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1
Introduction

Many linguists now seem to agree that, as Bolinger (1976: 2) puts it, “Our language does not expect us to build everything starting with lumber, nails, and blueprint, but provides us with an incredibly large number of prefabs.”  Evidence from second language acquisition (Weinert 1995), psycholinguistics (Pawly and Syder 1983, Kuiper and Haggo 1984) and especially corpus linguistics has contributed a great deal to the current widespread recognition of the pervasiveness of Sinclair’s idiom principle (1991) in spoken and written English.  Corpus linguistic research led by, among others, Sinclair, Kjellmer (1994), Altenberg and Olofsson (1990) and Moon (1998) has been particularly instrumental in widening the scope of phraseology in that it has demonstrated not only that the ‘classical’ idioms and restricted collocations with figurative meanings such as kick the bucket and foot the bill, which used to lie at the heart of traditional phraseology, are rather rare, but also that, beside these psychologically salient but rare expressions, there is a large number of combinations of words that frequently co-occur.  These frequently occurring multi-word expressions, which tend to go virtually unnoticed in everyday language because they are not very salient psychologically, seem to be used as the usual or preferred building blocks in speech and writing.  Work done by Kjellmer (1994) in writing and Altenberg (1998) in speech has also highlighted the fact that, although a considerable proportion of these ‘prefabs’ do not qualify as fully lexicalized phraseological units but are instead structurally incomplete (cf. for instance Altenberg’s ‘multiple clause constituents’ including ‘stems’ such as there is a) and can only be labelled as ‘more or less’ lexicalized, they nevertheless play a crucial part in building written and spoken discourse. 
Phraseological expressions are generally presented as typically native-like and as contributing to natural-sounding and idiomatic English.  They have consequently been dealt with in the field of SLA.  Beside the numerous studies centring on idioms and restricted collocations based on elicitation data (Irujo 1986, Abdullah and Jackson 1999, Dechert and Lennon 1989, Bahns and Eldaw 1993), there have also been a number of studies based on natural language use data.  In speech, these studies have mainly focussed on formulaic expressions (e.g. how are you) as used by beginners and/or children (Hanania and Gradman 1977, Hakuta 1974, Huang and Hatch 1978, Wong-Fillmore 1979, Vihman 1982, Bahns et al. 1986).  In formal writing, restricted collocations such as pay attention or bitterly cold have attracted most of the attention (Granger 1998, Howarth 1998).  On the whole these studies have revealed that phraseology is problematic for learners and seem to lend support to Kjellmer’s (1991: 124) assumption that because they have ‘automated few collocations’, their ‘building material is individual bricks rather than prefabricated sections’.  The results from two recent corpus-based studies carried out on learner academic writing have cast some doubt on this assumption however.  Granger’s (1998) analysis of ‘sentence-builders’ such as I claim that or it can be assumed that and Milton and Freeman’s investigation of what they call ‘n-grams’ (1996) suggest that “while the foreign-soundingness of learners’ productions has generally been related to a lack of prefabs, it can also be due to an excessive use of them” (Granger 1998: 155).

2
Aim of this paper

In this paper, I set out to investigate what Lancashire (1996) calls ‘repetitive phrasal chunkiness’, i.e. highly recurrent words combinations (HRWCs), in two different registers, i.e. in spontaneous speech and in formal essay writing, and in two varieties, i.e. in NS language and in advanced learner language.  The purpose of this study is threefold.  It aims, first of all, to verify the widely held assumption that the use of frequently recurring sequences of words is more characteristic of spontaneous speech (Aijmer 1996, Altenberg and Olofsson 1990) than formal writing because of the repetitive nature of unplanned speech, on the one hand, and speakers’ typical reliance on prefabs in response to tight time constraints and the interactional nature of speech, on the other.  Lancashire (1996: 36) argues that the editing phase that is involved in the writing process “removes some of the repetitive phrasal chunkiness of natural speech” as it is considered inappropriate in formal writing.  Secondly, investigating how advanced learners of English as a foreign language compare with NS from the point of view of routinised sequences in speech and writing will enable me to test Kjellmer’s ‘learner individual bricks vs. NS prefabricated sections’ hypothesis mentioned in section 1.  It is important to emphasise that this hypothesis will however only be tested in part: my focus is on one specific group of learners, i.e. advanced EFL learners of French mother tongue, and on one particular set of word combinations, i.e. highly recurrent continuous sequences of words of all kinds, which most probably only loosely correspond to the ‘prefabricated sections’ Kjellmer had in mind when he formulated his hypothesis.  Finally, in addition to attempting to answer the questions of whether speakers use more HRWCS than writers and of whether learners use fewer such expressions than NSs, this paper will also seek to address an issue directly related to these two questions, namely that of learners’ possible stylistic deficiency in their use of frequently recurring word combinations in speech and writing.  Previous research on advanced learner argumentative essay writing (e.g.: Granger and Rayson 1998, Virtanen 1998, Altenberg and Tapper 1998) has revealed that learners show little awareness of the speech vs. writing distinction and tend to include speech-like features in their argumentative essays.  It does therefore not seem unreasonable to expect that the differences between the use of HRWCs in speech and in writing will not follow quite the same pattern in the NS and learner corpora.

