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Abstract

This paperis a reporton researchinto phraseologicatiifferenceshetweenan Americanand a British
corpusof spolen English.Recurrentombinationf two, three,or four wordswhich occursignificantly
moreoftenin onecorpusthanin the otherareextractedandusedasa basisfor furtherandmoredetailed
investigation.The resultsmainly shawv differencesn conversationakoutinesandprove onceagainthat
in mary, if notmost,casesosimplel:1lequivalencebetweerthetwo varietiescanbeestablishedwhile
the resultsof this kind of researctdo not provide normatve informationfor encodingwritten English,
it is neverthelessaguedthatinformation aboutphraseologicatlifferencesetweenspolen varietiesof
Englishis vital for teachersaandstudentslike andshouldbe retrievablefrom dictionaries.

1 Word combinationsasa clueto a spealker’sorigin

Whenwe heara British or anAmericanpersorspeakwe canusuallytell which of thetwo coun-
tries he or shecomesfrom. Most frequently their pronunciationwill be the give-avay. There
arealsocertainwordsor grammaticatonstructionsvhich give hintsasto whethersomebodys

likely to stemfrom Birmingham,Alabamaor from Birminghamin the EnglishWestMidlands.
Apartfromthis, however, thereare— asl wouldlik eto argue— considerablelifferencedetween
British andAmericanspealerswith respecto theword combinationsvhich they typically use
very frequently This hasimportantimplicationsfor appliedlinguistics,for fieldsasdiverseas
translationteachingandlexicography

2 Previousreseach on phraseologicalor collocational
differ encesbetweenvarieties of English

Standardgeneraltextbookson varietiesof English hardly offer ary information on phraseo-
logical or collocationaldifferencedbetweenrAmericanandBritish English.More usually they
containlists of single lexical itemswhich are typically more or lessrestrictedto one of the
two varieties.Thesdlists oftenignorefurtherinformationon socialor regionalvariationwhich
would make thedistinctionlessclear They canseenratherimpressionisti@ndsubjectve and
typically alsolack the corpusresearchbackingthatonewould wish for nowadays.

Therearealsofew specialisedarticleson phraseologicabr collocationaldifferencesetween
British and AmericanEnglish- notablytheresearcton collocationsin [Greenbauni1988]and
[Glaser1991,1992]. Someof their resultshave beencalledinto questionby insightsgained
throughthe useof corporaover the lastfew years.
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Interestingly monolinguallearners’dictionariesstill seemto be the bestsourcefor informa-
tion aboutcollocationalandphraseologicatlifferencedetweerBritish andAmericanEnglish.
Anotherimportantsourcas theBBI CombinatoryDictionary of English However, thesedictio-
nariesdo notalwaysagreeonwhatshouldbelabelledasAmericanEnglishespeciallyAmerican
Englishor British EnglishiespeciallyBritish English

Moreover, thereis asyetno systematicesearclfof thekind which a dictionarycannotpresent)
into phraseologicaand collocationaldifferencesetweerBritish and AmericanEnglish. Nei-
theris it clear- or easyto find outandquantify— how largethesedifferencesare.

3 A methodfor comparing corpora
of spoken American and British English
with respectto differencesn word combinations

3.1 The corpora

The presentarticle is in partan interim reporton the researchdonefor a dissertationabout
collocationsandotherphraseologicalinitsin spolenBritish andAmericanEnglish.This study

is basedupontwo corporaof spoken Englishwhich both aim to be representatie of natural,

spontaneousjon-scriptedspolen English:for British English,the’spolkendemographicpart

of theBritish NationalCorpus(BNCSD); for AmericanEnglish:theLongmanSpolenAmerican
Corpus(LSAC). Both corporaweretranscribedrthographicallywith a numberof annotations
relatingto pausesparalinguisticohenomenaetc. In both the BNCSDandthe LSAC all age

groups,all major social strataand differentregionsof the two countriesarerepresentedlhe

two corporaaresimilar in size—the LSAC having about4.9 million andthe BNCSDabout3.9

million wordsof runningtext.

