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Abstract 
The DiCo is a formal database describing derivational and combinatorial properties of French lexical 
units. The work presented in this paper exploits the information provided by the DiCo in order to pro- 
pose a typology of lexicalized metaphorical meanings. According to the degree of "activeness" of the 
metaphors, we will suggest different lexicographic treatments for metaphorical meanings. 

1 Introduction 

It is a well known fact that metaphorical lexical units appearing in dictionaries are "dead 
ones" (Ricoeur, 1975): their use is no longer regarded as a part of a process of metaphor 
since they are lexicalized. Consequently, most of the time, dictionaries don't give any char- 
acterisation of the link holding between a metaphorical lexical unit and the lexical unit it is 
derived from. However, all those metaphors can't be treated the same way. Considering that 
some of them are stronger than others, we propose to distinguish here different types of 
metaphors. We assume a polysemylink is oriented and holds then between a source lexical 
unit and a target lexical unit that share the same form and a common semantic component. A 
metaphorical meaning is a derived lexical meaning by means of a metaphorical polysemy 
link. For instance, the target lexical unit birth#2 (of a nation) has a metaphorical meaning de- 
rived from the source lexical unit birth#i (of a child) by means of a metaphorical polysemy 
link. Roughly, a metaphorical polysemy link relies on an analogy between the denotations of 
a source and a target lexical units: in our example, the analogy consists in the notion of "be- 
ginning". We will characterize these different metaphorical links using the DiCo, a combina- 
torial dictionary for French developed at the OLST (University of Montreal) according to the 
principles of the Explanatory and Combinatorial Lexicology (ECL) (Meľčuk el al., 1995). 
This database is a good reference since it provides various information on lexical units (ac- 
tantial structure, semantic type of lexical units, syntactic and lexical combinatory, semantic 
derivals, etc) (Jousse and Polguère, 2005).1 We will focus on lexical combinatory to build up 

1 The Dicouèbe, the online version of the DiCo database is available at http://olst.ling.umontreal.ca/dicouebe. See 
(Steinlinera/.2004) 
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our typology. The first section of the paper presents our corpus and the methodology we 
adopt. The second one will show our results and the conclusions that can be drawn from the 
analysis of the data. 

2 Methodology 
2.1 Corpus 

We have extracted from the DiCo nomenclatory a set of a hundred pairs of nominal lexi- 
cal units. Each of them is made of a metaphorical lexical unit and the lexical unit it is seman- 
tically derived from. For example, the pair CLÉ (key) contains c/e#l 'instrument' and cle#2 
'means to access something'. The selected nouns denote on the one hand entities (concrete as 
well as abstract) and on the other hand facts. 

2.2 Hypothesis 

We assume that the more we observe common collocations between the two lexical units 
of one pair, the stronger the metaphoric link is. To determine the strength of the metaphorical 
link, we have to consider two types of criteria: first, the position of the lexical units in the 
link (source or target) and secondly, their semantic type (eg. person, artefact, feeling, event, 
characteristic, etc). In the DiCo, semantic types are represented by semantic labels organized 
in a hierarchy (Polguère, 2003). We have chosen to compare metaphorical links of lexical 
units labelled either as entity or its daughters (person, artefact) or as facts or its daughters 
(event, characteristic), and from that, we do the two following hypothesis. 

The first hypothesis deals with nouns denoting entities. We assume that the more the 
target lexical unit is abstract, the more the metaphorical link is strong. To demonstrate that 
assumption we distinguish two groups ofentities among the target lexical units: the concrete 
ones and the abstract ones. "Concrete" refers here to referents that can be apprehended by the 
human senses (Nouveau Petit Robert, 2000). For example, the pairfleche#l (concrete) and 
fleche#2 (concrete) belongs to the first set, whereas the pair plaie#\ (concrete) and plaie#2 
(abstract) belongs to the second one. 

Our second hypothesis deals with the comparison between nouns denoting entities 
and those denoting facts. The metaphorical links that apply on lexical unit labelled fact 
(process, achievement, state ...) may be stronger than the ones that apply on lexical unit la- 
belled entity. For example, we suppose that the metaphorical link between the two meanings 
of combat tf~ight) (see above) is stronger than the one holding between the two meanings of 
flèche (arrow). 

