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Definitionofcollocation 

descriptivestudiesvssemanticstudies 

TaekoKDya 

LIntroduction 

Collocationhasbecomeoneparticularareaofvocabularyresearchwhich 

hasattractedattentiontheoreticallyandpracticallyasvocabulalyhasbeen 

treatedasamainstreamtopichomthestandpointoflanguageuseratherthan 

languagestructuresincethel980sManyresearchers(BensonetaL,1997； 

Bahns＆Eldaw,1993;Bahns，1993;Channell,1981;Lewis,1993;Takizawa， 

1999;Willis,1990)havediscussedtheimportanceofcollocationintermsof 

productivity,andtheyagreethatlearnersmustmasterhowwordscombineor 

collocatewitheachotherinordertodeveloptheirfluentandappropriate 

languageuse・

Whilealotofcollocationresearchhasbeencarriedouttodatebasedon 

theagreementontheviewofcollocationmentionedabove,theoreticalstudies 

oncollocationhavebeeninsufncientindenningtheconceptofcollocationina 

rigorousway､Thewell-knownstatement"thetendencyofalexicalitemtoco-

occurwithoneormoreotherwords''hasbeenfbllowedsincethede5nitionof 

collocationswasnrstintroduｃｅｄｂｙＦｉｒｔｈ(1957)tomorerecentandupto-date 

resea1℃hprOjectsbymanyresearchers(Backlund,1976;Cruse,1986;Crystal， 

1992;Halliday,1966;RidoutandWaldo-Clarke,1970;Seaton,1982）However,ｉｔ 

doesnotexplaintheboundarybetweenthreephraseologicalconcepts:fee 

combination,idiomandcollocationwhichcanbepresentedalongacontinuum 

Somesemanticistshaveattemptedtopointoutsomeshortcomingsofthe 

collocationstudiesbyFirthandhisfbllowers,buttheyhavenotgivenstrong 
alternativestoit・

Theaimofthispaperistoclarifyhowcollocationstudieshavebeen 
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developedfromtheFirth，sdefinitioninthedescriptivestudiesandhow 

semanticistshavetriedtoprovidelhenewdehnitionofcollocationintermsof 

theirhamewolkAlthoughresearchersinbothdomainsstartedcollocationwith 

theassumptionthatwordsreceivetheirmeaningfromwordstheyco-occur 

with,theyhavedescribedithomtheirperspectives・IbeUevethatitisnecessary

toreviewcollocationstudiesintwodifferentresearchgroupstofOrmulatea 

comprehensiveconceptofcollocation． 

２.PreviousresearchoncoUocationsinthedescriptivestudies 

２．１．CollocationstudiesintheHrthianconcept 

CollocationstudiescanbetracedbacktothewolkofH・EPalmer,whois

saidtobetheErstlinguisttousethetermcoj〃catj0〃inthepresenbdaysense・

InPalmer，sSeco"。〃tcγ/”RePo汀０〃Ｅ卿繩ＣＭｏｃａｔｊ０"ｓ（1933）ａｎｄ７７ｂｊｓ

Ｌａ"g"αge-Leαγ"ｊ"ｇＢ"ｓｊ"CSS（1969)，hedefinescollocationasword 

combinationswhichcontainoneormorewordshavingmeaningson1yinthat 

collocation・Thiscompletelyhinderslearnershomacquiringthewholerangeof

collocationsfromweakcollocations(e,9.s“αﾉｧﾉ〃ａｎｄα〃211ﾉﾛyqlbJc〃oJjdtZDto

thestrongestandmostrestrictedcollocations(e､9.ｓｅｃ”αso〃ａｎｄｂ"γ"j,Ｚｇ

ａ池b伽"）

Inbothofhisarticles,hehighlightedtheimportanceofcollocationinthe 

successfUllanguagelearning・HestressedthisbecausesomeEnglishteachers

failtorealizetheexistenceofabundantcollocations，especiaUyirregular 

collocations,ｗhichconsistofsemanticallyopaqueconstituentsofwordssuchas 

/botﾉﾉbeMLInordertoacquireawiderangeofcollocations,hepointsoutthe 

necessityfOrbothteachersandstudentstobeawareoftheneedfOrcollocation 

acquisition 

AlthoughPalmerpioneeredcollocationalresearch,Firth'ｓｄｅｆinitionof 

collocations（1957）andhisstancethatlexicalstudiesintermsofsyntagmatic 

aspectsareimportantandthatcollocationsplayanimportantroleinword's 

meaninghadagreaterinfluenceonhisfbllowers，studiesoncollocations・Ｈｉｓ

mainconcemisliterarystylistics,whereitisnecessarytorecognizethｅ 
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distributionofwordsandcertaincollocationsinordertoexplainliteraryeffect・

HisdennitionofcoHocationsisdeducedhommanyexamplesofliterarywolks 

sharingcommonclassicalsources・HeexplainscoUocationsasfOllows(1957)：

Thestatementofmeaningbycollocationandvariouscollocabilitiesdoes 

notinvoIvethedehnitionofword-meaningbymeansoffUrthersentences 

inshiftedterms・Meaningbycollocationisanabstractionatthe

syntagmaticlevelandisnotdirect]yconcernedwiththeconceptualoridea 

approachtothemeaningofwordsOneofthemeaninｇｓｏｆ〃軌tisits

collocabilitywithdn戒,andofdZz戒,ｏｆcourse,collocationwith〃妙t､This

kindofmutualitymaybeparalleledinmostlanguages.(p､196） 

Inotherwords,collocationreferstoco-occurringassociationsoftwoor 

morelexemesinaspecificrangeofgrammaticalconstructionsand“mutual 

expectancyofwords，，(pl96)isadistinguishingfeamreofcoUocations・

Firthalsodescribestwowaysofinvestigatingcollocations(1957,ｐｌ９６)： 

(a)thestyUsticsofWhatpersistsinandthroughchanges,and(b)thestylistics 

ofpersonalidiosyncrasies;andbothoftheseinfluencethefO11owers，Studies， 

likeSindair(1966,1991)． 

AccordingtoBollingerandSears(1968),whofbUowtheFirthianconcept 

ofcollocations，thesyntacticandhabitualassociationofwords，“the 

characteristiccompanytheykeep''(1968,ｐ５３)withexternalrealityisregarded 

ascollocation・Theyexplaintheprocessofwordacquisitionbyusing

hoJ”んmst允αﾉllyandh0徳o"ねﾉbﾉ.First,achildapprehendstheverbalexpression

MoP"γαstjcaJD:Inotherwords,ｈｅ/sheexpressesanundividedword 

representingatotalcontext,Afterthat,ｈｅ/shecandifferentiatelarger 

combinationsofwordshorizontally,inmoreextendedpiecesofspeechbased 

onthesyntaxTheypointoutthatcollocationsareacquiredrelativelylater 

throughtheprocessofL1vocabulalyacquisition 

ReplyingonFirth(1957),whostressestheimportanceoflexicalstudiesin 

descriptivelinguisticsandregardsthestatementofcollocationsasthemost 
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usefUlapproach,Halliday（1966)isconcernedwithhowcollocationdefines 

