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Abstract

We presentwo twin-projectsaimedat the descriptionof Frenchsemantiaderivationsandcollocations:
the DiCo, a formal databasevhoseencodingmethodologyborrons heavily from explanatorycombina-
torial lexicology (postulatedoy Meaning-Bxt theory),andthe Lexique actif du francais(LAF, ‘Active

lexicon of French’),which accountgor thesamephenomenaut is tailoredfor useby thegenerapublic.

TheLAF is generate@ntirelyfrom thecontentof the DiCo, therebyensuringarigorousbasigo its “pop-

ularized” descriptionsSectionl introduceghe generalgoalsof our projectsanddefinesthe conceptsof

semantidervationandcollocation.Section2 is anexample-basegresentatiomf the DiCo; thisis mir-

roredin Section3, for the LAF. We concludewith remarkson our methodologyandinformationon the
progresf thework.

1 Introduction

1.1 TheDiCo and the Lexiqueactif du francais twin-projects

Our work aims at applying descriptve principles of EXPLANATORY COMBINATORIAL LEXI-
COLOGY(see]MEL’CUK ET AL. 1995] for adetailedpresentatiomnd[MEL’ CUK/POL GUERE
1987] for a shortintroduction)to both the building of lexical database$or naturallanguage
processingystemsandthewriting of generabpublic dictionaries While the formerapplication
hasbeenstudiedin the past(for instancejn [FONTENELLE 1997, HEID 1996 and | ORDAN-
SKAJA ET AL. 1996]), practicallynothinghasbeendoneon the latter. We will introducetwo
projects:the DICO projecttargetsa computerizedexical databasdor French,while the LEX-
IQUE ACTIF DU FRANCAIS(LAF), ‘Active lexicon of French’)projecttargetsa generalpublic
dictionary entirely generatedrom the DiCo. The researchs beingconductedointly by Igor
Mel’ cuk andthe presentauthor with the help of studentdrom the Observatoie delinguistique
Sens-&te (OLST), atthe University of Montreal. As boththe DiCo andLAF describemainly
semantiaerivationsandcollocationswe needfirst to clarify thesetwo notions.

1.2 Thenotions of semantic derivation and collocation

Following Meaning-Ext theory’s conceptualizatiomf lexical relations,we considerthata re-
lation of SEMANTICDERIVATION holds betweentwo lexical units L; and L, in ary of the
following threecases:

1. L1 andL> corvey (roughly)the samemeaning—I; is a (Quasi-)synoym, a genericor a
cornversiveof L1 if it belonggo thesamepartof speechptherwiseijt is averbal,nominal,
adjectval or adwerbialcorrelateof L ;.

2. L1 andL, have oppositemeanings—*k is a (quasi-)antopm of L ;.
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3. L, designatesan elementof the situationdesignatedy L 1—see,e.g.,relationsbetween
MURDERy,v andthenounMURDERER(standarchameof thefirst actantjor VICTIM
(standarchameof the secondactant).

Suchrelationsbetweerlexical unitsarecalledsemantiderivationssinceno morphologicalink
needdo exist betweertheunitsinvolved(cf. MURDERy , andVICTIM), contraryto standard
(i.e.,morphological)derivation.

Explanatorycombinatorialexicology hasidentifieda smallsetof semantiderivationsfoundin
all naturallanguagesThey aremodeledby meansof formaltoolscalledLEXICALFUNCTIONS
For instance the synorymy semanticderivation will be accountedor by meansof the Syn
lexical functionwhich, onceappliedto the lexical unit L1—calledits ARGUMENT returnsthe
setof unitsLo, L5, LY, ...—calledthe VALUESof theapplicationof thelexical function—which
are(quasi-)synopmsof L1. Examplesof otherlexical functionsfor semantiderivationsare:

Gener for genericterms,

Conv for corversies,

So/VolAg/Advg for nominal/ierbal/adjectial/adwerbialcorrelates,
Anti for antoryms,

e S/S)/...for namesof first/second,.. actants.