3 Analysis 
3.1 Analysis criteria 

As previously mentioned, we will use restricted lexical cooccurrence (i.e. collocations) as 
a criterion to distinguish different types of metaphor's strength. We identify the intersection 
between the set of collocatives controlled by the source and the one controlled by the target. 
In the DiCo, collocations are encoded by means of lexical functions that represent the se- 
mantic relation holding between a lexical unit and its collocative(s). For example, Labreall2 
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(torchon#\=dishcloth) = essuyer (to wipe), Labreall2 (ciment#l=cement) = enduire (to 
plaster); Magn (gifle-slap) = magistrale (stunning), Magn (victoire=victory) = écrasante 
(overwhelming). We can thus rely on this formal descriptive tool to help us characterize more 
precisely the intersection. In other words, the intersection will be considered from both a 
quantitative and a qualitative point of view.2 More precisely, as our corpus is exclusively 
made of nouns, we will focus on adjectival collocatives (overwhelming victory, bitterfight, 
etc.) and verbal collocatives (to give a slap, to deal a slap, to celebrate a victory). Let us now 
analyse our data in two steps. The first one will concern entities. The second one will deal 
with facts. 

3.2 Metaphors ofentities 

We have compiled some of our results in two tables ^ig. 1 and Fig.2) presented below. 
The first table represents the collocatives intersection and the second, their differences. Emp- 
ty cells mean that the intersection is null. For instance, the two lexical units ofFLÈCHE share 
neither adjectival nor verbal collocations. 

•-•-. lexical unit Atljrrtml «lUmlMini \ erbai enMocabwu 

Htfđic!» I (ammr I} 

5 tediet>2 i, om>ii •) 

Mwiclw#l <#•*!) 

MouclK*2(/n>42) 
Venviu*l (M/v I) Installatili« : 

imtftre, poser <rf¡wi.i/, ftufty 
Mi*ar>: 
ceder smiter |jf>mr trav błowł Vemiu <r2{*,W!?2) 

Saltici* I tpatM\) Bid i 
«du. balla, *pie>aix, sumi d'cmbuđica 
(into«<. ••••«(. tfoiim.fhUvfiitriàiït 

Uar: 
s'aipgw. wiue 
nMtrr,&tkm 

Orients tian: 
«!«•• 
inaíl 

•«••*••2</»•/•) 

Figure 1. Intersection of collocations for lexical units denoting entities 

l*rirsE 
utili* 

.\dJHtivil aiUnraltaas Verbal cnUoentioru 

jlOiîifr-l lilij : 
lilif*i*l-jiiifr i: 

poisomed 

kv,ili/alj<ni : 
*¡:iv-iiiJiu, ťiifiiix'iťc/  'au'f'O. uiH.^i 
mirti, lruinfix. crossover, ritka» 

I «•: 
<k4ivrici. luni'cr. ín«f. ie,:CMiir 
A1( ßv. /Anm-. A»f. reeeiw 

FKtlicM 
«PWÍMÍÍ2 

Ont*ntufiwi : 
«IraumhiUe. ir*>nurile <Awfrjhwi, ttypt 

Rc!ili/oll<m ; 
índljjltcr, (XlíníŕT (t>7iKA[Ilt\ pohni 

Men elio» I Typt: 
«wife, verte, i nierie 
Wirt, í nenboHl*. Mow 

Sce: 
••••• 

Activity: 
voler, vc4rjB,er, ••* des «ile« 
bolt, (!»iter about, beai Iti wOł** 

Saand: 
tłwrfonner, vrombir 
twB,wftls 

Moueh*#i 
/rW2 

Tyf»: 
arljiid<ale 
artificial 

Rłollutk«! i 
pécher., pnaán 
fidi, cateti 

••: 
jebat, lancer 
Amiv, throw 

Verrou ^! 
&*M 

¿•••: 
,IUV>S,lill|!C 

..ter,,fes,f.  

