 0.5 Mill.
culture/literature 80 6,600 0.5 Mull.
MA thesis language/linguistics 40 25,000 1 Mill.
culture/literature 40 25,000 1 Mill.
total 720 6.5 Mill.
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3.2.4 Corpus texts coding scheme and spreadsheet (ZAMA)

M |

- |

L

| vl v | v | v v -
IEEDSﬁF A f 2005 BZ SNS5
BZ05AM A m 2005 BZ 3NS5
BZ06AF A f 2006 BZ SN5
BZ06GM G m 2006| BZ 3NS5
BZ06XM X m 2006 BZ SN5
BZO7IF | f 2007 BZ 3NS5
COSEM E m 2005 C 2N5
CO7AM A m 2007 C 2N5
CO8CM C m 2008 C SNS
COSEM E m 2008 C 3NS5
CO9XF X f 2009 C SNS
Cl12AM A m 2012 C SN5
CECAEM E m 2004 CE bEG
CE10X2M X m 2010 CE bEG
CE10XM b m 20101 CE bEG
CE11EM E m 2011 CE bEG
CE11IF 1 f 2011 CE 6EG
CE12AM A m 2012 CE bEG
CSO6EF E f 2006 C5 1Hu
CSO7AF A f 2007 €5 1Hu
CS09XF X f 2009 C5 1Hu
CS11RM R m 2011 G5 1Hu

35239
29077
14514
28438
16416
13733
23413
200985
29102

4373
36100
18991
49398
40857
39670
45300
61380
23865
33604
57442
27729
24962

4030
4004
2795
4244
2801
2624
2393
2809
2737

796
3802
2753
3315
3247
2814
3211
3255
2248
2820
4638
3126
3330

11,44
13,77
19,26
14,92
17,06
19,11
10,22
13,39
9,40
18,20
10,53
14,50
6,71
7,95
7,09
7,09
5,30
9,42
8,39
8,07
11,27
13,36
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3.2.4 Corpus texts in departments and discipline types (ZAMA)

dept. texts DisTyp DisType tents2? words
—-‘ BotZo & SNS Humanities (Hu) 27 1417544

Chem B 5MNS Interdisc. (1D 26 1000643

CivE B BEG Law [Lw) 1B 1146390

Currs B 1Hu Socials [58) 20 723460

Englit 7 1Hu Maturals [NS) 39 1115830

Econ 7 210 Engineer (EG ) 20 B3 7334

EIEng B GEG

Geo B 21D total 150 031201

Genet B S5NS

Hist 8 1Hu

dourn [ 21D

Ling 7 21D

Lawvl [ 3Lw

Lawe [ SLw

LawP [ SLw

MecE B BEG

MedPh B 5MNS

Meds B S5MNS

Pol [ 1Hu

Phys ] 5MNS

Psych [ 455

SoCAn 8 455

Sport & 455

21 150
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4 Metalanguage Features:
definitions and previous comparisons

4.1 Coherence
4.1.1 Indicators: cohesive devices

formal:
conjunctions: but, while
adverbs: first, then, finally
functional:

sentence adverbials, e.g. clause-initial adverb *ly,

function prototype
listing/enumerative/additive and
adversative/contrastive/concessive but
seqguential/temporal/transitional then
causal/resultative/inferential because

corpuslinguistic comparison by frequency, type,
specificity/complexity and text-/sociolinguistic distribution
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4.1.2 AntConc concordance (KWIC) of unfortunately in BA

term papers in the ChemCorpus
author - reader interaction = contrary to what one might expect, hope
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4.1.3 Conjuncts by function in European learner corpora
(Albrecht 2013: 36, figure 11)

l 16000

comparable?:

14000 ChemCorp = academic?
(e.g. references,quotes;
untimed=edited)

12000 +—

10000 +—

® additive

8000 - m-adversative

causal
sequential

6000 -

4000 - |

2000 - | —

0 -
German Dutch German Swedish
ChemCorpus ICLE
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4.2 Modal auxiliaries

4.2.1 Terminology: stance > hedging/boosting > modality >
auxiliaries/2

_|_

stance definitions:

o personal feelings, attitudes, value judgments, or assessments” (Biber et al.
1999: 966)

o ‘subjective” evaluation on the basis of own knowledge, experience, etc.

o context-dependency

—> academic culture in the discourse community determines how stance is
expressed!

author stance and engagement are crucial variables in academic interaction

“Mood is a category of grammar, modality a category of meaning.”
(Huddleston/Pullum 2002: 172)

“Epistemic is subjective, has a strength and is comparable with probability, but it
differs from it [deontic] in that it involves inference.”
She must have left yesteraay.

