
  

APPROACHES TO LEXICAL COMBINATORICS

Towards a theoretically-motivated general public dictionary
of semantic derivations and collocations for French
Alain POLGUÈRE,Montreal,Canada

Abstract
We presenttwo twin-projectsaimedat thedescriptionof Frenchsemanticderivationsandcollocations:
theDiCo, a formal databasewhoseencodingmethodologyborrows heavily from explanatorycombina-
torial lexicology (postulatedby Meaning-Text theory),andtheLexiqueactif du français(LAF, ‘Active
lexiconof French’),whichaccountsfor thesamephenomenabut is tailoredfor useby thegeneralpublic.
TheLAF is generatedentirelyfrom thecontentof theDiCo, therebyensuringarigorousbasisto its “pop-
ularized”descriptions.Section1 introducesthegeneralgoalsof ourprojectsanddefinestheconceptsof
semanticderivationandcollocation.Section2 is anexample-basedpresentationof theDiCo; this is mir-
roredin Section3, for theLAF. We concludewith remarkson our methodologyandinformationon the
progressof thework.

1 Introduction

1.1 The DiCo and the Lexiqueactif du français twin-projects

Our work aims at applying descriptive principlesof EXPLANATORY COMBINATORIAL LEXI-
COLOGY(see[MEL’ ČUK ET AL . 1995] for adetailedpresentationand[MEL’ ČUK /POLGUÈRE

1987] for a short introduction)to both the building of lexical databasesfor naturallanguage
processingsystemsandthewriting of generalpublicdictionaries.While theformerapplication
hasbeenstudiedin thepast(for instance,in [FONTENELLE 1997, HEID 1996 andIORDAN-
SKAJA ET AL . 1996]), practicallynothinghasbeendoneon the latter. We will introducetwo
projects:theDICO projecttargetsa computerizedlexical databasefor French,while the LEX-
IQUE ACTIF DU FRANÇAIS(LAF), ‘Active lexicon of French’)projecttargetsa generalpublic
dictionaryentirely generatedfrom the DiCo. The researchis beingconductedjointly by Igor
Mel’ čukandthepresentauthor, with thehelpof studentsfrom theObservatoiredelinguistique
Sens-Texte (OLST),at theUniversityof Montreal.As boththeDiCo andLAF describemainly
semanticderivationsandcollocations,weneedfirst to clarify thesetwo notions.

1.2 The notions of semantic derivation and collocation

Following Meaning-Text theory’s conceptualizationof lexical relations,we considerthata re-
lation of SEMANTICDERIVATION holds betweentwo lexical units L1 and L2 in any of the
following threecases:

1. L1 andL2 convey (roughly) thesamemeaning—L2 is a (quasi-)synonym, a genericor a
conversiveof L1 if it belongsto thesamepartof speech;otherwise,it is averbal,nominal,
adjectival or adverbialcorrelateof L1.

2. L1 andL2 haveoppositemeanings—L2 is a (quasi-)antonym of L1.
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3. L2 designatesanelementof thesituationdesignatedby L1—see,e.g.,relationsbetween
MURDERN

�
V andthenounMURDERER(standardnameof thefirst actant)or VICTIM

(standardnameof thesecondactant).

Suchrelationsbetweenlexical unitsarecalledsemanticderivationssincenomorphologicallink
needsto exist betweentheunitsinvolved(cf. MURDERN

�
V andVICTIM), contraryto standard

(i.e.,morphological)derivation.

Explanatorycombinatoriallexicologyhasidentifiedasmallsetof semanticderivationsfoundin
all naturallanguages.They aremodeledby meansof formal toolscalledLEXICALFUNCTIONS.
For instance,the synonymy semanticderivation will be accountedfor by meansof the Syn
lexical functionwhich, onceappliedto the lexical unit L1—calledits ARGUMENT, returnsthe
setof unitsL2, L �2, L ���2, . . .—calledtheVALUESof theapplicationof thelexical function—which
are(quasi-)synonymsof L1. Examplesof otherlexical functionsfor semanticderivationsare:

� Gener for genericterms,
� Conv for conversives,
� S0/V0/A0/Adv0 for nominal/verbal/adjectival/adverbialcorrelates,
� Anti for antonyms,
� S1/S2/. . . for namesof first/second/.. .actants.

