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Abstract

This year marks the fifteenth edition of the highly successful EURALBXgressedn
honour of this crystal jubilee, athajor protagonists and topics of the fifteen gases
to dateare reviewed, crossompared with one another, and plotted through tifineee
different dathases were built to this intenEirst, a EURALEX metadata database,
containing all thebibliometric information of each paper, as well as the full affiliation
details for each author. The | anguage of e
well as its cogressst at us (keynot e, d emmalso soted Famo n pos
these data vaous paper, author, language and country trends are derived.
Second, a EURALEX citation database wamstructedin which each paper is
linked with the citation data for that paper as found in Google Scholar. Various cross
checks were run, toimprovetnh e search engineds suggestion
citation trends are derived, such as the percentage and number of papers cited per
congress, the overall impaot eachcongressandthe average number of cites per paper
at each congress. The adttap-cited papersire also looked at.
Third, a EURALEX proceedings corpus was built, witie full text of all the
EURALEX papers delivered to date (including those presented in.®&gyvords and
keyness values were extracted frons torpus, and thénormalized) frequencies of the
top 1000 keywords were then looked up in each congreseagus. A detailedrend
analysis of the most important of those keywords is then summarized in over forty
charts.
In addition to the study of facts and trends,tlails material is also used to predict
the future, an outlooksareflected in the crystal ball

1. The EURALEX congresses crystallize

Lexicography moves from milestone to milestoHalf a century agaa

small group of linguists and lexicographers raeindiana University to
discuss a variety of problems related to the making of dictiodaries
(Householder 1962: v). The proceedings of that conference (Householder
& Saporta 1962) set in motion the emergence of lexicography as a
modernscientific disciplne. A decade latet,adislavZgustas Manual of
Lexicography(1971) gaveevery aspiring lexicographer somethisglid
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to hold onto. And have we held ontofgust adés magnum opu
one of the most cited works of our field. Another decade latssther
milestone. The year is 1983, when Reinhard Hartmann organizes a major
international conference dexicography in Exete® baptizedLEXeter
0 833 where the basisinter alialaid for theinternational encyclopaedia
of lexicographyWorterbtcher Dictionaries / Dictionnairegpublished a
decade later, in three massive volumes), the book dezi@sographica
Series Maior(which started appearing in 1984 well asthe journal
Lexicographicalnternational Annual for Lexicographfas of 1985)and
last but not least, where tliropean Association for Lexicograpitgelf
0 EURALEX d was establishe(tf. Hartmann 2008)T he L EXet er 0
proceedings (Hartmann 1984) thereby automatically became the
proceedings of the firsEURALEX comgress The secondEURALEX
corgresswas organized in 1986, with the proceedings appearing two
years later (SnelHornby 1988).From then on, EURALEX has gathered
biennially, with proceedings appearing two years after the event for the
third and fourth cogress and simultaneusly with the event as of the
fifth congressonwards See Table 1 for an overview.

Although the EURALEX boardwent on to launch the quarterly
International Journal of Lexicography 1988, the material published in
the biennial EURALEX proceedingsheld its own over the years. The
body of research reported on in the EURALEX proceedings is now so
substantial that an idepth analysis is in order. This is exactly the aim of
the present paper. In contrast to earlier attempts, the present analysis will
not be a personal reflection (cf. Hartmann 2008), nor a proposal to build
an online EURALEXcomgressproceedings bibliographfcf. DeCesaris
& Bernal 2006). Instead, theresentstudyis truly driven by the data in
the proceedings. To that intera corpus was builtontainingall the
material found in all fourteen proceedings published so far, as wall as
the material (bar the current paper) accepted for presentation at the
fifteenth congresS.n the corpus each papéand each piece of edital
materia) is a separate file with a unique identifier. All of these files, or
any selection of it, can thus easily be seardcsdl analysedavith corpus
query softwareA separate database contains all the metadata for each
file. Linking all the corpudiles and the metadata a socalled citation
database, hinting at who quotes whhat, when, and where. In what
follows selected aspects from each of these three components will be
presented, starting with the EURALEX metadata database in Section 2,
followed by the EURALEX citation database in Section 3, and finally the
EURALEX proceedings database in Section 4. Section 5 will briefly
conclude and look ahead.
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Table 1: EURALEX comgresesand proceedings to date.

