1-Moayab. Kopnyc JuHrBHCTHKACBHIHA Kipicne

Hopic Nel
Hopic TakpipbiObl: Kopriyc TMHTBUCTHKACH Typaibl
Cypakrap:

1. Kopryc TMHIBUCTUKACHI IIOH PETiHIIE

2. Kopmyc TuHTBUCTHKACHI JeTeHIMI3 He?

1. Kopryc TMHTBUCTHKACHIHBIH TIOH PETiH/AE KaJIBINITACYbIHBIH O€Tii Oip anFbImapTTapsl Oap.
bacTtankpiga KOMOBIOTEp JTMHIBUCTUKACKH MOHIHIH IIEHOEPIHIE KaJIBIITACKIN, KeHIHHEH TaOUFu
TUIJI MalllMHAAA OHJACYIH KeHOIp cypaKkTapbl MEH Macenelepl O6eiHI KOPIyC JUHTBUCTUKACHI
MIOHIHIH asChIHA OTTI.

Koprnyc nuHrBHCTHKAchl aybi3lia HeMece jkazdalia TUIAIH YJATUICPIH JKWHAY apKbLIbI
TaOWFU Taiiia OONAThIH TUIMIK KYPBUIBIMIBI KOHE KOJJIAHYIbl TalIJalTBIH 3E€PTTEY CalachlH
artanel. B.3axapos nen C.bormanosa 2011 xpinrbl «KoprnycHast TMHTBUCTHKA» (YYEOHUK AJIS
CTYJICHTOB HarmpaBiieHUs «JIMHIBUCTHKA») OKYJIBIFBIHIA KOPIYC JIMHTBUCTHKACHIH ObLIaMIIa
anbIKTaraH: «KopmycHasi TMHTBUCTHKA — Pa3/iell KOMIIBIOTEPHOM JIMHTBUCTHKY, 3aHUMAIOIIUNACS
pa3paboTKOi OOMIMX MPUHIMIIOB ITOCTPOSHUS W HCIOJBb30BAHUS JIMHTBUCTHUYECKUX KOPITYCOB
(KOpITyCOB TEKCTOB) C IPUMEHEHHEM KOMIBIOTEpHBIX TexHosorui» (7). Kommbrorepmik
JMHTBUCTUKAHBIH OeiMi Me? OKyJIBIK aBTOPJIApbIHBIH OibIHIIA, KJI-ChbI OHBI XKeKe MoH peTiHze
TaHyJbIH KeM JereH/Je €Ki KbIpblHa ue Jaeiiai: «l) XapakTep HCHOJIB3YEeMOro CIOBECHOTO
Marepuaia; 2) cneuuduka nHcrpyMenTapus ().

Kopnyc nMHrBUCTHKACBIHBIH 0acka MOHAEPACH EpeKIIeNiri COHJAa, erep CeMaHTHKa,
CUHTAKCUC HEMECEe KOTHUTUBTI JTMHTBHCTHKA JiepOec MoHAep peTiHae aaychi3 tanbuica, KJI - ete
keH yrbiM. Mpicansl, A.3axapoB mneH C.bormanoBa KJI «Tinmik 3epTreynepiiH KemTereH
acCTeKTiIepiHe KoJIJaHyFa OOJIaThIH 9icHaMa OoJbIn TabbUTa b aeii. Keitbip 3eprreynepae o
JMHTBUCTUKAIIBIK TalAaylapblH ofici fen Te cunaTttanaasl. Bonsdraur Teybept/Teubert (2005)
KJI KOTHUTHBTI JMHTBHCTUKAMCH CAJIBICTBIPAJbI: «MEH VIIiH, - JeHal FallbiM, - KOPIYC
JUHTBUCTUKACHl JKOHE KOTHUTHBTIK JIMHTBUCTHKA Oip-OipiH TOJIBIKTHIPATHIH, OipaK caibI
KelreHae yilecneitin eki mapaaurma. Kormwmtusti JI celineymiisiep MeH THIHIAYIIBUIAPIBIH
oiimapplHAa He Oap COFaH KBI3BIFYIIBUIBIK TaHBITaAbl. bi3 OWBIMBI3ABI ceiineyre Kauai
altHanapIpambI3? bi3 ecTireHiMi3ii HeMece OKbIFaHBIMBI3/IbI OifFa Kajail kemripeMi3? T.T. MyHBIH
OopiHIH KOPITyC JHUHTBUCTUKACHIHA KATHICHI >KOK. KJI Tiire mcuxoiorusiiblK eMec, dIeyMETTIiK
MepcreKTUBaad Kapaiasl. BepOanasl e3apaspekerTrecy aaaM3aTThlH OJIEyMETTIK TOINTapbhIHA
013/11H €H aKbIH TYBICTAPbIMBI3/IaH - MAaHMBLIAApP TOOBIHAH Ja - KYpAedipeK O0IybIHa MYMKIHIIK
Oepeni. MaiimMbuiiap He icTece Je, oJiap Ma3MYHJbI KETKI31M KaTKaHbIH OUTMEN Il KoHE oap
JKETKI31M KaTKaH Ma3MYHFa YKBIMIBIK TYpJe OillaHa anmMaiabl. Anam3ar Ma3MyH/IbI YKBIMIBIK
TYPIE KeTice alaThIHIBIFBIMEH epeKIIe.