A givenlexical function relationLF holdingbetweena lexical unit L1 anda setof valuesL2,
L �2, L ���2, . . . is formally representedby meansof the standardmathematicalnotationfor func-
tion applicationLF(L1) = L2, L �2, L ���2, . . . ; e.g.,S1(murder) = murderer, killer. For a detailed
presentationof lexical functionsandacomputationalperspective,see[WANNER 1996].

Thenotionof COLLOCATION refersto semi-idiomaticexpressionsL1 � L2 suchthatoneof the
components,theCOLLOCATE, is chosento expressagivenmeaning,in aspecificsyntacticrole,
contingentuponthechoiceof theothercomponent,calledtheBASEof thecollocation.As for
semanticderivations,collocationsaredescribedby meansof lexical functions.For instance,
intensifiers(HEAVYbombardment, SHARPcontrast, . . . ), whichcorrespondto thelexical func-
tion Magn, or supportverbs([to] RUN a fever, [to] STAGE a coup, . . . ), which correspondto
thelexical functionsOperi , Funci or Laborij .

It is commonpracticeto saythatsemanticderivationsareencodedby meansof PARADIGMATIC
lexical functionsandcollocationsby meansof SYNTAGMATIC lexical functions.However, the
borderbetweenthesetwo familiesof lexical functions,andhencebetweenthecorresponding
two typesof phenomena,is far from beingtight. We will briefly examinetwo casesillustrating
this point.

Firstly, theso-calledFUSEDVALUESof syntagmaticlexical functions—flaggedby the“//” sym-
bol in our lexical descriptions—cancorrespondto semanticderivations.For instance,FEASTN,
in oneof its senses,is both a fusedMagn (i.e., intensifier)for MEAL—Magn(meal) = big,
huge //feast—andits Syn � (amorespecificsynonym, i.e.,anhyponym)—Syn � (meal) = feast.

Secondly, a V0 (verbalderivation) for a nounL is linguistically equivalentto theconstruction
Oper1(L)+L. In otherwords,theexpressionOper1(L)+L functionsasa paraphrasefor V0(L).
Compare,for example,thetwo following paraphrases:

518

                             2 / 12                             2 / 12



  

APPROACHES TO LEXICAL COMBINATORICS

X murdered[= V0(murderN)] Y
X committed[= Oper1(murderN)] Y’s murder

Stretchinga bit the conceptof fusion,onecouldsaythat a V0 of a lexical unit is at the same
timesomesortof “fusedOper1” of this unit.

Thesetwo casesdemonstratehow intertwinedthe two phenomenaof semanticderivationand
collocationare,andwhy they areconsideredsimultaneouslyin theDiCo andLAF lexicographic
projects,which wewill now proceedto describe.

2 The DiCo lexicographic database

2.1 General characterization of the DiCo

The initial aim of the DiCo project was to build a formal lexical databasethat would meet
specificcriteria. In termsof content,the databaseshouldput the emphasison the description
of combinatorialpropertiesof lexical units, leaving asidelexicographicdefinitions.In other
words,thedatabaseshouldbefirst andforemostcombinatorialratherthanexplanatory. How-
ever, the lexicographicwork itself shouldbe basedon descriptive principlesof explanatory
combinatoriallexicology. BecausetheDiCo describescombinatorialpropertiesof lexical units,
its nomenclatureshouldbe limited to unitswhich areproblematicwith regardto suchproper-
ties.In regardto its form, theDiCo databaseshouldbetailoredto computerprocessing:first, it
shouldbeautomaticallytranslatableinto lexiconsfor naturallanguageprocessingsystems;sec-
ond,it shouldbestoredin a formatthatmakesit asplatform-independentaspossible.In short,
the DiCo databaseis to be somesort of a “simplified” andmore formalizedEXPLANATORY
COMBINATORIAL DICTIONARY (ECD, see[MEL’ ČUK ET AL . 1984, 1988, 1992, 1999]).
Becauseit aimsat producinga lexical databasethat is freely andfully accessiblefor natural
languageprocessingR&D, the DiCo project can be loosely relatedto the WordNet English
database—see[M ILLER ET AL . 1990] and[FELLBAUM 1997]. However, thereis only a very
small intersectionbetweenthe two projectsin termsof the type of datathat is accountedfor
(mainly, synonymy, hyperonymy andmeronymy relations,for WordNet)andin termsof encod-
ing (lexical functions,for theDiCo).