EURALEX CON GRESS EURALEX PROCEEDINGS
No. Year City Country Acronym Editor(s) Year Publisher
1 1983 Exeter UK LEXeter@3 Hartmann 1984 Max Niemeyer
Verlag

2 1986 Zurich Switzerland ZUriLEX 86 Snelt 1988 A. Francke Verlag
Hornby

3 1988Budapest Hungary  BudaLEX@&8 Magay & 1990 Akadémiai Kiadd
Zigany

4 1990 Malaga Spain EURALEX ®0  Alvar 1992 Biblograf
Ezquerra

5 1992 Tampere Finland EURALEX @2 Tommola ei1992 Tampereen Yliopist
al.

6 1994 Amsterdam Netherlands Euralex®4 Martin et al.1994  Vrije Universiteit

Amsterdam

7 1996 Gothenburg Sweden Euralex®6 Gellerstam 1996 Goteborgs
etal. Universitet

8 1998Liege Belgium EURALEX®8  Fontenelle 1998 Université de Liege
etal.

9 2000 Stuttgart Germany EURALEX 2000 Heid etal. 2000 Universitat Stuttgari

10 2002 Copenhage Denmark EURALEX 2002 Braasch & 2002 Kgbenhavns
Povisen Universitet

11 2004 Lorient France EURALEX 2004 Williams & 2004 Université de
Vessier Bretagne Sud

12 2006 Turin Italy Xl EURALEX  Corino et al2006 Edizioni delfOrso

13 2008 Barcelona Spain Xl EURALEX Bernal & 2008 Universitat Pompeu
DeCesaris Fabra

14 2010 Leeuwarder Netherlands XIV Euralex Dykstra & 2010 Fryske Akademy
Schoonhein

15 2012 Oslo Norway EURALEX OSLO Fjeld & 2012 Universitetet i Oslo

2012

Torjusen

2. The EURALEX metadata database

That EURALEX congresses have steadily grown over the years is well
known, and obvious from the size of the proceedings, which go from one
volume books, to twoand even thregolume books, to books that
contain the keynote papers omlyth merelyabstracs for all other papers
supplemented by GIROMs or a data stick for the full papefihe first

four proceedings having been produced after thgyressedook place,

they do not necessarily contain all that was presented. Conversely, the
proceedings of the next eleven congregsebe socalledpreceedings

do contain a few papers which were not presented in the @nekall,
however, the proceedings represent the congresses well, even though one
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should keep in mind that more activitiage typically taking place at the
congresses themselves, which may include workshops, symposia, round
tables, structured debates, poster and demo sessions (before they started
to be included as O0shor Nottpfargeethes & i n
pulisher booths and the social programmiéhat remains available for
future reference, however, is the series of published proceedings.

There are ever more papettsat are submitted, accepted and
presentedat EURALEX congresses, bwthat are the ther paper and
author dynamicst Figure 1 the total number of papers per congress is
shown.

180

160 - 9 authors

140 - 8 authors

120 -

100 - 7 authors
30 - = 6 authors
60 - m 5 authors
28 i m 4 authors

0 - m 3 authors
ERO m 2 authors
< I
B o
& @Cb@q,%‘ K m 1 author

Figure 1: Papers per congress, showing number of authors per paper.

Clearly, the number of papers grew exponentially over the yapr§)
and includingthe 208 congress, after which the number went down
again, likely to a more manageable numfiierck to the level of the 2004
congresswith slightly over a hundred papgrén total, a massive 354
papers have been written so far.

