Lexicography and phraseology
Magali Paquot

[DRAFT — To appear in: Douglas Biber & Randi Reppen(eds.),The Cambridge
Handbook of Corpus Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.]

1. Introduction

Corpus linguistics has contributed to lexicographg number of ways. It has provided the
methods and tools for lexicographers to bettersast® relative importance of different
words and their different uses. It has led to teetbpment of innovative approaches to the
lexicographical treatment of meaning, grammar, pragimatics and extended the entire scope
of lexicographic research (Teubert, 2001; Hank®92®anks 2012a). However, it is
probably in the lexicographical description of @ealogy that corpus linguistics has had the
most revolutionary effect. Evidence of word useanpora has shown to an unprecedented
extent that words are not isolates but rather comtiith each other in preferred syntagmatic
patterns to acquire meaning (e.g. Sinclair, 19%nks, 2012b).

This distinctive vision of language (and languaiyelg) is rooted in Firth’s contextual
theory of meaning and developed in the work of MKAHalliday, J. Sinclair and M. Hoey.
Stubbs (1993: 2-3) lists 9 principles underlyingtiBh linguistics in the Firthian tradition,
four of which general ideas are of particular digance for the lexicographical treatment of
phraseology: (1) Language should be studied inechittested, authentic instances of use, not
as intuitive, invented, isolated sentences; (2puistics is concerned with the study of
meaning: form and meaning are inseparable; (3)€eliseno boundary between lexis and
syntax: lexis and syntax are interdependent; apt(#h language use is routine. The latter
principle places collocation, i.e. “a relation dfirity which holds between words in a
language, and which is revealed by the typical cmioence of words” (Seretan 2011: 10)
[see also Xiao, this volume], at the forefront nfdinguistic or lexicographic description of
language and has been articulated by Sinclairaridm of the ‘idiom principle’:

The principle of idiom is that a language user dzalable to him or her a large
number of semi-preconstructed phrases that cotesstagle choices, even though
they might appear to be analysable into segmesitscl@ir 1991:110)

In Sinclair’s view of language, phraseology is cahtphraseological items, whatever their
nature, take precedence over single words (GraamggPaquot, 2008: 29). This is perhaps
best illustrated in the tendency of very frequeatds such amake know orfactto derive
their meanings from the context in which they océ&s put by Moon (2007: 168), “Evidence
shows that their most frequent uses are often abelkzed: thus semantically independent
meanings ofakesuch as ‘remove, move, steal, escort’ are lessrammthan its use in
structures such dake a steptake part take a long timé

Sinclair’'s pioneering corpus work was first putimiractice lexicographically in the
Collins Cobuild English Language Dictiona(¢CELD), a monolingual dictionary for
learners of English published in 1987. The condernvord combinations was not new in
pedagogical lexicography: phraseology had long beengnized as an essential component
of native-like fluency and idiomatic language uBawley and Syder, 1983) and an early and
groundbreaking attempt to help learners to encoel@img in a native-like way by focusing
on collocations, idioms and speech formulae camaoed back to Hornby et al.’s (1942)
Idiomatic and Syntactic English Dictionafgf. Cowie, 1999: 42), though the word



combinations “were identified from experience ofgaage and language teaching” (Moon
2007: 168).

Since the CCELD’s publication in 1987, the useafas data has spread rapidly to
English pedagogical lexicography. Dictionariesdtrer languages, specialised dictionaries
and bilingual dictionaries are now also followingtsThe aim of this chapter is to assess the
impact of corpus data on the description of phriaggoin various types of English
dictionaries® The focus is on electronic dictionaries as ‘Tolycography is largely
synonymous with electronic lexicography and margcsgists predict the disappearance of
paper dictionaries in the near future’ (Granged,2®). Section 2 starts with a brief
description of the Sketch Engine, probably onéhefdorpus query systems most frequently
used by lexicographers today to analyse the petfegnvironment of words. It then shows
how the use of corpora has been instrumental ieldping new access routes to
phraseological units in learners’ dictionaries doefproviding an overview of studies that
have dealt with word combinations in English lexjaphy, and more particularly their
coverage, i.e. how many and which word combinatamedisted in dictionaries. Section 3
reports on a study that investigates the usefuloiegiraseological information in learners’
dictionaries to answer the specific needs of naivaeatudents and researchers who have to
write in academic settings and makes out a casiéouse of a wider range of specialised
corpora in dictionary making. The chapter ends witggestions for further and better
integration of corpus-data (and corpus-query taosinprove the coverage of and access to
phraseology in dictionaries.

2) In search of phraseology: from dictionary makingto the study of dictionaries

A wide range of software tools and resources aadahle today to assist in the identification
and analysis of word combinations. The Sketch Emgra corpus tool originally developed
to answer the specific needs of lexicographerealiures all the characteristics of a good
concordancer, i.e. display of concordance lindsWIC format, sorting options, frequency
distribution, collocation statistics (see Raysas tfolume; Xiao this volume) as well as
unique components such as Word sketches. Thesergmes-based summaries of a word’s
collocational behaviour and provide separate b$tollocates ordered by decreasing
frequency or statistical significance for each graatical relation a word participates in.
Figure 1, for example, provides a sample of the M\aetch for the verbuggestThe first
two columns display the most frequent subjectsabjécts of the verbuggestThe third
column shows thatuggests commonly used in the past participle form foléa by the
prepositionby and lists the nouns that are typically introdubgdhe preposition. The fourth
column provides a list of adverbs that typicallildw the verbsuggest

Other features of the Sketch Engine that are pdatily useful for the lexicographic
description of phraseology include:

1. Athesaurus which provides a list of ‘nearest neahs’ for a word, i.e. words that
share collocates with the search word and mayfibrerée potential synonyms (or
possibly antonyms). For example, the 10 neareghbeurs for the nouargument
areclaim, idea, view, theory, interpretation, explanat account, concept, principle
andreason

2. The Sketch-Diff option compares word sketchesviar words and identifies the
collocates that they have in common and thosestteatinique to each word.

