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(stance, )

’

( Kuczaj & Daly, 1979: 572;
Perkins, 1983; Coates, 1988) ;

2

( Cook 1978; DeCarrico

1986:665; , 2009: 120) ,

( 2008)

(2009)
“ 7 I think
(Sinclair, 2004: 133)
( Biber, Conrad & Cortes, 2004 Biber &
Barbieri, 2007)
, 1200
(lexical bundle,
), ( stance bundle)
, ( ) )
( ITdon’t

know what) ( I dont want to)

( you have to do) ( what we' re

going to) ( tobeable to) (Biber, Conrad
& Cortes, 2004: 384-386; Biber & Barbieri, 2007:
89) (Du Bois, 2007: 163)

, - (evaluates an
object) ('positions a subject, usually
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the self) ( aligns with other ,
subjects)” , areto my
this one for; s
alot of to be able to;
(Scott & Tribble, 2006: 5) , asaresult  on the other hand
( 0’ Keeffe, McCarthy & Carter, 2007: 6}
1) 66)
I think it R
is a funny story ; “ 7
, I think it is, think it is R
a, it is a funny, is a funny story
2) ( well I think it it
)
(CIC) .«
I don’t know (588 /100 ); , ‘ ’
500 (CANCODE) 7, “ (anchor)”
you know I mean (Biber, Conrad & Cortes, 2004:377,399),
Ithink(28~ 40 / )3 ,
( you know really
) «
, ” ( Biber, 3.
Conrad & Cortes, 2004: 400)
3) 1
Biber Y36 ) LSWEC? 640 10~ 100 /100
Scott (40 ) BNG-CONV 100 ( )
3 O Keeffe ( 20 ) CANCODE 500 59~ 136 /100
LINDSEF bri 11.7
4 NS ( 3598 ) 2~37 /10
LINDSERchi 6. 35
5 | NNS (2000 ) 3~41 /10
1

© %A% 5 149 Biber 475 & (1 AR, T Fl) 48 Biber, Corad & Cortes( 2004:384-386) ; % 5 2 49 Scott & 37 W 13
& &M A Scott & Tribble (2006: 140) ; % 5 3 49 O’ Keeffe & 3 W3 & £ 48 O Keeffe, McCarthy & Carter(2007: 66); %
54 4 A5 49 NS Ao NNS v 38 £ 3 WAL iy JF K b SUSE (R 89 S8 40 H 405 38 HHE RIR( 3 L AT %F, 2008: 340)

@ %3 ¥ LSWEC 4 #k Longman Spoken and Written English Corpus, http://www. ebookee. net/search. php? cx=

005418540955315608444% 3 Ahzcbi9hnswe& cof= FORID% 3A11& g= longman+ spoken+ and+ written+ corpus&sa=
Search# 1533(October-16-2010) ;
BNC_ CONV A British National Corpus ¥ 49 & & 384, http:// ww w. natcorp. ox. ac. uk/ what/index. html ( October 16-

2010) ;
CANCODE #4#k Cambridge and Nottingham Corpus of Discourse in English, http://www. cambridge. org/ cn/elt/ catalogue/

subject/ custony/ item3646595/ Cambridge- Inter nationat Corpus-Cambrid ge- and- Nottingham-Corpus of Discourse- i Eng lish-
(CANCODE)/ ? site-locale= zk CN( October 16-2010) ;

LINDSEI 2#% Louvain International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage,

http: /7 www< uclouvain. be/ er cectlindsei. html{ G ctober16-2010) .
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Biber
( 1 2 3
Biber 6.4 @
( 1 4 5
10~ 100 ( stance ® ,
expressions) , 36 ( 1 3),
52 4.
70% 4.1 O iEF ZARIE R A HANTE X
, Sinclair(2004) 1 1 ,
© 36 36 (144 ) 32
, , 2
I( Pmme): 17| know:9 |going(to): 10 | to: 23
you: 14 want: 9 have(to) : 7 | do/ don’ t/not: 19
itoit: 3| think:3 | able(to) : 1| bef was/ are: 10
wd  were: 2 what/how/ whether/ w hy/if: 8
a/ and: 5
well/ oh/ go/ so: 4
36: 25% P1: 15%| 18: 12% | 69: 48%
2 Biber
2 1/ 4, 90% (Biber, Conrad & Cortes, 2004: 374)
(L you we); (
, 1/ 4 :386-381) 86%
to ( ) L
, Ildon’t know, do you you, we; know, want, think
want, going to ( 3) 3 going to, have to ( 3
(36+ 21+ 18=175) )
, , (39% + 17%= 56%)
I you , 3
| o