Although the study presented in this paper is essentially quantitative, some more qualitative insights into the use of HRWCs are also provided to stress the importance of a qualitative analysis when comparing repetitive phrasal chunkiness in NS and learner speech and writing.

3
Data and method 

The spoken data used in this study consists of two comparable corpora of NS and learner informal interviews totalling approximately 100,000 words of interviewee speech each (NS corpus: 117,417 words; NNS corpus: 90,300 words).  The learners are advanced EFL learners of French mother tongue background.  The learner spoken corpus is the French component of LINDSEI (Louvain International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage, cf. De Cock 1998 for a description).  Two comparable corpora of NS and advanced learner argumentative essay writing which also amount to about 100,000 words each (NS corpus: 106,112 words; NNS corpus: 100,575 words) constitute the written data for the analysis.  The NS written corpus is part of LOCNESS (Louvain Corpus of Native Speaker Essays, cf. Granger 1996) and the learner corpus is part of the French component of ICLE (International Corpus of Learner English, cf. Granger 1996). 

The method used to investigate frequently recurring sequences of words in NS and NNS speech and writing is the ‘recurrent word combination’ method used by Altenberg (1998) in his work on the phraseology of spoken NS English in the London-Lund Corpus of spoken English.  In other words, repetitive phrasal chunkiness will be studied on the basis of automatically extracted continuous strings of words that occur more than once in identical form.  Since the focus is on highly recurrent prefabs, the investigation is limited to those 2- to 6- word combinations that occur above a certain frequency threshold.  A different frequency threshold was set for each sequence size bearing in mind that the length of recurrent word combinations is inversely related to their frequency.  The thresholds were also scaled so that approximately 10% of HRWC types are taken into consideration for each length
.

4
 Quantitative investigation of repetitive phrasal chunkiness

For the sake of clarity, the quantitative investigation of repetitive phrasal chunkiness is divided into three main subsections in line with the hypotheses outlined above.  It should be stressed that the focus of this analysis is limited to those findings that are relevant to these hypotheses.  The first section compares the use of HRWCs in speech and writing within each (NS and NNS) variety.  Repetitive phrasal chunkiness is then analysed across the NS and NNS varieties within each register and the final section aims to give an overall picture of the use of HRWCs in NS and NNS speech and writing.  Although the results for HRWC types and tokens
 are represented in separate graphs, they are discussed together whenever possible. In each graph, the vertical axis represents the number of HRWCs for each combination length (horizontal axis).

4.1
The speech vs. writing dimension

4.1.1
NS speech vs. NS writing 

The curves in Graphs 1 (types) and 2 (tokens) clearly appear to confirm our first hypothesis, at least up to sequence length 5: there are more HRWC types and tokens in NS speech than NS writing for 2-, 3-, 4- and 5-word sequences.  These differences are statistically highly significant (***)
.  The frequencies for 6-word sequences are, on the other hand, very similar in the two corpora.  This seems to indicate that 5 word combinations should be regarded as a cut-off point beyond which there are no significant differences between the use of HRWCs in speech and writing. 

<INSERT GRAPHS 1 AND 2 AROUND HERE>

4.1.2
Learner  speech vs. learner writing 

As Graphs 3 (types) and 4 (tokens) clearly show, there are significantly (***) more HRWC types and tokens in NNS speech than NNS writing for lengths 2, 3 and 4.  The situation for 5-word sequences is very similar in both corpora and there are considerably fewer 6-word combination types and tokens in NNS speech than writing.  It is worth noting that this difference is statistically highly significant (***) and is therefore much more marked in the learner corpora than it was in the NS corpora.  In short, whereas our first hypothesis is verified up to length 4, the results for lengths 5 and especially 6 cast serious doubt on its validity for longer sequences.