! Moon (2008:314) has examples of corpus-baseddgraphic projects in other languages.



See Kilgarriff and Kosem (2012) for a comprehensiverview of the Sketch Engine.

Su ggest (verb) Corpus of Academic Journal Articles (CAJA) freq = 64485 (683.4 per million)

subj NP 20787 4.5 NP 15017 2.3 PP_by-i 1748 4.5 AVP 948 0.7

evidence 1350 45.28 || role 436 29.%6 | | study 57 14.96 || here 135 405
study 916 28.09 | | possibility 254 31.73 || theory 36 16.41 || otherwise 8% 42.5
research B44 322 | | way 218 19.8% | | analysis 32 11.53 [ | earlier 62 38.15
result 601 24.86 | [ presence 207 26.6% | | fact 27 15.0(| above 58 38.61
analysis 417 20.6% | | relationship 205 20.18 | | model 26 B.21 || only 52 20.8
finding 375 32.25 (| need 18% 24.46 | | observation 21 15.85 || either 38 25.98
literature 306 29.38 | | mechanism 161 21.51 || literature 1% 14.06 | | strongly 36 27.92
theory 298 22.93 || effect 15% 11.2% | | finding 18 13.63 | | instead 34 71
model 285 13.43 | | existence 157 29.01 [ [ result 18 7.05(|in 23 26.26
datum 215 13.55 || approach 134 15.04 | | author 16 1512 || previously 22 20.6
authaor 157 28.45% [ | model 132 8.47 || datum 16 6.64 | | further 21 19.67
work 1%0 15.7% | | importance 11% 21.%3 | | research 15 8.67 || not 21 618
observation 162 22.93 || difference 112 11.61 || presence 13 10.85 | [ again 20 20.41
researcher 116 22.72 | | use 10% 13.53 | | experiment 12 8.87 || that 18 28.03
article 3% 17.43 || link 53 22.48 || evidence 12 7.8 (| much 18 1ed
paper 9% 15.96 || change 93 9.47 || researcher 10 11.52 || elsewhere 17 24.12
approach 96 9.68 [ | reason 83 14.85 | | Figure 5 11.63 | | below 16 22.27
hypothesis 95 16.53 | [ involvement 82 22.62 || work % 5.02||also 16 7.83
Research 93 24.72 || factor 73 B.61 || referee 8 19.81 ][ therefore 12 13.15
report 90 16.85 | [ degree 72 14.8% | | example 8 5.34|| perhaps 10 14.52

Figure 1: a sample of the WordSketch for the verbsuggest’

Lexicographers can also make use of admirable @wclimpus-based resources such as
the Database of Analysed Texts of English (DANTE{ the Pattern Dictionary of English
Verbs (PDEV). DANTE is a lexical database that jtes a fine-grained description of the
meanings, grammatical and collocational behaviand, text type characteristics of over
42,000 English words. It was created for lexicogeap and computational linguists, using a
custom-built corpus of 1.7 billion words uploadedhe Sketch Engine. The PDEV is an
ongoing corpus-driven project in which a procedtakked Corpus Pattern Analysis (CPA) is
applied to identify the various patterns in whicheab is used and then discover how exactly
meanings arise from each of the patterns. The aategblproject will contain around 5,800
verb entries (Hanks, 2012b: 424-429). See Hanks3Rr a detailed discussion of Corpus
Pattern Analysis.

The systematic exploitation of corpus data in treeess of dictionary making,
together with the advent of electronic dictionariess resulted in the reshaping of lexical
entries. This is especially true of electronic iheais’ dictionaries where phraseological
information may surface in various elements ofrtherostructure:

1. The full-sentence definition format in which woral® defined in context “to represent
the match between phraseology and meaning” (Modd8&: 251) as illustrated in the
following example from th€ollins-Cobuild Advanced Learner’s English Dictiopa
(6™ edition):

If you make an issue osomething, you try to make other people think aftoor
discuss it, because you are concerned or annoyrd &b(CCADG)

2. The use of corpus-derived examples which indiogieal lexicogrammatical patterns
and collocations.



In theOxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionatg" edition), for example, a selected list
of adjective and verb collocates are highlightethmmexamples that are used to
illustrate sense 1 of the noigsue

1[ countable] an important topic that people are discussingrguing about
a key/sensitive/controversial issue

This is abig issue ; we need more time to think about it.

She usually writes about environmental issues.

The union plans toaise the issue of overtime.

The party was divided on this issue.

You're justavoiding the issue.

Don't confusetheissue. (OALD8)

3. The display of a restricted set of collocations fixeld phrases in the body of a lexical
entry.
In theMacmillan English Dictionary for Advanced LearngBs® edition), for
example, each example sentence is preceded bypltbeation it illustrates
highlighted in bold, as shown with sense 22 ofwbebtake

22 [transitive] to have or to show a feeling or opimio

take offencel’'m afraid she took offence at my remarks.

take (an) interestHe’s never taken much interest in his kids.

take a view/attitude | take the view that children should be told theh.
(MEDALZ2)

Fixed phrases (most particularly idioms and phrasgbs) are often treated as sub-
entries. In thé.ongman Dictionary of Contemporary Engligd edition), for
example, fixed phrases with the nquoint are listed as separate senses of the word:

14 to the pointdealing only with the important subject or ideag aot including
any unnecessary discussions:

Her comment were brief and to the point.