In Figure 2 the same data presented, but now expressed in
percent It can clearly be seen that the numberinfle-authored papers is
steadily decliningin 2012 descending below the 50% level for the first
time. The number of c@uthors per papa@ndeedtends to grow with each
new comyress with especially two, three and four-emthors becoming
popular, and evetwo cases of nine authoms all (in 2000 and 2008).
Here one dares suggest that lexicography is becoming ever more
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complex, needing the input of more than one schalad, especially the
input from multiple disciplines.

9 authors
8 authors
7 authors
m 6 authors
m 5 authors

m 4 authors

m 3 authors

Hm 2 authors

m 1 author

Figure 2: Papers per congress, with number of authors per paper in %.

Overall, there are2 130 authordor the 1354 papersvritten so fay and
from Figure 3 it can be seen that thember of authorper paper rosé
nearly linearlyd from an average of about 1.1 three decades ago, to
about 1.9 todayThe average number of authors per paper nearly doubled.
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Figure 3: Average number of authors per paper at each congress.
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A linked aspect is shown ifrigure 4, which indicates that also the
number of scholars who are involved in multiple papers at the same
corgressis on the riseThis is a phenomenon that started in 1994, where
about 3% of the presenters were involved in multiple pagerfgyure
which has risen t@ver 10% today.

% of authors involved in multiple papers
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0.0%

Figure 4: % of authors involved in multiple papers at each congress.
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Figure 5: Number of distinct (i.e. unique) authors at each congress.
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Given that ever more scholarsawite (and cepresent) papers, the actual
number of distinct (i.e. unique) authors is thus lower thaB® Figure 5
shows that number per congress. Over the years, this metric went from
about 50 (in 1983) to nearly 300 (2008), and is now back at about 200
authors (in 2012)Still an impressive number.

EURALEX comgresgs are not isolated evsn but truly part of a
series, and loyal and even very loyal colleagues do join in with papers
time and againA study of all autors, across all fifteen congresses,
reveals that a grand total o831 distinct scholars have written papers for
EURALEX over thethe past three decades030 were involved in just
one paper, 183 were involved in two papers, 69 in three papers, etc. And
the maximum? One colleague each was involved in no less than 11
papers, one in 12, one in 15, and the very maximum, one in a staggering
19 papersThe distribution is clearly Zipfian, as shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Number of authors with x papers, ass all congresses.

The list of these returning authors is shown in Table 2, which is eolour
coded for easy reading, and limited to those authors involved in at least
six papers. To the insider, it will of course not really come as a sutprise
see that Ulrich Heid, Adam Kilgarriff, Patrick Hanks and Thierry
Fontenelle top this list. Each of them has become synonymous with major
developments in the field at large, and it is gratifying to see their devotion
to EURALEX. All other scholarslisted in Table 2are most certainly

0 murse aab wéll
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Table 2: Author returns across the various congreésgh > 5 papers)

Author

1983

1986

1992

2010

Heid, Ulrich 19
Kilgarriff, Adam 15
Hanks, Patrick 12
Fontenelle, Thierry 1
Calzolari, Nicoletta 9
de Schryver, Gilledaurice 9
DeCesaris, Janet 9
Verlinde, Serge 9
Abel, Andrea 8
Atkins, B. T. Sue 8
Binon, Jean 8
Picchi, Eugenio 8
Prinsloo,Daan J. 8
Rundell, Michael 8
ten Hacken, Pius 8
Bogaards, Paul 7
Braasch, Anna 7
Ler m8k, Frant?
Dobrovolskij, Dmitrij O. 7
Gouws, Rufus H. 7
Lew, Robert 7
Martin, Willy 7
Moon, Rosimund 7
Swanepoel, Piet H. 7
van der Meer, Geart 7
Varantola, Krista 7
Artola Zubillaga, Xabier 6
Battaner, Maria Paz 6
Hartmann, Reinhard R. K. 6
Kernerman, Ari (Lionel) 6
Knowles, Francis E. (Frank) 6
Krek, Simon 6
L&Homme, MarieClaude 6
Marello, Carla 6
Meyer, Ingrid 6
Montemagni, Simonetta 6
Pajzs, Jlia 6
Roventini, Adriana 6
Rychly, Pavel 6
Skéldberg, Emma 6
Trap-Jensen, Lars 6
Veisbergs, Andrejs 6
Williams, Geoffrey C. 6
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EURALEX would not be &uropeanAssociation for Lexicography if it

