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WordSmith AntConc

20
,Pawley & Syder (1983: 205) ,
(sequences)
(sentence stems) (puz-
zles) ,
(na-

tivelike selection) (nativelike fluency)

Pawley & Syder (1983) ,
, (chunk) (Sin-
clair 1991) , (lexical phrase) (Nattinger & De-
Carrico 1992) (lexical bundle) (Biber et al.
1999,2004; Cortes 2004) , (cluster) (Scott 2004)

/ (formulaic sequence/ expression)
(Wray 2000;L ancker-Sidtis & Rallon 2004) ,

* (06012)"
(JIWY YB2006018)

(phraseology) (Renouf 1992;Stubbs 2002)
(prefab) /
(multi-word unit/ expression) (recur-

rent word combination)

“

n " (Ngram)

Wray (2000) (2005)

, I think, if | were

you Sinclair (1991) Nattinger & DeCarrico
(1992) Wray (2000,2002)

- " (form-function composite) (Nattinger
& DeCarrico 1992: 11-17)
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, “ " (discourse ,
management chunk, “ ") ?
, ?
2.3
de Cock (1998)
' COL SEC( 2005)
' ICE GB COLSEC
, Camiciottoli (2004) Pulcini & Furia-
(CET-SET) )
ssi (2004) Simpson(2004)*,
3 COL-
' SEC 618,648
' ICE GB-Spoken *“ ”
s 619,900
. (2003) ,
) Word-
(2004) , (2004) , (2005) ,
Smith Tools
(2005)
, , | think you : ,
know 3 :2) , ,
’ ' 4
, , (1
: 3—6
(emerge) ( (2)
Hopper 1987) Biber et al. (1999) , 3—6
77 4 4
(subjectivity) ,
(intersubjectivity) , ,
3
5 (3
2.1 Biber et al. (1999)
and,| think and... | think
' (4)
(contrastive interlanguage analysis) ( Granger (
1996; Granger et al. 1998,2002) , 2005) ,
(overuse)
(underuse) ,
isin the,It is not,I think he
2.5
2.2 2.5.1
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, | think,as for

me,in my opinion

think ,believe

2.5.2

( alot of ,more and more )

COLSEC ICE GB-Spoken
3—6 z, 7744
) s |
think and | think so,and | think
that ,and | think of | think ,
I think
, 3 1)
COLSEC ,
<interlocutor >  </interlocutor >
;2) :
:3)
(COLSEC er,mm,
erm ;ICE GB-Spoken uh,uhm ),
, FP
COLSEC
| CE GB-Spoken 3—6
50 , 50
3
3.
3.1
,COLSEC 4 5
50 ,  ICE GB-Spoken 4 5
50 6 ,|CE GB-Spoken
COLSEC ,

¢ ) :

(lex-
ical richness) (chunk
richness)

1
1. (3 6 50 )
( )
COLSEC 154 9942 0.015 0.024
| CE- GB-Spoken 105 2882 0.036 0.058
50 ( 1 ) ,ICE GB-Spoken
COLSEC 2.4
I think and |
think,I think so,l don't think so
2.
COLSEC 154 53 2.91
| CE- GB-Spoken 105 52 2.02
3 (2.91) 3—6 COL-
SEC , 2
(2.02) 3—6 | CE GB-Spoken
3.2

1

think) ,
( ), I think
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(

.| can give you an example) ,

( :1 also think, how to say, I
COLSEC

should say ,as we all know that)
40 %

6,467
64 %

30 %

4173. 02,

think

think

COLSEC

|CE GB-Spoken

(10,147
909

I think
3,028

, 0.0001

3. COLSEC | think

15. 14

)

4. |CE GB-Spoken | think

4

5

I think FP

So | think
And | think

FP I think

But | think

I don't think|
I think so
| think that

| think may-
be

First | think

Also | think

Maybe |
think

I aso think

I think first

1140

1008

901

854

531

280

178

160

80

37

36

35

30

25

FP I think FP

So | think FP
And | think FP

| don't think so

FPso | think

FP and | think

But | think FP
But | don't
think

So FP | think

Because | think]
FP

And FP I think]

And | think
that

FP because |
think

And so | think

178

127

112

111

75

58

50

a1

41

31

26

26

26

25

But | don't
think so

In my opinion |
think

FPso | think FP|
And | aso think|
that

FPand | think
FP

FP | dont think
)

So FP | think FA
FP because |
think FP

I think first of
al

| think in my o-
pinion

| think to somel

extent

14

13

11

10

10
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3 4 5
I would have
and | think | 163 [I mean | think| 32 7
thought that
, , I mean | think
I dont think| 163 [l don't think so] 29 4
that
| think that | 116 |and | think thaj 24
I don't think
but | think | 65 23
that
but | don't
FP1 think | 52 19
think
| think that
well | think| 46 7
FP
you know |
| think FP | 42 7
think
and | thoughty 41
I think so 35
so | think 34
3 4 ,
“ " (I perspective) |
think , in my o
pinion,| want tosay,It's my turn, That's my opinion,|
don't agree
CET-SET s
, “ " (you per-
spective) , you can see that,you

know | mean

thought that

I think
, and | thought

I would have

UTiE A

3.3
s
24| TEEE -
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(R || () || (ke
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50
, ( 1)