membershipoflexicalsets,whichａｒｅ"groupingsofmemberswithlikeprivilege 

ofocculTenceincoUocation，'(1966,pl53)andproposesthelexico-grammatical 

systeminhisownframeworkasfOUows： 

TablelLexico-grammaticalsystembyHalliday(1966,pp､152-153） 

Accordingtohishameworkofalanguagesystem,coUocationisoneofthe 

malncomponentsandcentralpartinhislexico-grammaticalsystem､Hedennes 

collocationasasyntagmaticrelationofwordswhichislinearco-occurrence 

togetherwithsomemeasureofsignihcantproximitｙ(1966,ｐｌ５２)ａｎｄsays 

thatcollocationalrelationsintersectwithstructuralones・Hepointsoutthat

grammardoesnotaｌｗａｙｓｇⅣeanexplanationoftherelationsbetweensjjw0g 

andp0z(ﾉe伽.Infact,s加咽andp0"e"ﾉarebothmembersofasetofitemsand

bothofthemcollocatewithQ噌泌油e"t,buttheycannotalwayscollocatewiththe

samewordsWhilest)ｗ０ｇｃαγandpo"e”Jteawilleitherberejectedas 

ungrammatical(Orunlexical),ｓｔｊｗ０ｇｔｅａａｎｄＰｏ"e”ﾉＣａγcanbeacceptable、

Thisexplainsthatbothofthemdependonthesyntagmaticrelationintowhich 

eachentersbutthatcollocationalpatterningisindependentofgrammatical 

structures(1966,ｐ､150)． 

Inrelationtothenotionofcollocationandlexicalset,Malmkjaer(1991） 

explainsthatitcanbeexploitedindecisionmakingonpolysemyand 

homonymy､ThedifferentcollocaUonalenvironmentsassociatedwiththeword 

bα"ん,（e､9.ｃ"e9"e,。”ｏｓｊ内加α"〔ZgF'Wzo"βy,etc.）ａｎｄｂα"ル（e､9.”D“〃α花必

eα伽がCCS,etc.）showthatbankisahomonym(Malmkjaer,1991).Inthe

meantime,non-cognatewordforms（e､9.ｃｉｔｙａｎｄ秘めα"）havethesame

collocations・TherefOre,itcanbeshownthattheybelongtothesameset(1991,
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ｐ303)． 

Greenbaum(1970)andMitchell(1971)alsofOUowtheFirthianconceptof 

collocations・Theystudycollocationshomanintegratedapproachoflexisand

grammaranddehnethemasassociationofwordswhoselexicalandsyntactic 

patterningisviewedasdistinctbutinterrelatedTheyemphasizethatin 

collocationsmdy,thelexicalviewshouldnotbeseparatedhFomthesyntactic 

view,becausethecollocationalmeaningischangedaccordingtodifferent 

syntacticpatterning(Greenbaum,1970,p､12;Mitchell,1971,ｐ50)． 

Greenbaum（1970,Ｐｌ２)claimsthatlimited,homogeneousgranmatical 

classesyieldthemostusefUlanalyticresultsandpointsoutthataserious 

disadvantageofanitem-orientedapproachinthecollocationstudyisthat 

ignoringsyntacticrestrictionsoncollocationsleadstoinaccuracylnother 

words,bothlexicalandsyntacticpatterningsareimportanttonxcollocations.Ⅱ 

eitherisincorrect,thenthephraseproductisnotacollocatiolLGreenbaum 

exemplinestheadvantageofinterrelatedpattemingbetweenlexisandsyntaxby 

usinｇａｎｉｔｅｍ加況c"：

Ｍ"chcollocateswithノノAeinnegativesentences，notinaffirmative

sentences． 

ＩｄＯ"サノjAehim〃"cﾉ！．

*Iﾉﾉﾉｂｅｈｉｍ加郡c力．Butｎｏｔ 

However,ifpre-modihersareaddedto腕"cﾉﾉinafnrmativesentences,it

canbeacceptable： 

IJjhehimDeびれ"cﾉj/ｍ０沈泌cﾉﾉ/so""cﾉﾘ．

（Greenbaum,1970,ｐｌ２） 

Mitchell（1971）hasthesameopinionasGreenbaumandmaintainsthat 

themeaningofcollocationsisinfluencednotonlybytheircontextualextension 
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oflexisbutalsothegeneralizedgrammaUcalpattemswithinWhichtheyappear・

ＨｅｆＯｃｕｓｅｓｏｎｍｏｍｈｅｍｅｓｏｆｗｏｒｄｓａｎｄｅxplainsthatwordsWhichcontainthe 

samelexicalmorphemesdonotnecessarilymeanthesamewhenrealTangedor 

innected・Fbrexample,ｈａｍｍ〃α、〃o戒meanssomethingdifferenthom〃zzm

inルamLzuo沈向lg

lnadditiontoexplainingcollocationsandillustratingthemwithsome 

examples,Mclntosh（1961,ｐｌ９３）proposesausefulframeworkoffOur 

categoriesfOrthedeterminationofstyleinlanguageasfO11ows： 

ThereisthepossibilityoffOurobviouslydistinctstylisticmodes:nonnal 

coUocationsandnormalgrammar,unusualcollocationsandnormal 

grammar,normalcollocationsandunusualgrammar,unusualcoUocations 

andunusualgranmar.(p､193） 

Hearguesthat``normalcollocationsaretoofamiliarandthusbanaland 

abnomlalcollocationsareunfamiliarandthusindecipherable''(1961,ｐ､193).In 

ordertobridgethegap,standardlanguagenormsarenecessary,because 

withoutthis,itbecomesimpossibletocomnunicate,ａｓｎｏｏｎｅｈａｓｔｈｅｓａｍｅ 

ｅｘｐｅｎｅｎｃｅｏｒｓｅtofassociations 

MclntoshalsoclaimsthatnativespeakersofEnglishａｒｅｔｈｅｏｎｌｙｐｅｏｐｌｅ 

ｗｈｏｃａｎｐｒｏｄｕｃｅｎewwordcombinations，usingtheirintuitionofthe 

collocationalrangeofwords･HedescribestheirintuitionofnewfOnnationsas 

"rangeextendingtendencies，'（1961,ｐ､193).AnexampleofcollocationWhich 

hasｂｅｅｎｃｒｅａｔｅｄｉｎｔｈｉｓｗａｙｉｓｔｈｅｌｅｘｉｃalitemAeywhichhasrecently 

considerablyextendeditsrange:ルey”０２ﾉe,CO”0"e"内PCJ妙etc・Collocational

acceptabilityincludingnewfOrmationscanbestatisticallyanalyzedonlarge 

comomwhicharetheproductofnative-languagespeakers・

However,thisargumentofMclntoshisinvalidinthebackgroundthat 

EnglishisnowregardedasaninternationallanguagearoundthewoddCrystal 

(2003）updatesKachru，ｓ（1985）modelshowmgtheEnglish-speaking 

populationandexplainsasfOllows:InthelnnerCircle,３２０to380millionpeople 
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useEnglishasamothertongue;intheOuterCircle,３００５００mnUonpeopleuse 