Siitidily : 
4iiiJli 

li»: 
writ. v«fKiiiilkľ. inslall«. íiŕlkianoí. ••••••••. liter, iifiöw. pousser 
»ituft.-.//, ftrl/j. Ml ifowltuitum. 1rarft ,ilicki l*>uk. Mi, rutiliti 

2 We will only use "popularisations" of lexical functions (see Polguère, 2000), and we will take the liberty to simpli- 
fy the encoding. 
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Vcnon#2 l,;ist; 
dentici, ullunc<AiW, tttämtiKí 

K(;i!l/jll<m : 
«•||)••||••. inlCnlllU, fcS(H)UW 
•«*•1•/. ftirbhi httut?r 

Sentían* I 
patititi 

lkd; 
*s6deot*. «••••• 
butor. /»«ťŕ/íťíMí 

li»; 
cmpniatcf 
tate 

Orlenln*m : 
tuibnpKr, đ&ouchcr 

Hed: 
Apre (Harsh) 

Figure 2. Difference of collocations for lexical units denoting entities 

As we can see, the above tables emphasize on the fact that a distinction has to be made 
between target lexical units denoting concrete entities tfleche#2, mouche#2) and those denot- 
ing abstract ones (verrou#2, sentier#2). Indeed, Fig. 1 shows that the pairs FLÈCHE and 
MOUCHE have no common collocations while they both have their own separate ones, as 
shown in Fig. 2. On the contrary, the pairs VERROU and SENTIER share collocations, especial- 
ly verbal ones. We can note that the metaphorical link between^ec^e#l anafleche#2 and be- 

tween mouche#l and mouche#2 relies on an analogy of form of the concrete objects denot- 
ed. As for verrou#l and verrou#2, and sentier#l and sentier#2, the analogy relies on the 
function of the concrete object denoted by the source lexical unit. That latter type of 
metaphor consists in transposing a concrete reality on an abstract one in order to express it. 
Thus, it seems normal to use collocatives denoting the handling of a concrete object tfaire 
sauter le verrou = to break a lock) to denote the handling of the abstract "object" tfaire 
sauter le verrou de ta volonté (=to break the lock ofyour will)). Let's now compare entities 
to facts. 

3.3 Metaphors offacts 

Following the same pattern, Fig. 3 represents the collocatives intersection and Fig. 4 rep- 
resents their differences. They are both presented below. 

\WdAiA: ••••••••• •••^$•$•*•»*'?\ 
CnnihoK| 

MBL 
Cun*atf2 
}••• 

lntMHt> ; 

neh&miåpre.duf. 
ßt.ree, bjlîcr, hanì 
îhœasê. <aes rocrei 
.*ft4vy. mera ìrx* 

Kn<l: 
•&• 
ticrimv; 

Acl: 
livr*r. 
•1•••• 

}•• earry 

Pwjdv« ••1 : 
gagn<ar. rempoflcr, •••••. 
wa^ carry uf defeat 

fitpňkttnů : 
•••-dic ¿-•*?  

l4liws; 

Cora«!«t«<r. öljtäger. «tt»i«r 
sìixrt. <ytfrr, open 
Enwwmj>rc, ces«*, ••••••• fin 
hvttk t)f, *••. ttifae U) ttft &ttt 

••••••••) 

mmt*4*n. 
bitttar: 
•••••••, rcteafiswn(c, violeafcs 
•••^^•••••••, ifofatf 

Kcalbuiüaa : 
wsAicr, administrer, đcmncr ' ••••••••, w •••••• 
jAft^rfoHM^mfcrfofeJw ftft« /*fewytft» 

ifcranxnbcS t 
liťcuiomb 
lbtotWaibc?2 
Massacre 

ľtmlhU'ltd; 
cchappcr. iurvivrc 
ubfepc. &mhv 

Ntgjlbf<ll<l ; 
•••, čtrc victìiac 
mjfo- fmm, o* .wjcct t¡i 

Cfcu»; 
•• cntramcr.pravatpjcr 
«•• pnnvie 

Ptmbêi (I^lsc*J/ 

Ptmis?2 (l\ilsc»:y 

Rraiśuttoa : 
•••••, prendre, tötet, sesSr tyxwml, tate, tomJhfidi 

Figure 3. Intersection of collocations for lexical units denoting facts 

! rairnl nrnh 
AdJMliv») collo« (¡am VtttraJ ťolloc*liutti 

Comtat*l 
figlitHi 

Intnue: 
••••••• nranAñer. 
hliMkh: ••••• 

Negative md : 