For me, corpus linguistics and cognitive linguistics are two complementary, but

ultimately irreconcilable paradigms. Cognitive linguistics is interested in the

minds of speakers and hearers. How do we turn our thoughts into speech? How

do we transform what we hear or read into thoughts? If we are all born with

the same language faculty, how can we draw the line between what is common

to all languages, and what is specific to individual languages? To what extent is

our linguistic performance governed by universal laws underlying our language

faculty, and to what extent is it governed by the cultural conventions of the

language community in which we have grown up?

All this does not concern corpus linguistics. Corpus linguistics looks at

language not from a psychological, but from a social perspective. Verbal interaction

is what allows human social groups to be infinitely more complex than

even groups of the apes, our closest relatives. Whatever apes do, they are not

aware that they are conveying content and they cannot collectively reflect on



the content they are conveying. Humans are unigue in that they can can negotiate
content collectively. (My version of corpus linguistics Wolfgang Teubert)

Enneme KJI nereHiMi3 He OCBIHBI KAaKChHUIAI YFBIHBIT AJIAHBIK.

2. Kopnyc JMHTrBHCTUKAChHl JereHiMmi3 He? JIMHrBHUCTep apachlHAa KOPIYC JUHBIUCTHKACHI
JIeTeHIMi3 He HeMece He OOJybl KEpeK JIeTeH CYpaK KoIl TalKbuIanFaH. Kopiryc TUHTBUCTHKACHI -
OyJ1 Kypal, 9[Iic, 9[icTeMe, 9/1iCTAHBIM/IBIK TACLJI, IIOH, TEOPHUs, TEOPUSIIBIK Ko3Kapac, mapajgiurma
(TEOpHUSUTBIK HEMece o/liCHAMAJIbIK) HEMeCe OCBUIAPABIH KUBIHTBIFBI TCOPHS Ma, MOCIbh Me,
Hemece ofic me, He on? Ockl cypakka Oipi3mi kayan Taba amMaiicer3. 3eprreymi [llaprmorra
Teiinop: «byi1 cypakka »ayantapblH, KOPITyC JIMHBIHCTUKAChIHA OCPUITCH aHBIKTamajiap MeH
cUnaTTaMaap/bIH SPTYPILUTIri TAHKATAPIBIKY, - Aekai. «Kopiyc TMHTBHCTUKACH IeTeHIMI3 HE?»
neren makanaceinaa [llapinorra Teitnop «Oyi1 noH Oe, omicTany Ma (METOOJIOTHS) Ma, Tapagurma
Ma, OCBhIJIapAbIH EIIKAWCHIChI eMeC 1€ HEMEeCce OChUIapIbIH OapibIFbl Ma?» JIEreH CypakkKa jkayarl
i3xeiini. bipak anbik sxayanrap koK aeiai. (Charlotte Taylor « What is corpus linguistics?” — is it
a discipline, a methodology, a paradigm or none or all of these? — but does not attempt to offer any
definitive answers). (2008, 179 What is corpus linguistics? What the data says ICAME Journal
No. 32 2008 179-200)

