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Abstract

Thereis a profusionof labelsusedfor the phenomenomf multiword units (MU’s), yet they arenotori-

ouslyunderrepresentdd handbook®f bothgrammaticabnddictionarytypealike. After anillustration

of both, problemsof criteriawhich delimit MU’ s areraisedup, togethemwith annumberof openissues
andnecessityof a functionalapproachs stressedAs threemajorissuesstablenesgypicality andpo-

tentiality arediscussedA numberof urgentquestionswyaiting for a systematicsolutionsis listedanda

final pleafor amorebalancedelectionandapproachs made.

1 Syntagmas, Combinations, Collocations and Other

In the multitude of approachesind handbooksa numberof labels,both familiar andlessfa-

miliar, is usedto designatesarioussyntagmasndword combinationghat one comesacross.
If arnything may be pointedout in thesein generalthenit is a lack of consisteng of mary

typesto be found here.In the situationof generalconsensusacking and conflicting theories
andviews beingproposedthis situationis not surprising Whatis surprisingis thatthe sameor

very similar phenomenaregivenwidely differenthamesevenin the samesingleapproactrand

book.

1.1 Grammatical Approaches

Grammaticabpproachesftentendto play the multiword units (MU’ s) down andneglectthem.
For a first illustration of this, let us have alook, at a representafie grammarwork, a modern
classicnow, namely Comprehensie Grammarof the English Language(Longman1985) by

R. Quirk, S. Greenbaum(. LeechandJ. Svartvik. It seemghata numberof ratherdifferent
approachebave beenappliedhere.Therearethreemainareasvheremultiword unitshave been
obsenred or, rather notedto exist, namely verbs,prepositionsand,up to someextent, nouns.
Therespectie verbsareillustratedby suchcasesasdrink up, disposeof, get awaywith and

are calledmulti-word verbs(pp. 1150f.) here.Thesearethenfurther subclassifiecsphrasal
verbs,prepositionalverbsandphrasal-prepositionalerbs,respectiely. All of thesecasesare
saidto bea classof wordswhich behae assingleunits. Theapparentontradictions disposed
of by a somevhatunorthodoxargument:

"Theterm"word" is frequentlyused,however, not only for a morpholgically de-
finedword classes)ut also for an item which actsas a singleword lexically or

syntactically.. It is this extentedsenseof 'verb’ as a 'unit which behavego some
extenteitherlexically or syntacticallyas a singleverb’ that we usein labelssudh

as’prepositionalverb™.
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Now, while theaguments true,thelabel"word" is difficult to acceptherefor acombinationof
words.ls is eitheroneword or two wordshere,tertium non datur Onemay only wonderwhy
thetermlexemeor, rather multi-word lexemeis avoided.

Only a brief attentionis paid to idioms herewhich are said to differ from multi-word verbs
in typesof transformationghey might undego (pp. 1162f.). It is difficult to acceptthe first
"semantic'criterionmentionedor theidiomaticstatusof MU’ s, namelya frequentexistenceof
a single-word counterparte.g.call for - visit, astoo imprecise non-systematiandbroad.On
the otherhand,the secondcriterion, that of the meaningbeingunpredictablepddly contrasts
with examplesgivenin its support,suchaschatteraway fire away work away Without going
into technicalitiesit is difficult to seetheseasreally having afully unpredictableneaning.

Multi-word prepositionssuchas apart from, as for, dueto, thanksto, is an obvious classof
of MU’s. Yet, it hasbeengiven herea differentname,namelythat of complec prepositions.
While the prepositionsaresaidhereto beindivisible both syntacticallyandsemanticallytheir
generallyopencharacters acknavledgedandtheboundarybetweera complex prepositionand
asingleoneis consideredo be uncertainandopen(pp. 669f.). No mentionis made however,
of idiomsin thisrespect.