<INSERT GRAPHS 3 AND 4 AROUND HERE>

4.2.
HRWCs across the NS and NNS varieties

4.2.1
NS vs. NNS speech: 

On the whole, the curves for NS and NNS speech in Graph 5 (types) do not lend support to the ‘learner individual bricks vs. NS prefabricated sections’ hypothesis: the frequencies are either very similar (lengths 2 and 6) or higher in the NNS corpus (lengths 3, 4* and 5).  

The results for NS and NNS speech displayed in Graph 6 (tokens) point to a highly significant learner overuse (***) of 2-, 3-, 4- and 5-HRWC tokens
 (cf. Table 5 in the Annex for the exact figures).  This seems to suggest that learners tend to make a more repetitive use of HRWCs in speech.  This observation is confirmed by lower word combination log type/token ratios in learner speech than NS speech. 

<INSERT GRAPHS 5 AND 6 AROUND HERE>

4.2.2
NS vs. NNS writing: 

The results for NS and NNS writing in Graphs 5 and 6 are very significant as they clearly reveal a massive overuse of HRWC types and tokens in the NNS written corpus for all sequence sizes, thereby completely invalidating our second hypothesis.

4.3
Overall picture of repetitive phrasal chunkiness in NS and NNS speech and writing

As is clear from Graphs 5 and 6, the curves for HRWC types and tokens in NS and NNS speech and writing follow more or less the same pattern up to length 4.  It should be noted that, in view of the unusually high frequency of recurrent sequences in learner writing highlighted above, the difference between speech and writing is less marked in the learner corpora than in the NS corpora, thereby pointing to stylistic deficiency.  The picture for the longer HRWCs provides further evidence of learners' stylistic deficiency caused by their overuse of these combinations in formal writing.  With regard to highly recurrent 5-word combinations, three of the four curves come together, namely those for NS and NNS speech and NNS writing.  Consequently, whereas NS writing is still markedly different from NS speech, the two learner registers show a strong tendency to overlap.  As far as 6-word combinations are concerned, the situation appears to be somehow reversed: this time it is the curves for NS speech and NNS speech and NS writing that join.  As a result, while NS speech and writing now tend to overlap, NNS speech and writing are markedly different.  
In conclusion, only one of the three hypotheses outlined in section 2 has been fully confirmed.  The results of the quantitative study of repetitive phrasal chunkiness in NS and NNS speech and writing have indeed shown that learners can be considered as stylistically deficient in their use of HRWCs.  Their unusually frequent use of HRWCs in formal writing can be seen to play a crucial part here as it causes the differences between speech and writing to be not only much less marked in the NNS than in the NS corpora for lengths 2 to 5, but also, much more marked in the NNS than NS corpora for length 6.  The ‘learner building bricks vs. NS prefabricated sections’ hypothesis has, on the other hand, not at all been confirmed.  The learners in my corpora show a tendency to overuse rather than underuse HRWCs in speech and more especially in writing.  Finally, the hypothesis according to which there are more HRWCs in speech than in writing has been supported for shorter sequences only, and appears to be in need of revision as far as longer word combinations are concerned.  

5
Qualitative insights into the use of HRWCs in NS and NNS speech and writing

On closer ‘qualitative’ inspection, the apparently straightforward picture of learner overuse brought to light in the quantitative study of HRWCs hides in fact a far more complex situation, one in which learners are overusing some particular target language (TL) sequences, underusing and misusing other TL combinations, and finally using what could be called ‘learner idiosyncratic sequences’.  

Before illustrating this point, I shall comment briefly on the wide variety of the sequences that make up the lists of automatically retrieved HRWCs.  From the point of view of structure
, beside combinations such as phrase and clause fragments (of the, in the, is a, that the), comment clauses (you know, I mean) and independent clauses (I don’t think so, I don’t know), there are also single clause constituents such as NPs (or something like that) or PPs (in the united states, on the other hand), incomplete phrases (at the end of, a bit of a, one of the most, the opium of the) and what Altenberg (1998) calls ‘multiple clause constituents’ (it is true that, I would say that).  In addition to this, typical spoken sequences also include a number of combinations containing repeats (I I, in the in the) and filled pauses (FPs) (and er, er I, er I don’t know).  From the point of view of function, a major distinction can be made between sequences which essentially have propositional meaning (e.g. topic-dependent strings such as the invention of the, in the US), and sequences which are more pragmatic or discourse-organising in nature (e.g. in speech: I think, sort of, and things like that, a bit of a; in writing: on the other hand, I would say that).  