(speaker-oriented)

( )
, 4
A) (Cognitive DM Cs) (
) .1 think,1 don't know ,you
can see that ,thank you very much
B) (Referential DM Cs) (
) Jfirst of all ,by the way,and
so on
C) (Tone modifying DMCs)
( ): ,sort of , more or
less,or something like that ,if you like,oh my god
D) ( Cognitive constraint
DMCs) : L ( ) 1 think,you know ,well | mean
how to say
4
5. COLSEC |ICE GB-Spoken
COLSEC | CE- GB-Spoken
9088 (91 %) 2056 (71 %) 4410.64
593 (6 %) 492 (17 %) 9.41
43 (1 %) 334 (12 %) 222.42
218 (2 %) 0 (0%) /
( 6.63,p = .01)

| can't agree
with you more | quite agree with you,
; agree
| don't think so ,
But it seems/ ed to me that,and it looks as though,as

far as| cansee from the point of view of

(repairing and confirming

“« "o« n

strategies) ,

|CE GB-spoken
I mean,| was (just) going tosay,that is
to say,do you see what | mean,you know/see what |
mean
, :something like that, more or less,

things like that ,sort of

(COLSECQ)

: ( )
90 )
“ ” (the Lexical Ap-
proach) (Willis 1990; L ewis 1993, 2000; Nattinger &
441 -
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spoken corpus, by YANG Yanfeng (School of Foreign L anguages, South China Univ. of Technology, Guangzhou
510640, China) , p.431

The study investigates the relationship between temporal adverbials and the use of the simple past tense based
on the spoken English corpus of Chinese learners (SECCL) . It isfound that the existence of atemporal adverbial
does not significantly affect the simple past variation. The types of temporal adverbials, however, are found to
have a direct bearing onit. It is alsofound that different types of temporal adverbials play differential rolesin the
use of the simple past tense. Temporal adverbials of sequence (TAS) , temporal adverbials of position (TAP) , and
temporal adverbials of contrast (TAC) are found to call for the simple past tense while temporal adverbials of
quantity (TAQ) are found to hinder it. On the whole, the findings of the present study are consistent with the
hypothesis of developmental stages in tense and aspect acquisition and the functional hypothesis proposed by
Young (1993) .
Discourse Management Chunks in Chinese college learners English speech: A spoken corpus-based study, by XU
Jiajin & XU Zongrui (National Research Center for Foreign L anguage Education, Beijing Foreign Studies Univ. ,
Beijing 100089, China) , p. 437

This study examines the structural and functional similarities and differences in Discourse Management
Chunks (DMCs) between Chinese non- English major college students (represented by the COL SEC corpus) and
British native English speakers' (represented by the | CE- GB-Spoken corpus) English speech. The quantitative and
qualitative data have laid bare Chinese learners incapability to produce formally diversified and functionally ap-
propriate interpersonal chunks. Unlike the overall preference for interpersonal indirect politeness strategies used
by native speakers of English, Chinese learners cling to literally translated chunks from Chinese and overuse the
self-centered | think” type of chunks which downgrades their discourse interaction to an ineffective and impolite
mode.

The study of the history of translation in China: A methodological consideration —With Comments on A History of
Translation in China, by XU Jun & ZHU Yubin (School of Foreign Studies, Nanjing Univ. , Nanjing 210093,
China) , p.451

This paper attempts to explore the new methods that can be used in the study of the history of translation in
China. Then it will proceed to introduce and comment on the ground-breaking work, A History of Translation in
China, with a view on the future trend of the study of the translation history in China.

Principles for the compiling of an English Collocation Dictionary : A critical review of The Kenkyusha Dictionary of
English Collocations, by CHEN Guohua & WANG Wei (National Research Centre for Foreign L anguage Educa-
tion, Beijing Foreign Studies Univ. , Beijing 100089, China) , p.468

The first edition of The Kenkyusha Dictionary of English Collocations created the macro-structure of selecting
only nouns, verbs and adjectives as headwords and treating nouns as the base in collocations involving verbs and
adjectives, and the microstructure of classifying and arranging collocations by collocation structure and alp habeti-
cal order. The new edition of Kenkyusha differs from its predecessors mainly in a greater number of collocates
and in presenting syntactic combinations. The authors of this review article argue: (1) that the criterion for dif-
ferentiating a collocation from a free combination should be that a collocating item does not have a predictable
foreign language counterpart; (3) that adverbs and prepositions should be included as headwords; (3) that collo-
cations of coordinate construction should be included as a separate category; (4) apart from nouns, an item that
has a narrower sense and is less frequently used in the collocation can also serve as base. The article agrees with
Palmer that collocation dictionaries should“ serve as learning and teaching handbooks rather than as crutches to
lean on in moments of linguistic crisis” and proposes that the next generation of learner's dictionary should be a
collocation dictionary as well.



