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KFERNEBBEE X PRIAIFIRICHI I LR

Ho.5% 3!

#H L’

(1. BAREFAEXE, Bk 541004;2. kFHEBEXFE, LT 100089)

HRAREMEET R R ERIEE

LRARER

B ¥ G MR SRR BAh, B K — 84 RIE R EMA
W PE S AE A A R, 30 This picture is fantastic!
XA)E , B H RIS A B E AT SR, 05X
B ULAE A SO AR M SR, BR“ ST 57 (stance) §b , B H
A UARE, n EZSHE” (modality ) \“ W4 (appraisal ) 5§
“JE45” (evaluation ) | “ % W # ( subjectivity ) 1 5 % 3 Wi H
2] (intersubjectivity )” |, “ J. & 5 " ( metadiscourse ) ( Hyland,
=. 2005a,b) %, XEHEERAE SRR AT A 3L R I m S B S E
- FRIABRZRA I ERET R

ONIHDVHAL dIFHL ANV SHDOVNONVT NDIFA0A

2. ETRRERREBIER

2.1 LEHFEEE

S HRBBHEENRETHERET) OHE
i1, Biber(2006:87 - 131) X F AR ELEH LR T AT
FRIEI & AT B EE , BB OB b ST b D R
B A8 , 3 o AR ST 3 (epistemic) bR A B, Hy-
land(2005a) BIBFST R B TR R 6 A SGHE SR 2 1
SGEABENE, SEELAR7ES. EUNFIRER
8A1, RELEHA, R RSRHOEE B B 0RR, 0%
EIEESHR LB 55,

BT B REEN IR BNPE, TEFESARG
A EXE T FH MR E W E SR T 2R,
40 Petch-Tyson( 1998 ) I B 57 B 3k B WA A [ 5 (77
2 I pef R WRNERREEIEWFRES (2
HxEE)FZRHERN“ T3hge WA (writer/reader visibil-
ity) o EDZESCBRAESCH, B4 L A R UIEE R E S
BRI ABRIIAIS 3 B AR AR B4 S A SC A P, 45
S AESCAR BT AT LU AR S i o 0 At 7] ek 246 P 5 S 45
RS, X R I AL H O STRE

B OB A6l £ P ELAF & 09K IE R X P #9303 47 10 ( stance marker) & 1AM KB (R B X B S K
B XAM) DR HATFIARE, EFTAXBIFIHFENERIWEAUIGREH VT RAANRITANFHALERE T 61 4
FEFEWOL RABERRXPWIHRLE 6 BAARERRXPUARLER G EARFHEMRX(r = 0.60), HF , &R
HOSERA X AKX ZRFLEALE RERNRXPEEEFHX, UARBARTEMXUET, FHot, BXAFEEESES
AEEXEELATEMNRAMEGE XL FEANFRIEEFERALHEEETEANETEG AL A, XX

KGR AT PN EEEEH A A R ER R %
PESAKE HI9 XERFRIRE:A SCE4E 1004 -6038(2010)03 -0021 - 04

KEHCM . Neff %A (2003;2004) F X FHEE" (ev-
identiality ) F157 35 45 ic 8 #4118 X Lt BF 3% ( contrastive inter-
language analysis) #, #1535, X SEXT LA ST,
TIESEIEARTGERTIGE XEER  ERK B F B
B AW EEENSEREARN, XETIHHEEHERRY
ARIERIMATRIAM? X FE O T RERE X2
47 XRFMENEEHER K.

22 ABRERER

ShARAE 3t b BF 3 B B HE, RATE LR S Biber A
(1999:972 - 975) 37 H ¥ ic 4 i 2% (10 Palmer,
2001 ; Saeed, 2003 ) HE XBFH S S WELM E, 23 HBK
S BEE (pilot study) S50 T SCASL RIS, W T &3¢
i %f Lb 2R} (tertium comparationis ) , BJ A8 5T 49 B A 43 #p
R, DUT X4 HE 22 e A — 152 .