A givenlexical functionrelationL F holding betweena lexical unit L, anda setof valuesL ,
LS, LY, ...is formally representedhy meansof the standardmathematicahotationfor func-
tion applicationLF(Ly) = Ly, L5, LY, ...; e.g.,Si(murder) = murerer, killer. For a detailed
presentatiomf lexical functionsanda computationaperspectre, see[ WANNER 1996].

Thenotionof COLLOCATION refersto semi-idiomaticexpressiond.1+L» suchthatoneof the

componentsthe COLLOCATE, is choserto expressagivenmeaningjn aspecificsyntacticrole,

contingentuponthe choiceof the othercomponentcalledthe BASEof the collocation.As for

semanticderivations,collocationsare describedoy meansof lexical functions.For instance,
intensifierdHEAVY bombadment SHARPcontrast, . . . ), which correspondo thelexical func-

tion Magn, or supportverbs([to] RUN a fever, [to] STAGE a coup ...), which correspondo

thelexical functionsOper;, Func; or Laborj.

It is commonpracticeto saythatsemantiaerivationsareencodedy meanf PARADIGMATIC
lexical functionsandcollocationsby meansof SYNRGMATIC lexical functions.However, the
borderbetweenthesetwo familiesof lexical functions,and hencebetweenthe corresponding
two typesof phenomenas far from beingtight. We will briefly examinetwo casesllustrating
this point.

Firstly, theso-calledrFUSEDVALUESof syntagmatidexical functions—flaggedby the“//” sym-
bolin ourlexical descriptions—canorrespondo semantiaerivations.For instance FEASTy,
in one of its sensesis both a fusedMagn (i.e., intensifier)for MEAL—Magn(mea) = big,
huge //feast—andits Syn- (amorespecificsynorym, i.e.,anhyporym)—Syn-(mea) = feast

Secondlya Vg (verbalderivation)for a nounL is linguistically equivalentto the construction
Oper1(L)+L. In otherwords,the expressionOper 1(L)+L functionsasa paraphraséor Vo(L).
Comparefor example,thetwo following paraphrases:
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X mudered[= Vo(murdery)] Y
X committed= Oper1(murdery)] Y’s murder

Stretchinga bit the conceptof fusion, onecould saythata Vo of alexical unit is at the same
time somesortof “fusedOper4” of this unit.

Thesetwo casesdemonstratdow intertwinedthe two phenomenaf semanticderivationand
collocationare,andwhy they areconsideredgimultaneouslyn theDiCo andLAF lexicographic
projectswhich we will now proceedo describe.

2 TheDiCo lexicographic database

2.1 General characterization of the DiCo

The initial aim of the DiCo projectwasto build a formal lexical databasehat would meet
specificcriteria. In termsof content,the databaseshouldput the emphasin the description
of combinatorialpropertiesof lexical units, leaving asidelexicographicdefinitions.In other
words, the databasehouldbe first andforemostcombinatorialratherthan explanatory How-

ever, the lexicographicwork itself shouldbe basedon descriptve principlesof explanatory
combinatorialexicology. Becausehe DiCo describesombinatoriajpropertieof lexical units,
its nomenclatureshouldbe limited to units which are problematicwith regardto suchproper

ties.In regardto its form, the DiCo databasshouldbetailoredto computemprocessingfirst, it

shouldbe automaticallytranslatablento lexiconsfor naturallanguagerocessingystemssec-
ond, it shouldbe storedin a formatthatmakesit asplatform-independerdspossiblen short,
the DiCo databases to be somesort of a “simplified” and more formalized EXPLANATORY
COMBINATORIAL DICTIONARY (ECD, see[MEL'CUK ET AL. 1984, 1988, 1992, 1999)).

Becauseat aimsat producinga lexical databasehat s freely andfully accessibldor natural
languageprocessingR&D, the DiCo projectcan be loosely relatedto the WordNet English
database—sg@MILLER ET AL. 1990] and[FELLBAUM 1997]. However, thereis only a very
smallintersectionbetweenthe two projectsin termsof the type of datathatis accountedor

(mainly, synorymy, hyperorymy andmerorymy relations for WordNet)andin termsof encod-
ing (Iexical functions,for the DiCo).