The DiCo was initially developedusinga home-madedictionaryeditor; but, as the database
grew bigger, it wasmovedto FileMakerÒ format,without changingmuchin theactualcontent
of lexical records.It is this FileMakerversionof theDiCo thatwepresenthere,usingasample
entry. Due to lack of space,the samplewill have to be a vocabledescribedin the DiCo as
monosemic:only onedictionaryarticle/databaserecordhasto beconsideredfor this vocable.
Thevocablein questionis Fr. MEURTRE ‘[a] murder’.

2.2 A sample DiCo record

EachDiCo recorddescribinga lexical unit is structuredasaseriesof eightmainfields:1. name
of theunit,2.grammaticalproperties,3.semanticformula,4.governmentpattern,5.synonyms,
6.semanticderivationsandcollocations,7.examplesand8. full idiomsthatincludetheunit.We
list below in text format (Courierfont) the contentof eachof thesefields for the MEURTRE

519

                             3 / 12                             3 / 12



  

Proceedingsof EURALEX 2000

record,addingcommentswhenrequired.We do not presentfields that areusedfor database
managementpurposes(date/timeof modification,lexicographer’s ID, etc.).

1. Nameof thelexical unit:

MEURTRE

2. Grammaticalproperties:

nom, masc

3. Semanticformula:

action de tuer: � PAR L’individu X DE L’individu Y

Thesemanticformula is a substitutefor anactuallexicographicdefinition.It startswith a SE-
MANTICLABEL, asdescribedin [M IL I ĆEVIĆ 1997], followedby theactantialstructureof the
lexical unit. Thesemanticformulaabovetellsusthatthecoremeaningof MEURTREis ‘action
de tuer’ (an act of killing) andthat it involvestwo actants:theonewho kills (X) andtheone
who is killed (Y). Elementsof the formula (otherthanactantnames)thatarewritten in upper
casearefor humaneyesonly anddo not belongto “pure” DiCo formalization.Froma strictly
naturallanguageprocessingpoint of view, theabove formulais to betranslatedinto a structure
like

action_de_tuer(individu:X, individu:Y) .

Othercomponentsof theformula,suchasPAR L’ (‘by the’) andDE L’ (‘of the’), will prove
usefulfor thegenerationof theLAF (seeSection3 below).

4. Governmentpattern:

X = I = de N, A-poss
Y = II = de N, A-poss

Thegovernmentpatternindicates(in linear format) theactive valency of the lexical unit. This
information is presentedby meansof tablesin the publishedECDs.The above datatells us
thatboththekiller andthevictim of amurdercanbeexpressedaseitherde-prepositionalcom-
plementsor possessive adjectives (Frenchterminologyfor possessive determinerpronouns).
NoticethattheDiCo doesnot mentionincompatibilitiessuchas*meurtredeX deY.

5. (Quasi-)synonyms:

{QSyn} assassinat, homicide#1; crime

Synonymy relationshave to dowith thegeneralorganization,structuringandcontentof theen-
tire database.Therefore,synonymsandquasi-synonyms,includinggenericterms,aredescribed
in a separatefield in orderto allow usto gathersetsof synonymsby activatinga simplesearch
procedure.In theabove formula,homicide#1 refersto thefirst senseof thevocableHOMI-
CIDE. The semi-columnindicatesa relatively importantsemanticgapbetweenvalueson the
left andthevalueon theright. In this field, aswell asin thenext one,lexical relationsareen-
codedby meansof lexical functions,whosenameappearsbetweencurly brackets,beforethe
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list of values;in otherwords,lexical functionapplicationsalwayshave thefollowing formatin
theDiCo: { � LF 	 } � Value(s) 	 .