Biber 2 A ST R ic 4 2548 45 (1) HiRHE (epistemic) |
trictEEdE/ MR, IR EEFELEREHTLAEMNE
FE WIAR BT ELA AR 4E ; (2) 5Bt (attitudinal) , $RiCVE B BB
59#, ZRANANRZ AT M B (3) 5 WK (style of
speaking) , B—F3t TR WA 5 S, XRFHRERE
Ko e AEER e E—r R X A%, 85
R, IRAASESHRTIRRIERBAE S hiet:
RIRM AR, RAVED) T8 X P HIAAIEZ (epistemic mo-
dality ) 1 . %1% 7 (deontic modality ) B4 b EHE S,
INHE SRR HIE A —RFEF 4 A FKE B8 7T
BEHERE, M XS BEYRBIRE 4 ER LB
5 YERY4T R (Palmer, 2001 :8 - 10) , A3 X 554 57 35 4k
FS A AEER AN Z —, _

FHHh EASFTE S, RMNTEEDHIHNE N B H5E
RIS, WA EERERRBRR, WEMB L HEDE,
Hitt, XA 2 H_EXHRICERRA MR ZEZ—,

* BETH ASCHEFEHASGH 2B FRT A ETEREN b EA ¥ ERE D EE RN (U H %45 :08JC740002) 5 R M.

TR EA AR BERE P RINEHEH R D 0RE,

ERWA W, BB B BT IR RINERE RS BIHER, W IR EEM RENEE T ¥
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iy, RAVEE T A AN RIER P s

(1) #0137 (epistemic) 7 HAFIT :

icEE G ENBERE, S EE R SETHEXNE
%;

(2) X451 (deontic) 3L IHHRIC :

FRTEE AT R 0 B/ 5 BB i/ BT
WA BB/ BEH RS

(3) A Bt (attitudinal ) STIFHRIT :

PiCEE MRS A ABREZ NSRS,

(4) A (textual ) SLIFHHRIC :

PRCHEH AU B0, 55 B, TR %4 S A
FIEoe

LAt 37 35ARIE I 4 B R AR ST 0 £ B AMTAESE . 1D
BiricFRERFIENR 3. 2.2,

3. HFRigit

FHRA N T UERRKZAET, RIS AP 6 £ R
— % ERRET (% 0GE) FENGE XM L HiRic
g, USSR RME SRR S EEEEESEW, U
THRIERABI M B R, '

3.1 AR EH

F ST R EGEET AR N RESGE R W
fifikr . WNETWERMNREAR LRBEGEXH
B SR D BV BEAT SR TR 40T, R E A LA T )

(1) FEA$AFREBIGEXH LTRSS HIGE R
BUGE S AR ICE Sk E R BLA XN

(2) PEKXFAFBIGEXP M HHICIES KIS
FEBGE X MR AR LR L RS BAHHxHE? i
RE L KBE FIEHEX?

3.2 KBRS

3.2.1 &k s

AT ET Wi B 5 T i 3 IR BB AE SCE
AT, BIEANEARRTGES SR BGE (R« P %2
BiRE?") , BH%EIET R FBEL (R Is the Internet a
blessing or a curse?) . EHR U B FE B KIE L 4 200
A%, BEENNERE 2 KFERETHEX/EX,
BEIGEEX . RN TRFIENAERK 158 ZE4H, 5
FEAN I EIGEE NS, BGEE 61 M4 EDGE
YESC, B E BB XTI, BR R DUEE B B N A S
,aaz&?a{%zmﬁmﬁo KRIGEEXEHN AEME, A
MTFEEEUBBANETFTHLGRESESREE, HFHEN
HEMAAEZRNG A, N RBEWEEEBARR, HE M, 1
FREt e r S N g LRI A A RRE, Fik, BN %
B, DUBE XA AR E T, i 383 4E 308 w2 R i R
— B, ABFITEL R T X 61 XF 5 BE X R A B 15 A 3
BRI, '