di dndét wel come papers in | anguages
have been used for the3%4 papers to date: B9 were in English
(81.2%), 92 in French (6.8%), 62 in German (4.6%), 50 in Spanish
(3.7%), 31 in ItabBn (2.3%), 10 in Russian (0.7%), 6 in Portuguese
(0.4%), 3 in Catalan (0.2%), and a single one in Finnish (0.1%).

Finnish
m Catalan
= Portuguese
® Russian
H Italian

m Spanish

m German
m French

m English

Figure 8: Languages of papers, actual number per congress.
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Figure 7 shows the distuttion expressed in percent per congress, while
Figure 8 shows the actual number of papers per language and per
congress in a thregimensional view.EURALEX congresses clearly
seem to act as a magnet for local researchers, turning EURALEX
congresses in cdmned international and national gatherings as they
move aroundthe continent. Witness the surge of papers in Spanish in
Mélaga (1990) and Barcelona (2008), French in Liege (1998) and Lorient
(2004), German in Stuttgart (2000), and Italian in Turin (2008)the
papers in German, French and Italian in Zurich (1986), and even the
inclusion of Russian and Finnish in Tampere (1992). The papers in
German and Russian in Budapest (1988) were a smart move by the then
EURALEX board to open up the Association t@ tBast, a move with
positive repercussions to this dagmultaneously, these figures tell us
something abounorthern Europeans as well, as they are clearly very
comfortable in someone el seds | angua
and Leeuwarden (2010he Swedes in Gothwurg (1996), the Danes in
Copenhagen (2002), and the Norwegians in Oslo (2083t of them

use English. In Exeter (1983 nglishwasthe sole language.

A final aspectthat may be extracted fronthe EURALEX
metadata database concerns the affiliatilypically one, sometimes
more)of the various authors. In the interest of space, these will be limited
to the countries of the affiliations listed for each autbrerall, a total of
2 157 affiliations have been mentioned so far, and the country distribution
is as shown in Table 3. Quite surprisingly, the top two spots are for Spain
and Italy. But then, given the very large number of papers presented in
Barcelona (2008) and Turin (2006), this can(partly) explained after
all.

Table 3: Country dstributionof the affiliationsfor all authos.