15 make a point of doing somethingo do something deliberately, even when it
involves making a special effort:

He made a point of spending Saturdays with hislodl.

| always make a point of being early.

(LDOCES5)

4. Collocation boxes where salient collocates as ifiedtby a statistical analysis of
corpus data are organised by part of speech (FRjure



P8 Macmillan English Dictionary

Collocations 1=

Adjectives frequently used with talent 1

= considerable, exceptional, formidable, great, natural, prodigious, rare,
real, rermarkable, undoubted

Yerbs frequently used with talent 1 as the object

= cultivate, demonstrate, display, foster, harness, have, nurture,
possess, show, squander, use

Figure 2: Collocation box for sense 1 of the nourtdlent’ in MEDAL2

LDOCES is the only dictionary that provides collboa boxes and phrase banks for
almost each word while MEDALZ2 deserves special mearfor offering collocation
boxes at the level of a word sense rather thath®oword in general (see Figure 2).

Some of these features are typical of just oneadiaty: the full sentence definition format,
for example, is a hallmark of the Collins Cobuittiss (Hanks, 1987). Features such as
corpus-based examples are mainstream in todays@héc pedagogical lexicography while
a selected list of specific collocations and phsaseften offered in bilingual dictionaries.

Lexicographic research has addressed the questantessibility of phraseological
information in dictionaries (e.g. De Cock and Gran@004; Herbst and Mittmann, 2008) and
a few studies of dictionary use have investigatadther dictionary users were able to locate
in different dictionaries the collocations they deé to perform a given task (e.g. Lew, 2012).
However, most research has concentrated on aspfemiserage, i.e. how many and which
phraseological units are listed in dictionarieg.(@e Cock, 2002; Coffey, 2006; Siepmann,
2008; Gotz-Votteler and Herbst 2009).

Two studies by Walker (2009) and Moon (2008b) stamidas they compare different
types of dictionaries. Walker (2009) examined tta/w which collocations are treated in
three learners’ dictionaries (COBUILD5, LDOCE4 &ALD7), three collocation
dictionaries (i.e. th®©xford Collocations Dictionary for Students of Esgl 2002; theBBI
Dictionary (revised edition) of English Word Condtiions 1997, BBI; the_ TP Dictionary
of Selected Collocationd999, LTP) and two dictionaries of business Estg(theOxford
Business English Dictionary for Learners of EngligB05, OBED; thé.ongman Business
English Dictionary 2000, LBED). The selected dictionaries are coitpased except for two
collocation dictionaries, i.e. BBl and LTP. Thedjuiocused on eighteen semantically-related
nouns (e.gissue, aspeandfactor) and verbs (e.gun, headandmanagé¢ from the domain
of business English. Findings from a corpus-basedlyais of the collocational behaviour of
these lexical items were used as a benchmark $msamg the treatment of collocations in the
different dictionaries. Two corpora were queried, the Bank of English and a more
specialised corpus of business English made upeotdmmercial and financial data files
from the British National Corpus (6.3 million wo)d3 he collocations included in the entries
for each of the eighteen selected items in thewdfit dictionaries were listed and compared
with those revealed by the corpus-based analysagoMMindings include:

1. There is a lack of consistency in the collocaticeeorded in the three learners’
dictionaries. Only 5% of the collocates listedhe tearners’ dictionaries appear in the



three dictionaries and 24% appear in two of thedldictionaries. Put differently, 71%
of the collocates appear in just one of the thiegotharies (see also Coffey, 2006).

2. Most of the collocations included in the learnelistionaries correspond to those
identified in the corpora but the dictionaries téadecord the most frequent
collocates (e.gkey/main issueather tharcontentious issyeWalker (2009: 290)
argued that, as a result, the learners’ dictiosasfeen include the same collocates in
entries for near synonyms, thus failing to hightigie differences in their semantics.

3. A similar picture emerges from the analysis oftine dictionaries of business
English. OBED and LBED include many more collocasidrom the field of business
and commerce (e.growth target, earnings targebut, like the learners’ dictionaries,
they prioritize the most frequent collocates.

4. There is very little agreement in the collocateorded in the three collocation
dictionaries: only 3% of the total number of colites listed are found in all three
dictionaries, and 82% appear in only one of thedldictionaries.

5. TheOxford Collocations Dictionary for Students of BEsflis the only one of the
three collocation dictionaries which is corpus-lsas¢ot surprisingly (and perhaps
luckily enough), it was found to contain the largesmber of collocates which were
the same or similar to those revealed by the coapa$ysis (ibid, 295).