As appears quite clearly from the above listed examples of HRWC diversity, the highly recurrent continuous sequences automatically extracted from the corpora cannot all be considered to qualify as prefabricated or phraseological expressions.  A qualitative analysis involving, among others, a structural classification and a thorough functional investigation of the combinations in context is required before they can be labelled as such or not.  The lists of HRWCs can nonetheless be deemed to constitute a useful and powerful starting point for a study of prefabs in NS and NNS language because they arguably lead the researcher to take into consideration a series of frequently used everyday expressions he or she may otherwise have overlooked because of their lack of psychological salience.  A full discussion of HRWCs and ‘prefab status’ lies beyond the scope of this paper however. 
5.1
HRWCS in writing

Prior to the preliminary qualitative study of HRWCs in writing, I assumed that learners’ significant overuse of these sequences would largely be due to a high proportion of topic-dependent word combinations.  Results from Milton and Freeman’s study of longer N-grams in NNS essay writing (1996) especially led me to expect learners' heavy overuse of five- and six-word sequences to stem, to a large extent, from their tendency to recycle essay topics or prompts in their own writing.  Contrary to these expectations, the qualitative study revealed not only that the learners in my corpus are not alone in using such topic-dependent recycled sequences (e.g.: most university degrees are theoretical, our modern world dominated by science,) as the NSs turned out to exhibit a similar tendency (money is the root of all, the invention of the airplane), but also, and more significantly, that learners’ overuse of HRWCS can in fact be traced back to a very high number of frequently used pragmatic or discourse-organising word combinations such as as a matter of fact, let us take the example of, as far as I’m concerned, but on the other hand, I do not think that.  This finding is especially striking for highly recurrent 5- and 6-word sequences.  As Table 1 shows, learners can, however, also be found to underuse some pragmatic prefabs.
<INSERT TABLE 1 AROUND HERE>

It is worth pointing out that some cases of overuse are due to misuse.  The use of the sequence on the contrary in (1) is a case in point: 

(1) For instance, one student coming from a working class family does not have the same advantages a student whose parents are doctors or lawyers. The latter can make convenient use of his parents' wealth by attending private courses, buying useful reference tools. Moreover he can rely on their support (with regard to his studies): those usually having graduated from high school, they can therefore hand down to him their learning as well as their experience. The poorer student, on the contrary, cannot benefit from all these avails. He has difficulty in having at his disposal study material such as expensive encyclopedias or computers. 

As was suggested by Granger and Tyson (1996: 22-23) in their study on connector usage in EFL essay writing, such a misuse of on the contrary is “probably due to a confusion with the French ‘au contraire’, which can be used to express both a concessive and antithetic link” and to learners’ failure “to recognize the extra specificity of the antithetic link.” 

The use of learner idiosyncratic combinations, i.e. sequences that are used by learners only, can often be seen to result from intralingual overgeneralizations and/or from transfer from the mother tongue.  The combination according to me (frequency = 11) is a good example of intralingual-induced learner idiosyncratic sequence caused by learners’ lack of awareness of the pronoun selection restrictions that affect the TL prefab according to X.  This lack of awareness can in turn be seen to stem from influence from the mother tongue as the equivalent French expressions selon X can be used with the first person singular pronoun. The verbosity of the sequences in conclusion I would say that (frequency = 3), and as a conclusion I would say (frequency = 4) also seems to point quite clearly to transfer from French. 

5.2
HRWCs in speech

The quantitative analysis for speech showed that, on the whole, learners use more HRWCs than NSs, especially in terms of tokens.  However, examples from a preliminary qualitative study of prefabs with pragmatic function or formulae reveal a more complex picture of overuse, underuse and misuse of TL sequences and use of learner idiosyncratic sequences. 

<INSERT TABLE 2 AROUND HERE>

While the majority of vagueness tags (VTs) in Table 2 tend to be underused by learners, the VTs ‘and so on’ and ‘et cetera’ show the reverse tendency.  The results in Table 3 paint a mixed picture of over- and underuse of a series of formulae.