Region Sub-region Country Papers %

Europe Southern Europe Spain 222 10.29%
Europe Southern Europe Italy 199 9.23%
Europe Northern Europe United Kingdom 192 8.90%
Europe Western Europe Germany 179 8.30%
Europe Western Europe The Netherlands 141 6.54%
Europe Western Europe France 127 5.89%
America North America USA 100 4.64%
Europe Western Europe Belgium 86 3.99%
Europe Eastern Europe Russia 75 3.48%
Europe Northern Europe Denmark 71 3.29%
America North America Canada 63 2.92%
Europe Northern Europe Sweden 62 2.87%
Europe Eastern Europe Czech Republic 57 2.64%
Africa Southern Africa South Africa 49 2.27%
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Europe Eastern Europe Poland 49 2.27%
Asia East Asia Japan 37 1.72%
Europe Western Europe Switzerland 36 1.67%
Europe Western Europe Austria 35 1.62%
Europe Eastern Europe Hungary 32 1.48%
Europe Northern Europe Ireland 30 1.39%
Europe Southern Europe Slovenia 27 1.25%
Europe NorthernEurope Norway 26 1.21%
Europe Northern Europe Finland 25 1.16%
Europe Northern Europe Estonia 24 1.11%
Europe Southern Europe Portugal 20 0.93%
Asia East Asia South Korea 19 0.88%
Asia West Asia Israel 18 0.83%
Europe Eastern Europe Romania 17 0.79%
Europe Northern Europe Latvia 16 0.74%
Oceania Australasia Australia 15 0.70%
Europe Southern Europe Greece 15 0.70%
America South America Brazil 11 0.51%
America North America Mexico 11 0.51%
Europe Southern Europe Cyprus 9 0.42%
Asia East Asia Hong Kong 7 0.32%
Europe Eastern Europe Bulgaria 6 0.28%
Europe Southern Europe Croatia 6 0.28%
America Carribean Cuba 6 0.28%
Europe Northern Europe Lithuania 5 0.23%
Europe Eastern Europe Slovakia 5 0.23%
Asia South Asia Pakistan 4 0.19%
Asia EastAsia China 2 0.09%
Asia West Asia Georgia 2 0.09%
Asia West Asia Kuwait 2 0.09%
Europe Western Europe Luxembourg 2 0.09%
Africa North Africa Morocco 2 0.09%
Oceania Australasia New Zealand 2 0.09%
Europe Eastern Europe Ukraine 2 0.09%
Europe Southern Europe Albania 1 0.05%
America Carribean Barbados 1 0.05%
Africa North Africa Egypt 1 0.05%
Europe Northern Europe Iceland 1 0.05%
Asia West Asia Iran 1 0.05%
Europe Southern Europe Serbia 1 0.05%
Asia Southeast Asia Singapore 1 0.05%
Africa East Africa Tanzania 1 0.05%
Africa East Africa Uganda 1 0.05%

2157 100.00%

Summarizing the data from Tablef@ther, one arrives at the pie diagram
shown in Figure 9, from which one sees that plainly 83.5% of all
affiliations are European, which is satisfactory for a European
Association, but also, and more importantly, that 16.5% are- non
European viz. 8.9% from the Americas, 4.3% from Asia, 2.5% from
Africa, and 0.8% from Oceania.
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Figure 9: Region distribution of the affiliations for all authors.

Breaking this up per sutegion, Figure 10 is obtained.
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Figure 10: Subregion distribution of the affiliatios for all authors.

If one now wants to see when certain regions contributed what to a
particular cogress then Figure 11 may be consulted. From it, one can for
example confirm that the congresses in Lorient (2004), Turin (2006) and
Barcelona (2008) inaml attracted a lot of colleagues from Southern
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Europe, or that the Leeuwarden congress attracted more colleagues from
Western Europe than ever before. Or, to focus on another continent, the
runup to 1994 (when South Africa officially shed apartheid) she t
arrival of relatively large numbers of South African colleagues, who have
remained very loyal to this date.

300
Australasia

East Africa

North Africa

Southern Africa

W Southeast Asia

W South Asia

W West Asia

M East Asia

M Carribean

i south America

W North America

M Eastern Europe

m Northern Europe

M Southern Europe

M Western Europe

Figure 11: Subregion contribution at each cgress

3. The EURALEX citation database

Not all papers make a lasting impact. Those that do, typically attract a
number of citations over the years. Although this is not a substitute for
inherent qualityd after all, one can theoretically also and only refer to a

paper merely to point out itsfalicities d high citation counts typically
correspond to satisfactiolVriting in 2012 the most convenient way to
determine a paperds citatiqgwschi s si
has only recently come out of befihe EURALEX citation dataase was

built for this purposeln it all the necessarpaperinformation and
programming codes have been imbeddedas to extract the number of
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cites for each paper at any given point in time. In what follows, the
citation status in Google Scholar as reflected24 July 2012 is used.
Needless to say, the Google Scholar database muesee everything
(yet), so all values are minimum values. Giveroagresgaper first has

to be published this section of the study looks at all the papers from the
first fourteen congresses onlyn all, there are 246 papers for this
period, 668 (or thus 53.6%) of which have been cited at least once. The
distribution across the congresses is not even, however. As may be
expected, papers from the earlier congresses have hadimer®e attract

a readership and thus have a better chance at being quoted. This trend is
confirmed by the data, as shown in Figure 12.
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Figure 12: Percent of papers cited, per congress.