One year earlier than Walker, Moon (2008b) adoptstnilar methodological
framework to evaluate the coverage of collocationmonolingual dictionaries for native
speakers of English, monolingual learners’ dictr@sgand bilingual French-English
dictionaries. After a general description of théamational behaviour of the three English
wordsriver, rivet andriven, as observed in the 450-million word Bank of Eslglithe study
examined how it is represented in the differenesypf dictionaries. Moon’s analysis is
particularly enlightening in that it offers a diaohic perspective to current lexicographic
practice and places emphasis on “the function odigdological information in relation to the
needs and interests of the target users” (ibid).3@8 analysis of th€ollins English
Dictionary (2003) and thé&lew Oxford Dictionary of Englis{L998) showed that dictionaries
for native speakers scarcely represent the phiagieal patterns ofiver, rivetandriven as
identified in the Bank of English. This lack of jpiseological information most probably
stems from the fact that, in a monolingual dictignfar native speakers, information
presented has essentially been for decoding: fagsyi role of a native-speaker dictionary is
to list and explain the lexical items of a langua@éoon, 2008b: 318). Learners’
dictionaries, on the other hand, have from theaiutken proactive steps to help learners
encode in idiomatic English (cf. Rundell, 1999). &nq(2008b) found that preferred
collocates, prepositional selections and patteuctires are incorporated into definitions and
examples in the OALD7, the LDOCE4 and the COBUIL[S2e also De Cock and Granger
(2005) for a discussion of how learner corporalmamised to identify learners’ difficulties
and to improve aspects of prevention of error airers’ dictionaries). Although bilingual
dictionaries have always shown more awarenessrasphlogy than monolingual native-
speaker dictionaries, Moon (2008b) found that theageology of French nouns sucHlaave
andriviere is poorly covered in the Collins Robert French-EstgEnglish-French Dictionary
(2002, &' edition) and the Oxford Hachette French Diction@§01, 3 edition). The two
dictionaries focus primarily on the translationscompounds (e.giver basinandbassin
fluvial) and not on other types of phraseological unithsas collocations.

The evidence of current research clearly showtsl¢laaners’ dictionaries have played
a pioneering role in the description of phraseolagg that other kinds of dictionaries have
lagged behind. Today, however, the most excitingeigpments are to be found in bilingual



lexicographic research. The lack of large corporadther languages than English is one of
the greatest impediments to the successful tredtaidrlingual phraseology and Ferraresi et
al.’s (2010) study is particularly important in thtapresents Web corpora as viable
alternatives and valid reference resources foctayiaphic purposes. In the first part of the
study, they made use of a very large Web-derivegdusoof British English (ukWac, 1.9
billion words) and the BNC to extract collocatiopalirs with three English lexical
headwords, i.e. the adjectifiard, the nourpointand the verlcharge The extracted pairs
were ranked according to the Log-likelihood measung the top 30 pairs for each headword
extracted from the ukWaC and the BNC were mergedarsingle alphabetically ordered list.
A lexicographer was then asked to flag the 12%dffit collocational pairs that he believed
could be included in the English half of an Engliglench bilingual dictionary. The results of
the expert validation indicate that over 70% ofthpairs automatically taken from the two
corpora could well be relevant. While the BNC aktMaC share 45% of the validated
collocational pairs (e.gnelting+ point, hard + cash charge+ offencg, each corpus also
contains between 25% and 30% of validated collonatipairs not found in the other. A
closer look at these pairs revealed that the uk\wWex@orms slightly better than the BNC: it
offers a better coverage of different word sensespovides “a more up-to-date snapshot of
language in use” (Ferraresi et al., 2010: 353).example, the ukWacC includes more
instances of collocations illustrating the ‘takgpayment’ sense of the verb ‘charge’ as in
charge+ fee VAT, penaltyor rentas well as instances of the pattern ‘charge + RERS
(e.g.customey, a pattern that is not found in the BNC.

In the second part of the study, they show tha dahigh linguistic quality can also
be obtained from a Web-derived corpus of FrendW&C, 1 billion words). For example,
they used the frwacC to extract a list of the 60 infi@gjuent noun collocates in a span of 1 to
3 words to the right of two translation equivaleotshe verbcharge namelyinculper deand
accuser dePotential translation equivalents for 12 out 6fcbllocational pairs found in the
ukWaC were found in the resulting list (echparge+ burglary ~ inculperaccuser+ vol,
charge+ connection~ inculperaccuser+ complicité charge+ conspiracy~ inculper +
conspiratior). They were all validated by an English to Frepobfessional translator with
French as a native language. The corpus also praidularly useful to identify preferred
collocational pairs and lexicogrammatical pattemthe target language as well as larger but
perhaps less lexicalized phrases sucliaae‘payer+ NOUN'.

Apart from collocations, a wide range of lessesglword combinations remain
largely disregarded in current lexicographic p@etiCorpus-based approaches to
phraseology, however, have uncovered the essé&mietions played in language by n-grams
or lexical bundles, i.e. “recurrent expressiongardless of their idiomaticity, and regardless
of their structural status” (Biber et al., 1999098uch a$e is, is that the, | don’t know what
can | have a, as suggested bpdif it were accepted thgsee also Biber and Gray, this
volume). Granger and Lefer (2012) investigate wiiethe n-gram method can be used to
enhance the quality of English-French bilinguatiditaries. They used the French part of the
Label France translation corpus, i.e. a 1 millicardvparallel corpus made up of French
magazine articles translated into English, to ettaaitomatically a list of c. 6,000 2-to 5-
grams with a minimum frequency of 20 which theylgsed manually: only complete
sequences were retained and lemmatized (e.g. gueseceslans le cadre de/du/d’/desit
under the phrasal lemnaians le cadre de Granger and Lefer (2012) came up with a firl li
of 425 n-grams which they then checked againstamime subscription-based dictionaries,
i.e. Le Grand Robert & Collins version 2.0 (RC) atachette Oxford (HO). They found that
15% of the selected lexical bundles are absent thanfrrench-to-English parts of both
dictionaries. The majority of ‘absent’ lexical buesl are longer units of 3 to 5 words which
function as discourse organizers or complex adveftisme/space (e.@vant méme que, ce



n’'est sans doute pas, de ce point dé viiee authors also showed that more than a quafrter
the lexical bundles appear in an example with mtquaar highlighting, e.gau quotidien,
loin d’étre, on assiste &, sous la direction de