3.2.2 SEEARC AR5

RS ARICE , ROVBFHEN 2, T E 0L
WICUAAE B TAEE SR T, BEMRETRNE L

P F% RB R FEDGEHE
EPI-CER
Certainty "really  as we all know . undoubtedly . obvi-
B ously
#3t BE AAEN T H H I

EPI-EVI

Epistemic |Evidentiality
MR | FEE

some people think .according to,as. . . said

ERE RERERE AR AR

EPI-LIK

Likelihood seem likely , appear .in my opinion.in many
FTBEHE | cases.almost

BAANY B THE TP BB RER

Necessity/ DEO-NEC

Oblfgation should .necessary ,must , shall ,need
DR | BB NGB RER

ﬁ’emlission/ DEO-PER

Deontic | possibility/ -

XA ability can ,will . may ,would could ,able .enable
wE | T2 8T B

DEO-CAU

C"%S;“Y help . effect . save , waste , provide , offer , lead

B

to
R RG WE B SR UET

ATT-AFF

Affect
% like . popular , worry .enjoy .relax . boring

ER H0 REN IR AR

ATT-EVA

Evaf]uation good, convenient, bad , important, advanta-
W ges .useful
FE KE R RS o0 TR MR

Attitudinal
SEH

TEXT
Textual so . therefore .but . first of all for example all
A in all
fHR. e UL BN KK X UE
X

A1 AREFREETH

LEriRES , BARB IR ICE RS R PEEKOE
o BENTHAREERWS FWMITEN, 0 RE BEETR.
FHb,—ERFRT TR ERRTH AR EREN, BET
Nk R AVE A BRI . EREUTHE .

(1) —REBFHEARANRSE BN b, i — R 2w,
BATMRLHLSBTIME, 721 HEXHE—-TMEEBEER
BB E, MENRERRBEENMAA,

(2) B 5, MR LISET A R A RN REXRER.
WMERIMAT IAEREINTEMEERE-FEHNES,
BRABEFATLAF LB RS2 R 8 F B %,
B, @ Ve SRR, MR ERE, RIER THRIR
FHEBRE, BARR, EER AR, ARSBF, NAR
AMEANAET DR A EERMAR, FRRA.

Bl 1 MEESEECHE B, MeE FTULELE,EF
TR RMEEN B %" HERSE, BIRFEME, A
ARERE, B2 P EERMEFENESRBREEN
R URSAMNMER, MAREEITEMSEER S, &H
EMREREARENNY, FEAAABE _RHEREDLSE
ARG, T E R HE VR E e R, A R AT M A Hrh i Ao
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bRt

REMIIBRBLO AR W% R m AfK?”
R, ME AN BERX=ZFEHEXRES R, #1528
HERMEN AN T H 2B X R R )
SRS, WRX = FEX RIS HREBTRI ML
it

3.2.3 trEE

¥RRIRA L tric R, B U e iR E TR An-
noTool 4X% 1 X 122 XA #TiRlE. EEFHAG, LM
BEE T XY, 4 F 825 B 44 5 % BF (inter-annotator relia-
bility) J5 , FLARE T B 19 122 B2 41EH

4. Gt ER

4.1 LB FFE BARGA

WRDURME P AR Caind, U, SRR A
#) B~z PR SR B AntCone i A%E T, 18 38) 4 2%
SR SRR B R. HETIA SPSS AM 4T BB P L TR
EHRREERB L R ATRBREME, FR(F2) BRKE,
WBGEXHH L HRiIC B L EREHNBEML(r=.60,
p <0.01) , B4 BFEEVGE SO L HiRic M A R H AR
EVGE R E I BB N — B