Enghshasasecondlanguage;andintheExpandingCircle,５００mil1iontoone 

biUionpeopleuseEnglishasafOreignlanguage・Thishgureindicatesmanynoll

nativespeakersaroundtheworldcommunicatewitheachotherinEnglish、

TherefOre,thereisagreatpossibilitythatnewwordcombinationsspokenby 

notonlynativespeakersbutalsonon-nativespeakersofEnglishcanbemutually 

mtelligibleandacceptable・

Carter(1987,ｐｐ３６５７),whoislikeabridgebetweenGreenbaｕｍ(1970)， 

Mitchell(1971)andMcIntosh(1961),fUndamentallyfOUowsFirth，sdehnitionof 

collocations・Hedescribesthemasagroupofwordswhichco-occurrepeatedly，

andstudiesthesepatternsofco-occurrencegrammaticallyandlexically・

GrammaticalsmdieslookattheneedsofparticularpedagogicprOjectsfOrESL 

orEFLlearners,whilelexicalstudiesaimtonndthelexicalpattemingoftexts 

andtendtomakeuseofcomputerizedlexicalresearch・Ｃａ【teremphasizesthat

becausebothgrammaticalpatterningandlexicalpatterninginnuencethe 

meaningofcollocations，ｔｈｅstudyshouldincludebothofthem，asdo 

Greenbaum(1970)andMitchell(19711 

Carteralsoexplainscollocationiｎｔｅｒｍｓｏｆ施q"e"Ｃｙａｎｄｍ咽Fasdoes

Mclntosh（1961)andaboveall,ｈｅstressesthatthelatteristhemostsuitable 

tooltodescribethecollocationalrestrictionHeshowsthedifferenceofranges 

betweenwords,usingsomeexampleswhichshedlighｔｏｎｈｉｓｉｄｅａ・Good

exampleshegivesarep”肌勿がe",、"c〃andα”e`,Whichhaverestrictive

rangesandrefertoasubstancewhichhasdecayedａｎｄｃａｎｎｏｌｏｎｇｅｒｂｅｕｓｅｄ 

Ｐｚ`がjdcollocateswithfish，、"cjdwithbutter,oil,lard,etc.，ａｎｄＱｄ`彫‘is

conmedonlytoeggs,whileわがe〃cancollocatewithEshandeggsandalsowith

huit､Thus,thesepropertiesofm旋獅meanthatbythiscriterionitisacoreword

and,ｂｙｃｏｎｔrast,”か』｡,、"cjd,αd雄‘arelesscore・Inshort,Synonymic
relationsbetweenwordscanbeusefUllydistinguishedwithreferencetothe 

differentcollocationalrangesofthesynonymsinvolvedHeconcludesthatthis 

aspectofcollocationisavaluableandrevealingoneandisoneofparticular 

relevancetovocabulalyinlanguageteachi､9． 
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ThefOcusofJackson(1988)isdifferentfromthoseofGreenbaum(1970） 

andMitchell（1971),whoareinterestedintheexplanationofcollocationsin 

termsofnotonlyalexicalviewbutalsoagrammaticalview・Jacksonalsodiffers

fromMclntosh（1961),whofOcusesonproductivityofnewcollocationsby 

nativespeakersofEnglishHehighlightsthedifferencebetweencollocations 

andidiomsandstatesthat"collocationisnotafixedexpression,butthereisa 

greaterthanchancelikelihoodthatthewordswillco-occur'，(1988,ｐ９６).Fbr 

example,inthesentence,“Ｈｅｈａｄａｆａｌｓｅ－，，'thenounsthathUtheSlotin 

thisstmcturemightincludeqye,〃OSC,ｂｅａｍ,”ecmtjo〃orPasSpo"・Withoutthe

articleinthisstructure,teethandeyebrowscouldbeaddedlfthesubjectofthe 

sentencewere腕ｃｃαγratherthan〃c,〃"加be幼JatemightbeexpectedThus，

unlikeidioms,coUocationsarecombinationswhichregular1ykeepcompanynot 

withonewordbutwithcertainotherwords・

Jacksonalsoreferstoacertainmutualexpectancy,rangeandcollocational 

restriction,WhichareimportantfeaturesincollocationsEspeciaUy,regarding 

mutualexpectancy,whichisreminiscentofFirth，sdenniUon,heexemplifiesthis 

usingm0的and巾ISC・Tbo肋ismorelikelytocoUocatewithルノsethaMzjseisto

occurincombinationwithねo腕,becauseanumberofalternativenounscanbe

combinedwithﾉtzlsesuchasGyc,〃0s９，ＭｍＬ”ecm"0〃andＰ〃“Whiletooth

canbecombinedwithfeweradjectivessuchasj"匂gzｲﾉαγanddbaZyCd・

Finallyhepointsout(a)theimportanceofthecorpusofspokenand 

writtentextand(b)theimportanceoflexicographers，intuitionsandinsights 

intotheirownandfellowspeakers'knowledgeoflanguageuseincompiling 

dictionaries,and(c)criticismfOrthedifferentstateoftreatmentofcollocations 

insomedictionaries(1988,pp､99-103)． 

Aisenstadt（1979）isalsoconcernedwithdescribingcollocations， 

comparedwithidiomsandfreecombinationsandconsideringcertain 

characteristicsofthem,HeintroducesfOurcharacteristicsOneisthatrestricted 

collocationshavevariousstructures(e､9.VＷ)AJVandP2A〃ａｎｄｔｈｅｐａｔｔｅｍｓ

ａｒｅｃｏｍｍａｎｄａｄmiration,attention,decisionandsoon・TYlesecondisthatthe

meaningofrestrictedcollocationconstituentｓｍａｙｂｅｃｈａｒａｃｔｅｒｉｚｅｄｂｙｏｎｅｏｆ 
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thefbllowing:（a)theconstituentshaveaverynarrowspecijicmeaningWhich 

doesnotanowawiderangeofcommutability(e､９sﾉ''6Zgo"elssﾉto"ﾉ`eﾌﾞCs),(b)the 

constituentsareusedinasecondarymeaning,oftenabstractorhgurative(e９． 

CJC"cﾉｂｏ"eｂﾉtα"ぬ,CJC"cﾉﾉｏ"eMSts),ｏｒ(c)theconstituentshaveaweakened

andgrammaticalizedmeaningofverbs,whichcanbechangedresultina 

possibleinterchangeofthoseverbs(e､9.ｇｊＤｅａ！Zzz`gｿMiaDczzmz`gﾉ！).Thethird 

isthatthecommutabintybetweentherestrictedcollocationconstituentsmaybe 

restrictedinthefO11owing:（a)bothconstituentsofrestrictedcoUocationsare 

restrictedtoalimitednumberofco-occurringwords(e､９sﾉ''５２４９０"CSS〃0"雄応，

s9“”０"ebsh0"/ぬりs,ｈ""cﾉ、"ebsﾉﾉo"J血'１s),ｏｒ(b)thecommutabilityofonly

oneconslituentoftherestrictedcollocationisrestricted(e､9.腕ａｈｅａｄｂｃだわ"，

mhcadecjs"").ThefOurthisthatwhilemanyrestrictedcollocationsbelongto 

the〃e"”Jlayerofvocabulaly,acertainnumberismainlycoJJ0q"jaJ．

TheinterestofHalUdayandHasan(1976)isrelatedtolexicallypredictable 

collocationalchainsthatextendbeyondtheboundariesofasentenceintextual 

cohesion，differentffomthoseofotherresearcherswhopayattentionto 

idiosyncraticandunpredictableco-occurrencesofwords・Theydefine

coUocationorcollocationalcohesionasallthevariouslexicalrelationsWhichdo 

notdependonanysystematicsemanticrelationbutWhichhavethetendencyto 

sharethesamelexicalenvironmentsuchasb“..ﾉbo"Ｑｙａｎｄ２ｕＱﾉﾙ…｡、）e・Thisis

simplyacovertermfOrthecohesioninwhichlexicalitemsareassociatedwith 

eachotherinsomewayorother． 

2.2.Collocationstudiesfromthesymhetican型es

CollocationsaresystematicallydefinedhommultiFcriteriabyGramleyand 

Patzold(1992)andNation(2001).Itseemsthateachconceptofcollocationsis 

slightlydifferentfromthatofearlierresearchersintermsofthesynthetic 

description､GramleyandPatzold（1992)andNation(2001）maintainthatonly 

onecriterionisnotenoughtodefinecollocationsandthat"thelalgenumberof 

scalesneededisevidenceoftherangeofitemscoveredbytheterm''０Jation， 

2001,p､329)． 
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GramleyandPiitzold（1992)definecollocationsas"combinationsoftwo 