“Deontic is usually subjective, indicating what the speaker considers ‘right’
whether morally or as a matter of expediency.”

One should always tell the truth.
We should buy now while the market is depressed.

(Huddleston/Pullum 2002: 186)
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4.2.2 Deontic and epistemic modal auxiliaries in ICE-EA

11 %

— — — 20% 1%

23 % 23 %

— 40%

66 %
86 %

deontic

m epistemic

can could may might must shall should will would
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4.2.3 Hedges/boosters per 1 million words in the BrnoCorpus
and ChemCorpus (Brauer 2013:49, table 17)

Brno (CR) Chemnitz p-value

Amplifier 2,105.07 1,932.36

—| Booster 1,713.69 1,303.09
considerably 30.40 102.79 <0.001
highly 136.79 134.76 > (.05
strongly 34.20 76.52 0.001 <p<0.01
tremendously 1.90 7.99 > (.05
very 1,510.40 981.03 0.01 <p<0.05
Maximizer 391.38 629.27
absolutely 58.90 31.98 <0.001
clearly 148.19 462.53 <0.001
extremely 74.10 57.10 0.01 <p<0.05
fully 83.59 63.96 0.001 <p<0.01
thoroughly 26.60 13.70 > (.05
Downtoner 609.86 785.74
Approximator 317.28 404.29
almost 237.49 340.33 > (.05
nearly 72.20 36.55 0.001 <p<0.01
virtually 7.60 27.41 < 0.05
Diminisher 199.49 229.55
a bit 76.00 15.99 <0.001
slightly 93.09 143.90 > (.05
somewhat 24.70 41.11 > (.05
to some extent 5.70 28.55 > (.05
Minimizer 93.09 151.89
barely 7.60 11.42 > (.05
hardly 76.00 132.48 > (.05
scarcely 9.50 7.99 > (.05
Total 2.714.93 2.718.10
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4.2.4 Relative frequencies of very in BAWE, MICUSP, the
BrnoCorpus and ChemCorpus (Brauer 2013: 63, figure 3)

_|_

learner-related?
simple vs. specific —
explicit
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4.3.1 Variation in personal pronoun usage (/1 M words) by department

1LOOO

10000

8000

6000

4000 -

2000 -

Anth Chem  EngLit Geo Hist Jour Ling MechE CivE Pol Curr Law Psych

m 1st sing
1st pl
E2nd
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4.3.2 Variation in personal pronoun usage (/1 M words) by
mother tongue (names)

__|_

8000
interpretation?:
7000 /=authoritarian?
you=incl. reader?
6000 )
department/univ.
ina?
I teaching”
M 1st sing
4000
1st pl
m2nd -
3000
2000 -
1000 -
0 .

Afrikaans English SAfrLang
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5 Preliminary results

Standards Conclusion 25/50

5.1 Conjuncts 5.1.1 Resultative as a result (in ChACEMA)

Concordance Hits 708
_|Hit  EKWIC

ve and prejudice, he cannot improve the cultural f&arning effectively.

As a result, it is sincerely h::u@a

, explain and comment on these behaviors based on their own culture.
itial power or ability in the learner that may be developed step by step
who are strongly influenced by the English language tend to use it

1

2z

3

4

5 |cation of the basic verbs that indicate the desired action directly.
6 | of the major languages in the world, reflecting two main cultures.
7 lin apricot forest) to pay tribute to the distinguished doctors, and
8 |taught to construct an inferential mode in listening comprehension.
9 vide as an input to the hearer's inferential comprehension process.
10 | the students lack inferential knowledge in their listening practice.
11 hprehension but inferential questions were very difficult for them.
12 y special -- but winning as a black American is a knockout.” 36
13 n who wrote The Pleasure of Enchantmen. 60 Moreover, perhaps
14 ts presence within the narrative serves incessantly to disrupt authority.
15 4 it hard to continue the topic, which would make the class mechanical
16 =xperience, that they cannot be adequately taught in a classroom.
17 xperiment class they had in fact two more classes than control class.
18 . message or the iconic message can't avoid ambiguity and subjectivity
19 ategy will be traced out in the direction of conversational implicature

20 informative as is required”. The deliberate withholding of information

As a result, unconsciously, their own be
as a result of internal change through |
As a result, whenever it is uttered il
As a result, Chinese finds imperative
As a result of the reform and open doo
as a result, “&HA" (apricot forest) he
As a result, we propose that the theori
As a result, verbal communication cai
As a result, we suggest that the theorie
As a result, we put forward an infer
As a result of her literary and artist
as a result of the burgeoning field of Al
As a result, Beloved makes overt the o
as a result. b) Teachers must be aw:
As a result, little attention was direc
As a result data showed in the inve
as a result of over-emphasis on the co
as a result of flouting the four conv
as a result of flouting of this sub-maxin