Kopnyc IMHrBUCTHKACKIHBIH HETI31H canymibuiapAbiH Oipi SIn Aapte, Mbiincnen Oipirin
xa3ran 1984 >xpurrbl KiTaObiHga (Aarts and Meijs (1984), onsiH anapiaaa 1982 KbUTbl HIBIKKAH
(Aaptc u Ban aen Xeysenb /Aarts and van den Heuvel (1982) Ban nen XeyBenbMeH Oipirin xa3raH
3epTTeyJIepiHe KOPIYC JMHTBUCTUKACHI TEPMHUHIH KOJJIaHFaH. Aaptc Oyn TepMmuHHIH Oipas
JYJIOMAJIBIKIICH TYBIHIAaFaHbIH aliTa/Ibl, OUTKECHI «OYJI ©TE JKaKChI aTay eMec JIeT OMIaIbIK (KOHE
oNIi Jie OWJaMBIH): OYJ1 OHBIH 0acThl 3epTTEY KYpalbIMEH JKOHE JIEPEKTEPKO3IMEH aTalaThIH
TaHKAJIAPJIBIK ITOH (CTpaHHAS IUCHUILINHA). MYMKiH, OYJI TEpMHH Ka3ip ©31H1H Naki aIbUIbIFbIHAH
aipIpbUIFaH mIbIFap/Bo3MoXHO, TOT TEPMUH K HACTOSIIIIEMY BpEeMEHHU u3xui ceOs». Corpora Jul
1998 to -: Corpora: First use of the term 'corpus linguistics' (uib.no) by aiiTeutFan ol KOpITyc
JUHTBUCTUKACHI Typajbl JKHAI aWTBUIATBIH MOceNenep/IiH OipiH TyabIpajasl jKoHE Oamamanapra
OacbIMABIK Oepyl MYMKiH.

Hxedpdpu Jlma «Directions in Corpus Linguistics, 'Corpora and theories of linguistic
performance' (Mouton de Gruyter, 1992, p. 105) neren 3eprreyinae (kiTan Tapaybl 00Iybl KEPEK)
ObL1ait neren: «Kopryc TMHrBUCTHKACH» TepMUHI SIH_AapTtc neH Y.MelcTiH pelakTOpAbIFbIMEH
«Corpus Linguistics: Recent Developments in the Use of Computer Corpora in English Language
Researchy» (1984) arTe! kiTaObI MIBIKKAHFa JCHIH aHAa-caH A FaHa naiiga 6onran». A0 AapTCThiH
aiiTybiHma, TepMuHai 1980 >kblbl 3epTTey OaFrgapiaMachbIHBIH aTaybl PETiHE MaiaaiagaHFaH,
ayaiiia conna oinanbsin (though with some hesitation) KosimanFraHbIH alTaIbL.

On the Corpora List, Aarts is reported as commenting that the term was coined with some

hesitation “because we thought (and I still think) that it was not a very good name: it is an

odd discipline that is called by the name of its major research tool and data source. Perhaps
the term has outlived its usefulness by now”. This raises one of the recurrent concerns over
talking about corpus linguistics, and may account for the preference for alternatives.

In response to my query, Jan  Aarts wrote that, to  his
knowledge, their ~book was the first entirely devoted to the
subject but that he had used the term in 1980 as the title of a
research  programme,  though  with  some  hesitation  "..because  we
thought (and | still think) that it was not a very good name: it
is an odd discipline that is called by the name of its major
research tool and data source.” He added that "Perhaps the term
has outlived its usefulness by now. Its boundaries have shifted
and have become rather vague - nowadays you hardly know whether
you are talking about a subdiscipline of linguistics or  about


http://korpus.uib.no/icame/corpora/1998-3/0006.html
http://korpus.uib.no/icame/corpora/1998-3/0006.html

language  technology. The  TOSCA  [TOols For  Syntactic  Corpus
Analysis]  research  programme,  called ‘corpus  linguistics' for  over