lexicalitemsWhichmakeanisolablesemanticcontribution,belongtodifferent 

wordclassesandshowarestrictedrange'，(1992,ｐ､６１).Thisdennitionisbased 

onslxmaincriteria,whicharediscussedindetailbelow： 

LTWolexicalitems,notgrammaticalones 

Thisreferstowhatisdefinedascollocationsmentionedabove． 

ｅ､gﾉstmjZgc耽e,〃ｶﾉ花c""⑰"ノ

2.TWocategorizations:lexicalcombinationandgrammaticalcombination 

lnaccordancewithBensonetaL（1986),collocationscanbedividedinto 

lexicalcombinationsandgrammaticalcombinations． 

・Lexicalcombination-dominantwordsonly(noun,adjective,adverband

verb） 

ｅ､g此Ｏ脚OSC沈蛎ｊｃ,sﾉﾌﾞw2g蛇α,晩ct”ePbノ

・Grammaticalcombination-dominanｔｗｏｒｄｓ＋prepositionora

grammaticalconstruction 

e.gﾉﾑｿαcc』ぬ"４“α伽toz(ﾉα流2s,α"gryaf

3.Independentmeaningofconstituents 

Thismeansthatthe"individualconstimentscontributetothemeanmgofthe 

combinationasawhole，，（ｐ６２)Inotherwords,ｅａｃｈconstituentofa 

coUocationcanhavespecialmeaningswhicharerestrictedtooneparticular 

collocation,andthemoreopaquesomeindividualconstituentsare,themore 

closelytheyarelinkedtotheotherconstituentsThisimportantpointabout 

collocationalmeaninghelpstosetuptwodifferentclasses:collocationsand 

idioms 

agノ〃ﾉｚｊｔｅｐａｊ"',〃ﾉﾉﾉｵｃｇγα，ｅ＜〃ﾉjjtcﾉjｅ（＝ﾉzαγ”/CSSﾉ，〃ﾉ､ﾉｫｅ〃’9ﾉiｔ（＝

sJee此ssノ<"ｶﾉ蛇ﾉﾉO応８sﾄzUhjie-mlpe‘z(ﾉ､）８sﾉ,zojzjね"αノトz(）ateγａｓ

ｅ"eligyso""〃（`＜,meansmoreopaque）
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4.WOrdclasses 

Lexemesbelongtodifferentwordclassessuchas血沈α"｡L"ect(noun-verb)，
/fzcejMzce(noun-preposition-noun)and”0ﾉqgj2cWzl/；`scly(verb-adverb)． 

5.Range 

Thismeansthatitemsaredifferentintermsoftheircloserelationshipto 
otheritemsandthiscriterionhelpstodistinguishbetweenheecombinations 

andcollocations・Ｉｎｔｈｅｃａｓｅｏｆ“c雄ｏ〃αｂｏａｔ,ifthemeaningiscl20ose⑰

b剛αboat,thenitcontainsthecollocation(んc雄`o",Whileifthemeaningis
腕ahcqdbcjSj0〃z(ﾉﾉbノル0〃α６０α',itisahFeecombination(citedinBensonetaL，
1997).ThenumberofhFeecombinationsislimitlessand肋ｅＢＢＩ〃c駒"αが
巴ensonetal,1997)ismadeupofonlycollocations．

6.Fixedness 

Differentcollocationshavedifferentdegreesofnxedness． 

（a)Morphology 

Insomecollocations,adverbsdonotfOrmthe-lymorphemeｓｕｃｈａｓ 
ｓ"eα酌ﾉﾉ“andﾉblgFfcJcα"．

①)substimtability 

lnsomecollocations,constituentscanbereplacedbytheirsynonymS 
Forexample,ﾉbα錘"e‘cが”"αＪａｎｄｃｏ航””c冗沈/"qJareacceptable，
although＊ﾉｂａ腕力"cib"'１９！（zγor*〃αｍｅ"Ｇｄ”"雄花γarenot．

(c)AdditionsandDeletions 

Additionshavetakenplaceh℃quenUy,whiledeletionsaremuchrarer､In 

caseofadditions,mostoftenpreorposbmoduyingnounsarenormaL 

e.g)Theoilexportingnations…maysoonrestrictproductionbelowthe 

levelneededto腕Ceﾉstillrisingworld‘e”α"`.(demand-meet;Ｂ・
War｡,囚､９７忽ssﾉbγαＳ腕α"P肱"",ｐ､１５）

(d)Displacement 

Personalpronounscanbesubstitutedforconstituentsinsome 
co11ocations： 
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ｅ､g)Qualityisour伽”たe・Cancellationisyourprivilegeifwefailto郷eet

jMadvertisingmaterial,T1lleEco"0沈緬,Mayl991）

(e)SeparabUity 

lnsomecollocations，wordcombinations，whichbelongtobound 

collocations(Cruse,1986,ｐ､４１)cannotbeseparated,suchas/６０#腕ｅ

ｂ"Jandc"”/tzD0洸

(1)Distribution 

Thedistributionincollocationsisrelativelychangeable・Forinstance，

７７i2y〃eｵ仇eか｡C腕α"｡S;幼ｅｊγ`e腕α"ぬ,zuj2jc〃〃c”〃0t”etcＯ脚陀陀１０！…
arebotllacceptable． 

Asmentionedabove,manycriteriahavetobemetinordertoregardword 

combinationsascollocations・Nevertheless,itcanbesaidthatcollocations

theｍｓｅｌｖｅｓａｒｅｖａｇｕｅｂｅｃａｕｓｅｏｆａｌｏｗｄｅgreeofformalfixednessin 

combinationswiththecompositesemanticstructure・GramleyandPatzold

(1992)arguethatonesolutiontodistinguishbetweencollocationsandother 

wordcombinationsistore1yononeofobjectivecriteria,thehFequencyofco‐ 

occulTenceofwordsincorpus-basedresea1℃h 

Nation(2001)arguesthatusingasetofscalesisthemosteffectivewayof 

settingupcriteriafOrgroupingitemsascollocations,andsettingupthegroups 

ofcollocationandlOscaleswhichhavebeenidentifiedbymanyresearchers 

wouldｂｅｎｅｅｄｅｄｔｏｄｏｉｔ・ComparedwiththecriteriaGramleyandPiitzold

(1992）present,thecriteriaofNation（2001）arefUrthersegmentalized， 

includingcriteria３，４，５and6ofGramleyandPiitzold（1992).Nation,slO 
cliteriaareasfOllows： 

LFrequencyofco-0ccurrence 

Averyimportantcriterionisthisfrequencyofco-occurrence，which 

shouldbeconsideredalongwithcollocationrangeandwhichismeasuredby 
computersinlargecorpora． 
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２.Adjacency 