The BNCSDandthe LSAC areamongthe largestavailable corporaof corversationalBritish
and AmericanEnglishthat are similar enoughto be comparedn this way. Neverthelessthey
arerathersmall for servingasa basisfor lexical researchandespeciallysowhenit comesto
lexical combinatoricsThis meanghatonly themostfrequenttemscanbeconsideredor closer
inspection.

Thereare also certaindifferencesbetweenthe corporawhich have to be taken into account
whenonetries to comparethem. Firstly, despitetheir similarity in sizethe BNCSDis some-
whatsmallerthanthe LSAC which makesit necessaryo normalizethefiguresfor comparison.
Thereforeall frequeng countswill alwaysbegivenbothasraw figuresandaspartsper million
(ppm). Otherdifferenceghathave to betakeninto consideratiorrelateto the methodsof tran-
scriptionandmark-upthatwere used.While the BNCSDhasSGML/TE}conformingmark-up
with initial andfinal tagsbracleting stretcheof the text, the LSAC hasa completelydifferent
systemof annotatiorwhich usesonly initial tagsin mostcasesThis meanghatcorpusanalysis
programshave to beprovidedin two versionsandthatall resultshave to bedouble-checkdfor
correctnessThe factthatthe BNCSDwastranscribedusing British English spelling,andthe
LSAC using Americanorthographyresultsin spelling variants.Someof thesevariantsmight
be expected(e.g.cente-cente) while otherscomeunexpected(a while versusawhile 'cause
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versuscog. With interjections,it is sometimedifficult, if notimpossibleto decidewhether
oneis dealingwith merespellingdifferencesr actualdifferencef meaninganduse.Someof
themostfrequentitemsin thetwo corpora— er, erm mm(BNCSD anduh, um(LSAC) — seem
to have partly overlappingconditionsof use,but therearealsosignificantdifferences.

3.2 Finding clustersin corpora

A seriesf speciallywritten program$ wasusedo extractthemostfrequentword combinations
(hereaftercalledclustes) from eachof the two corpora.Thesetools make it possibleto filter

all combinationsof two, three,four, or more,wordsfrom atext and counttheir frequeng of

occurrenceThe resultsare presenteds lists. For example,the programswould output the

following three-vord-clusterdor thesentenc&€an| havea look at this? CANI HAVE - HAVE

A—HAVEA LOOK—ALOOKAT - LOOKAT THIS (eachwith araw frequeng of one).

Theprogramswereinstructedio respecpunctuatiormarksandspealer turn changesThis ex-
cludesmary uselessigh-frequeng clusterslike youdon't you, isn’t it yes mmdo youwhich
stretchover clausesor eventurnsof differentspealers. Neverthelesseven with theserestric-
tions, the outputof the programscontainsa numberof clusterslike | havea which areof little
or nointerestin termsof phraseologyOn the otherhand,mary interestingphenomen&anbe
foundusingthis method especiallyif long texts arebeingprocessed.

3.3 Noteson the sizeof the 'phrasicon’

Oneof the mostinterestingquestionof phraseologicatesearchs just how muchof language
is prefabricatedThereis reasorto supposehatfiguresof recurrentlusterscangive somehints
towardsthe solution of this problem,bearingin mind that thereis an underlyingproblemof
drawing theline betweemrefabricatedunitsandstringsof wordsgeneratedby syntacticrules.

In both corpora,about35% of all two-word clustertypesoccur at leasttwice. For clusters
involving morewords,therateis lower: around20% for three-word clustersandaround10%
for four-word clusters.It is obvious, however, that simple recurrencemay be nothing but a
productof chancelt is usefulto comparehis with the percentagesf clustersoccurringatleast
tentimes:they arearound7% for two-word clusters 2% for three-word clustersandonly 0.5%
for four-word clusters.

However, therearea numberof difficulties connectedvith this approachFirstly, as[Altenberg
1998] haspointedout, frequeng of recurrence&eannotbe usedasa criterionfor phraseological
status.Secondly with this method,clusterfrequenciegandwith them,the size of the 'phra-
sicon’) dependon the lengthof the stringsof wordsthatareanalysedThe longera sentence,
clause,or otherchunkof languagedelimited by punctuationmarks,the more clustersit con-
tains. Thus,in a way, clusterfrequencieglependon the transcription— and asone caneasily
imagine,punctuationis a generalproblemin thetranscriptionof any spolentext.