In the second part of the study, Granger and L@f@t2) used the English part of the
Label France translation corpus to identify frequeanslation equivalents of two lexical
bundles, i.ede plus en plus (d&ndsur le plan (de)and compare corpus-derived translation
equivalents with those found in three French-Emhghbgingual dictionaries: RC, HO and the
Larousse French-English dictionary (LA). They fouhdt bilingual dictionaries offer two
main translations fode plus en plusmore and morand ‘comparative + comparative’ (e.g.
hotter and hotter However, the most frequent equivalent in thagdlation corpus is
increasingly which is only mentioned in the LA. The translaticorpus also revealed a
translation equivalent which is conspicuous byalisence from the 3 dictionary entriesyer
+ comparative’. Granger and Lefer’s study thus pisvides compelling evidence that
parallel corpora can be used to improve the nurabdraccuracy of translation equivalents.



Summary and critical standpoint

The treatment of phraseological units differs digantly across dictionaries both in terms ¢
coverage and access. Co-occurrence analysis thg abre of the pioneering COBUILD
project and collocations now feature prominentlyanleast) British pedagogical
lexicography. By contrast, a whole range of reautrphrases with essential discourse
functions have yet to find the place they desemdearners’ dictionaries, dictionaries for
native speakers and bilingual dictionaries alike.régards access, technigues range from
highlighting a restricted number of word sequenonesxamples to providing lists of salient
collocates in collocation boxes.

There are many different types of English corpsee[Davies, this volume] but the
most widely used corpus in lexicography is thedamgpnolingual reference corpus. Today,
lexicographers at Oxford, for example, have atrtisiposal a corpus of over 2 billion word
that represent a range of material from differemject areas (e.g. business, computing, la
regions of the world (e.g. Australian English, Gdiaa English as well as new varieties sug
as Hong Kong English), and types of writing (e cademic papers, newspapers, novels,

blogs)? Lexicographers often compare the different paits reference corpus so as to labe

the words that are more typical of informal, forregdoken, literary, or technical English, o
to flag the words that are only used in specifiogyaphical varieties of English. By contras
so far, the lexicographical treatment of phraseplugs largely been undifferentiated: no
domain, genre or register labels are attachedraspblogical units in dictionaries. Corpus-
based studies have however shown that differeregeand text types are characterised by
different phraseological profiles (e.g. Biber anth€@d 1999; Luzén Marco 2000; Gledhill,
2000).

While the large monolingual reference corpus igsmnaordinary source of
lexicographic data, other types of corpora cernyaildserve a more prominent place on the
lexicographer’s computer: specialised corpora, |fE@orpora, and learner corpora. As
regards the use of learner corpora, they certhiaye a major role to play in the prevention
phraseological errors. Learner corpus researchdvasled the huge impact of the first
language on the learner phrasicon (see Paquot eardy&, 2012 for a review of studies of
formulaic language in learner corpora) and, urgiywrecently, L1-orientation was still
considered as unrealistic from the perspectiveubfiphers (cf. Gilquin et al., 2007). Recen
research has however illustrated the clear negdssadapt dictionaries to users’ needs an
with the advent of electronic dictionaries, L1-oiti@ion appears to be one way forward to
answer the call for more customisation of lexicpipa data (cf. De Schryver, 2003: 182-
185).

In the words of Granger (2012:2), “The innovatiafferded by the electronic mediu
can radically transform every facet of dictionagsjn and use” (see Granger and Paquot
2012 for a discussion of significant innovationglactronic lexicography). In the area of
phraseology, however, publishers have at best tiigedpportunities opened up by the shift
dictionaries towards the electronic so as to affere collocations and phrases and improv
search options to find these word combinations.
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2 http://oxforddictionaries.com/words/about-the-axf@nglish-corpus



3) Towards a genre-based approach to the lexicograjal treatment of phraseology in
electronic monolingual learners’ dictionaries

Corpus-based studies have highlighted the cruaialaf recurrent word combinations such as
prime examplefinal point,noted above, worth noting, as follows, as a reshé,evidence
suggests that, it is possible tw,in the case oih academic texts (e.g. Curado Fuentes, 2001,
Biber et al, 2004; Biber & Barbieri, 2007; Pecma@08). They have generally supported
Gledhill’s view that “there is a shared scientifmice or ‘phraseological accent’ which leads
much technical writing to polarise around a nundfestock phrases” (Gledhill 2000: 204).

As put by Nation (2001: 178), ‘vocabulary choicaistrong indicator of whether the writer
has adopted the conventions of the relevant diseocwmmunity’. Mastery of these word
combinations is therefore particularly importarspecially for the large proportion of
students and researchers for whom English is anatime language. A growing number of
university students have to write term papers, mspar their MA/PhD dissertations in

English. For researchers worldwide, the stakegaeea higher as they need to write and
publish in English to achieve international recaoigni in their field.