CoUocatescanoccurhFomnexttoeaChotherorbeseparatedbyvariable 

wordsorphraseslikeanexample,"ﾉﾉ郷e〃djwmJ錘，'qRenouf＆Smclair,1991)．

３.Grammaticallyconnected 

Collocatｅｓｃａｎｕｓｕａｌｌｙｂｅｓｅｅｎｗｉｔｈｉｎｔｈｅｓａｍesentenceaspartofa 

grammaticalconstmction,butitispossibletoseeitemswithinthesametext， 

notgrammaticallyconnectedtoeachotherbutinalexicallycohesive 

relationshipascollocates・Kennedygivessuchanexample1as:“HerunifOnn

wasofrichraws砿inasjladCWhichmatchedherhair''(1998,ｐ､113).Inthis

sentence,ｓｊノルａｎｄｓｈａｄｅｃａｎｂｅｒｅｇａｒｄｅｄａｓｃｏＵocatesinalexicaUycohesive
rdationship． 

４.Grammaticallystructured 

lnadditｉｏｎｔｏｈａｂｊｍａノco-0cc〃γγz"ｇｏｆｗｏｒｄｓ，anothercriterion，

g池腕沈α'〃αmys”c雌極shouldbeneededForexample,α/腕0峨力eandq/腕e

shouldnotbecontainedincollocationswhichtakeaccountofthemaJor 
divisionsthatwouldbemadeinana]yzmgaclause,althoughtheyoccursooften 
(KjeUmer,1982)． 

５．Ｇｍｍmaticaluniqueness 

CollocationsrangehPomgrammaticaluniqueness(e､ｇｈｅ"/bγJca腕eDto

grammaticallyregularpatlＥｒｎｓ(e､ｇ〃ｅａｈ蛇α)withpatternedexceptionslikegひ
わbe`/1m(ﾉMboSPjmJ(withoutanarticle)asthemidPpoint．

６.GrammaticalFbssilization 

CollocationsrangehPomnogrammaticalvariation(e・gllyα"。〃'9℃)to
changesinpartofspeech(e､9.Ｈｂｒﾉbeαがzoas"Ｗ）e”st勿塘α"`ん”J脆(JSS"、"ｃｅ

ｐ｢ｅｍｍｍｓｚｕｅ'wzjrcﾉﾉe”.〃ｃα""0ｵﾉicz"ｅｂｅｅ〃ｅａＳｙｊ０”“/t"e、．［citedin

GramleyandP:itzold,1992,ｐ､６５])withinUectionalchange(e・ｇＨＢｈｊｃﾙ邸坑C
D"cﾙ".)asthemidpoint． 
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７.Collocationalspecialization 

Collocationsrangefromalwaysmutuallyco-occurring（e９.CD”腕it

s"ｊｃ"e)toalloccurringinarangeofcollocations(eg・んDC"SPCC"s)withone

bounditem(e９．h鋤α"ｄルノ")asamid-point・Collocationalspecializationis

equivalenttowhatAisenstadt(1981)callslqgs鍼cねdco加腕"mbjJjjiy．

８.LexicalfbSsilization 

Collocationsrangefromunchangeability（e､9.1VりんαγOtoallowing

substitutioninallpalts(e､9.ﾉLzst”0"腕)withaUowingsubstitutioninonepaｒｔ

(e､９．，９”ｊ加J"z(！/g/zﾉeacc8sstD[citedfromSchmitt,2000,ｐ､７９]）asamid

point・ThesecriteriamdicatethatcollocationsfromthisentirerangeShouldbe

mcludedwhencountingthehequencyofcollocations． 

９.Semanticopaqueness 

CoUocationsrangehPomsemanticopaqueness(ｅｇ.〃ＣＯ"応e)tosemantic

transparency(eg.”e〃仇cdD00・ThiscriterionandgrammaticalfOssilization

arecommonlyusedtodenneanidiom． 

10.Uniquenessofmeaning 

Collocationsrangefromonlyonemeaning(e・ｇｏ〃Ｍ２α〃qﾉﾘtoseveral

meanings(e9.lDjdb仇CD"chethastwomeanings:todieandtokickthebucket

withyourfOoOwithrelatedmeaningsasthemid-point． 

NationpointsoutthattherangesineachofthelOcriteriahaveallbeen 

gradedhommostlexicalizedtoleastlexicalizedandgivestheexampleofh0c"S 

PCC躯asahighlylexicalizedcollocationaccordmgtothelOcriteria・However，

criterialand2arenotregardedasrelativescale,butabsolutescaleby 

computationalresearcherswhotrytoindicateobjectivecriteriasuchas 

countingandcalculatingfrequencyandrangewithstatisticsandcomputer 

techniquestoidentibrcollocations． 
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３.Previousresearchoncollocationsinthesemanticstudies 

３．１･CoUocationstudiesinthesemantichameworkandsyntagnatic 
lexicalrelations 

SemanticistscriticizethestudiesofcollocationsbyFirthandhisfOUowers 

asinsufficientandattempttoinvestigatecollocationsintermsofsemantic 

hFameworkandsyntagmaticlexicalrelationsunderthescopeofsemanticSln 

spiteofmentioni､ｇsomeshortcomingsofthecollocationsmdiesbyFirthand 

hisfOIlowers,theydonotgivestrongenoughsupportfOrtheirconceptandthe 
fUnctionofcollocations 

Lyons(1966),Ｐａｌｍｅｒ(1976LKatzandFoder(1963)andLehrer(1974） 

criticizeFirthianstudiesofcollocationsandattempttoexplaintheminthe 
semanticfield 

Lyons(1966,pp289-297)considersFirth,streatmentofcollocationsas 

insuf6cientinthatheonlyplacescollocationinanintermediatelevelbetween 

grammarandsimation,butheneverdennesthenotionofcollocationinhis 

generaltheoryFirtｈ(1957,ｐ､196)statesthat"oneofthemeaningsof"妙tis

itscollocabilitywith‘α戒,ａｎｄｏｆ`α戒,ｏｆcourse,collocationwith〃妙t､'，

ＭＯＩ℃over,Firthintroducesandexemplihesthenotionofcollocationandgives 

ananswerfOrthequestion,"whatcollocationsaresynchronicallyacceptableor 

unacceptable?'，byananalysisofSwinburne'spoeticdictionandofcertainletters 

ofthel8u]andearlyl9thcenturies・Oneofthefindingsinhisanalysisisthat
certaincollocationsremaincurrentoverlongperiodsoftime,whereasothersdo 

notHowever,Lyonsthinksthattheanalysisisnotsynchronicnorshouldthe 

coUocationsshownbyFirthbeconsideredascollocationsofunitsbutasidioms・

Hesuggeststhatcollocationsshou1dbestudiedaspartofthesynchronicand 

diachronicanalysesoflanguageUnfOrtunately,Lyonsprovidesonlycriticismof 

theFirthiantheoryofmeaningwithoutanyconcretealternatives・

SimilartoLyons（1966),Ｐａｌｍｅｒ(1976)alsocriticizesFirth'streatmentof 

collocationasmerelypartofthemeaningofawordandhislimitedconcernwith 

themoreobviousandmoreinterestingco-occurrences,themutualexpectancy 
ofwords・HisargumentasasemanticististhatthereisarestrictionontheuSe
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withagroupofwordsthataresemanticallyrelated,Whichisthematterofrange 