A third problemis thatthe clustermethodblatantlyignoresalarge numberof phraseologicabr
semi-phraseologicalnits. Amongstthe itemsthatfall throughthis netare,for example,mary
collocationsof thetypesstudiedoy [Hausmanri984,1989],[Cowie 1994],and[Howarth1996]
whereasmary assix or morewordscanintervenebetweerthewordsthatcollocate Otheritems
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left outareso-calledormalidioms[Moon 1998]which have a givensyntacticframewhich can
berealizedwith entirelydifferentwords(e.g.theform’interrogatve + or + interrogatve’, asin
"AmlI right or aml right?’).

For all thesereasonsthe figuresfor eachindividual corpuscanonly give a very roughidea
of how much of languages phraseologicalHowever, they indicatethatthereis indeeda re-

markablenumberof prefabricatedelementgo be foundin everydaycorversation.f it canbe

provedthattherearealsosignificantclusterdifferencesetweercorporaof differentgeograph-
ical varietiesof English,thenthiswill pointevenmoreclearlyto the prefabricated- or atleast
semi-preébricated- characteof muchof language.

3.4 Comparing cluster lists

But how doesonefind suchsignificantclusterdifferencebetweercorpora?nemethodwhich
is frequentlyusedfor calculatingthe significanceof frequeng differencesetweencorporais
the chi-squardest.Chi-squarevalueswerecalculatedor all clustersin the corpora,sincethis
malkesit possibleto producealist rankingall clustersfrom thosethataremostclearly different
to thosethat are mostclearly similar. Therewerea large numberof highly significantcluster
differencego be founc®. In orderto limit the outputto thosecasesvherethe differencewas
clearestindthe evidencestrongestthefinal versionof thelists producedy the programsonly
containghosecombinationsvhich have aminimumfrequeng of occurrencef 25 ppmin that
corpusin which they appeamorefrequently(i.e. atleastabout99 occurrencesn the BNCSD
or aboutl22occurrences the LSAC in raw frequencies).

4 Results

Naturally, the clusterlistsdo notjust shav purely phraseologicghhenomenaMany of theclus-
tersshav syntacticdifferencedetweerthe corpora suchasvaleng differencesr thefactthat
the pasttenseis usedmorefrequentlyin spoken Americanthanin spokenBritish English.An-
other very marked differencelies in the factthatthe BNCSDcontainsmary more occasions
of havegot (asin I’ ve got) thanthe LSAC, which simply hasthe correspondingorms of have
This differenceis well-documentedh theliteratureon differencesetweerBritish andAmeri-
canEnglish[cf. e.g.Strevens1978].

It is usefulat this pointto comebackvery briefly to the questionof whetherthe two corpora
are similar enoughfor comparisonA problemwith using standardists of British-American
differencedo seewhetherthey arereflectedn the corporaliesin thefactthatlists of this kind

arelargely madeup of phenomené#hatarefairly rarein thespolenlanguagelt is moreusefulto

comparehefindingsin thecorporawith thelabellingin moderndictionariesindeed anumber
of themcanbe confirmedin this way, althoughthereare otherswherethe evidencefrom the
corporais at variancewith thedictionariegseebelow).

However, thereis a fundamentaproblemwith usingthe languagematerialof the corporaas
a basisfor comparisonlinstead the similarity of two corporashouldbe determinedorimarily
throughthe similarity of the samplingtechniqueused sinceusingthe dataitself may prejudice
results Word combinationsuchasl havea, which atfirst glancelook asif they mightfunction
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asstandardor checkingthe similarity of the corpora,canturn out to be uselesdor this pur-
pose.This doesnot preclude however, thatthe materialitself may point to certainimbalances
in the compositionof the corpora.For example,the high frequeng of the clustersmay| help
(you), (thank)you for calling pointsto the fact thattherearetwo texts in the LSAC (162201
and162202)thatwererecordedoy a receptionistat herworkplace while the figuresfor other
clusterssuchasgoodboyor goodgirl indicatealargeramountof parent-childcorversationsn
the BNCSD Thereis thereforereasorfor cautionin evaluatingthe clusterfrequenciesOn bal-
ance however, the experiencegainedthroughworking with the corporahasnot only confirmed
thesimilarity of the samplingtechniqueput alsotheimpressiorthat— apartfrom the problems
cited— thematerialthatthey containis indeedcomparable.