15 years, is now called ‘Empirical description of language use'.
http://korpus.uib.no/icame/corpora/1998-3/0006.html
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naiina OoyiFaH OAICTaHBIMBIH FaHA €MEC, COHBIMEH KaTap >KaHa FBUIBIMH-3€PTTEY KOCIIOPHBIH
JKOHE 1C KY3iHe Oy MoHTe aHa GUI0COUIIBIK KO3KapacThl aHBIKTANABD e TYKbIPhIMIAI,
KOMITBIOTEPIIIK KOPIYC JIMHTBUCTHKACHIHBIH CHIIATTaMaJapblH JKaHAa TapajurmMa peTiHme
cunarrarad (Leech 1992: 106). fruu JInitu KOMOBIOTEPIIK KOPIYC JMHTBUCTUKACHIH >KaHA
dunocodusnbik ke3kapac nen anbikTaraH. (Leech, Geoffrey. 1992. Corpora and theories of
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Ctab6c (1993) kopryc JMHIBHCTHKACBIHBIH OIICTaHy PETIHICTI aHBIKTAMACHIH JKOKKA
mbIFapasl xone Cuakiiepaiy 1991 k. 3eprreyine mikip OUIAipe OTHIPHII, «ITOHHIH OCHI KO3Kapachl
OOMBIHIIIA KOPIYC JIMHTBUCTUKAJBIK Talgay Kypajibl FaHA €MeC, JUHIBUCTHKAIBIK TEOPUSIAFbl
MaHBI3/Ibl YFBIMY Jiett atan oTkeH (1993: 23-24). (Stubbs, Michael. 1993. British traditions in text
analysis: From Firth to Sinclair. In M. Baker, F. Francis and E. Tognini-Bonelli (eds.). Text and
technology: In honour of John Sinclair, 1-36. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.)

Bonasdranr TeyOept (2005) Te TeopusuIbIK KOHLIENTyanu3alusra 6aca Hazap ayJaapajbl
YKOHE KOPITYC JIMHIBUCTHUKACKHIH «TUII 3€PTTEYIEri TEOPHSUIBIK Taciiemey («corpus linguistics as
a theoretical approach to the study of language») nen cunarraiigst (2005: 2). (Teubert, Wolfgang.
2005. My version of corpus linguistics. International Journal of Corpus Linguistics 10(1): 1-13.).
Fanemm KJI 25 tesucnen cunarran mbiraast (Corpus linguistics in 25 theses: 2-8 ).

Corpus linguistics in 25 theses:

1. The focus of corpus linguistics is on 14. As with idioms, we can describe a
meaning. Meaning is what is being verbally complex lexical item holistically as a
communicated between the members of a semantic unit whose meaning cannot be
discourse community. inferred from decomposing it into

Corpus linguistics looks at language from a the smaller lexical items it consists of. It is,
social perspective. It is not concerned with the | however, a matter of degree

psychological aspects of language. It claims to what extent the meaning of a complex
no privileged knowledge of the workings of lexical item is independent of

the mind or of an innate language faculty. the meaning of the parts it is composed of.
Sometimes it can be useful

to describe a complex lexical item by
assuming that its node is imbued

with certain semantic (usually connotative)
features inherent in the other

elements that the complex lexical item
consists of. This approach turns
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our attention to the phenomenon called
semantic prosody (for connotative
features) or semantic preference (for
denotational features.)

2. In corpus linguistics, language study is
always the study of written (or

transcribed or quoted or otherwise recorded)
texts or text pieces, i.e. language

which can be reproduced, heard, read and
interpreted repeatedly.

What is not written or transcribed or quoted
or recorded is lost, both for

the discourse community and for linguistic
investigation. The question of

what is spoken and therefore transient, and
what is written and therefore

permanent, is rather a matter of perspective
than of linguistic ‘reality’.

15. Lexical items can be single words or
complex units of meaning. They are, in
principle, monosemous. This is what
distinguishes the concept of a lexical

item from the concept of a word. Most words,
particulary the more frequent

ones, are polysemous. Complex lexical items
can be seen as a node

word together with all those words in its
context with which it forms a sel]

mantic unit. As long as this unit is still
ambiguous it is not yet complete,

and more elements have to be added. It is
complete as soon as it has, as a

lexical item type, only one meaning. Once we
replace the concept of the

polysemous single word by the concept of the
monosemous lexical item,

the problem of ambiguity that has aggravated
many linguists for a long

time suddenly disappears.