© Bp AL &k EX AE A W AMERLE W A E S AR SE X 899870 35 ( lexical grammar), # 1 Sinclair(2004:

164-176)
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(44%) (39%) (17%)

and vou have to and I don’ t know are we going to

. Y I don’ t know how are you going to
going to be a

) I dor t know if do you want a
going to have a R

i " I dor’ t know what do you want me
going to have t ,
Om. 0. e I dor’ t know whet her do you want to
I think it Was I don’ t know why what do you want
I thought it was I dor’ t think so

['was going to I don’ t want to

if you want to .
I' m not going to

not going to be

3 - b oh I dor’ t know
we er going to have well I don’ t know

you have to be

it’ s going to be
to be able to

ou have 1o do you don’ t have to
u have )
¥ . bt T you don’ t want to
you know w ha
you want me to

you want to go

3 Biber
( )+ / + (
)+ / —
, 4.2 ZAERAEXGBRIEEY R
, Biber
, Scott O’ Keeffe
( 1 2
3) ;
; 4
Biber
Scott (40 |17/ 40= 43% I don’ t know I 22/40= 55%
) know what I mean
no [ don’ t think
what do you mean
what do you think
O Keeffe 7/20= 35% know what I mean 11/20= 55%
(20 ) you know I mean
do you know w hat
what do you think
4 Biber
4 Biber
, « ( pragmatic integrity)”
Scott 40 O’ Keeffe 20 (O’ Keeffe, M CCarthy & Carter, 2007: 75)
, 1/3

, (55%) ,
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( SO) Ramk | Freq|| Stat Collocate
1 |[s8 |[7.61514a |[[don't
( $0) 2 ||s2 ||7.20910 ||[was
3 |la7 ||6.85527 |mean
, 4 ||las ||6.70521 [[think
. 5 |lao ||6.32365 |[rnow
I thmk’ 6 32 (|5.65683 (|i
you know , I mean 7 |l22 ||a.s8949 |lwent
? 8 |15 ||3.87260 ||haa
o ||l13 ||3.60331 |[1ike
10 |[12 ||3.46223 ||can
4.3 F FEKRF AL ZARE RN Shb 11 |[12 ||3.46137 ||[have
) 12 (|10 ||[3.16196 |[|[aian't
Biber 36 7 13|ls ||l2.82697 ||just
( 8 ) 1al|l7 ||2.64570 |[|coula
1s5|[7 ||2.64556 ||[can't
NS NNS 16|[7 ||2.64189 |[want
17|le ||[2.44929 ||got
( 1 4 5) 18 ||e 2_a4924 ||came
19lle |[2.44918 ||real1ly
) : 20 ||s 2 _.23601 ||lused
NS ( ): 29/ 43 = 67%. 225 2123451 [lomm
194/ 117000x10000= 17( / ) 1 NS Vwelyou IR
NNS( ): 10/43= 23%, 52/ roara | Froa [ it —
63500x10000 = 8§( / ) 1 (129 [11.35605 [think
2 105 10.24694 ||4i
@ 3 [lax1 ||l6.40153 [fwant
’ ’ a4 |36 ||5.99842 [have
NS 10 5 |[|3a 5.82984 |lcan
6 |31 |[|5.56631 ||1ike
67% (29 194 ), 7 |30 ||s.-4763a |[don't
17 ; NNS NS N | | miit | it
(10: 29): NS (8: 13 |po |2 27ire [lene
0 e 2 H o R =y
14|16 ||3.99897 [[5ust
’ 40 100 15|12 ||3.45472 gnd
16 ||9 2 .99585 so
? : 17 (|8 2.82794 |[|lam
NS( ): 21/32 = 66%, 187 2.64316 ||we
19 ||7 2.63356 |lex
121/ 117000x10000= 10( / ) 20 ||s 2.23534 (|should
21 ||s 2.23373 |[when
NNS( ): 8/32= 25%, 44/ 22 ||s 2.23128 |you
23 |5 2.22916 in
63500x10000 = 7( / ) 2 NNS  Uwedyou 1R
NNS 32 (1R) s
25% |, NS 1/3 43 ("T=score 2. 0000)
, ( 1 2),
(I don’ t know how/what/
whether, If you want to, what do you think ) , 1 2 s
s 10 8 s
s 85% (44/ mean, think, know, like, want
52) have/ had ( to), can/ could, will/would/
NNS should just, really ,
R , ,NS NNS
( , don’t, didn’t, can’ ,
) , NS NNS know ,

@, LINDSELbrif= LINDSEE chin 3 4 50 % k57 4 /£ ) 45 0% 18] 4 4+ 3 ) 4% 35 A O 35 % 4 69 35 4
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think, mind, remember, have to, need to