While as many as 87.3% of the papers from 1983 (Exeter) have been
cited, only 20.1% of those from 2010 (Leeuwarden) haveetween, the
trend is to decline as one reaches the present.

Because more and more papers are preseatedach new
congress, hoewver, the actual number of papers being quiteattually
rising, as may be seen from Figure 13. Between 1986 (Zurich2G0o®l
(Barcelona)the numberof quoted papermore than doubles, from 31 to
65. The drop for 2010 (Leeuwarden) is clearly the resuits proximity
to the present: papergioting material from 201@eed at least a year,
typically more, to make it to publication (or even advance access) status.

The actual number of references to the first fourteemras®s
adds up to 220 cites. jure 14 shows the distribution per congress.
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Figure 13: Number of papers cited, per congress
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Figure 14: Number of cites, per congress

In terms of overall cites, then, the 2004 (Lorient) g@ssmade the
biggest impact so far. Of course this may be (andee belowTable 123
the result of just aingle veryhigh-impact paper

A better way tostudythe data is therefore to look at the average

number of references per paper presented at eauhjress.Here one

expects tdind a downward trend, but while the value is indeed highest in
1983 (8.5 cites per paper) and lowest in 2010 (0.4 cites per paper), the

trend inbetween is surprising, as shown in Figure 15.
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Figure 15: Average mimber of citeper papent eaclcongress.

Wh a 't this graph reveal s 0& be. 19%at Ot |
(Amsterdam), 1996 (Gothenburg), 1998 (Liége) and 2000 (Stutigart)
have been the most successful in te
out 0.

In order to put a face on the bleak statistics depicted in Figures 12
to 15, one can now pass reviewthe various paperthat attracteanany
citationsto date Given the highest averages are close to minigure
15, all papers with at least ten citesll be listed now, grouped per
congresg.

Going through these lists, shown in Tables 4 through 17, it is clear
that the suldiscipline of computational lexicography easily elbows out
the more traditional aspecté the discipline NLP topics especiallytop
the more recent listsa trend set in motio at the 1992 (Tampere)
congress, gaining strength at the 1994 (Amsterdam) and 1996
(Gothenburg) congresses, and unleashed in full as of the 1998 (Liege)
congressThe congres®rganizers also need to be cosmded on their
choice of keynote speakers, as many ofkénnotepapers their number
of cites areshaded in the tables below) became true classics. In analyzing
these citation counts it is good to remember that we are not looking at
data from the exacciences, where top papers attract hundreds or even
thousands of citations, but at a field where several dozen citations
indicates excellence, anevherea hundred or more citations is only given
to a few.In addition to papers in English, the toped maerial also
includes papers in Spanish, French and German.
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Table 4: Top-cited papers from th#", 1983 (Exeter)congress
Cites Title Author(s)

56  Translational equivalence in the bilingual dictionary Zgusta, Ladislav
53  Studying dictionary use: sonfieadings and proposals Hatherall, Glyn
45  On the structure and contents of a general theory ot Wiegand, Herbert E

lexicography

33 Actived and odépassi veo kKromann, Handeder; Riiber,
G!erba concept reconsi Theis; RosbachPoul

27  The bilingual dictionary help or hindrance? SnellHornby, Mary

18 Methods of ordering senses within entries Kipfer, Barbara A.

17 Lexicography as an academic subject Sinclair, John M.

16 | Terminology and the technical dictionary Sager, Juag.

13 |EFL dictionarie§ past achievements and present ne Cowie, Anthony P.
13 The culturebound element in bilingual dictionaries Tomaszczyk, Jerzy
12 False friends invigorated Hayward, Timothy; Moulin, Andr
12  The Historical Thesaurus of English Kay, Christian J.
12 Towards a theory of lexicography: Principles and/vs Stein, Gabriele
practice in modern English dictionaries

12  Sexism in dictionaries Whitcut, Janet

11 | Dictionaries and computers Knowles, Francis E.