The DiCo wasinitially developedusinga home-madalictionary editor; but, asthe database
grew bigger it wasmovedto FileMaker” format, without changingmuchin the actualcontent

of lexical recordslt is this FileMaker versionof the DiCo thatwe presentere,usinga sample

entry. Due to lack of spacethe samplewill have to be a vocabledescribedn the DiCo as

monosemiconly onedictionaryarticle/databaseecordhasto be consideredor this vocable.

Thevocablein questions Fr. MEURTRE ‘[a] murder’.

2.2 A sampleDiCorecord

EachDiCo recorddescribingalexical unit is structuredasa seriesof eightmainfields: 1. name
of theunit, 2. grammaticaproperties 3. semantidormula,4. governmenpattern 5. synoryms,
6.semantiaderivationsandcollocations,/. examplesand8. full idiomsthatincludetheunit. We
list below in text format (Courierfont) the contentof eachof thesefields for the MEURTRE
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record,addingcommentswhenrequired.We do not presenffields that are usedfor database
managememnurposegdate/timeof modification,lexicographers ID, etc.).

1. Nameof thelexical unit:
MEURTRE
2. Grammaticaproperties:
nom, masc
3. Semantidormula:
action de tuer: ~ PAR L’individu X DE L’individu Y

The semantidormulais a substitutefor an actuallexicographicdefinition. It startswith a SE-
MANTIC LABEL, asdescribedn [MILICEVIC 1997], followedby the actantialstructureof the
lexical unit. Thesemantidormulaabove tells usthatthe coremeaningof MEURTRE is ‘action
detuer’ (anactof killing) andthatit involvestwo actantsthe onewho kills (X) andthe one
whois killed (Y). Elementsof the formula (otherthanactantnames)hatarewritten in upper
casearefor humaneyesonly anddo not belongto “pure” DiCo formalization.From a strictly
naturallanguageprocessingoint of view, theabove formulais to betranslatednto a structure
like

action_de _tuer(individu:X, individu:Y)

Othercomponent®f theformula,suchasPAR L’ (‘by the’)andDE L’ (‘of the”), will prove
usefulfor thegeneratiorof the LAF (seeSection3 below).

4. Governmenfattern:

X
Y

| = de N, A-poss
I = de N, A-poss

The governmentpatternindicates(in linearformat) the active valeng of the lexical unit. This
informationis presentedy meansof tablesin the publishedECDs. The above datatells us
thatboththekiller andthevictim of amurdercanbe expressedseitherde-prepositionacom-
plementsor possessie adjectves (Frenchterminologyfor possessie determinerpronouns).
Noticethatthe DiCo doesnot mentionincompatibilitiessuchas*meurte de X deY.

5. (Quasi-)synoyms:
{QSyn} assassinat, homicide#1,; crime

Synorymy relationshave to dowith thegenerabrganization structuringandcontentof theen-
tire databaseTherefore synorymsandquasi-synoyms,includinggenericterms,aredescribed
in aseparatdield in orderto allow usto gathersetsof synorymsby activatinga simplesearch
procedureln theabove formula,homicide#1 refersto thefirst senseof the vocableHOMI-

CIDE. The semi-columnindicatesa relatively importantsemanticgap betweenvalueson the
left andthe valueon theright. In this field, aswell asin the next one,lexical relationsareen-
codedby meansof lexical functions,whosenameappeardetweencurly braclets, beforethe
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list of values;in otherwords,lexical functionapplicationsalwayshave the following formatin
theDiCo: { <LF>} <Value(s) >.