suggestedbyMclntosh（1961).Healsostatesthattherearethreekmdsof 

collocationalrestrictions:collocationsbasedwhoUyonthemeaningoftheitem 

asintheunlikelygγcc〃ＣＯ〃，collocationsbasedontherangewhichis

characterizedassomesemanticfeaturesincommonasintheunlikely勉e

lqh0dDde"｡〉w9passedQzoのandcollocationsbasedoncollocationalrestrictionsin

astrictestsense,withneithermeaningnorrangeas〃｡(北dwitheggsandbmj妬．

ＫａｔｚａｎｄＦｏｄｏｒ（1963,ppl72-173)arguethatasemantictheoryofa 

languagewould“takeovertheexplanationofthespeaker'sabilitytoproduce 

andunderstandnewsentencesatthepointwheregrammarleavesoff,(ppl72‐ 

173),andtrytoestablishthesemantictheorywhichwouldorganizeand 

systematizefactsaboutmeanmgoflexicalitemswhichareperceivedasa 

combinationofthesemanticproperties,teehPomgrammar・Theyalsoattempt

toexplaincollocationswiththesesemanticconceptsoftheirsTheyare 

renectedinalanguagedictionaIy,mWhichwordscontainaselectionrestriction 

andcanbeexplainedwithasemanticmarkerlnthisway,theyseemto 

considerthatthesemanticapproachismoreUkelytoexplainWhywordscanbe 

fbundtogether・

Lehrer(1974,ｐｐ､173-176)providesamorecomprehensiveexplanation 

fOrinsufficiencyofthecollocationstudiesbyFirthianlinguistics・Fromhis

semanticviewpoints,hepointsoutsomecontradictorypointsinthelexical 

hypotheseswhosestanceistakenbyFirth（1957)andHalliday(1966)as 
fOllows： 

LFirthnevergivesanexactdennitionorparaphraseofcollocationalmeanings・

Inhisl957，spaper,hementionedthat"meaningbycollocationisanabstraction 

atthesyntagmaticlevel，，(citedinLehrer,1974,ｐ､174)andisnotdirectly 

concernedwiththeconceptualapproachtothemeaningofwords､A1thoughhe 

givesanexampleof〃軸randdα戒asacollocation,henevergivesaproper
deHnition． 
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2.HaUidayhasattemptedtodiscussthenotionofacollocationallevelinterms 

ofageneraltheoryofgrammar,buthefailedTherearetwootheralternatives・

OneisthatfOnnallinguisticpatternscanbeexplainedwithnotonlygrammar 
butalsosemanticterms・TheotheristorecognizethattherewillstiUremHin

patternsWhiChcannotbeaccountedfOrinfOrmallinguisticpattemsevenaftera 
grammarhasbeenconstructed． 

aHalUdayrecognizesthathFequencyofoccurrenceisnecessaryincollocation 

study,ｂｕｔｈｅｄｏｅｓｎｏｔｆＯｃｕｓｍｕｃｈｏｎｓｍｄｙｏｆｌargecorporaasasourceofdata 

oncollocalionandsets・Itisimportanttonoticewhichpairsofwordsoccurwith

lessthanexpectedfrequency,ａｓwellasthosethatoccurwithmorethan 

expectedhequency． 

4.Sinclair(1966)discussesalotoftheoreticalandmethodologicalproblems 
involvedinthestudyoftexttodiscovercollocationalsets,butheincludes 

deviantsentencessuchaspoetlyandfictionstories・ItisimportanttouseaU

kindsofdiscourse,notspechUconeindeterminingcollocationalsets． 

5.Frequencystudiesareexaggeratedasausefulwayofdeterminingwhat 
wordsbelongtogetherinalexicalset,butthemoreimportantquestionisWhat 

conclusionsaretobedrawnfromtheresultsFurthermore,thereisno 

explanationofwhycertainpairsoftermsoccurlessoftenthanexpected． 

TYlus,Lehr℃r(1974,ppl73-176)criticizesthelexicalhypothesesinwhich 

Fhthandotherresearcherscannotexplainselectionrestrictionmregardtothe 
abovefivepoints・

Thenheattemptstoexplaincollocationswithsemanticfeatures,butit 

seemstobeextremelyambitious・Consideringthedirectobjectofs碗e"，

[smellable］isuselessunlesseverypossibledirectobjectfOrs”e〃inthe

languagecanbecoveredwiththefeature[smellableLForexample,possible 
directobjectsaremorethanphysicalobjectsUkeﾉﾗｨＢＭｌａｊγorsm〃s"0ｈG.Iftlley
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arefOrcedtobeclassihedintophysicalobjects,wehavetoacceptthefbUowing 
examples,`ＨＰﾉiﾉﾉｵﾉbeﾉｿﾞ惣ｓｈａｊγ加峨ａｓﾉﾉclb',and``1s”eﾉﾙｄａｍｆ,,butwecannot、

HealsoreferredtoargumentsofLeisiU953)，Gruber（1965）and 

McCawley(1970)whoattempttoexplainsemanticrestrictionswithsemantic 

features・Theyallexempliiyparadigmaticcontrastsinvolvedinwordssothat

differencesofselectionrestrictionscanbepredictedonthebasisofmeaning 
andattempttodevisesomefeamresthatwoulddescribetherestofthecases 

Forinstance,Ａｊｃｈ,sﾉ”ａｎｄ”"c〃McCawley（1970,ｐｐ､180-181）raisedas

examplesrefertospecificactionsaswellastotheinstrumentsﾉbot,”e〃〃α"ｄ

ａｎＭＳｆＫＩｃｈｃａｎｔａｋｅａｓａｎｉｎｓｔｒｕｍｅｎｔｗｈａｔｃａｎｂｅｐｕｔｏｎｏｒｉｎｓｏｍｅｗａｙ 

attachedtoafOotlikeaHBAjcﾉbed”e〃/仇abooj(Sﾉ伽酩share,s"0t(MOC,shiﾉ．

SkZPneedsanopenhand,afOldednewspaperorevenahsh(e､9.1ﾉＩＣ〃仇e/EMl

betz(）Ce〃”ｍｅｓα"｡sﾉα〃edtｿbecatzuﾉﾒﾉｶﾉﾉ〃"c"sﾉbe'"e‘ねeαﾉﾉﾑ),while〃"cル

meanstohitacompact,hardandphysicalobjectwithone'shst(e､9.Ｈｂ〃"ＣＭ

仇ez(〉αﾉﾉα"“!y伽e〃ｗ〃わ""‘わんCe〃”)A1thoughLehrer(1974)admits

McCawley'spointofviewthatdifferentwordsｈａｖｅcertaindistributable 

meanings,whetheritiscorrectorleastcorrectfOrmostpeopleremainstobe 
workedout 

Inconclusion,heproposesthemixedpositionsinwhichthelexicaland 

semanticpositionsonlexicalco-occurrenceareCombined,buthedoesnot 

supportanystrongevidencefOrwhythemixedpositionispossible 

Cruse（1986）considerscollocationsasoneofthemostimportant 
componentsinthesemanticheldCruse(1986)dehnescoUocationintennsof 

threeimportantpoints:hequency,collocationalrestrictionandsemanticopacity・

AccordingtoCruse(1986,ｐ４１),collocationisregardedassequencesoflexical 

itemswhichhabituallyco-occur,whicharehighlyrestrictedcontextually,but 
whicharebasicallytransparentinthesensethateachlexicalconstituentis 

semantic、Ｃｏｍｐａｒｅｄｗｉｔｈｉｄｉｏｍｓ，collocationsaresemanticallymore

transparent:howevertheyhavesomedistinctlyidiomlikecharactelistics,too・

Fbrinstance,ﾉbot幼ebj〃andc7mWb"0γ,arenotlikelytobeseparated
Cruse,ｗｈｏissimilartoothersemanticists,alsodescribescollocational 
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restrictionsas"semanticandarbitraryco-0ccurrencerestrictions',（1986,ｐ、