4.1 Differenttypesof phraseologicaldifferences
highlighted by the cluster method

The lists shoved clearly that thereare a large numberof phraseologicatlifferencesetween
Americanand British English. The clusterspoint to phraseologicamaterialof very different
kinds. Someof it haspreviously beenmentionedasbeingmoretypical of one of the two va-

rieties,someappeardo be nen. The materialcanbe groupedinto differentkinds of semantic,
pragmaticor structuralgroups Amongthemare(partsof) time adwerbials(suchasBritish half

past quarterto, (quarter) of an hour; at the momentin a minute Americanright now, at this

point, (everyonce)in a while, the wholetime), phrasaland prepositionalverbs— e.g. British

get on with, go out with; Americango ahead(and...) figure out, work out ('exercise’)— anda

very large numberof corversationaloutines(see4.3). Otherfindingsconcernthe collocational
behaiour of individual words, like thefactthata lot collocatesar morefrequentlywith quite

andnotin British Englishthanit doesin AmericanEnglish.

4.2 Support verb constructionsand the problem of equivalence

Onetraditional areaof collocationalresearchare supportverb constructionsthatis, combi-
nationsof delexicalisedverb plus objectlike take a shower havea swim etc. Authorslike
[Bensonetal. 1986]have pointedout that certaintypesof supportverbconstructiondik e have
a breakversugtake a breakaretypically formedin British Englishusinghave whereasAmer-

ican Englishusestake. With respectto the BNCSDandthe LSAC this hasbeenof particular
interestwith regardto the nounlook The figuresfor havea look andtake a look arelistedin

tablel.

Cluster LSAC | LSAC ppm | BNCSD | BNCSD ppm
have/has/had/haing alook | 17 3.48 909 229.87
take/takes/took/

taking/taken alook 100 20.47 13 3.29

let's see 989 202.46 180 45.52

let me see 417 85.36 77 19.47

Tablel: Have alook vs. take alook
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Tablel shavsthatit isindeedtruethattake alookis predominanthAmericanEnglish,andhave
alook predominantlyBritish. However, it is notpossibleto concludefrom the materialthattake

a look is the Americanequvalentof British havea look. It is remarkablethat havea look

appearsnuchmorefrequentlyin the BNCSD thantake a look doesin the LSAC. Apparently

structureotherthansupportverbconstructionsake overits functionin AmericanEnglish.One

of thesestructures andit is likely to bethemostimportantonebesidedet’'s see- is let mesee

Let meseeappearsnorethanfour timesasfrequentlyin the LSAC thanit doesin theBNCSD

In this context, it is interestingto notein which structureshavea look appearsn the BNCSD

Almost 20% of the 909 occurrence®f havea look areforlet’s havea look®. In certaincases,
let's havea look is usedsynorymouslywith let mehavea look — andthusalsowithlet mesee

asin thefollowing example,in which a childmindertalksto oneof heryoungchages.

<PS14B> [...] you'vegota filthy nose Let’'s have a look.
(BNCSD kb8/98.293)

This kind of synorymoususeis atypical phenomenonTherearemary casesn whichamore
fixed,more’idiomatic’ expressionn onevariety correspondso anotheylessclearly’phraseo-
logical’ in the other Equivalencedependgo a significantdegreeon context. This meanghat,
unfortunatelyit will not be possibleto presenta list of simple British-Americanequivalents.
Realityis morecomplec thanthis.

4.3 The largestgroup: corversational routines

Most of the highly frequentrecurringword combinationsare corversationakoutinesor parts
of them. They are of very differentkinds, rangingfrom hedgedik e kind of (LSAC) andsort
of (BNCSD to whole responsefike here youare (BNCSD)or here you go (LSAC), itemson
the borderlinebetweenhedgeandfiller, suchasand stuf (like that), and shit (like that) (both
LSAC), or expletiveslike bloodyhell, oh dear (BNCSD or (oh) my gosh oh boy, oh man oh
wow (LSAC).