6. Semanticderivationsandcollocations:

{V0} tuer
{A0} meurtrier-adj

/*Nom pour X*/
{S1} auteur [de ART � ] //meurtrier-n

/*Nom pour Y*/
{S2} victime [de ART � ]

/*Très choquant*/
{Magn} atroce, affreux, brutal, horrible, inqualifiable, odieux

/*Qui a été préparé*/
{A2Prepar1} avec préméditation, prémédité 
 postpos //assassinat
{Tel qu’il y a

deux/trois/quatre Y} double/triple/quadruple 
 antépos [“Les
victimes de ce double meurtre sont un père
de famille et son fils de 15 ans.”]

/*Faire un M.*/
{Oper1} accomplir, commettre, perpétrer [ART � ]; tremper [dans

ART � ] [“Il a refusé de tremper dans ce meurtre odieux.”]
/*Causer que X fasse un M.*/

{CausOper1} pousser [N=X au � ]
/*Raison d’un M.*/

{S1CausOper1} mobile [de ART � ]
/*S’occuper d’un M.*/

{Real-I} enquêter [sur ART � ]
{Real-II} élucider [ART � ], trouver l’auteur de ART �
{Real-III} punir, châtier [ART � ]; venger [ART � ]

/*Service de police qui s’occupe des M.*/
{S1Real-I/II} brigade criminelle

/*Préparer un M.*/
{Prepar1} préméditer, préparer [ART � ] //comploter
{Essayer de faire croire

qu’un M. est un N} maquiller [ART � en N] [“Il a maquillé
ce meurtre en accident/suicide.”]

{Fait de tenter un M.} tentative [de � ]
{Cri lancé par qqn. qui assiste à
� risque d’être victime d’ 	 un M.} « Au � ! »

Semanticderivationsandcollocationsareorderedaccordingto standardECD methodology:
paradigmaticlexical functions(whichcorrespondto semanticderivations),followedby syntag-
matic lexical functions(which encodecollocations).Notice thepresence,between/*...*/ ,
of a popularizationfor mostlexical functionnames,thatwill beusedfor thegenerationof the
LAF. For instance,Nom pour X is a popularizationfor the lexical function S1. As we will
seein Section3, LAF entriesdo not containlexical function names;rather, lexical relations
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areencodedby meansof formulaswritten in somesortof “meta-French”,that is easilyunder-
standableeven for learnersof the language.Sometranslationsof lexical function namesinto
meta-Frenchareratherstraightforward(the“☞” symbolfor Syn , Nomfor S0, Verbe for V0,
Générique for Gener , etc.)anddo not needto bespecified;othersvary from oneentry to
anotherandhave to beincludedby handin theDiCo record—e.g.,here,Faire un M. (“to
do” a murder),for Oper1 . We cannotenterinto a detailedanalysisof all formalismsthatare
usedabove,but we believe thatmostof themaretransparentenoughto beroughly interpreted
without further explanation,specially if the readerhassomeacquaintancewith explanatory
combinatoriallexicology.

7. Examples:

C’est ici que le double meurtre a été commis. Soupçonné
du meurtre de son épouse, il a été arrêté par les gen-
darmes mercredi. Il devrait comparaître aux assises
dans trois semaines comme auteur présumé du meurtre
d’un quinquagénaire.

--------------------------- ----- ---- -----

La mésentente pourrait être le mobile du meurtre.

Lexicographicexamplesareborrowed from TEXTUM, a setof corporathat is usedfor lexi-
cographicresearchat the University of Montreal.Eventually, someexamplescanbe slightly
edited.(Weintroduceourown examplesin exceptionalcasesonly.) Thehorizontalline splitting
theexamplefield indicatesthatthelastexamplewill not appearin theLAF (whereconstraints
of spaceapply).

8. Full idioms:

_appel au meurtre_
_crier au meurtre_

This lastfield givespointersto full idiomsthatformally containthelexical unit underdescrip-
tion and that are themselves actual lexical units, which shouldhave their own recordin an
expandedDiCo for the whole language.Full idioms arealwayswritten in the DiCo between
two underscorecharacters.

This concludesthe presentationof a sampleDiCo record.The DiCo projecthasmany more
importantaspectsto discuss,but spaceconstraintsdictatethatwenow moveto thepresentation
of theLAF, which is thecentraltopicof this paper.