<INSERT TABLE 3 AROUND HERE>

The use of kind of followed by a word borrowed from French as a communication strategy to bridge a lexical gap in English, as in and a: . a kind of eh téléphérique I don’t know how you say it in English, is an example of ‘learner idiosyncratic use’ or misuse of TL sequences.  Another example of misuse involves the use of the VT or something like that instead of or anything like that in non-assertive contexts, as in I don’t like er novels or something like that (cf. Channell 1994, De Cock 1998b). 

The sequences I don’t know how to say … (frequency = 9) and I don’t know how you say… (frequency = 5) are good illustrations of ‘learner idiosyncratic sequences’, which act as communication strategies (as appeals for assistance in this case) and typically reflect learners’ encoding problems in spontaneous spoken interactions.  Another example of learner idiosyncratic word combination is the recurrent sequence enfin I (frequency = 13).  The French word it contains is a frequently used pragmatic marker in speech, which is roughly equivalent to the English well: 

<B>   [ yes yes yes yes and they they shouted in your ears and er .. yes <laughs> <\B>

<A> how strange <\A>

<B> yes but it was enfin I thought it was really wonderful 

Enfin I is incidentally the only HRWC containing a French word.
A comparison of the lists of NS and learner HRWCs in speech reveals a strikingly higher proportion of clusters containing non-emphatic repetition or repeats (the the, in the in the - not very very, yes yes) and especially items such as  erm, and er that have traditionally been called filled pauses (FPs) , verbal fillers (VFs) or hesitation features in the learner lists. There are on average between 3 and 5 times as many HRWC types and tokens containing those features in learner speech as in NS speech.  It should be noted that the significant learner overuse of 4-word combination types brought to light in 4.2.1 appears to be directly  linked to a very large number of such sequences in learner speech.  

For lack of space, I shall confine myself to a discussion of sequences that contain FPs.  In view of learners’ apparent typical use of such combinations, it could be argued that their systematic exclusion from the working material of a study of prefabs in NS and NNS speech on the grounds that they are linguistically and phraseologically uninteresting may in fact cause the investigation of prefabs to ignore a substantial part of learners’ stock of usual building blocks in speech, thereby also possibly causing some potentially significant differences between NSs and NNSs to be overshadowed.  Furthermore, recent research on FPs in computerised corpora of spoken language has helped change the status of FPs from speech or performance errors to linguistic items in their own right.  The advent of computerised corpora of spoken language, where FPs are being recorded and are visible, has arguably saved them, as it were, from the stigma that has always plagued them.  A number of studies have shown that they are more than just ‘hesitation’ features or indicators of dysfluency, as they can be seen to function as interactional and social devices, such as turntakers, turnholders or turnyielders, or as carrying information about discourse structure (Stenström 1990, Swerts 1998, Jesus Romero Trillo 1994).  
Some of the HRWCs that include FPs in NNS and NS speech appear to have fused into prefabs as they can be heard to be uttered as wholes and can be seen to fulfil some interesting pragmatic functions.  The sequences listed in Table 4 are arguably prime candidates for such prefabricated status: they are extremely frequent (they are amongst the most frequent NNS and NS sequences containing FPs) and are only rarely interrupted by silent pauses, which can be seen as evidence for their chunk-like character.  It should also be pointed out that one of these combinations, i.e. but er, has received previous (though limited) linguistic coverage in Crystal and Davy’s Advanced Conversational English (1975), where it is dealt with as a ‘softening connective’ in NS informal conversational English alongside expressions such as I mean and you know.  The 1985 edition of Quirk et al.’s Comprehensive Grammar (1985: 1474), also contains a note regarding its use in speech. 