)
2
s 1 2
NS I think NNS
(45< 129),
I don’ t think 2,

I I'd like to I
but I'd like to I
erm I'd like to I

I'd like to see I

think I'd like to the £ilm I
I'd like to do ITI

I'd I'd like to mm I
ao I'd like to and I I
veah I'd like to I
what I'd like to yes I
and I'd like to I
I'd like to go ITI

I'd like to teach I

I I do like IIT

and I was like and alsoc I
I wasa like oh IrT
I I'd like to Iz
I I do like erm T
that I don't like film I
I don't like that I
I don't like it I
I would like to I
I'd I'd like to I
I'd just like to I

3 NS I Ilike 4 NNS
3 4 NS NNS I+ like
1 2 NS UVyou/we +
like NNS (13:31), 3
NS 1 like
( I'dlketo --9; 4 NNS
“ (I like sth.)” 5 NNS
| will ,
NS 0, ru.., r
d .., T would ... Stubbs
(1996: 202, , 2009: 120) , ¢

(
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I don’ t think it is ...
NNS

46223)

1
+

like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
like
I 13i

I

3

like I+ will

to be
to do
I like
to talk

the

the f£ilm
the

the I

to

the the

I

gone

the

most

most is=s
gone with
thia £ilm
iz wery
ke the

like

, NNS

" (

it is not --)
NS, can( 5. 82984 : 3.
will  should
4 Concgram @ I
Rand | Freg || sest Collocate
1 58 ||7.61514 ([[don't
2 52 ||7.20910 ||lwas
3 47 ||6 .85527 |Imean
4 45 |16 .7052]1 ||[think
5 40 ||6.32365 ([kkanow
6 32 ||I5.65683 ||1
7T 22 ||4.68949 |(|lwent
8 15 ||3.87260 ||had
9 13 ||3.60331 (|1like
10 ||12 (|3 -46223 ||[can
11 ||12 (|3-46137 |(|have
12 ||10 (|3-16196 ||[didn't
13 (|8 2.82697 ||Just
14 ||7 2.64570 ||could
15 (|7 2_.64556 ||[can't
16 ||7 2.64189 |lwant
17 ||6 2.44929 ||got
18 ||6 2.44924 ||came
19 ||6 2.44918 ||[really
20 ||5 2 _.23601 |lused
21 ||5 2 .23585 ||thought
22 (|5 2 _.23434 |lerm
5 NNS I wil
2
2 o
o
, 2009: 120)
2
. 2000 ,
(0’ Keeffe,

McCarthy & Carter, 2007: 3738)

O s iRH 248 m S, 42 can 48 5 could, will 4838 11 A= would, should #8 3+ will #= would %
@ HF TATUA HRRA MRS MEELE Z 7 536 R Rl A HE 5 1 Fle9 4235 5 5], Bl de £ w05 £ TR E 1
F= know , 7 2 I ¢.4% far as | know, I know that I, but I only know, I really don’ t know, know what I mean ¥i&3 %1

Warren, 2008; 316-317
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, 50%

” (Stubb, 1996: 202,
120) ,
[13 2 (

, 2009:

,2009: 117118)
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On the Employment of COCA and CCL in Translation Teaching
ZHU Xiaomin

Abstract: As a new approach of exploring language phenomena and nature, corpus linguistics has
witnessed encouraging development since the 1980s. Corpus has virtually penetrated into every field of
language research. At present, the employment of bilingual parallel corpora and translational corpora in
translation teaching and research is well studied. However, study on the use of monolingual corpora in
translation teaching and research is scant. By using freelyaccessed Corpus of Contem porary American
English( COCA) and Corpus of Chinese Language ( CCL) in translation teaching, this article endeavors to
prove that monolingual corpora are useful tools in translation teaching.

Key words: corpus, COCA, CCL, translation teaching

( 3 )

Exploring Stance Bundles in Spoken English — A Corpus Perspective
HE Anping

Abstract: This is a study on stance bundles in spoken English corpora. Enlightened by Sinclair’ s
(2004) “lexical grammar” theory, the author did a “ second processing” of some 4-wordbundle lists
automatically retrieved by previous corpus linguists from several large spoken English corpora, and worked
out a typically formal, semantic and pragmatic pattern of stance bundles. The pattern is then used to
compare two homogeneous min+ corpora based on British and Chinese university students respectively. The
results reveal that stance bundles in these two types of students have marked difference not only in terms of
frequency and types, but also in semantic orientation and pragmatic functions, thus bringing about
reflections on EFL education in China.

Key words: corpus, stance bundle, spoken English, English teaching