6. Semantiaerivationsandcollocations:

{VO} tuer

{AO} meurtrier-adj
[*Nom pour X*/

{S1} auteur [de ART ~] //meurtrier-n
*Nom pour Y*/

{S2} victime [de ART ~]
[*Trés  choquant*/

{Magn} atroce, affreux, brutal, horrible, inqualifiable, odieux
*Qui a été prépare*/

{A2Preparl} avec préméditation, prémédité | postpos //assassinat

{Tel quil vy a

deux/trois/quatre Y} double/triple/quadruple | antépos [‘Les

victimes de ce double meurtre sont un pére

de famille et son fils de 15 ans.”]
[*Faire un M.*/

{Operl} accomplir, commettre,  perpétrer [ART ~1]; tremper [dans
ART ~] ["l a refusé de tremper dans ce meurtre odieux.”]
[*Causer que X fasse un M.*/

{CausOperl} pousser [N=X au ~]

[*Raison  d'un M.*/

{S1CausOperl} mobile [de ART ~/]
[*S’occuper dun M.*/

{Real-I} enquéter [sur ART ~]

{Real-11} élucider [ART ~], trouver [lauteur de ART ~

{Real-111} punir,  chatier [ART ~]; venger [ART ~]

[*Service de police qui s'occupe des M.*/

{S1Real-1/11} brigade criminelle
[*Préparer un M.*/

{Preparl} préméditer, préparer [ART ~] //comploter

{Essayer de faire croire

guun M. est un N} maquiller [ART ~ en N] [“ll a magquillé
ce meurtre en accident/suicide.”]
{Fait de tenter un M.} tentative [de ~]

{Cri lancé par qggn. qui assiste a
<risque détre victime d >un M} « Au ~ ! »

Semanticderivationsand collocationsare orderedaccordingto standardeCD methodology:
paradigmatidexical functions(which correspondo semantiaerivations) followedby syntag-
maticlexical functions(which encodecollocations).Notice the presencebetween’*...*/ :
of a popularizatiorfor mostlexical functionnamesthatwill be usedfor the generatiorof the
LAF. For instanceNom 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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areencodediy meansof formulaswritten in somesortof “meta-French”thatis easilyunder
standablesvenfor learnersof the language Sometranslationsof lexical function namesinto
meta-Frenclareratherstraightforvard (the“] " symbolfor Syn, Nomfor SO, Verbe for VO,
Générique for Gener, etc.)anddo not needto be specified;othersvary from oneentryto
anotherandhave to beincludedby handin the DiCo record—e.g.here,Faire  un M. (“to
do” amurder),for Operl . We cannotenterinto a detailedanalysisof all formalismsthatare
usedabove, but we believe thatmostof themaretransparenenoughto be roughlyinterpreted
without further explanation,speciallyif the readerhassomeacquaintancavith explanatory
combinatorialexicology.

7. Examples:

Cest ici que le double meurtre a été commis. Soupgonné
du meurtre de son épouse, il a été arrété par les gen-
darmes mercredi. Il devrait comparaitre aux assises
dans trois semaines comme auteur présumé du meurtre

d’'un quinquagénaire.

La mésentente pourrait étre le mobile du meurtre.

Lexicographicexamplesare borroved from TEXTUM, a setof corporathatis usedfor lexi-
cographicresearchat the University of Montreal. Eventually someexamplescan be slightly
edited.(We introduceour own examplesn exceptionalcasenly.) Thehorizontalline splitting
the examplefield indicatesthatthe lastexamplewill not appeatin the LAF (whereconstraints
of spaceapply).

8. Full idioms:

_appel au meurtre_
_crier au meurtre_

This lastfield givespointersto full idiomsthatformally containthelexical unit underdescrip-
tion and that are themseles actuallexical units, which should have their own recordin an
expandedDiCo for the whole languageFull idioms are alwayswritten in the DiCo between
two underscoreharacters.