3. Every text segment, word, multi-word unit,
phrase etc., can be viewed under

the aspect of form and the aspect of meaning.
The form is what represents

the meaning, and there is no meaning without
the form by which

it is represented. Text segments are symbolic;
they always mean something

to someone. Normally the members of the
language community deal with

text segments without being aware what these
text segments mean, just

as people are often jealous without being
conscious of their jealousy. Unless

there is some (potential) communication
disorder, there is no need to

discuss meaning within the discourse
community.

16. If the same (monosemous) lexical item
recurs in a discourse, then each
occurrence is one instantiation of the same
lexical item type. Each instance

can thus be seen as a token of the type
constituted by this lexical item.

4. Meaning is in the discourse. Once we ask
what a text segment means, we

will find the answer only in the discourse, in
past text segments which help

to interpret this segment, or in new
contributions which respond to our

question. Meaning does not concern the world
outside the discourse. There

17. Many lexical item types often allow for a
certain degree of variation within

their instantiations. This variation often has
no effect on meaning. If variation

affects meaning, we should talk rather about a
set of related lexical

item types each of which has its own
instantiations.




is no direct link between the discourse and the
‘real world’. It is up to each

individual to connect the text segment to their
first-person experiences,

I.e. to some discourse-external ideation or to
the ‘real world’. How such a

connection works is outside the realm of the
corpus linguist.

5. For corpus linguistics, the meaning of a
text or of a text segment is independent of the
intentions of its speaker (its author). The
dislocation of the

speaker/author from his or her text
distinguishes written (recorded) language
from spoken language. In spoken language,
the speaker is usually present, and if there is a
communication disorder, we ask: “What do
you mean?” and not: “What does this mean?”.

18. To posit a lexical item is to make a
general claim. However, corpus linguistics

is also concerned with specific claims. Any
text segment can be viewed

in two ways: as an instantiation of one or
more potential lexical item types,

or as a unique occurrence whose meaning has
to be interpreted through

the intertextual clues which connect it to other
texts of the discourse. Frequency

is irrelevant when our goal is to interpret text
segments as unique

occurrences. This is the point at which the
diachronic perspective takes

over from the synchronic view.

6. Corpus linguistics is empirical. Its object is
real language data. The discourse is the
totality of all the texts that have been
produced within a discourse community. Only
those of which we have records (in form of
written texts or transcripts) can be the object
of linguistic investigation. However, just like
the discourse community, the discourse is not
an ontological

reality; it is a construct, the object of research
constructed by the linguist. The linguist’s task
is to define and delimit his or her object of
research, to specify which language data he or
she wants to analyse. Delimiters include
linguistic, spatial, temporal, social, topical
and medial parameters.

19. Meaning is paraphrase. Whenever lexical
item tokens are the cause of a
communication disorder, their meaning will
be negotiated, described or

explained, replaced by synonyms, and
sometimes even ‘defined’ as in dictionaries
or in encyclopaedias. What we find
paraphrased in the discourse

are text segments that are looked upon
intuitively by the members of the

discourse community as units of meaning.
However, the same lexical item

type can be paraphrased in an infinite variety
of ways. Therefore, whenever

a lexical item token is being paraphrased, we
can view it from two

perspectives: as an instantiation of the lexical
item type, and as a unique

occurrence. From a synchronic perspective,
the meaning of a lexical item

type is a generalisation on all the paraphrases
we find for the instantiations

of this lexical item. But paraphrases are also
relevant for specific claims.

From a diachronic perspective, it is the
history of paraphrases of a recurrent

text segment, as evidenced in its intertextual
links, that tells us what it

means as a unigue occurrence.




7. Corpus linguistics makes general and
specific claims about the discourse, based on
the analysis of a suitably selected cross-
section of it, i.e. the corpus.

General claims have to do with rules or with
probabilistic expectations.

They fall within the field of grammar or
variation or language

change, and also into the field of lexical
meaning insofar as a text segment

occurring in a text can be viewed as an
instantiation (a token) of a lexical

item. Specific claims are interpretations of
texts or text segments viewed as unique
occurrences.