279),byexaminingthesyntagmaticmeaningrelationsbetweenlexicalunits、

Forexample,ルガｃＡｔｈｅｂ"Ｃｈｅtisonlyusedwithahumansubject,butits

propositionalmeaningismerelydjeandnotdici〃αｃ〃αねc陀緬jcaﾉbMi勿加α〃

zogy・Thatis,"therestricliontohumansubjectsissemanticallyarbitrary''(1986,

ｐ279).Then,thecollocationalrestrictionsaredividedintothreekindshomthe 

viewpointofthedegreetowhichtheycａｎｂｅｓｅｔｏｕｔｉｎｔｅｒｍｓｏｆｎｅｃｅｓｓａｒｙ 

ｓｅmantictraits､Oneissystematiccollocationalrestrictionswhentheycanbe 

fUlhrspecihed・Forexample,“ﾉﾉandtoasrdenotethesameprocessoraction

hFomtheviewofqgF"なbutdifferent企omthepointofviewoflqljね"ね.Theyare
differentinthemethodthatwe”JJrawfOodandwe〃αstcookedfOodnle

secondissemisystematiccollocationalrestrictionswhensomecollocations 

havecertainexceptions・Ｆｏｒexample,ｃ"Ｓｍ”eγgetssomethingmaterialin

exchangefOrmoney,whereasc"c"ﾉtypicallyreceiveslesstangibleprofessional 

ortechnicalservice・Ｔｈｅlastoneisidiosyncraticcollocationalrestrictionswhen

theirconocationalrangescanonlybeiUustratedbyUstingallowablecollocates、

Forexample,itispossibletosayW"Bsshj允力e"butnottosay加zu肥ssAjtUﾉbe"．

３．２.CoUocationstudiesmthesemanticprosody 

Sincethel990s,someresearchershavebeeninterestedinsemantic 

prosody,whichisintroducedbySinclair(1991)andlDuw(1993).Itrefersto"a 

consistentauraofmeaningwithwhichafOrmisimbuedbyitscoUocates'， 

(Louw,1993,ｐ､157)ｏｒ"astandarddistinctionbetweenaspectsofmeaning 
WhichareindependenthPomspeakers(semantics)andaspectsWhichconcern 

speakerattitude(paradigmatics)，,(Stubbs,2001,ｐｐ､6566)2.Ｐｹりso⑭originated
inphonologicalcoloringWhichisabletogobeyondsegmentalboundaliesand 

Sinclairappliestheterm，msodytosemanticfeaturesofcollocationswhose 

habitualcollocatesarecapableofcoloringthem､Asacolpusisbeingdeveloped， 

semanticprosody,whichisinaccessiblethroughintuition，caneasilybe 

obtainedthroughtheobjectiveexaminationofhowlanguageisacmallyusedvia 
computerslnotherwords，corpuslinguisticsrevealsagreatermismatch 
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betweentheproductsofintrospectionaboutlanguageandthoseof 

extrospectionandnewobjectivelanguagefactsaboutlanguageThus， 

collocationhasbeenstudiedwithiｎｔｈｅｎｅｗｓｅｍａｎｔｉｃｄｏｍａｉｎｗｉｔｈｔｈｅ 

ａｓsistanceofcorpuslinguistics・

Sinclair(1991)stronglyarguethathowcarefullylanguageispattemedcan 

begainedbyselectingtextandconsideringalltheinstancesbyshowing 

concreteexamples・Oneexampleisaphrasalverbsctj〃ａｎｄｂｙｔｈｅｓｅａｒ℃ｈｏｆ

ｔｈｅＣＯＢＵＩＬＤｃｏｒｐｕｓｌｌ４ｅｘａｍｐｌｅｓareexaminedHismainnndingisthatset 

2〃conmonIycollocateswithunpleasantstatesofaffairsandon]ythreereferto

theweather;afewareneutral,ｓｕｃｈａｓ”actわれａｎｄ舵"｡､Whattypicallysetsin

isbcd〃eα娩既decCZy,。e幼αﾉﾊ”'ａｎｄ噸0γ〃0〃たandnotoneoftheseis

conventionallydesirableorattractive・HereconⅢnendsthatbuildingupthese

kindsofdatabasefOrteachers，referencebyaccessingmuchmorereliable 

infOrmationfromcorporaleadsteacherstoprovideamoreconhdentwayof 

teachingtolearners，althoughheshowsnoconcretematerialsfordirect 

exploitationintheclassroom 

Louw(1993)exploresthepossibilityofsemanticprosodiesandsuggests 

whatroletheymayplayintexts・Ｉｎｏｒｄｅｒｔｏｅｘaminesemanticprosodiesof

"tte巾whicharefOundinLarkin,spoems,９９citationsdrawnhFomtheoriginal

ｌ８ｍｉｌｌｉｏｎｗｏｒｄｃｏｍｕｓａｔＣＯＢＵＩＬＤａｒｅanalyzedTYleconcordanceshowsthａｔ 

""eﾌﾞｶﾉconnotesbα‘asｉｎ〃"elilyco腕scdand〃がcﾉｳﾞｌＷｉｄｊｃ"/0"s・Ontheother

hand,therearefewgD0dexamplesInfact,ｏｎｌｙfOurexamplesarefOundasgD0d 

butallofthemcalTyafaillyobviousironicintention・Forthehndingshemakes

acommentthattheyenableustodeterminecriteriafOr１℃cognizingsemantic 

prosodies,ｏｎｌｙbecause"theprosodyon〃雄心isasconsistentasitisthatit

admitsthepossibiliⅣfOrirony，'(Louw,1993,ｐｌ６４).Thus,Ialgecolporaallow 

ustoextractprohlesofsemanticprosodieswhichrevealtherealspeaker，s 
intention 

TheaimofStubbs，studyistodemonstratesemanticprosodyoflexical 

collocalion,ｗｈｉｃｈｉｓｏｎｅｏｆｔｈｅｎｏｒｍｓｏｆｔｈｅｕｓｅｂｙinvestigatingco巾ora,along

withotherresearcherssuchasSinclaiｒ(1991)ａｎｄＬｏｕｗ(1993)Heregards 
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coUocationas"thehabimalco-occurrenceofwordsandapurelylexicalrelation 

betweenwordsinlinearsequence,irrespectiveofanyinterveningsyntactic 

boundaries，'（1995,pp245-246).Inhislaterstudy(2001,ｐ､２９),ｈｅclearly 

adoptstheratherstatisticalstancethatcoUocationshouldbedennedashequent 

co-0ccurrence・HearguesthatinordertoidentilylexicalcollocaUons,semantic

prosodyshouldbeexaminedbystudyingcomoraofnamrallyoccurringdata・

Hegivesabliefexampleofthesemanticheldofc“Scα"ｄ縦cjbyaccessing

corporaTable2showshisexplanationandexamples． 

nlble2・SemanUcfieldofcα"sea"deltctbyStubbs(1995,pp､252-253）

Stubbsrecommendsthatteachersusesuchsemanticprosodythatcannot 

beobtainedwithoutcolpusassistanceandthatitisveryreliableinfOrmation 

aboutcollocationsfOrpedagogicalimplicatiolL 

Rudanko(2001)isalsoconcernedwithexaminationofsemanticprosody・

Heclaimsthattheconceptofconnotationshouldbeinvestigatednotonlyatthe 

levelofimagesarousedbyindividuallexicalitems,butatthatofcollocational 

patterns,andinordertoexamineit,nottheintuitionofnativespeakersbutlarge 

electroniccorporaisneededHesupportsSinclair'ｓｓｔｕｄｙｏｆｔｈｅｃｏｎｃｅｐｔｏｆ 
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RＥＡＳＯＮ notveIyclear ａ！”jstjc,α〃α""',cOgE"1,CO”eﾉﾉﾉ"g）