This concludeghe presentatiorof a sampleDiCo record. The DiCo projecthasmary more
importantaspectso discussput spaceconstraintslictatethatwe now move to thepresentation
of theLAF, which s the centraltopic of this paper

3 Lexiqueactif du francais:
Popularizing the DiCo’'s descriptions
While the conceptof lexical functionhasalreadybeenusedin naturallanguageprocessingnd

computationalexicography it hasnever, to our knowledge,materializedn adirectfashionin
what canbetermedgenerl public lexicography. The LAF is afirst attemptto bridgethe gap
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betweerftheoretical’and“commercial’lexicographywith regardto explanatorycombinatorial
lexicology and,morespecifically to thetype of phenomenaccountedor by lexical functions.

Theobjective of the LAF projectis to designandcompileagenerabpublic dictionaryof seman-
tic derivationsand collocationsthat would meetthe following criteria. In termsof content,it

will accountfor semantiaerivationsandcollocationsusingMeaning-Ext lexicographicprin-

ciplesin astraightforvardfashion thusensuringanunderlyinglogical structureandtheoretical
soundnesso the description.In termsof form, it will be minimally formal andwill contain
descriptiongthat will be as much as possibleaccessiblgo a public of non-specialistsAs it

would be wastefulto multiply lexicographicprojectstargetingthe modelingof identicalphe-
nomenawe worked in sucha way asto make the generationof the LAF follow exclusively

from informationcontainedn the DiCo.

The uniquefeatureof the LAF whencomparedo equivalentcommercialdictionaries—e.g.,
for French,[LACROIX 1947] and[RouAix 1997]—is thatit will offer an explicit detailed
descriptionof semanticderivationsandcollocations ratherthanjust simplelistings of lexical
links. We believe that a dictionary suchasthe LAF, eventhoughlimited in its nomenclature,
would beaninvaluabletool for learnersof French.

If popularizingscientificconceptdss not an easytask, popularizingthe productof a scientific
descriptionturnedoutto beanevenmorechallengingone.Unfortunately we cannotenterhere
into detailsof how andwhy we madethe choiceswe madein determiningthe formatfor the
LAF. We canhowever illustratethe LAF with a brief presentatiorof an entry, usingthe entry
for Fr. MEURTRE belov. We encouragéhe readerto comparethis dictionaryarticle with the
correspondindiCo record,analyzedn Section2.

MEURTRE, nom, masc

ACTION DE TUER: Meurtre par l'individu X [de N, Ays] de l'individu Y [de N, A,ss] LI as-
sassinat, homicidel; crime VERBE tuer ADJECTIF meurtrierag; Nom POUR X auteur [de
ART ~] //meurtriery NoM POUR Y victime [de ART ~] TRES CHOQUANT atroce, affreux, bru-
tal, horrible, inqualifiable, odieux Qui A ETE PREPARE avec préméditation, prémédité |
postpos //assassinat TEL QUIL Y A DEUX/TROIS/QUATRE Y double/triple/quadruple | antépos
[Les victimes de ce double meurtre sont un pére 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 [Ny au ~] RAISON D’'UN M. mobile [de ART ~] S'OCCUPER
D'UN M. enquéter [sur ART ~]; élucider [ART ~], trouver l'auteur [de ART ~]; punir, chatier [ART
~]; Venger [ART ~] SERVICE DE POLICE QUI S'OCCUPE DES M. brigade criminelle PREPARER UN
M. préméditer, préparer [ART ~] //comploter ESSAYER DE FAIRE CROIRE QU'UN M. EST UN N
magquiller [ART ~ en N] [Il a maquillé ce meurtre en accident/suicide.] FAIT DE TENTER UN M. tentative
[de ~] CRI LANCE PAR QQN. QUI ASSISTE A <RISQUE D'ETRE VICTIME D'>UN M. « Au ~ ! », C’est
ici que le double meurtre a été commis. Soupconné du meurtre de son épouse, il
a été arrété par les gendarmes mercredi. Il devrait comparaitre aux assises dans
trois semaines comme auteur présumé du meurtre d’'un quinquageénaire. ¢ "appel
au meurtre™, Tcrier au meurtre™.