A similar situationis to be found with nouns,too, in thatno mentionis madehereof idioms,
althoughtheir frozen characteris acknavledged.Moreover, no multiword characterof such
nounsis mentionedhereeitherandthe phenomenons handledunderthe traditional label of
compound®nly (pp.280f.). Theexampleggivenhereincludesuchasassistandirector break-
down,sit-in. This terminologicalinconsisteny is further enhancedy a subsequenintroduc-
tion, without ary additionalcharacterizationof the label "parallel structures'for someother
typesof multiword nouns.Thesearebeingillustrated,however, by rathertypical idiomatic ex-
amplegalthoughthetermidiom is notmentioned)suchasarmin arm, sideby side Someavhat
later, finally, andasif asan afterthought,adverbial phraseidioms are mentioned too, illus-
tratedby faceto face but notrelatedto the precedingoarallelstructuresOnecannotescapéehe
impressiorof neglect, hesitang andno firm policy here,unfortunately

It is disconcertingo seehow capriciousgrammarianganget,as,apartfrom anoccasionate-
mark of adwerbssuchasby day, by night (p. 688), thereis no mentionwhatsoger madehere
of MU’s in chaptersdealingwith otherword classeslt might be contendedhat their incon-
sistentchoiceof phenomendhey decidedto treatis dueto the bulk of phnenomenaelegated
to and coveredby dictionaries(althoughthe factis never mentioned).Yet, one mustwonder
why grammariangick up for treatmenbnly so m e combinationsandleave unattendeathers,
equallyimportant,andhaving the samecharacter?

1.2 Dictionary Approaches

It is not surprising,then, that also dictionaries,almostinvariably, give an equalimpression
of beinginconsistenin their attentionpaid to MU’s. Therehave beentwo basicapproaches,
forming oppositeendsof a scale:onelisting MU’ s underthe chosensenseof the single-word
lemma,and anotherone listing them separatelyat the end of the dictionary article. The first
approachperhapsan older one,tries to pin down, or rather guesswhich senseof the single-
word lemmamight correspondo a particularMU, grouping,then,MU’s there.This seemgo
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beanattemptalmostmetaphysicain its veryroot. As aconsequencé, is difficult to find MU’ s
in ary reliableway asthis guessinggameis ratherdifficult to follow (andappreciate)Thisis
patentlyobviousin particularlylarge dictionaryarticles.

The secondapproachnot pretendingto know how to classify MU’ s accordingto sensesop-

eratesat the end of the dictionary article. Generallyspeakingit is difficult to acceptthe un-

derlying corviction thateachidiom (MU) hassomehav a sensdlirectly attributableto a sense
of the singleword lemma.Hence two alternatve variantapproachesf this canbe found,one
simply listing MU’ s undera commonlabel at the endof the article andone,alsoat the endof

the article, listing MU’ s in somekind of an ordergiving eacha separatanumber The former

variantapproachasbeenadoptedoy, for example,New Oxford Dictionary of English(1998),
thelatterby RandomHouseWebsterdJnabridgedictionary (1996).

As arule, thereis no particularlyreliablecriterion appliedin the orderingof MU’ s in thefirst
approachneitherin their functionallabelling andthe userhasno way of knowing, exceptfor
their definition,how the MU’ s areused.An odd decisionhasbeenappliedin the caseof some
nominal MU’ s which are not handledin this section(headedas PHRASES)but as separate
lemmasin thealphabe(e.g.blueshark,blueshift, bluechipper). Disregardingthefactthatthe
orderintroducedin the secondapproachs equallya problem,a majorinconsisteng is in the
falseimpressiorevokedby the sequentiahumberinggivenbothto individual sense®f single-
word lemmaandto individual MU’ s. It is difficult to acceptheunderlyingimpressiorthateach
MU represents separatesensef the headvord.