Sometimest is possibleto find groupsof suchroutineswith a similar function andinternal
structure,asin the examplein table2. Theitems| guess| figure/l figured andl believe are
usedmorefrequentlyin the LSAC, while | supposel redon, andl expectcanbe found more
frequentlyin the BNCSD | think hassimilar ppmfrequenciesn both corpora.lt is interesting
to notethedifferencedor the pasttenseforms.

Unfortunately however, groupslik e this onecanseldombe foundeasily The primaryexplana-
tion for thisis that— aswith thesupportverbconstructionsnentioned- phraseologicatemsin

onevariety may have equivalentsin the otherthatarefar lessclearly phraseologicalor at least
lesscompactandmorevariablein structure.

Whenit comesto closerstudy of groupsof itemswith a similar pragmaticmeaning,it may
be interestingto include itemswhosefrequenciedie below the thresholdof 25 ppmin both
corpora.Onesuchgroupis givenin the upperpartof table3, table3a, which containsdifferent
'checking’ stratgieswhich areusedto askfor repetitionor clarification.
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Cluster LSACraw | LSAC ppm | BNCSDraw | BNCSDppm

| guess | 3613 739.62 32 8.09

| figure | 88 18.01 2 0.51

| figured | 243 49.74 2 0.51

| believe | 297 60.8 86 21.75

| think 11941 2444.44 8909 2252.95

| thought | 3367 689.26 4104 1037.84

| suppose| 237 48.52 1307 330.52

| reckon |7 1.43 381 96.35

| expect | 24 491 243 61.45

Table2: CorversationaRoutines
LSACraw | LSAC ppm | BNCSDraw | BNCSDppm

"Sorry?" ° 13 2.66 245 61.96
I'm sorry? 24 491 3 0.76
beg(your) pardon? | 6 1.23 33 8.35
pardon me? 40 8.19 3 0.76
pardon? 64 13.10 613 155.02
excuseme? 32 6.55 3 0.76
"What?" 2091 428.05 2803 708.84
"Huh?" 1349 276.15 40 10.12

Table3: “Checking” stratgies(upperpart: Table3a,lower part: Table 3b)

Thedecisionto studythe elementsn table 3astemslargely from the wish to find out whether
the’check’ excuseme?is responsibldor thehighfrequeng of theclusterl’m sorryin theLSAC

(9190ccurrences,e. 188.13ppm asagainst320occurrencesr 80.92ppmin the BNCSD. It

is interestingto notethatthereis a slighttendeng towardsthe two-word combinationgpardon
me?,’'m sorry?,excusane?)in theLSAC ratherthanthesingleSorry?or Pardon?whichcanbe
foundin the BNCSD As thelower partof table3, table3b shavs, however, the mostfrequently
usedchecks’arethe one-word checkswhat?(esp.BNCSD andhuh?(esp.LSAC).

Most, if notall of theprefabsandsinglewordsmentionedsofarwerefairly easyto classifyinto
groups.Otherspresenmoreof a challengeTable4 lists the figuresfor afew itemswhich have
not beenstudiedin detailsofar. They areincludedherefor the purposeof giving the readera
few moreexamplesof thewide rangeof prefabricatecandsemi-preébricatedunitsfoundin the
clusterlists.

5 The cluster method: a brief appraisal

Naturally, evenin combinationwith the thresholdsmentionedabove, studyingphraseological
differencesetweencorporaof spoken Englishthroughclustersandwith methodsof the kind
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Cluster LSACraw | LSAC ppm | BNCSDraw | BNCSDppm
mind you 19 3.89 684 172.97
| should think 6 1.23 319 80.67
tell you what 236 48.31 478 120.88
the troubleis 16 3.28 127 32.12
could do with 9 1.84 103 26.05
you'rewelcome| 255 52.2 23 5.82
how about 491 100.51 124 31.36
you'rekidding | 179 36.64 11 2.78