Evena quick glanceat the above entry sufficesto show that, with the LAF, we have taken off
from the realm of “theoretical” dictionaries(suchas publishedECDs) and formal databases
(suchasthe DiCo). This entry; lik e entriesof mostcommercialdictionariescanbereadattwo
levels: eitherin atotally naive way (without first gettingacquaintedvith the precisemeaning
of formatsandcodes)or in awell-informedway—atftercarefulreadingof the introductionto
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thedictionary The orderof presentatiorof informationfollows quite closelywhatis foundin
theDiCo. A noticeableexceptionis thegovernmenpatternwhichis now dispatchedvithin the
actantialdescriptionof thelexical unit.

Regardingthis part of the entry, one may think thatthe mentionof semanticactants(here, X
andY) is unnecessariljechnicalandmayscareaway or confusetheuserof the LAF. We do not
believe so.First,we foundthatit wasactuallyimpossibleto accountfor the“meaning”of mary
lexical relations(whethersemantiaderivationsor collocations)in a clearandcompactfashion
without referringto semanticactantsandactantswverebetternamedusing Xs andYs thanby
saturatingour descriptionswith expressionsuchasthe ong someongsomethingetc. Second,
oneof the mainthingsthe conceptof lexical functionteachesisis preciselythatthe phenom-
enaunderdescriptionarebetterunderstoocandhandled(perhapscanonly be understoodand
handled}hroughthe mediationof the concepiof semantiactant.For instancepnceit is stated
explicitly that Fr. MEURTRE hastwo actantsthe descriptionof mary of its lexical function
relationsfollows naturally:

1. therearevaluesfor the standardNom pour X (‘namefor X’) which areauteur [de ART ~]
/Imeurtriery (‘fauthorof amurder’,'murderer’),cf. lexical function Sy

2. thereis a standardNom pour Y (‘namefor Y’) which is victime [de ART ~] (‘victim of a
murder’),cf. lexical functionSp;

3. thereis anidiomatic way to say CAUSER QUE x FASSE UN M. (‘to causeX to do a mur-
der’) whichis pousser [ny au ~] (lit. to pushX to (commita) murder), cf. lexical function
CausOper ;.

Onebig stepin popularizingthe descriptiorwasto remove lexical functionnamesandreplace
themwith very generalparaphrases1 meta-Frenchasintroducedin Section2. From a sci-
entific point of view, this was a sacrificebecausesuchdescriptionscan never be asrigorous
andfalsifiableasformal descriptionsNeverthelessthis sacrificeproved both necessaryn the
contet of a generalpublic dictionaryand, mostof all, feasible.lt appearedhatit wasnot so
difficult to paraphrasé&exical functionformulaswith simple,relatively non-idiomaticandeasy
to understan@xpressionsn French.Moreover, patternof translationstartecto emege, shav-

ing a correlationbetweerexpressionsn meta-Frenclassociatedavith lexical functionformulas
andthe semantidabellingwe hadperformedon lexical units.We will returnto this interesting
guestionin Section4 below. In the caseof semantiactantshowever, for reasonsashighlighted
above,wedonotbelievethatattheendof thedaythedescriptionwvould gainin clarity if explicit

referenceso themweredropped.

4 Remarkson methodology and current state of the projects

Our lexicographictwin-projectshave now enteredhe developmentphasewith the elaboration
of a“productionline” by which the sameteamcanquasi-simultaneousliguild two very differ-
entlexicographicproducts Startingfrom a pre-selecteshomenclaturef about2,500vocables
(chosenby a thoroughexaminationof all Frenchlexical unitsthatseento controla significant
setof lexical relations) thefollowing tasksaresequentiallyperformed:
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1. roughdrafting of DiCo entrieswhere main sensesre distinguishedand examplesare
gatheredrom corpora(studentshelpis invaluablehere),

2. enteringof semantidormulasplus encodingof semantiaderivationsandcollocationsby
meanf lexical functions,

3. cleaningup of the entriesandintroductionof popularizingformulasascommentsn the
DiCo,

4. manualgenerationof LAF entriesfrom text file versionsof the DiCo records(mainly,
applicationof predefinecparagraptandcharactestylesperformedwith FrameMaler”),

5. revision of the LAF versionof entries,which entailscorrectionsn the LAF itself andin
theDiCo.

