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A Corpus-based Study of the Modal Verbs in English Majors Argumentative Essays

Long Shao-bin Fu He-bin Chen Tian-zhen Wang Chen
( Jiangxi Normal University Nanchang 330022 China)

This paper takes WECCL 1.0 and 2.0 as experimental corpora and LOCNESS as comparative one examines the features of
modal verbs in Chinese English majors” argumentation. Finding reveals: (1) The use frequence of modal verbs is unequal: Ma—
jors overuse those modal verbs which are of deontic modality such as can should will may must need oughtto and under—
use those modal verbs( would could might) which characterized by epistemic modality as well as those often used in subjunctive
conditions. Besides there is no significant difference between the two groups in usage of modal verbs in their argumentative essays
and no progress in the use of epistemic modal verbs. Finally this study being the succession and development of previous stu—
dies provides interpretations for the result from the perspective of modal conversion modal acquisition language practice and
some implications for modal verbs teaching and learning.
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