Electronic monolingual learners’ dictionaries toadien use as a selling point the fact
that they provide a variety of resources to hegrsiproduce written texts, especially in
academic or professional settings. These featypesally include a focus on academic
words, vocabulary expansion material, special nfatekelping learners avoid common
errors, mid-matter sections focusing on specifscdurse functions, exercises to enable users
to practise what they have learned as well as cation boxes. The study reported on here
assesses the usefulness of collocation boxes &oleaac writing in the latest editions of the
‘Big Five’, i.e. the five major electronic monolingl learners’ dictionaries of English:

Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictiong edition, 2008) [CALD3]

Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictiona(@" edition, 2010) [OALDS]

Collins-Cobuild Advanced Learner’s English Dictiopg6" edition, 2009) [CCAD6]
Macmillan English dictionary for advanced learngg8® edition, 2007) [MEDALZ2]
Longman Dictionary of Contemporary Engligd" edition, 2009) [LDOCE5]

arwnE

It focuses on collocation boxes for ten high-freaqmeverbs -argue, demonstrate, illustrate,
imply, indicate, prove, reveal, show, suggastdsupport—that centre around the production
of knowledge in the process of academic investigatcf. Meyer, 1997). Their pervasiveness
in academic discourse is further supported by dlcethat they belong to Paquot’'s (2010)
Academic Keyword LigAKL). This is a list of 930 potential academic mas, i.e. “words that
are reasonably frequent in a wide range of acadtais but relatively uncommon in other
kinds of texts and which, as such, might be usedf&r to those activities that characterize
academic work, organize scientific discourse anttilihe rhetoric of academic texts, and so
be granted the status of academic vocabulary” (®ag010: 29

| refer to the ten verbs as ‘verbs of evidencahay enable writers to show that a
phenomenon or fact (e.g. the data or research ama) constitutes or has produced
evidence for something.

In terms of quantity and access route, the treatmwiecollocations varies considerably
across the five learners’ dictionaries. In OALD& &ALDS3, there is no collocation box for
verbs of evidence: a limited number of collocatiansl phraseological units are highlighted
in bold in example sentences. As shown in Tabl@QADG6 provides access to a selected list

% Unlike Coxhead’s (2000 cademic Word ListheAcademic Keyword Lishcludes the 2,000 most frequent
words in English, thus making it possible to apjatcthe paramount importance of core English wards
academic prose. Thcademic Keyword Ligs available from http://www.uclouvain.be/en-3781#ml
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of collocates for the verkargue, imply, indicate, provendsuggestvhile MEDAL2 offers
collocation boxes foargue, show, suggeahdsupport.LDOCES is the only dictionary that
systematically provides collocation boxes for ekital entries. For each word, users can
generally check: (1) a list of all the collocatiadhat appear in the entry (generally in bold in

examples), (2) a list of all the collocations tmaude that particular word but in other entries

and (3) a list of corpus-derived collocations toattparticular word (Figure 3).

Table 1: Collocation boxes for verbs of evidence in the Bige

CALD3

OALDS8 CCADG6

MEDAL2

LDOCES

argue

\/

demonstrate

illustrate

imply

indicate

prove

21212

reveal

show

suggest

support

2] <2

L2222 ]

& | pOCE 5

suggest
suggestible
suggestion
suggestive

ennnactivaly

| 4B—p

suggest verh

{ SEARCH RESULTS |

ary English

ocabulary

sug-gest EH [TH /so'dzest ¢ sagdzesty @) @) verp [transitive]

wWord family Word origin Verb form

1 to tell someone vour ideas about what they should do,

where they should go etc — propose:

@ The zoo asked (ts visitors to suggest a name for the new
baby panda.

suggest (that)

@ Her mother suggested that she should go and see the
doctor,

w T suggest you call him first,

« It has been suggested that the manager will resign if
any more players are sold.

suggest doing something

W Tracey suggested meeting for a drink after work.

suggest how/where/what etc

w0 Can you suggest what kind of tool T should use?

can/may I suggest {=used to politely suggest a different
L ]

idea’

Home | Copy | Print | < | My Dictionary | Help

LOX

Caollocations fram other entries

ool

ollocations from the corpus

Thesaurus
Longman Language Activator

o0

| Phrases from this entry
Phrases from other entries

Other dictionary examples
Examples from the corpus

W) PRONUNCIATION >
| Practice your pronuncistian -3

Add 2 note
Wiew note

Figure 3: The verb ‘suggest’ in LDOCES5

In the electronic age, dictionary lookup is oftescribed as an information retrieval
activity (Bothma, 2011; Heid, 2011; Lorentzen & Teard, 2012). In information retrieval,
retrieval effectiveness has commonly been assdssewans of the measuresretall and
precision(Salton, 1989; Ponte & Croft, 1998; Shafi & RatH305). Recall is commonly
defined as the proportion of relevant materialseeéd and precision is the proportion of
retrieved materials that are relevant. Appliedittidnary lookup, and more specifically to
the purposes of finding collocations in monolingleairners’ dictionariesecall may be
defined as the proportion of relevant collocaticgtsieved in a specific dictionary and

computed as follows:
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Relevant collocations found in dictiona
Recall rate of relevant collocations = -------======m-mmmmmmmm oo
Relevant collocations as found in carpu

Precisionis the proportion of collocations listed in a gfiedictionary that are relevant:

Relevant collocations found in dicthoy
Precision rate of relevant collocations = ----——--=-------mmmmm oo
Collocations found in dictionary

To investigate the usefulness for academic writihthe collocation boxes available
in CCAD6, MEDAL2 and LDOCES, | assessed the reaatl precision rates of the ten most
typical academic collocations of each verb of ent#eas found in th€orpus of Academic
Journal Articles(CAJA), i.e. a 90 million word corpus of reseagsticles published in peer-
reviewed journals (Kosem, 2010). | used the CAJghasstandard against which to evaluate
the collocations reported in the learners’ dictrgmas (1) it is the largest corpus of academic
writing available, (2) it was compiled in recentyg, (3) it represents a wide variety of
academic disciplines and (4) unlike the academmspmment of the BNC, for example, it only
includes full texts - not samples. As such, iteghed to be a unique model of academic
writing.