d娩沌"t,eﾛｧｵﾉMy,gひ0.,加αj",DODねＷＳ,'０J"ｉ“ノ

RESUIJT nelntrnl ‘たdZppoj"tj"9,2"`’2】ipeCted,β"αﾉ,！"ＣＯ"c【"sjDe，

”ね冗沈,，”【ｊ腕ｊ"αび,〃"ｊ"花"ぬ。

AFFEＣＴ verynegative αdDe応e(y,badZy,｡』"ct(y,〃qgntjtﾉely,Sc加抵(ｙ

EFFECT veryneg ｡`t）e応e,ｄｅｌｃ蛇が０００s,detﾉﾋﾞzstatj"9,ｄ７ｚｚ腕atjb,ﾉiαｱﾌﾟﾘ!/〃

"L"瑠切tj"２，，ｍ/b”dbmxjc．

CONSEQUENCE velynegative camst”ﾉﾉﾉc,dCDasmrjj2g,。ｊ”,djsusr”zCs,ｇ畑DC，

"晤ｕｊｊＤｅ



collocationalcoloringinl991，butpointsouttheproblemthathisstudyis 

limitedbecauseonlypresentdayEnglishisdealtwithThen,basedonthese 

claimsofhisandtheproblemofSinclair，ｓｓｍｄｙ,heexamineschangesofthe 

collocationalcoloringoftheverbsejj",oftheadjectivebe"ｊand伽！`gj2tandof

theverbscα"ｓｅａｎｄｂが"ｇａｂｏ”inthreedifferentcorporaofcollectedexamples

fromthel8thcentury,thel9thcentury,andthe20thcentury,fOrthethree 

differentcenturies・TheChadwyckHealeyComusofl8thCentulyFiction,the

Comusofl9thCenturyEnglish,andtheCOBUILDcorpusarerespectivelyused 

fOrl8thcentulyEnglish,l9lhcenturyEnglishand20thcentulyEnglishThe 

findingsshowthattherecannaturallybedifferentdegreesofcollocational 

coloringineachtargetword･Ｆｏｒexample,thetwoverbsexpressingca妬α/ね"，

cα"ｓｅａｎｄｂγﾉﾘZgabo"taredifferentincollocationalcoloring・Inpresenbday

English,ＣＱ妬eisapttoiakeanegativecomplement,whereasblnj"ｇａｂｏ"ﾉhasa

neutralorpositivecomplement・Inthel9thcentury,cazCsehadatendencyto

chooseobjectswhosereferentswereordmarilyeitherneutral,orunpleasantin 

navor,whileｂγj"ｇａｂｏ”seemedlesscommoninthiscenturyandtendedto 

selectobjectswhichreferredtoeventsorthingsthatwereConventionally 

neutralorpleasantinflavor､Inthel8thcentuly,cα"sehadobjectsthatreferred 

toevents,actionsorpropertiesthathadanegativenavor,ｗｈｉｌｅｂが噸αDC"rwas

lesshPequentthancα"scinthiscenturyanditaccompaniedrelativelyvarious 

objects・Thus,fromhisdiachronicstudy,collocationalcoloringisfOundto

changeaccordingtodifferentcenturies． 

４.Conclusion 

Thispaperreviewscollocationstudiesinthedescriptiveandsemantic 

domainslndescriptivestudies,itisFirth(1957)whofirstelaboratedthetheory 

ofmeaningintermsofsyntagmaticaspectsoflexisandexploredthe 

distriｂｕｔｉｏｎｏｆｗｏｒｄｓｍａｔｅｘｔａｎｄｈｏｗｓｏｍｅｏccurpredictablytogetherwith 

others・HisnotionofcollocationhasprofOundlyinfluencedhissuccessorsin

Firthianstudies,whofurtherexaminecollocationsbasedonhisconcept・

However,overtheyears,collocationshavebeengraduallydefinedhPommore 
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andmoreangles,usinganincreasingnumberofdifferentfeatures・TY1isis

necessarybecausecollocationsareimpossibletodescribeintermsofonlyone 

feature・Thisrenectsourincreasingunderstandingofthecomplexityof
coUocations 

Insemanticstudies,incontrasttodescriptivestudies,ｓemanticists,who 

havediscussedlexicalrelatioｎｓａｎｄｔｙｐｅｓｏｆｍｅａｎｉｎｇｓｉｎｔｅｒｍｓｏｆｔhe 

paradigmaticaspectoflexis,criticizethestudiesofcollocationsbyFYrthandhis 

fOllowersasinsufficientbecauseofcertaininadequacies・Then,theyhave

attemptedtoinvestigatecollocationsintermsofthesemantichameworkand 

syntagmaticlexicalrelationsunderthescopeofsemantics・Inspiteof

mentioningsomeshortcomingsofthecollocationstudiesbyFirthandhis 

fOllowers,theydonotgiveenoughstrongsupportfOrtheirconceptandfUnction 

ofcollocationsintermsofsemanticmarkersandｓｏｏｎ､Ｉｎｔｈｅｌ９９０ｓ,in 

connectionwiththedevelopmentofcorpuslinguistics，semanticprosody 

becameanewconcepttoexpress“aconsistentauraofmeaningwithwhicha 

fOnnisimbuedbyitscoUocates，，(Louw,1993,ｐ､157)andsomereseaI℃hers 
haveexaminedit・

AlthoughlCsearchersinbothdomainshavedevelopedcoUocationstudies 

mtheirownhFamework,theyhaveasimilarfeatureinresearchapproach:befOre 

thel990stheymain]ytrCatedcollocationintermsofthesubjectivecrilEriasuch 

assemanticopacityandcollocationalrestrictionandafterthel990stheyrelied 

moreontheobjectivecriteriasuchashPequencyconnectedtobecalculatedwith 

computers・Inshort,sincethel990s,studiesinbothdomainshavebeen

innuencedbycomputationalstudiesconnectedwiththedevelopmentof 

computertechnologies,whichallowthemtoanalyzeandcomparemany 

materialssuchasindividualtextsandlargesamplesofwritingbycomputers・

Thus,collocationsshouldbedefinedfrombothofsubjectiveandobjective 
cliteriainordertoidentimheirhnmeworkmoreclearly． 
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Notes 

ThispaperisbasedontheChapter2hFomtheauthor'sPhDdissertation 

submittedtotheGraduateSchoolofEducation,WasedaUniversity,ｉｎ2005, 

underthetitle`TheAcquisitionofBasicCoUocationsbyJapaneseLearnersof 

English.'， 

’Kennedy，sexamPleseemstobewrong:silkcoUocateswithnotshade,butraw 

andrichTheexampleofdistribuUongivenbyGramleyandPiitzol。(1992)can

beappUedtogrammaticallyconnected． 

２Stubbs(2001,pp65-66)preferablyusesdiscourseprosodiesinsteadof 

semanticpmsody,ｉｎordertoexpresstherelationtospeakersandhearersand 

theirfUnctionincreatingdiscoursecoherence． 
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