Also here,no attemptis madeto distinguishary further, suchasto offer a functionallabelling
to MU’s. It may be usefulfor the userto know, next to whatthe MU means.alsohow it is
used.Oneof thewayshow to achieve this, is to provide it with a functionalinformationon, for
example word classtype.lt would helptheuserto realizein whatwaysaMU canandshouldbe
incorporatednto a sentenceElsevhere(Cermak1998),it hasbeenshavn thatidioms seemto
becopying, in theirbehaiour, theword classfunctionof thesingleword lexemesandthatthere
areasmary functionaltypesof idioms asthe numberof word classesThusit is not difficult
to adopta unifiedapproactio MU’ s andprovide themwith this information,too. Consideyfor
example,suchcasesasbeingidiomsor, rather MU’ s,asmultiword conjunctionsprepositions,
particles,interjectionsandadverbs(to leave asidethe morenotoriousones,suchasverbsand
nouns),asillustratedby asif, eventhough(: conjunctions)asto, aslong as (: prepositions);
all right, aswell (: particles);All right!, For God’s sale! (: interjections)for good,ontheother
hand,fromheadto foot (: adwerbs)etc.

2 Problemsof Criteriaand Open Questions

2.1 Syntagmatic aspects

Providing MU’s in dictionarieswith functionallabelsmay not be the mostimportantproblem
to be solved. Thereareotherproblemsaswell. Most dictionariesdo not evenattemptto strike
somesortof balancebetweencoverageof their paradigmati@andsyntagmatia@aspectandit is
thesyntagmati@spectsvhicharesadlylackingin whatmightbecalledadecentepresentation.
While somedictionariesdo not evenattemptto statethatthe nounattentioncollocatesamong
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otherthings,with boththeverbspayandgive somehidethefactin sententiabxampleswhile
someothermerelylist thecombinationsListing themis aboutmostwhatonecanexpectto get
from evenalargedictionary Evenspecializedvorks,suchasTheBBI CombinatoryDictionary
of English(BBI 1986),nevertell onewhatthedifferencein theuseandmeaningof bothmight
be and may be someavhat misleading.Thus, The Word Bank corpusgives 79 combinationsof
attentionwith forms of pay, while the numberof its combinationswith give, i.e. 35, is 50 per
centsmaller Yetit is givenmuchmoreprominencen the BBI beinglistedindependentlyinder
aseparatmumber To take adifferentexample,onthebasisof thecollocationin broaddaylight

aforeignlearnerof Englishmight be temptedby the lurking analogyto try to combinebroad
with its opposite too, makingit broadnight Yetthis is exactly the kind of informationwhich
is never givenreliably in dictionariesandthe useris left to his or her own deviceshere.Obvi-

ously, the problem,probablythe mostseriousfor alexicographeris the degreeof stablenessf

combinationssincestablenesss closelylinkedto acceptability

2.2 Stableness

It is not very often thatthe problemof stablenesgor stabilization)of lexemecombinationss
broughtup, let alonehelpfully tackled.Peoplemay not evenrealizethatthe crucial questionto
be first asked, to putit linguistically, is "doesonedealhere,in the given combinationwith a
phenomenonf lalanguealreadyor still of la parole?"All of thestablecombinationsMU’s,are
partof la langueandmerelyreproducedn speechwhereasombinationsvhich arenot stable,
fixed (somepreferto call them preconstructedfrozen etc.) are part of la parole,the speech,
andareformedadhoc,againandagainin eachcase Sofar thetheory The problemwith such
a nice clearcut theoryis thatit doesnot alwayswork. Since,obviously, thereis a multitude
of combinationsvhich sharecharacteristic®f both, onehasto usea cline or scalarapproach
herewith as mary gradesbetweenthe two oppositesas one may find and discern.Yet the
necesssityto usethis scalarapproachdoesnot invalidatethe distinction. Rather it views it
prototypically in anideal caseandit is up to the lexicographetto draw theline. However, the
enormoudexicographersaidin today’s corporahasits pitfalls,too, in thecurrentoveremphasis
on typicality, on inclusioninto the dictionary only of what hasbeensufficiently and amply
attested.