Using the Sketch Engine, | extracted Word Sketébethe verbsargue, demonstrate,
illustrate, imply, indicate, prove, reveal, showggest andsupport To operationalize the
concept of ‘relevant collocations’, collocates werdered by decreasing frequency to
identify the ten most frequent ‘general’ acadenuliocations rather than by statistical score
as the latter option retrieved too many disciplpecific collocations (e.grrove+ theorem
plaintiff + prove. The analysis was restricted to collocates inestiland object positions as
these two syntactic relations are clearly iderttigan CCAD6, MEDAL2 and LDOCES5, and
thus comparable between the Word Sketches antiibe dictionaries.

Recall and precision rates were computed for eadhm CCAD6, MEDALZ2 and
LDOCES. Recall rates range from 10% for the verbve’ in LDOCEDS to 65% for the verb
illustrate in the same dictionary, with a mean of 29.76%hkcase of the vedupport for
example, only 7 collocates out of the 20 academliocates as found in the CAJA are listed
in LDOCES. As shown in Table 2, the recall ratéhiss 35%. No figures are given for
COBUILD as there is no collocation box under th&yefor the verbsupport MEDALZ2 only
lists 6 collocates in the verb-object relation @&sdecall rate is thus of 30%. When the two
syntactic relations are considered separatelyminenum recall rate drops to 0% (for the
verbprovein a subject-verb relation in LDOCES) and the maxin recall rate reaches 90%
(for the verbshowin a subject-verb relation in LDOCES).
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Table 2: Recall rates for the collocates of the vbr'support’ in LDOCES, CCAD6 and
MEDAL2

CAJA collocates LDOCES CCADG6 MEDALZ
NP (= object)

argument \
claim \ \
conclusion \ \
finding, model, role

hypothesis \ \
idea N
notion \

view \ \
Subj NP

analysis, argument, data, fact,

finding, observation, result, study

evidence \

research N

Total 7/20 6/20
Recall (35%) not applicable (30%)

MEDALZ2 does not provide many collocation boxesverbs of evidence but when it
does, recall is often relatively good, as the ditdiry innovates by offering collocation boxes
at the level of the word sense, rather than fomtbed in general. For example, the
collocation box under Sense 4 of the veupport(‘to show that an idea, statement, theory etc
is true or correct’) lists eight abstract noung #Hra frequently used as objects of the verb in
academic textargument, claim, conclusion, contention, hypothedesa, theoryandview.
Among those nouns, six are typical academic cadlioosa as found in CAJA (cf. Table 2).

Precision rates range from 6.8% for the vertvein LDOCEDS to 75% for the verb
supportin MEDALZ2 (Table 3). Academic collocations areesftlisted together with a number
of collocations that are more typical of other tigigtes and genres. In LDOCES, for example,
the 31 collocates of the vesbipportonly include 6 highly frequent general academic
collocates ¢laim, evidence, hypothesis, idea, reseatlview) together with nouns such as
accusation, cause, charity, effort, event, fanglyvernment, team, weiglatc. Precision is
particularly low in LDOCES5 with a mean of 23.9%%he list of ‘collocations from other
entries’ proves particularly problematic: differerses of the headword are juxtaposed and
users are sometimes forced to scan through liatsrtay consist of more than 100
collocations (in the case of the lemsteowfor example) to find the appropriate collocation.
In addition, verb and noun uses of lemmas sudhawandsupportare listed together.
Precision rates were not computed for the varipdy andprovein CCAD6 and the verbs
argue showandsuggesin MEDALZ2. The collocation boxes for these verbghe two
dictionaries do not list nouns but mainly adverfisere is a collocation box with object nouns
for the verbshowin MEDALZ2 but it appears under a sense that iartfenot academic-like,

i.e. ‘to behave in a way that allows people to knmar feelings, opinions, or personal
qualities’, and was therefore not included in thalgsis.

* The policy of LDOCES to divide collocations intdfdrent lists on the basis of the source of infation
makes the collocation lists become in part repeti(fsee Gotz-Votteler and Herbst 2009 for a clitic@rview).
Collocates that are repeated in the different caliion lists were however only counted once.
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Table 3: Precision rates for subject and object ctcations of verbs of evidence in
LDOCES5, CCAD6 and MEDAL?2

LDOCE5 CCAD6 MEDAL2
CAJA | Total | Precision| CAJA | Total | Precision| CAJA | Total| Precision
argue 4 7 57.1 2 4 50 0 0
demonstrate 6 19 31.6
illustrate 13 26 50.0
imply 5 7 71.4 - -
indicate 9 17 52.9 3 8 37.5
prove 3 44 6.8 - -
reveal 5 16 31.3
show 11 99 11.1 - -
suggest 6 19 31.6 4 8 50 - -
support 6 31 19.4 6 8 75