3 Lexiqueactif du français:
Popularizing the DiCo’s descriptions

While theconceptof lexical functionhasalreadybeenusedin naturallanguageprocessingand
computationallexicography, it hasnever, to our knowledge,materializedin a direct fashionin
whatcanbe termedgeneral public lexicography. TheLAF is a first attemptto bridgethegap
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between“theoretical”and“commercial”lexicographywith regardto explanatorycombinatorial
lexicologyand,morespecifically, to thetypeof phenomenaaccountedfor by lexical functions.

Theobjectiveof theLAF projectis to designandcompileageneralpublicdictionaryof seman-
tic derivationsandcollocationsthat would meetthe following criteria. In termsof content,it
will accountfor semanticderivationsandcollocationsusingMeaning-Text lexicographicprin-
ciplesin astraightforwardfashion,thusensuringanunderlyinglogicalstructureandtheoretical
soundnessto the description.In termsof form, it will be minimally formal andwill contain
descriptionsthat will be as muchas possibleaccessibleto a public of non-specialists.As it
would be wastefulto multiply lexicographicprojectstargetingthe modelingof identicalphe-
nomena,we worked in sucha way asto make the generationof the LAF follow exclusively
from informationcontainedin theDiCo.

The uniquefeatureof the LAF whencomparedto equivalentcommercialdictionaries—e.g.,
for French,[LACROIX 1947] and [ROUAIX 1997]—is that it will offer an explicit detailed
descriptionof semanticderivationsandcollocations,ratherthanjust simplelistingsof lexical
links. We believe that a dictionarysuchasthe LAF, even thoughlimited in its nomenclature,
wouldbeaninvaluabletool for learnersof French.

If popularizingscientificconceptsis not an easytask,popularizingthe productof a scientific
descriptionturnedout to beanevenmorechallengingone.Unfortunately, wecannotenterhere
into detailsof how andwhy we madethe choiceswe madein determiningthe format for the
LAF. We canhowever illustratetheLAF with a brief presentationof anentry, usingtheentry
for Fr. MEURTRE below. We encouragethereaderto comparethis dictionaryarticlewith the
correspondingDiCo record,analyzedin Section2.

MEURTRE, nom, masc

ACTION DE TUER: Meurtre par l’individu X [de N, A �
����� ] de l’individu Y [de N, A �
����� ] ☞ as-
sassinat, homicide1; crime VERBE tuer ADJECTIF meurtrier ����� NOM POUR X auteur [de

ART � ] //meurtrier � NOM POUR Y victime [de ART � ] TRÈS CHOQUANT atroce, affreux, bru-
tal, horrible, inqualifiable, odieux QUI A ÈTÈ PRÉPARÉ avec préméditation, prémédité �
postpos //assassinat TEL QU’IL Y A DEUX/TROIS/QUATRE Y double/triple/quadruple � antépos

[Les victimes de ce double meurtre sont un père de famille et son fils de 15 ans.] FAIRE UN M. accomplir,
commettre, perpétrer [ART � ]; tremper [dans ART � ] [Il a refusé de tremper dans ce meurtre odieux.]

CAUSER QUE X FASSE UN M. pousser [N � au � ] RAISON D’UN M. mobile [de ART � ] S’OCCUPER

D’UN M. enquêter [sur ART � ]; élucider [ART � ], trouver l’auteur [de ART � ]; punir, châtier [ART

� ]; venger [ART � ] SERVICE DE POLICE QUI S’OCCUPE DES M. brigade criminelle PRÉPARER UN

M. préméditer, préparer [ART � ] //comploter ESSAYER DE FAIRE CROIRE QU’UN M. EST UN N
maquiller [ART � en N] [Il a maquillé ce meurtre en accident/suicide.] FAIT DE TENTER UN M. tentative
[de � ] CRI LANCÉ PAR QQN. QUI ASSISTE À � RISQUE D’ÊTRE VICTIME D’ � UN M. « Au � ! ». C’est
ici que le double meurtre a été commis. Soupçonné du meurtre de son épouse, il
a été arrêté par les gendarmes mercredi. Il devrait comparaître aux assises dans
trois semaines comme auteur présumé du meurtre d’un quinquagénaire. ��� appel
au meurtre  , � crier au meurtre  .