10 The language of explanati@m monolingual Neubauer, Fritz
dictionaries

Table 5: Top-cited papers from th2", 1986 (Zurich) congress.

Cites Title Author(s)
19 Trawling the language: Monitor corpora Clear, Jeremy
17 The bilingual dictionary under review Tomaszczyk, Jerzy

16 Changing the rul es: WhyRundell Michael
dictionary should move away from the natsfgeaker
tradition

13  The treatment of multiword lexemes in some curren Gates, Edward
dictionaries of English

12  The challenge of legééxicography: Implicationsfor Gar | evi |, Susan
bilingual and multilingual dictionaries
10 Time and idioms Moon, Rosamund

Table 6: Top-cited papers from th@“, 1988 (Budapestrongress.

Cites Title Author(s)

50 I nterim Report onRededrah EAtkins, B. T. Sue; Knowles, Franl
Project Into Dictionary Use E.

27 UserOrientation in Dictionaries: 9 Propositions Martin, Willy ; Al, BernardP. F.

19 The Function of Collocations in Dictionaries Cop, Margaret

17 Rucklaufiges Morphologisch&¥6rterbuch des Bergmann, Rolf
Althochdeutschen

14  From the Bilingual to the Monolingual Dictionary  Stein, Gabriele

11 General Dictionaries and Students of Translation: A Starren, Peter; TheleMarcel
Report on the Use of Dictionaries in the Translatio
Process

10 Zur (Un)Verstandlichkeit der lexikographischen Korhonen, Jarmo
Darstellung von Phraseologismen
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Table 7: Top-cited papers from thé", 1990 (Malaga)congress.

Cites Title Author(s)
28 Fact and Fiction of the Bilingual Dictionary Neubert Albrecht
19 El caminar del Diccionario Académico Alvar Lopez, Manuel

17 Database Models for Computational Lexicography Boguraev, Branimir K.; Briscoe,
Ted; Carroll, John; Copestake,
Ann
12 El concepto de nomenclatura Ayala Castro, Marta Concepcion
12 Tratamiento de las colocaciones del tipo A+S/S+A ¢Corpas Pastor, Gloria
diccionarios bilinglies y monolingiies (espaiinglés)
11 Notas en contribucién a la historia de la lexicografic Baquero Mesa, Rosario
espafiola monolingiie del siglo XIX
11 Losdiccionarios de uso del Ultimo decenio (1980 Hernandez, Humberto
1990): estudio critico

11 Linguistic motivation and its lexicographical Swanepoel, Piet H.
application
10 Lalexicografia bilingue desde Nebrija a Oudin Guerrero Ramos, Gloria

10 On theorganization of semantic data in passive Martin, Willy
bilingual dictionaries

Table 8: Top-cited papers from thg", 1992 (Tamperexongress.

Cites Title Author(s)

73  Systematic polysemy in lexicology and lexicographyNunberg, Geoffrey; Zaenen, Ann

32 COGNITERM: An experiment in building a Meyer, Ingrid; Bowker, Lynne;
terminological knowledge base Eck, Karen

25 Collocation acquisition from a corpus or from a Fontenelle, Thierry
dictionary: a comparison

25 Corpusbased versus lexicograptetamples in Laufer, Batia
comprehension and production of new words
16 Monitoring dictionary use Nuccorini, Stefania

13 Principles for encoding machine readable dictionarillde, Nancy; Véronis, Jean;
Warwick-Armstrong, Susan;
Calzolari, Nicoletta

12 Dictionary examples: friends or foes? Minaeva, Ludmila

Table 9: Top-cited papers from the", 1994 (Amsterdam)ongress.