20. There is no true and no fixed meaning.
Everyone can paraphrase a unit

of meaning however they like, therefore the
meaning of any lexical item

type is always provisional. The next
paraphrase may already lead to a revision.
The members of the discourse community
will continue to negotiate,

among themselves, what a unit of meaning
means. They may agree or not:

the issue is not truth, but acceptance. An
explanation, a paraphrase that

is widely accepted and re-used, is more
relevant than a paraphrase that

IS never repeated, just as texts which are
constantly referred to are more

relevant than texts that leave no traces in
subsequent texts.

8. Each discourse has, by necessity, a
diachronic dimension. What is said today

is a reaction to what has been said before, an
argument in a simultaneous

debate and an anticipation of what we expect
to be said tomorrow.

If we look at language from this perspective,
we want to make a specific

claim. We want to know what makes a given
text segment a unique occurrence

rather than a token of a lexical item type. This
will be determined by

the unique position it maintains in the
discourse as a whole, embedded in

a context that is unique, and referring to a
unique set of other texts. Unless

we find the intertextual clues that relate this
text segment to previous

texts, and to relevant contemporaneous texts,
we do not know what makes

it unique. However, we can only find these
intertextual links if our corpus

has a diachronic structure.

21. The discourse is a self-referential system.
Natural language is the only codification
system in which the functions of its elements
are determined not

by ascription from outside but by discourse-
internal negotiation. This sets

natural languages apart from formal calculi,
like the code of mathematics.

9. While corpus linguistics may make use of
the categories of traditional linguistics,

it does not take them for granted. It is the
discourse itself, and

not a language-external taxonomy of
linguistic entities, which will have to

provide the categories and classifications that
are needed to answer a given

research question. This is the corpus-driven
approach.

22. When we speak, we do not refer to a
discourse-external reality but to what

has been said before. When we negotiate the
meaning of a text segment,

we do this within the discourse, not outside or
on top of it. This autoreferentiality

of the discourse makes it, by necessity,
circular. It holds for

the discourse as it is known to hold for any
dictionary that we can never




escape circularity in making sense of
language. Each lexical item refers to

other lexical items. Whenever a new lexical
item(and each lexical item once

has been a new item) is introduced into the
discourse it has to be explained

in terms of lexical items which are already
available.

10. Corpus linguistics is not in itself a
method: many different methods are

used in processing and analysing corpus data.
It is rather an insistence on

working only with real language data taken
from the discourse in a principled

way and compiled into a corpus. However,
one should be wary of

using such data merely to find out more about
what we know already, since

what (we think) we know is often derived
from pre-corpus study. Corpus

data provide insights of a type which has not
previously been available.

Concepts and categories derived from
introspective language study or from

models taken from other fields (e.g.
computation) may not be appropriate

for describing real language data.

23. The discourse contains only testimony,
provided by the members of the

discourse community. It does not contain
first-person experiences. The
discourse-external reality can enter the
discourse only as testimony. The

link between the discourse and the discourse-
external reality is, as said

before, not part of the language system; it has
to be established by each

member of the discourse community
individually.

11. Corpus linguistics does not have its
starting point in language universals

if we understand universals as ontological
features (and not as theoretical

concepts). Little is reliably known about the
language faculty all human beings

share. The study of this language faculty is
outside the remit of corpus

linguistics. Rather, corpus linguistics looks at
phenomena which cannot

be explained by recourse to general rules and
assumptions. It is primarily

concerned with the contingencies of language
use. Normally, we become

aware of language only if there is a
communication disorder. These

disorders have their origins in the variation
we find within and between

discourses. They can be analysed in terms of
the differences we observe

between one language use and another.

24. Corpus linguistics does not distinguish
between lexical meaning and encyclopaedic
meaning. The meaning of the unit lemon is
everything that has

been said about lemons. Lexical items and
what they stand for are discourse

objects (and not objects of the ‘real world”),
constructed through the contributions

of the members of the discourse community.
As discourse objects,

unicorns are as real as lemons. It is up to each
member to decide

for themselves whether unicorns or lemons
are part of their first-person

experiences.