| appreciate 128 26.2 7 1.77
would love 123 25.18 25 6.32

Table4: Prefabssofar unclassified

describedabore is notwithout limitations. First of all, it shouldbe pointedout thattheraw fig-
urescalculatedoy theprogramshave to beconfirmedby referenceo theconcordance<lusters
canbeambiguousandtheir interpretatioroften dependsn their individual contexts. The mis-
leadingcharacteiof someotherclustersoriginatesin the factthatin both corporaclausesare
not always separatedyy punctuation.Secondly while the programsrespectexisting punctua-
tion and spealer turns,they canonly countorthographiovords, not lexemes.In mary cases,
however, thisis irrelevantsincemary corversationatoutineshave afairly fixedform including
inflections.A third point of criticism is thatnot all irrelevantcombinationsareremoved from
the output. This mainly concernsclusterscontaininginterjectionslike er er er. Combinations
of this kind will have to be discardednanually Finally, asstatedabove, a substantiahumber
of phraseologicalinits areignoredby the procedurechosenhere.Therefore the methoddoes
not permitaccuratestatisticstatementsf phraseologicatlensity

Onthewhole, however, theapproachadoptedhereis very suitablefor a pilot-studyof the kind
describedhere.lts open,non-prestructuredharacteidoesnot restrictor anticipatethe results
in ary way. It might be arguedthat for lexicographicpurposest would be desirableto have
more powerful softwarewhich canfind more of thesecombinationsn a moreautomaticway
like the CQP/Xkwictools for finding Verb+Object-collocationdescribedby [Docherty/Heid
1998]. However, it is doubtful whetherthis will indeedbe possible.Prefabricatedunits typi-
cally have no clearlydefinedboundariesThe syntacticstructureof routineformulaeis difficult
to determinan advance Moreover, large,non-POS-taggesipolencorporaik ethe LSAC would
presensubstantiaproblemsto automaticanalysis For a first investigationinto phraseological
andcollocationaldifferencesetweertwo spolencorporathe clustermethodis moreappropri-
ate.

6 Relevancefor lexicography

Both lexical combinatoricsaandthe spolenlanguageare currentlyof greatinterestin different
fieldsof appliedlinguistics.Recentrendsin languagdeaching- lik ethe"Wortschatzwendedr
theinterestarousedy bookssuchasThelLexical Approadc [Lewis 1993]-favouranapproach
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to languageteachingwhich gives priority to phraseologicahaspectof the languageln order
to be ableto teachsuccessfullyteachersvho arenot native spealersof Englishneedto have
accesso collectionsof typical phraseslexicalisedsentencstemsandothertypesof fixedword
combinationsvhich belongto thevarietyof Englishwhichthey themseleshave learntandare
representingn class— notjustfor written, but alsofor oral communication.

In responséo the growing emphasi®n the spolkenlanguagen classrooms&ndexamsin mary
countries{Summersl999] adwcateshe coverageof spolken Englishin learners’dictionaries.
Shearguesthat this can counterbalanceinnaturalcorversationsin textbooks,but also show
studentswhen spolen languageis not appropriate[Moon 1998], on the other hand,doubts
whetheranormalconversationis thesituationin whichlearnersvould usealearnersdictionary
for their encodingneeds.She amguesthat what learnerswant above all from a corventional
monolingualdictionaryis normatve informationaboutwritten English. Instead shesuggests
that a lexicon offering information aboutthe spolken languageshould have a very different
structurealtogether with increasedemphasison phraseologicalnd collocationalas well as
pragmatiomattersandnew patternof descriptionfor variousaspects.

It is interestingto notein this context thatprefabricatedtemsfrom spolenEnglisharealready
commonin learnersdictionariesThisdoesnotmeanhowever, thatdifferencedetweerBritish

andAmericanspolenEnglisharealwaysindicatedf, for example onelooksuptheitemsfrom

table 2 in the four greatmonolinguallearners’dictionariesissuedin 1995,onewill seethat
while | guess] figure and| expectarealsoshavn to be typical of only onevarietyin at least
two dictionariesonly LDOCE3labelsl supposendl redwon asespeciallyBrE. Theremaybe
someconnectiorherewith Longmanactuities in thefield of spoken Americancorpora but the
samplées really too smallto drav any generakonclusions.