Our experiencds thatdescriptve problemg(missinginformation,wrongly encodedinks, etc.)
shaw betterin LAF entrieswhereassolutionsto theseproblemsarebetterfound by examining
the DiCo recordswhich containlexical functionencoding We arenot sureyetwhatthe practi-
cal andtheoreticaimplicationsof this obsenationare,but we feel thatthey will turnoutto be
far from trivial. Amongotherthings,we foundthatthe standardvay of listing lexical function
relationsin the ECD, usinglexical functionnamesaskeywords,could sometimegive poorre-
sultsoncethe encodings translatednto popularizedorm. For instancewe have thefollowing
sequencef lexical functionrelationsin the DiCo recordgivenin Section2:

[*Trés  choquant*/

{Magn} atroce, affreux, brutal, horrible, inqualifiable, odieux
*Qui a été préparé*/
{A2Preparl}  avec préméditation, prémédité | postpos //assassinat

Thisis to ensurdahatcollocateghataremodifiersof thebasewill all appeatogetheiin theLAF

entry: meurtee atrocdaffreuxbrutal/...next to meurte avec préméditatiofprémeédité How-

ever, in the standardeCD approachthesetwo setsof collocationswould have beenlisted far
apartbecausehe secondoneis conceved of asbeingrelatedto the Prepar lexical function:
verbthattakesthekeyword asfirst complemenandexpresseshegeneraimeaningto prepare’.
Becausedhey correspondo verbalcollocatesyaluesof Prepar arenormally listed with other
suchcollocatesFor instancejn our sampleDiCo record thefollowing lexical functionrelation

[*Préparer un M.*/
{Preparl} préméditer, préparer [ART ~] //comploter

appearafterrelationsthatbelongto the Oper andReal lexical functionfamilies. The DiCo is
to beusedto derive bothlexiconsfor naturalprocessingystemsandgenerabpublic dictionaries
(suchasthe LAF). The orderof presentatiorof lexical function relationsis irrelevantin the
first case(wherecomputerprogramscan accesdataregardlessof their orderof presentation
in a database)However, it is crucial in the context of a dictionarysuchasthe LAF. Because
we wantthe DiCo to be translatedn a systematidashioninto LAF format, we have chosen
to adoptin the DiCo an order of presentatiorthat meetsthe LAF requirementsratherthan
following strictly ECD standardsthatarefit only for userdrainedin explanatorycombinatorial
lexicography
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A very interestingtopic which oughtto be discussedn a lengthierpresentations the deter

mination of popularizingformulasfor lexical function relations.Our ultimate goal is to give

asmuchas possibleof a logical basisto the selectionand useof suchformulas.A powerful

strat@y to follow is to ensurea certainhomogeneitypetweerntheseformulasandthe semantic
labelassociateavith eachlexical unit. For instancejt appearshatintensifierg(lexical function
Magn) of lexical units labelledwith SENTIMENT (‘feeling’) canbe paraphrasewvith the for-

mulainTtense (‘intense’), whereasviarQue (‘marked’) is a betterchoicefor units labelledwith

APPARENCE (‘appearance’)At this point of ourresearchwe do notyet possess rigorousand
well-definedmethodologyfor selectingpopularizingformulas.We are confidenthowever that
suchamethodologywill beoneof theoutcome®f ourwork andthatit is afirst steptowardthe
determinatiorof a meta-Frenclior the encodingunderstandingandmaybeteachingof lexical

functionrelations.

We hopeto have broughtto theirtermboththe DiCo andLAF projectsby the endof this year
Ouraimis to publishthe LAF in hardcogy aswell asin electronicformat. Significantsamples
of the DiCo databaseanbe obtainedfrom the authorof the presenpaperin FileMaker Proor
tab-separatetéxt format.
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