HXAEH pEH |
61 HRX .60 0.000*"
61 FP X | )
A2 EABGEX 3BT G AR M
4.2 2 HFLHA%T
FIUELIHARIC RS HXRE pfE
MR .31 .017*
BWE .51 .000**
i .20 124
aTfe .16 215
XFHH .23 .075
WA .21 .109
1135 .30 .018°
SRS .37 .003**
AEH .58 .000**
i We .07 .584
M .57 .000**
T XA .44 .000* "

k3 EEHTEEIBLmANNY S AKE

M3 AT, R SRR 3 DUE R P R R
RAEX BHXHRBEAE (r=.31,p<0.05), Hb T
P BARC R DUER N AR B XM (r=.51,p
<0.01) , FIREM TR HIRIC LR A BEMX
(48¥}r=.20,p>0.05,r=.16,p>0.05) . X8, hE%
MHFEE DGE P AR TFREM R RL A S HER
HSEHE , T FRIKUESE AT BB ST 350 H A 238

EXFELG T E, P RAR N ERRAR
BB EHERE, MERAEBMERNLGIFCERAEE

B

MR TE , SEH SR C AR R BB R (r=. 58,
p<0.01), M 1B SincE RBRAREE(r=.07,
p>0.05) ; MiF M #E ST HiR e X SUER P HERSE R
HEAEXHM (r=.57,p<0.01),

[FRE, XA L IR IE A AR RMEER (r=.4,p<
0.01), M-FZ,¥IFMNERARTE PHRIGE XEHAM
FXMFRE , HEERDGERABRE LR B,

5.1tig

5.1 LML

BAELE PERFASAEFEXVGEXN, FRRRE
KR FHERR. MR BHNANSKRERE, ERERR
RS EHE L HIRE, BIGE A LR XARREE b
BRIE T o B A BB 3O i A R AE A DB AR (3
BKI5%,2003) REWNBERA —EXHEN. X—4 IR ARTF
Petch-Tyson(1998) AR LK IBEHE RN ZIEFIERE
FENRACAFE B R , , FT LASESE 5T BHE R AN FE T 2 i1 3R
Ho BT EMMERMIFARICS, XA B 2 RE R X
e, X B BGE SR T, LB EE R - - B
“BHE-HK-BRMBSIEEW. X—REFR—RRIGEME
XHEEBFENER

MILFFRE FAORE , KB R L AN A8 S
REER R o, WL (r=.57) BERE(r=.37) BEEE
(r=.30), BRIk, e SLHIRCRA RR ML
(r=SWURHEN, X—KFRHZEEFPHBEOMA, R
—VEE FIGE/E SN R — o '

5.2 X Fia &Mk ATe0ER S .

FIH AntConc 0] LA$K48 4 LR iCTEFT A EBR P Y
HERFIR, B UTAR, ATEBNZTCEEETRIHR
ARERER, LLStnic ¥ AR 8l , B
BT RER R SR IC R B LR E AT AR, 2R
MEEEE BRI RIGERE XN AR A AR
SEEARIC R R 4 B3 RSO R R T E
M. RMEESHRICHERE T BELdRERT A
R, AN “as we all know , generally . BoAI18 M AZBAIH
RETRA” KL EHEA—FREBEZMABKRE, EEER
YE& Z EIE S —F R,

T REIE, FEASGER BB UGS SOP B 5 %
BIR really .as we all know ,show/mean/prove/depends on cer-
tainly/sure/true %, XEAFE AW E FTHEHRFE(4)
4N generally speaking . generally , obviously .as we all know . of
course .in fact, A RYETHIE R 301 4N show/mean/ prove/ de-
pends on , 3B FHNRIZ RN rruth fact, FHENEWIER
14N true . certain , sure, LA 1 B R & WBIH 0 clearly , real-
ly certainly \usually, TIEEDUEDNHESCH, XTI A9 6 FI AR AR
B 2 A T ek A it/ 48 X/ R AL/ /B AR VB SE L E
P/BIR/ BoE , 5%, R, XERETATETAEN
AR AR/ BRATEN ABBE EAHS EXER/AATEH