Onemay wonderwhatkind of benefitcould be derived from, for example,a carefulselection
and inclusion of currentand yet not so typical casesof lexeme combinationsstretchingthe
normsomeavhatwherebyalsolesstypical but not uncommonrcollocationswould thusindicate
afurtherandpossibleuse.

2.3 Typicality

In the questfor criteria, if any (with mostapproachesffering only pragmaticalad hoc solu-
tions), a kind of answeris soughtin typicality. While the bestsolutionis seenin the Mutual
Informationandt-scoreso far wherethe questfor criteria hasrested the problemis far from
beingsolved.In arecentcontribtution (Trap-Jensei996),a distinctionwasmadebetweertwo
kinds of typicality, oneprovided by the corpusandoneby datafrom a simpleassociatiortest
in Danish.However, examplessuchaswhite minority rule, white coat(comingfrom the Danish
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corpus)asagainstwhite snow white sheet(of paper)(comingfrom anassociatioriest)seento
show two differentphenomenaatherthantwo kindsof typicality.

While theformerexamplesstandfor typical collocationsit is ratherproblematido call thelatter
standarctollocationgwhaterer thatmight mean) Admittedly, thesearedifficult to comeby in

acorpusof ary sizesofar. However, a slightly morecommonform of thelatterof thetype,i.e.

snow/papeis white, beingusedfor classificationof morethanonekind, signalsratherspecial
(but hardlytypical) occasionsvhensuchcasesnight be usedandthe particularquality (white

colour) of snowor paper explicitly mentioned.It is obvious that whitenesss a definitional
quality which might be oneof more,perhapsnary, andused for example,for identification.It

is verymuchpartof lalangue;de Saussurgvould undoubtedIlycall it partof valeur valueof the

lexeme.Theremight be, ultimately, alsoa cline herewithout any sharpdividing line between
thetwo. Yet, it seemsfor thetime being,thatanalternatve, "temporal“way of how to view the

two kinds of syntagma®r combinationdies in the stability of the existenceof their denotata,
astheseare reflectedby the languagesystem.Thereis hardly any doubtaboutthe constant,
"timeless"quality of the colour of snow but thereis nothingconstantabout,say the colour of

theminority rule. Contraryto whatstatisticsaandfrequeng shows, the degreeof stability of the

formerin thelanguagas far greaterthanthatof thelatter. It is evidentthat, despitean obvious

interrelationshipsucha type of stability is not to be confusedwith the stablenessr, rathey

fixity of acombinationn thesenseaeferredto above.

Thereis, however, roomfor a possiblemisunderstandingpo. It would hardly do to consider
eitherkind to be outsideof eitherlalangueor la parole of eitherthelexiconaspartof la langue,
or the areaof semantico-grammaticalile applicationin texts. Thereis nothingin between
(contraryto Trap-Jenseft996,283)andseemingransitionsmayturnoutto bedueto alack of
dataor differencesn normappliedby differentusers.

2.4 Potentiality

Next to positive facts,unitsandtheir combinationstherearealsorulesin thelexicon. It is of-
tenforgotten,while speakingaboutrules,eithersemanticor grammaticalthat thereare other
potentialrules,too, in the lexicon, whoseexistenceis directly dueto a prior existenceof the
former kind andwhich represent kind of extensionof the former. Disregardingfor the mo-
mentthat even large corporaare far from ideal, one may becomeaware of the oppositeend
of a new scalehere,of obvious potentiality to create,on the basisof a stronganalogy new
combinationsvhich are(almost)perfectlyacceptableWhile muchmaybe objectedagainsthe
recentChomskan overblovn emphasion the languagecreatvity, this is not quite the same
thing. Especiallyin casesvherecommonsensesuggests possibility, spealersdo not hesitate
to form anew combinationanduseit. This potentiality contrastedo probability, however, has
notfoundits treatmentn dictionariessofar. After all, notall userswishto speakandappreciate
only whatis typical andpre-patterne@ndthey might wish to strike a subjectvely new balance
betweerthe new andthe stereotype.