Evena quick glanceat theabove entrysufficesto show that,with the LAF, we have takenoff
from the realm of “theoretical” dictionaries(suchaspublishedECDs)and formal databases
(suchastheDiCo). This entry, likeentriesof mostcommercialdictionaries,canbereadat two
levels:eitherin a totally naïve way (without first gettingacquaintedwith theprecisemeaning
of formatsandcodes),or in a well-informedway—aftercarefulreadingof the introductionto

523

                             7 / 12                             7 / 12



  

Proceedingsof EURALEX 2000

thedictionary. Theorderof presentationof informationfollows quitecloselywhat is found in
theDiCo. A noticeableexceptionis thegovernmentpattern,whichis now dispatchedwithin the
actantialdescriptionof thelexical unit.

Regardingthis part of the entry, onemay think that the mentionof semanticactants(here,X
andY) is unnecessarilytechnicalandmayscareawayor confusetheuserof theLAF. Wedonot
believeso.First,wefoundthatit wasactuallyimpossibleto accountfor the“meaning”of many
lexical relations(whethersemanticderivationsor collocations)in a clearandcompactfashion
without referringto semanticactants,andactantswerebetternamedusingXs andYs thanby
saturatingour descriptionswith expressionssuchastheone, someone, something, etc.Second,
oneof themainthingstheconceptof lexical functionteachesus is preciselythat thephenom-
enaunderdescriptionarebetterunderstoodandhandled(perhaps,canonly beunderstoodand
handled)throughthemediationof theconceptof semanticactant.For instance,onceit is stated
explicitly that Fr. MEURTRE hastwo actants,the descriptionof many of its lexical function
relationsfollowsnaturally:

1. therearevaluesfor thestandardNOM POUR X (‘namefor X’) which areauteur [de ART � ]

//meurtrier ! (‘authorof amurder’,‘murderer’),cf. lexical functionS1;

2. thereis a standardNOM POUR Y (‘namefor Y’) which is victime [de ART � ] (‘victim of a
murder’),cf. lexical functionS2;

3. thereis an idiomatic way to sayCAUSER QUE X FASSE UN M. (‘to causeX to do a mur-
der’) which is pousser [N � au � ] (lit. to pushX to (commita) murder), cf. lexical function
CausOper1.

Onebig stepin popularizingthedescriptionwasto remove lexical functionnamesandreplace
themwith very generalparaphrasesin meta-French,as introducedin Section2. From a sci-
entific point of view, this wasa sacrificebecausesuchdescriptionscannever be asrigorous
andfalsifiableasformal descriptions.Nevertheless,this sacrificeprovedbothnecessaryin the
context of a generalpublic dictionaryand,mostof all, feasible.It appearedthat it wasnot so
difficult to paraphraselexical functionformulaswith simple,relatively non-idiomatic,andeasy
to understandexpressionsin French.Moreover, patternsof translationstartedto emerge,show-
ing acorrelationbetweenexpressionsin meta-Frenchassociatedwith lexical functionformulas
andthesemanticlabellingwe hadperformedon lexical units.We will returnto this interesting
questionin Section4 below. In thecaseof semanticactantshowever, for reasonsashighlighted
above,wedonotbelievethatattheendof thedaythedescriptionwouldgainin clarity if explicit
referencesto themweredropped.

4 Remarks on methodology and current state of the projects

Our lexicographictwin-projectshave now enteredthedevelopmentphase,with theelaboration
of a “productionline” by which thesameteamcanquasi-simultaneouslybuild two verydiffer-
ent lexicographicproducts.Startingfrom a pre-selectednomenclatureof about2,500vocables
(chosenby a thoroughexaminationof all Frenchlexical unitsthatseemto controla significant
setof lexical relations),thefollowing tasksaresequentiallyperformed:
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1. roughdrafting of DiCo entrieswheremain sensesare distinguishedandexamplesare
gatheredfrom corpora(students’helpis invaluablehere),

2. enteringof semanticformulasplusencodingof semanticderivationsandcollocationsby
meansof lexical functions,

3. cleaningup of theentriesandintroductionof popularizingformulasascommentsin the
DiCo,

4. manualgenerationof LAF entriesfrom text file versionsof the DiCo records(mainly,
applicationof predefinedparagraphandcharacterstylesperformedwith FrameMakerÒ ),

5. revision of theLAF versionof entries,which entailscorrectionsin theLAF itself andin
theDiCo.