12. The (single) word is not privileged in
terms of meaning. The corpus

linguist posits endocentric entities, formally
held together by some local

25. Linguistics is not a science like the natural
sciences whose remit is the

search for ‘truth’. It belongs to the
humanities, and as such it is a part of




grammar, and calls these entities (complex)
lexical items or, alternatively,

units of meaning. Lexical items can be single
words, compounds, multiword

units, phrases, and even idioms. Just like
single words, (complex)

lexical items tend to recur in a discourse. This
is why statistical procedures

can be used for detecting them in a reasonably
large corpus, as significant

co-occurrences of the same entities.

the endeavour to make sense of the human
condition. Interpretation, and

not verification, is the proper response to the
quest for meaning. There

IS no true meaning. The corpus linguist is not
privileged as an ‘expert’ to

pass judgment on what is permissible and
what not. He or she is part of

a discourse community, not outside of it.
Corpus linguists have to submit

their findings to their discourse community

and argue for their acceptance.

The discourse community is, in principle, a
democratic community. Every

member has the right to contribute to the
discourse, and to discuss,

modify or reject what other members say. The
discourse organises itself.

All regimentation from the outside strangles
the creativity of the discourse community.

13. Frequency is an important parameter for
detecting recurrent patterns defined

by the co-occurrence of words. Frequency is
thus an essential feature

for making general claims about the
discourse. However, statistical ‘significance’
Is never enough. Lexical items also have to be
semantically relevant.

Kopnyc nuHrBHCTHKAachl Kas3ipri Ke3[ae MalllHa/la OKbUIATBIH MOTIHAEPAIH YJIKEH
KOJUICKIUSUIApBl — KopIyctap (kopnopanap) - apKbUIbl JTUHTBUCTHKAJIBIK KYOBUIBICTBI 3epTTEY
peTiHme KapacThipbutafbl. Koprmyc JHMHTBHCTHUKACH, JET€HMEH, KOMITBIOTEPIIEpi KOJIJaHy
apKbUIbl TUIIIK JepeKTepre Koji KeTkisymeH Oipaeil emec. Kopmyc nMHrBHCTHKAchl - Oy
KOPIYCTaH aJbIHFaH JEPEKTEPl 3epTTey *koHe Tannay. Kopmyc MMHTBUCIHIH HETI3T1 MIHJIETI -
nepexTepai Tady emec, onapzsl Tanaay. KomnbroTepiep 6yl mporecte KoJIJaHbUIAThIH Maijalbl,
KeWJIe TallThIPMAalTBIH Kypayiiap.

Koprmyc nuHrBucTHKachl KoJ1aH0aIbl IMHIBUCTUKA calackiHa Kipei. Ka3ak 3eprreynepinne
JKOFapbla alTKaH LIEeT T/l 3epTTEYIIIep apachIHAarbl Jayiibl Macelie XKOK. oyap Oip aHbIKTaMa
OepyMeH 11ekTene i, kobiHe 6acka 3epTTeylIIep YChIHFaH aHbIKTaMaHbl Maiiiananazsl. Mblcansl,
«KoMmproTepiik JMHTBUCTUKA» OKYJBIFbIH jka3raH KA3Y¥Y rampiMaapsl ...... «KopmycTbik
JIMHTBUCTHKA — JIMHIBUCTUKAJIBIK KOPITYCTAapAbl KOMIBIOTEP/I1H KOMET1MEH KOJ/1aHy JKOHE KaJlIbl
KYpY KaFuJajapblH KypacThIpyMEH allHalbICaThIH KOJ1aHOabI JINHIBUCTUKAHBIH Oediri [1, 3]» -
JIeTeH aHbIKTaMaHbl Maiananrad. «bys1 aHbIKTamara caif, KOPIyCTBIK JIMHIBUCTUKA €Ki aCHIeKTiHI
KaMTH/IBIL:

1) aBTOMATTHI Kypajaap KOJJIaHATBIH MOTIHAEP KOPITYChIH KYPacThIPY;

2) opTypJli THITET1 KOpIycTap 0a3achiHAa TUIIH OPTYPJIl ACHTCHIIEpIHIE IKCIIEPUMEHTAIIBI
seprreynep tocimin Kypacteipy (I. b. Momuesa, C. b. Bekremipopa, JK.JK. Ky3zemOekona.
Komnerotepnik nuHreuctuka: oky Kypanel / I'.b. MonueBa, C.b. bekremipoBa, XK.K.
KysemoOekoBa. — Anmatsl: Kazak yausepcureri, 2016. — 164 6. )
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