ICAME

2:!_)028 /K50/n196 Introduction Concepts Data Features Results Standards Conclusion 26/50

5.1.2 Frequency of semantic conjunct classes in ChAcEMA vs.

ChemCorp
i
: CITAEEIR ChACEMA I SEEs ChemCorpBA SEIICEZLA ChemCorpMA
conjunct type (total (per 1M) (total (per 1M) (total (per 1M)
frequency) P frequency) P frequency) P
Listing/enumerative 21090 4149 3275 4551 1772 3337
Listing/additive 17223 3388 3711 5157 2584 4867
Summative 797 156 268 372 233 438
Appositive 10508 2067 9580 1331575 1975 2401
Resultative/inferential 27423 5395 3131 4351 2287 4307
Contrastive/concessive 16768 3299 4376 6082 2900 5462
Transitional 1516 298 216 300 152 286
Total 95325 18756 24557 34132 11203 21101

Average 13617 2679 3508 4876 1600 3014
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5.1.3 Frequency of resultative/inferential conjuncts in
ChAcCEMA vs. ChemCorp

+ i ATAESIA ChACEMA AEmCel ChemCorpBA SETCLAIA ChemCorpMA
conjunct (total (total (total
frequency) (= ) frequency) {p=r ) frequency) (e )

(and) so 10660 2097 646 897 439 826
accordingly 327 64 43 59 48 90
as a result 708 139 70 97 51 96
consequently 356 70 173 240 111 209
for this reason 75 14 24 33 9 16
hence 700 137 229 318 162 305
In this case 235 46 89 123 69 129
in this respect 47 9 58 80 10 18
In this way 659 129 19 26 19 35
of course 408 80 111 154 65 122
so that 1066 209 86 119 39 73
then 4685 921 282 391 206 388
therefore 4229 832 747 1038 397 747
thus 3268 643 554 770 662 1246

TOTAL 27423 5395 3131 4351 2287 4307
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5.1.4 Conjuncts (enumerative) gquantitative: ChemCorp
vs. ChAcEMA

i

30
I

20
1

10
1

CMA

T
ChemCorpusBA

corpora

T
ChemCorpusMA

detailed data distribution not good for
hard tests, so (courtesy M. Hofmann):

frequencies transformed into ranks
(Sheskin 2011)

assumptions: gvima (=Global
Validation of Linear Models
Assumptions; Pefa & Slate 2006)

Kruskal-Wallis test
(non-parametric equivalent to
ANOVA):

x> =7.86,df =2, p=0.02

Dunn’s posthoc test (incl.
adjustment of p-values in
multiple comparisons according
to Holms (1979) :

corpus Z statistic __p-value

ChemBA — ChemMA: 0.653504 (0.26)
ChemBA — ChACEMA: -2.034776 (0.04)?
ChemMA — ChAcEMA: -2.688280 (0.01)



Introduction Concepts Data Features Results Standards Conclusion 29/50

5.2 Modal auxiliaries
5.2.1 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: may (in ChAcEMA)

_|_

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.1 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: may (in ChAcEMA)
-

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.deZphil/eRyglish/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.1 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: may (in ChAcEMA)

double
hedging
hedging/
tentativeness

double

hedging

_ p—

——

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de



Introduction Concepts Data Features Results Standards Conclusion 32/50

5.2.2 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: might (in ChAcEMA)

_|_

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.2 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: might (in ChAcEMA)

—|_ — —

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.2 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: might (in ChAcEMA)

hedging/ tentativeness
|
hedging/ tentativeness
|l

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.2 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: might (in ChAcEMA)

—|_ hedges

contradiction
oxymoron?

|

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.3 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: would (in ChAcEMA)

_|_

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.3 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: would (in ChAcEMA)

_|_

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology
https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.3 Modal auxiliaries qualitative: would (in ChAcEMA)

_|_

Josef Schmied
English Language & Linguistics
Chemnitz University of Technology

https://www.tu-chemnitz.de/phil/english/sections/ling/presentations_js.php
josef.schmied@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
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5.2.4 Modal auxiliaries quantitative: ChemCorp vs. ChAcEMA