REERRMERIR X h Y FNICHM TR

W HR KL A REREMIEN/ R/ ERE, EF A
BEREMRE/ T HIER/ BRR/ LT . NHRE,

EiE T
bR Lkt SEHERID Lig

really 13 | Rl be i/ 4 xf/

as we all know 13 | RBFh/ o/ B 24

show/meéan/prove/depends on 13 | 2448 22

certainly/ sure/ true 11 |#aE 19

no doubt/undoubtedly/unquestion- | 10 |iF B/ B/ &bk 18

ably

usually/generally speaking/Gen-| 8 |ZEFXEER]/ AA[EHIA 17

erally

clearly/ obvious/obviously 8 |HiIr 15

of course 7 K 14

truth/fact/in fact 7 | REFRARA# EItEE/

always 5 | RSN ABME 12

do/indeed 5 |RE/ L 10

inevitable/ inevitably 3 |REM/EME/EE |10

no one can deny 3 |HR 7

admittedly 3 | REERU/AILLE/ AT | 7
B/ B S 5
HE/BI 4
— BT/ Bk
BRI J 4

A4 BB P A TR 25 ARk A R
AR, RS 7EE KR b, R R BAMIE S B GR
b ERTFISRIA S I, R R AL

6. &it

A B TEXT L P R IE 2 S F AT ZE S G S
TR FARIC . BRIV T 4 DL HFnic BB (AR
P U BEAERSCERE) & 9 ANTFRL BRI, Bt
TS L3R DUE R & AR E AR, BT EETE
R DNVGEXFE ACHER TN EZKBE LH R
o MAMNER, BETF, LBV F IR IEHERS
DUBEE XA B IEM X (r=.60,p<0.01), A&ME,F
H%¥ JEEFBVGE P RIZAIRYE EHBE . CHFHE LW
RARAAFURSESE AN, 5 RELEIGE XK
SEVRCHE A B A%, B, EXESHOARA L,
UGB L FhRiC M R BIAE %

BHRAVER, KEE I ENEECTRALTZHER
A, T B — AT XS AR F R,
W, BB RERLAERBEEIPAEHERN, B, 1
PR B DR A FIE & SRR AT, AN IRIRE
2R EIES WA TEEMRITM A, SEBEE A TR
ZRHAIRNC AR B A AR, LA e it £ M R 2 1R £
Fo XIEfn Hyland frift, 5 ¥ RioE MR CE+F B RN
By, AR RRE M. (Hyland,2005a)

BE, TERN R AREEGER G, BRTR
A RFEA R TEBEENEER, BR B IAELE RN FE
fESCH , 2 HMBDUE L AR I SRR SCE R, B, &
XHELTIR AR R, SREHRPRNSEBHEE
BHCE AR AR, e, BT LAE e Bk AT S SCHE ST, B AT
e (5"

TE:
O Bl T IR RHHLIEN,
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Abstract; This study takes a contrastive approach to examine the
stance markers in 122 pieces of Chinese learners’ English and
Chinese argumentative essays of a shared topic. An annotation
scheme of stance marking categories ( epistemic, deontic, attitu-
dinal and textual) has been devised to manually annotate the
122 parallel texts. The results show that the overall occurrences
of stance markers in the 61 English texts are considerably corre-
lated (r = 0. 60 ) with those in the 61 corresponding Chinese
texts. A closer look at individual stance categories specifies that
epistemic, attitudinal and textual markers are correlated with
their Chinese counterparts, with attitudinal the highest. The fol-
low-up concordance analysis of the texts reveals that Chinese
learners of English tend to use similar semantic types in two lan-
guages on the one hand,and employ lexical and phrasal items,
which are literal translations to each other,on the other. The ap-
parent alignment in semantic types and lexical realizations of
stance sheds some light of cross-linguistic influence of Chinese
on learners’ English writing.

Key Words : stance markers; interlanguage; discourse-pragmatic
analysis; E-C contrastive analysis; corpus-assisted method
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