2.5 Rulesand Regularity

A questionoften, thoughratherimplicitly, asked by the lexicographeris aboutregularity of a
given combination.Yet, whatis regular, is in factrelatedto a numberof very differentrules,
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someof which holding for a particularandrathernarrov domainonly, but relatedalsoto an

endlessdebateshouldsemanticrules be included. Thusthe seemingcommonsensapproach
sayingthatary irregularcombinationis of (primary) interestto the lexicographerdoesnot say
much,asthedistinctionregularirregularis far from beingclear

A differentkind of regularityis to befoundin usagevherestandardiseis rule-basedof course.
However, every kind of usagemeandollowing certainrulesto the exclusionof other;thereare
always someruleswhich do not apply. One may, then,wonder if a kind of guidanceto the
usagamaynotbeoffered,atleastin someinstancesby indication,for example, theimpossible
or "forbidden" casesWhile this interestingproblemwould ultimately leadto a discussiorof

what is feasible,let me point out at leastone positve example hereinstead.On the Czech
dictionaryof idioms(Cermak1994)this possibilityhasbeensuccesfullyemployedby explicitly

indicatinga setof (morphologicalandsyntactical)categoriesor, rather transformationsywhich
agivenidiom doesnot normallyundego.

2.6 Outstanding questions

Thenumberof questionsvaiting for ananswerandsolutionseemgo beendlessin connection
to thedistinctionjust made ,someof the outstandingjuestionmight, briefly, be:

1- How relevantfor the identificationof anacceptableombinationis its length, extension
(in numberof words,usually),aswell asits discontinuousharacteccurringratherun-
comfortablyoften?It is naturalthatmostillustrationsonefindsin dictionariesaresimple
binaryadjacentombinationsBut oneshouldexpectmore.

2- How are certainstereotypesnd other prebabricatedcombinationgto be identified and
representedf thesehave a ratherunstable multivariateform? An answerof a kind is
linkedto the sizeof corporaused.It would seemto bejustimpossibleto find (often)two
majorvariantswith anequalfrequeng. Thus,aninvariantis indicated.

3- How areexocentrictypesof combinationgo beidentifiedandcovered?Their character
doesnot yield the impressionof an entity so readily as that of endocentricconstruc-
tions. Undoubtedlythereis alwaysthe lexicographers intuition at play while choosing
oneexampleanddiscardinganotherone. And intuition seemso be ratherin favour of
endocentricombinations.

4- To whatextentshouldcombinationsgollocationsetc.in their treatmenbe viewedtypo-
logically? Thefactthat,for example polysynthetidanguagesely heavily oncompounds
whereotherlanguagesisecombinationsshouldnot preventonefrom the sameeffort in
their description Obviously, discretecharactef combinationss dueto thetypological
charactermof the languagean question.lt is difficult to seeary differencein criteriaand
approactbetweercollocationsandcompoundswhich are,basically of thesamecharac-
ter.
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3 Desiderata and Solutions?

It is obvious,asmary peoplewould argue,thatdictionariesshouldideally includea morebal-
ancedselectionof all systemunits on a multiword level. However, sincethereis no suchthing
asanidealdictionaryoffering this desirablestateof affairsonemustassumehatreal,practical
solutionsarealwaysbasedon somekind of non-idealselection And it is up the userto either
acceptt in goodfaith (realizing,perhapsthatit is difficult to do better)or (beingmore suspi-
ciousof money-orientedpublishers)o distrustit. However, without answerdo the above and
otherquestionst is still very muchawishfull thinking andthe practiceof ad hocsolutionswill
not be abandonedFeasiblesolutionshave to be soughtin the identificationof criteria which
follow from theseguestionsSincemostof the problemsoutlinedhave a scalarcharactera spe-
cific kind of answerhere,specificallythatof selection,is to be found,amongotherthings,in
theirfrequeng profiles.Resultingvaryingdegreesof selectionon a scalecouldbeattributedto
varioussizesandtypesof dictionaries.
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