+ ChACEMA ChAcEMA  ChemCorp BA ChemCorp BA ChemCorp MA ChemCorp MA
(absolute (per 1M) (absolute (per 1M) (absolute (per 1M)
frequency) frequency) frequency)
modal
can 2345 3259 1563 2943 23298 4584
could 1045 1452 591 1113 3978 782
may 648 900 675 1271 6065 1193
might 687 954 522 983 1195 235
must 232 322 96 180 2355 463
shall 275 382 23 43 240 47
should 626 870 369 695 8152 1604
will 1400 1945 1200 2260 10528 2071

would 1019 1416 807 1520 3821 751
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5.2.4 Modal auxiliaries quantitative: ChemCorp vs. ChAcEMA
_|_

detailed data distribution not good for
hard tests, so (courtesy M. Hofmann):

m frequencies transformed into ranks
(Sheskin 2011)

m assumptions: gvima (=Global
Validation of Linear Models
Assumptions; Pefia & Slate 2006)

m Kruskal-Wallis test
(non-parametric equivalent to
ANOVA):
x> =8.64,df =2, p=0.01

m Dunn’s posthoc test (incl.
adjustment of p-values in

multiple comparisons according
to Holms (1979) :

corpus Z statistic _p-value
ChemBA — ChemMA: -2.821521 (0.007)
ChemBA — ChAcEMA: -0.697955 (0.242)
ChemMA — ChAcEMA: 2.123566 (0.034)
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6 Functional standards
6.1 New definition

_|_

non-native standards should be

frequent
= in different genres, disciplines, educational levels, etc.

international
= usage in universities in very different countries, e.g. China, Germany,
(South) Africa, etc.

functional a

= justifiable in logical-semantic terms Oub/e/,
transparent e /’,0@,. Cag;

= intelligible as sense elements ,77/0%7@@1‘ 2057192
acceptable T oty ”7<%<

= no negative sociolinguistic connotations, like “uneducated”

processable
“unnoticed”, without unintentional cognitive salience, awareness

combine corpus-, socio- and psycholinguistic methodologies, i.e.
B frequencies in a wide range of styles/usages,
B acceptability in one-line questionnaires,
B eye-tracking experiments with appropriate user-groups
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6.2 Eye-tracking experiments
6.2.1 Research applications

_|_

widely used In L2 acquisition and L2 processing
(Roberts/Siyanova-Chanturia 2013)

application to African Englishes (van Rooy 2010):

distinguishing between error, innovation, new conventions
(can be able to)

measurements:

m total fixations

m regressions

m first fixation duration
m total gaze time

experiments: 2 groups of readers reading real ChE sentences:
13 hedging + modality (Chinese, German)
24 articles + modality (Chinese, Czech/Polish, German)
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6.2.2 Eye-tracking: acceptable? vs. unacceptable? usage of may

_|_
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6.2.2 Eye-tracking: acceptable? vs. unacceptable? usage of ma:

_|_

problems of interpretation:

« acceptable if concentrated
conscious/attention

* unacceptable if processing
problem of form, not of
meaning (disagreement)
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6.2.3 Eye-tracking: acceptable? vs. unacceptable usage of
would

_|_
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7 Conclusion

7.1 Limitations
_|_

m corpuslinguistic:
some features are difficult to search for,
esp. ambiguous forms and O articles (a special problem for
speakers on Slavonic languages and Chinese)

m on-line questionnaires:
getting enough respondents
socio-biographical data reliable?

m exe-tracking:
many other factors, incl. linguistic complexities and proficiency
influence reading
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7 Conclusion
7.1 Limitations

m corpuslinguistic:
some features are difficult to search for,

esp. ambiguous forms and O articles (a special problem for speakers on
Slavonic languages and Chinese)

m on-line questionnaires:
getting enough respondents
socio-biographical data reliable?

m exe-tracking:

many other factors, incl. linguistic complexities and proficiency influence
reading

example: on-line questionnaire
on article choice by SYSU students
(Albrecht 2016: 44, Table 3.9
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7.2 Further work
_|_

combination of research methodologies

but impossible to get the same users for writing, reading and answering
questionnaire

expansion of ChemCorpus to make it more compatible
(incl. writer information like training and reader expectation like teaching)
for certain usage analyses like semantic prosody or metaphors even

expansion of the ChAcE data-base:
tidy --> bigger

compilation - analysis - compilation - analysis - compilation -



ICAME

Hong Kong Introduction Concepts Data Features Results Standards

Conclusion 49/50
25-29/5/16

7.3 General international “political discourse”:

Convergence or Diversity?
_|_
Research English

compromises?

in advanced

lingua franca English?
(Mauranen 2012)

Student/Learner English

Are conventions becoming more and more similar because of Anglo-American
dominance (gate keepers and guidebook publications)?

How much convergence do we want in research English?

How much diversity/individual creativity do we accept in student English?
Which features do we want to reduce or increase (teaching)?
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