IM dufamxt 
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bi Mme: 
forte> ••••• 
•••••. •••••••••• 

Ol Oil« 
Realli*lt<in ; 
••••••, •••••••, !«le« 
timw.ak>sii.etw 

Ikghitog ; 
tanlrelujoac 
nirwrfwofitwt 

••(1•*2(.•/••<>•) Intonse ; 
Ctíieloiilc (íiVftW 

Rfoliïilton ! 
•••••• (m/Uri 

/faultan( 
hitmsi' : 
cpuu\ im table* gründe itf^i'Äuru.. ^«••.• 

Ptal ti« «tiul: 

Pmilrfl 
(pufccdl 

biten»: 
Rapids, 
pri« pí ti 
Quitt. ••••• 

Not 

[•'•••-Jetil 

Hid i 
«xtmioä.jrréHsfter 
«w*«»&)«* tnvgiìkr 

RcfdizjiriiiEi : 
dicRlier, Wer, vén fier 
lai f, sheet 

Behaviour : 
ralentir, ofiaïhfir 
sbcktm. »reata. 

Pmibs2 (pjrfreM) 

Figure 4. Differenceofcollocations for lexical units denoting facts 

As we can see in Fig. 4, target lexical units have no or few collocatives of their own. In- 
deed, their sets of collocatives are most of the time included in the set of the source colloca- 
tives. This consideration can be explained by the fact already mentioned that an abstract situ- 
ation has to be expressed by means of concrete terms (eg. prendre le pouls de = take the 
pulse of). However, source lexical units have more collocations because we suppose that 
some of them can't be imported by the metaphor: for example, every collocation that deals 
with a specialization (eg. catastrophe maritime, aérienne = sea, air disaster) won't be in the 
target's set of collocatives. This can also be explained by the polysemic nature of the colloca- 
tive: for example, relational adjectives are less prone to have metaphorical meaning. More 
generally, collocatives with metaphorical meaning (eg. gifle retentissante = resounding slap) 
will be more easily imported by the target lexical units. 

Now comparing Figure 1 and 2 to Figure 3 and 4, we can see that facts tend to have 
greater intersections. It means that facts generate metaphors that are stronger than the one 
generated by the entities. One possible explanation, as facts denote whole situations, is that 
the analogy relies on more than one aspect of the denotation. For instance, Combat#2 bor- 
rows to Combat#\ the actants (adversaire, victime (=opponent, victim)), the aspectual phases 
(engager, cesser (- enter, stop)), the degrees of intensity (acharné, sans merci (=fierce, mer- 
ciless)), etc. 

4 Conclusion and perspectives 

The observation of the combinatorial properties of metaphoric lexical units puts in evi- 
dence the following facts. Among the entities, two sets emerge. The pairs composed of con- 
crete~concrete entities don't share many collocations whereas the pairs of concrete-abstract 
entities share more collocations. As for the pairs of facts, they share almost all their colloca- 
tions. Thus, we can say that metaphors of facts are more active than metaphors of entities. 
These first results sketch a rough typology for lexicalized metaphors that could be refined in 
at least two ways. On the one hand, we will considerate more specific labels. On the other 
hand, we will exploit another part of the lexical description provided by the DiCo, which 
have been ignored here: the semantic derivatives, like typical nouns for actants, instruments, 
localization, etc. These results will be taken into account for the modelization of the different 
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types of metaphors in lexicographical definitions. Roughly, the denotation of a weak 
metaphor will include the source lexical unit in the definition offleche#2 (signe de la forme 
d'une fleche#l servant à indiquer une direction = signformed as an arrow#l used to indi- 
cate a direction). Concerning strong metaphors, since the analogy is more complex, it de- 
serves a more elaborated explanation that doesn't fit with the organisation of the definitional 
paraphrase. It will then be detailed outside the two definitions, in a part devoted to the char- 
acterization of the polysemy link (see Barque and Polguère, 2005). 
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