Our experienceis thatdescriptiveproblems(missinginformation,wrongly encodedlinks, etc.)
show betterin LAF entrieswhereassolutionsto theseproblemsarebetterfoundby examining
theDiCo records,whichcontainlexical functionencoding.Wearenotsureyetwhatthepracti-
cal andtheoreticalimplicationsof this observationare,but we feel thatthey will turn out to be
far from trivial. Amongotherthings,we foundthatthestandardway of listing lexical function
relationsin theECD,usinglexical functionnamesaskeywords,couldsometimesgivepoorre-
sultsoncetheencodingis translatedinto popularizedform. For instance,wehavethefollowing
sequenceof lexical functionrelationsin theDiCo recordgivenin Section2:

/*Très choquant*/
{Magn} atroce, affreux, brutal, horrible, inqualifiable, odieux

/*Qui a été préparé*/
{A2Prepar1} avec préméditation, prémédité " postpos //assassinat

This is to ensurethatcollocatesthataremodifiersof thebasewill all appeartogetherin theLAF
entry: meurtre atroce/affreux/brutal/. . .next to meurtre avecpréméditation/prémédité. How-
ever, in thestandardECD approach,thesetwo setsof collocationswould have beenlisted far
apartbecausethe secondoneis conceived of asbeingrelatedto the Prepar lexical function:
verbthattakesthekeywordasfirst complementandexpressesthegeneralmeaning‘to prepare’.
Becausethey correspondto verbalcollocates,valuesof Prepar arenormally listedwith other
suchcollocates.For instance,in oursampleDiCo record,thefollowing lexical functionrelation

/*Préparer un M.*/
{Prepar1} préméditer, préparer [ART � ] //comploter

appearsafterrelationsthatbelongto theOper andReal lexical functionfamilies.TheDiCo is
to beusedto derivebothlexiconsfor naturalprocessingsystemsandgeneralpublicdictionaries
(suchasthe LAF). The orderof presentationof lexical function relationsis irrelevant in the
first case(wherecomputerprogramscanaccessdataregardlessof their orderof presentation
in a database).However, it is crucial in the context of a dictionarysuchasthe LAF. Because
we want the DiCo to be translatedin a systematicfashioninto LAF format,we have chosen
to adoptin the DiCo an order of presentationthat meetsthe LAF requirements,ratherthan
following strictly ECDstandards,thatarefit only for userstrainedin explanatorycombinatorial
lexicography.
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A very interestingtopic which ought to be discussedin a lengthierpresentationis the deter-
minationof popularizingformulasfor lexical function relations.Our ultimategoal is to give
asmuchaspossibleof a logical basisto the selectionanduseof suchformulas.A powerful
strategy to follow is to ensurea certainhomogeneitybetweentheseformulasandthesemantic
labelassociatedwith eachlexical unit. For instance,it appearsthatintensifiers(lexical function
Magn) of lexical units labelledwith SENTIMENT (‘feeling’) canbe paraphrasedwith the for-
mula INTENSE (‘intense’),whereasMARQUÉ (‘marked’) is a betterchoicefor units labelledwith
APPARENCE (‘appearance’).At this pointof our research,wedonotyetpossessa rigorousand
well-definedmethodologyfor selectingpopularizingformulas.We areconfidenthowever that
suchamethodologywill beoneof theoutcomesof ourwork andthatit is afirst steptowardthe
determinationof ameta-Frenchfor theencoding,understanding,andmaybeteachingof lexical
functionrelations.

We hopeto have broughtto their termboththeDiCo andLAF projectsby theendof this year.
Our aim is to publishtheLAF in hardcopy aswell asin electronicformat.Significantsamples
of theDiCo databasecanbeobtainedfrom theauthorof thepresentpaperin FileMaker Proor
tab-separatedtext format.
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