The results of a precision and recall analysigefcollocations included in a

dictionary are crucially dependent on the defimtad ‘relevant collocations’ put forward and
may even vary according to (the quality of) theptsrdata used to identify the relevant

collocations. Recall and precision neverthelessgparticularly instructive tools for

measuring how well a dictionary answers specifersisneeds.
Precision is most probably also an appropriate oreas quantify what has been
variously called ‘information stress’ or ‘informati overload’ in the literature. As put by
Tarp (2009: 26), “a major problem in the presefdrimation age is not the absence of data
from which the needed information can be retrieved the abundance of unstructured data.”
Quite clearly, collocations in learners’ dictiorewigenerally are unstructured data. They
cover a wide range of meanings that are often cheniatic of different genres and text types.
The list of collocations for the vedhowin LDOCES, for example, includes word
combinations and senses as variedhasv sth’s limitations, show compassion, show a
disposition to do sth, show a correlation, showesaitke, show contempt, show mastery, show
symptomsandshow your amusememlore importantly perhaps, academic collocatiaes a
listed along with other word combinations that aoé appropriate for academic writing. In
MEDALZ2, for example, there is a collocation box tbe verbargue sense 2 (“to give
reasons why you believe that something is rightue”), a sense that is also quite common in
academic writing, which offers the following list adverb collocatesonsistently,
convincingly, forcefully, passionately, persuasiy@lausibly andstrongly Non-native
writers can be seriously misled by this presentadibcollocations as they are not given any
help in deciding which word combinations are mggirapriate in academic writing. Put
differently, the treatment of phraseology in elentc learners’ dictionaries may lead non-
native writers to believe that all collocations gfdases are suitable for all purposes (e.g.
writing a research article or a short story, wgtenletter to a friend or to a human resources
manager). This echoes a question that was welldftatad by Williams in 2006: “Learner’s
dictionaries are made for learners, but who ardgers in question?” To really help EFL
learners write in English, future dictionaries msisbw greater awareness of the many
different types of writing, genres and styles. Noly does this hold for the phraseological
description of words, but also for other featurethe microstructure such as sense ordering

and example sentences (cf. Paquot, 2012: 165-166).

4) Conclusion
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The use of corpus data has considerably improveddkierage of phraseology in electronic
dictionaries, but its lexicographical treatment tetgl not found an adequate balance
between the parameters of quantity and quality’'t¢&{otteler and Herbst, 2009: 57). In fact,
much remains to be done. In terms of quantityef@mple, the use of corpus-derived
collocation boxes needs to be systematized. Tdtlay,are often restricted to a limited set of
highly frequent nouns or verbs. When availablelovaltion boxes are devoted to a small class
of morpho-syntactic relationships such as ‘adjectivnoun’ or ‘verb + noun’. Word Sketches
provide different lists of collocates for the diéat patterns of a word (e.@rgue+ case
pointvs.argue+ for + importance existenceyiew or suggest Ving: using, adding,
consideringvs. suggest ast cause, explanation, facfpand these combinations should also
make their way into dictionaries. ldeally, phras@lks should also feature more prominently
in electronic dictionaries to address the currenigity of lexical bundles, especially where
they are cohesive markers that fulfil a range atfions in writing (cf. Granger and Lefer,
2013: 163).

In terms of quality, a wider range of multi-wordpe@ssions certainly deserves to be
granted headword status (cf. Heid and Gouws, 2808 )we are still very far away from
Sinclair’s ‘ultimate dictionary’ that would contafall the lexical items of a language, each
one in its canonical form with a list of possibkriations” (Sinclair, 2004: xxiv). It is also
essential that the lexicographical treatment dbcaltions and other phraseological units be
context sensitive. Thilacmillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learngis' edition,

2002) broke new ground by providing sense-diffaegatl collocations. Context, however,
also includes other aspects of ‘collocational ndityia Fifteen years ago, Partington (1998:
17) wrote that “collocational normality is depentlen genre, register and style i.e. what is
normal in one kind of text may be quite unusuamother”. This significant statement has
not yet found an echo in commercial lexicograpbhak, however, recently been put into
practice in a number of innovative corpus-basedetec lexicographical projects. The
Louvain English for Academic Purposes Dictionari£ D), for example, is an integrated
dictionary and corpus tool intended to help nonweaspeakers write academic texts in
English (cf. Granger and Paquot, 2010; Paquot, g@daéhtext-sensitivity is addressed by
selective use of corpus data in the LEAD: accordingsers’ profiles, collocations and lexical
bundles are linked to relevant concordance lineksaipline-specific corpora. As the corpus-
query tool is fully integrated into the LEAD, usetlso have direct access to these specialised
corpora and can therefore “participate in the $amtvity of negotiating meanings in a
committed and informed way” (Teubert 2001 151-2).

The field of lexicography has been very much pad parcel of the corpus revolution
and very few would argue today against the statéthah unlike many contemporary
revolutions, it has been a real success storypaheplayed by corpora has become
increasingly important and “no serious compiler Waundertake a large dictionary project
nowadays without one (and preferably several) atthéDe Schryver, 2003: 167). Like many
other fields, lexicography is now witnessing a setand extraordinarily rapid turnabout with
the ‘Internet revolution’. The consequences fotiditaries and dictionary making are
unprecedented and a discussion clearly falls bettomdcope of this paper (see Granger and
Paquot, 2012). However, | would like to pinpoinbtfundamental characteristics of the Web
2.0 that will undoubtedly have an impact on the @i corpus data in future lexicography.
First, given the potential levels of connectivitydanteroperability now available, it is to be
expected (and desired) that future online dictimsawill feature more integration of corpus-
guery tools (cf. Asmussen, forthcoming). Users sthbe able to navigate to and fro and use
the best resource to answer each of their spditifaistic needs. To search for the most
appropriate collocation, for example, a simplifeatt more user-friendly version of a Word
Sketch could well fit the bill. Second, in the quies more user-oriented and context-
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sensitive data in lexicography, there is scopenéw forms of online collaboration. The time
is ripe for a dictionary-cum-corpus platform whesers can upload their own corpora, so as
to visualise patterns of word use in a context Wheflects their individual field of interest,
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