<INSERT TABLE 4 AROUND HERE>

The following examples of but er in context (taken from the NS and NNS corpora) illustrate the variety of pragmatic functions it can be seen to fulfil in speech:

(2) <B> [  but er I can't really afford to <begin_laughter> now <end_laughter> but er . but I'd like to again some time <\B>  (NS corpus)
(3) <B> so I'd like to teach I mean what I'd love to do get a<?> first er .. do my m= M A or whatever and in the future lecture but er cos that's where the money is <\B> (NS corpus)

(4) <B> is it China will adapt to . to Hong-Kong I don't know ... but er <\B>  <A> did you find speaking to people there that they were . afraid of what would happen or was it not something you (NNS corpus)

(5) <B> er it's eh in em my small town there was some sort of em . I wouldn't say party but eh <\B>  <A> show <\A>  <B> not a [ show erm <\B>  <A>        [ not a show <\A>  <B> there was there were clowns everywhere  (NNS corpus)

(6) <B> but I I had a few problems because the school<?> <X> quite difficult . but . erm nothing major I never had to send a child out and I never I sort of was quite firm but they realised that I <X> they could have a good laugh with me  <\B>  <A> [ mhm <\A>  <B> [ and enjoy the lesson if they sort of responded and didn't . be silly and act about so . but erm . yeah it was it was really . a good <X> a good experience  <\B>  (NS corpus)


The combination but er in examples (2) and (3) can be seen to act as a ‘resting point for planning’ or ‘stepping stone’, a function identified by Altenberg (1986: 34) as one of the specific functions of the connector but in speech.  This function can arguably be extended to the majority of instances of but er in my corpora as they also seem to be “produced before the rest of the utterance has been planned in detail” (ibid.).  The use of but er as a ‘stepping stone’ in (2) and (3) appears to be confirmed by the repetition of but in (2) and the use of cos in (3).  In (4), but er is preceded by a long pause and is a good example of the turn-yielding function it can be used to fulfil (cf. Crystal and Davy 1975).  Example (5) illustrates a function of but er that is far more common in the learner than the NS corpus, i.e. that of communication strategy and more specifically that of word finding device coupled with appeal for assistance.  Learners typically seem to use but er in this way when they feel that the word they have used does not exactly correspond to what they have in mind.  The sequence but er in (6) appears to combine both a summarising and a topic resuming role: it follows a detailed account of the interviewee’s teaching experience in France and points back to the interviewer’s question about it, i.e. was it a good experience?.











6
Conclusion

Corpus linguistics has a lot to offer the field of phraseology and particularly the study of the more routinised aspects of language.  The investigation of repetitive phrasal chunkiness in NS and NNS speech and writing reported on in this paper shows how a corpus-based study of HRWCs can help refine existing hypotheses (e.g. there are more frequently used sequences in speech than in writing but only up to a certain combination length) and how it can contribute new insights into the use of such combinations by NSs and NNSs.  Advanced learners quite clearly appear to have ‘transferred’ the tendency to use routinised building blocks in speech and writing from their mother tongue.  And while learners of English at an advanced level are often reported in the literature to be generally aware of the language-specific character of psychologically salient phraseological expressions such as idioms and restricted collocations (Kellerman 1977) and to consequently avoid translating such combinations literally (at least when they are not transparent - cf. Odlin 1989: 143), this study sheds light on their lack of awareness of the more common unsalient and frequently used L2 multi-word building blocks.  This lack of awareness leaves the door wide open to transfer from the mother tongue in the form of:

-misuse of a TL sequence (e.g. when the L1 sequence exists in L2 but with a different meaning, cf. on the contrary); 

-overuse (e.g. when the L2 literal counterpart of an L1 sequence is less common, cf. in fact, and so on); 

-underuse (e.g. when a L2 multi-word expression has no literal L1 counterpart, cf. you know, or anything, sort of);

-use of learner idiosyncratic combinations (e.g. when an L1 sequence has no literal L2 counterpart - cf. according to me).

In sum, advanced learners’ use of frequently recurring sequences of words displays a complex picture of overuse, underuse, misuse and use of idiosyncratic sequences, which may well play a significant part in the foreign-soundingness of their speech and writing.
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� Two-, three-, four-, five- and six-word combinations are labelled as HRWCs if they occur with of a frequency of at least 12, 6, 4, 3 and 3 respectively.


� Each different HRWC is considered a different type and each occurrence of a HRWC a different token.


� The chi-square test was used: * = chi-square with p ( 0.05; ** = chi-square with p ( 0.01; *** = chi-square with p ( 0.005. 


� These significant differences do however not show very clearly in the graph because of the high frequencies involved.


� NS vs. NNS word combination type/token ratio: length 2 - 66.19 vs. 65.06; length 3 - 73.99 vs. 73.02; length 4 - 77.30 vs. 76.43; length 5 - 79.54 vs. 77.46.


� The terminology used here is based on Altenberg (1998).