Thereare alsoa numberof clusterswhich are significantly more frequentin one of the two
corporabut which arenot labelledfor regional varietyin ary of thefour learners dictionaries,
eventhoughthey maybehighlightedasphrasesThey areof verydifferenttypes from discourse
markersto whole turns,hedgesand so forth. Amongstthemare,for the BNCSD as| say; |
mustadmit, go on then it's no good (+ V-ing), mightaswell. The LSAC offers, for example,
but see soundsgood big deal This could meanthatthesedifferencedetweenAmericanand
British English have hitherto not beendiscovered.Alternatively, it may meanthatthey have
beendiscoveredbut thatlabelling (or eveninclusion)wasdecidedagainst.Thisis likely to be
the case for example,with soundsgoodor big deal Lexicographersnay feel thatanitem is
not largely restrictedto or moretypical of onevariety— despitecleardifferencesn frequeng
betweercorpora.

As expectedworking with thetwo clusteringprogramsshaws thatalmostall of thedifferences
betweenBritish and AmericanEnglishdo not reflectabsolutepresencer absencef prefabs
or multi-word unitsin thetwo varieties but differencesn frequeng. Evenso,thesedifferences
canbevery clear If, however, theitemsfoundwith the help of the clusteringprogramswereto
bedescribedn adictionary thelabellingwould in mostcasesave to readespeciallyBritish or
especiallyAmerican
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7 A basisfor monitoring phraseologicaldifferences
betweenAmerican and British English in the futur e

[Trudgill 1998]holdsthat,whilst British andAmericanEnglishareslowly diverging from each
otherin pronunciationthey seemto be retainingtheir distinctve grammaticalcharacteristics
andare,in fact, corverging in termsof vocahlulary. While this may be true, the sub-field of
phraseologyor lexical combinatoricds not toucheduponat all. The traditionallists of lexical
itemswhich make up mostdifferencedetweerAmericanandBritish Englishhithertodescribed
needto be supplementedtby findingson prefabricatedelementsof the languageTheresearch
onthe BNCSDandthe LSAC suggestshattherearestill considerablaifferencedetweerthe
two varieties,to the point that a spealer’s origin may be recognizabldrom the prefabsthat
he or sheuses.With the help of the clusterlistsdescribedabore, it shouldalsobe possibleto
monitorfuture developmentsandto find out whetherthesephraseologicatlifferencedetween
AmericanandBritish Englishwill still beasnoticeablan theyearsto come.

Notes

10n [Greenbaunil 988], cf. [Bublitz 1998]. A comparisorof Glasers list of phraseologicalnits
with the correspondingentriesin OALD5 and LDOCES (both corpus-based$havs that someof the
itemsthatshelabelsasAmericanarein factfoundin bothvarieties. Amongstthesearethe daily grind,
give somebodyhe ax (British Englishspellingaxé, no soonersaid thandoneandno kidding Getthe
sadk/givesbthesad is labelled"BrE informal” in LDOCE3 On the whole, however, this confirmsher
impressiorthatbothvarietiesaregettingmoresimilarin their phraseology

2| amvery gratefulto FlorianKlampfl for writing all programsiescribedere.In somerespectsthese
programswvereinspiredby atool containedn Mik e Scotts concordancingackagatrbrdSmith Theterm
clustes wasalsoadoptedrom there.However, thetool in WordSmithseemso bedesignedrimarily for
smallamountof text. It cannotcopewith large amountsof datasuchasa four million word corpus.

3A problemof usingthe chi-square-tesn this context is thatthe total of the valuesenterednto the
calculationis very large. Thereareseveralhundredthousand®f clustertokens,evenif only theclusters
above the thresholdof 25 ppm are usedas a basisand this raises— and thus skews — the chi-square
valuesfor eachindividual cluster It seemsuseful,thereforeto consideronly thoseclusterdifferences
for researclwhich eitherhave a highratio (if possiblel:2) or arevery frequent.

4Thefiguresfor the mostfrequentconstructionof havea look areasfollows: let's havea look 176
(= 19%),goandhavea look 83 (= 9%), I'll havea look 69 (= 8%), let mehavea look 30 (= 3%).

5Sincethe figuresfor single-word items are only given as a roughindication for comparisonthe
figuresfor itemsin doublequotationmarksin this tablearevalid for therespectie spellingvariantonly,
including capitalizationandpunctuation.
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