Cites Title Author(s)
82 CorpusDerived First, Second and Thi@rder Word Grefenstette, Gregory
Affinities

71 On Ways Words WorRogetheri Topics in Lexical Heid, Ulrich
Combinatorics

31 Monolingual, Bilingual Laufer, Batia; Melamed, Linor
Dictionaries: Which are More Effective, for What a
for Whom?

30 Pocket Electronic Dictionaries and their Use Taylor, Andrew; Chan, Adelaide

28 Phraseme Analysis and Concept Analysis: Explorin Meyer, Ingrid; Mackintosh, Kriste
Symbiotic Relationship in the Specialized Lexicon

18 The Use of Parallel Text Corpora in the Generation Hartmann, RinhardR. K.
Translation Equivalents for Bilingl Lexicography

16 Statistical Tools for Corpus Analysis: A Tagger and Picchi, Eugenio
Lemmatizer for Italian
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15

14
13

13

13

10
10

10

A Description of Texts HolmesHiggin, Paul; Ahmad,

Corpora Khurshid; Abidi, SyedSibte
Raza
On Dictionary Misuse Nuccorini, Stefania
A SemiPolymorphic Approach to the Interpretation 'Bouillon, Pierrette; Viegas,
Adjectival Constructions: A Crodsinguistic Evelyne
Perspective

The Myth of Completeness and Some Problaitls  Kilgarriff, Adam
Consistency (The Role of Frequency in Deciding
What Goes in the Dictionary)
The Effect of Language Background and Culture onNesi, Hilary
Productive Dictionary Use
Semantic Dictionary as a Lexical Database Kustova, Gl.; Paducheva, BY.
Towards an Efficient Representation of Restricted Me |ul, Igor A.; Wanner, Leo
Lexical Cooccurrence
The Dictionary User as Decision Maker Varantola, Krista

Table 10: Top-cited papers from thé", 1996 (Gothenburgrongress.

Cites Title Author(s)

102 COMLEX Syntax: An OrLine Dictionary for Natural Macleod, Catherine; Grishman,

65

39

38

37

26

22

20

16
14

13
12

11

11

10

10

10

Language Processing Ralph; Meyers, Adam

Bilingual Dictionaries: Past, Present and Future Atkins, B. T. Sue

EUSLEM: A Lemmatiser/Tagger f@asque Aduriz, Itziar; Aldezabal, 1zaskun
Alegria, Ifaki; Artola, Xabier;
Ezeiza, Nerea; Urizar, Ruben

Making Sense of Corpus Data: a Case Study Atkins, B. T. Sue; Levin, Beth;
Song, Grace

Right or Wrong: Combining Lexical Resources in th Vossen, Piek

EuroWordNet Project

Corpus Similarity and Homogeneity via Word Kilgarriff, Adam; Salkie, Raphael
Frequency

Standardization of the Complement/Adjunct Distinci Meyers, Adam; Macleod,

Catherine; Grishman, Ralph

The Expression dDefinitions in Specialised Texts: a Pearson, Jennifer
Corpusbased Analysis

Data, Description, and Idioms in Corpus Lexicograp Moon, Rosamund

OMBI: An Editor for Constructing Reversible Lexica Martin, Willy; Tamm, Anne
Databases

Grundfragerder Fachlexikographie Bergenholtz, Henning

Lexicographical Aspects of Health Metaphors in Knowles, Francis
Financial Text

Comparing Bilingual Dictionaries with a Parallel Dickens, Alison; Salkie, Raphael
Corpus
Examplebased Word Sendgisambiguation: a Montemagni, Simonetta; Federic
Paradigmdriven Approach* Stefano; Pirrelli, Vito
The DECIDE Project: Multilingual Collocation Grefenstette, Gregory; Heid,
Extraction Ulrich; Schulze, Bruno
Maximilian; Fontenelle, Thierry
Gera, Claie
Creating a Multilingual Data Collection for Bilingual Heid, Ulrich

Lexicography from Parallel Monolingual Lexicons
English Learnerso6 Dict i Kernerman, Lionel
Know about their Use?
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Table 11: Top-cited papers from thg", 1998 (Liége)congress.

Cites Title Author(s)

130 SENSEVAL: An Exercise in Evaluating Word SenseKilgarriff, Adam
Disambiguation Programs
102 NOMLEX: a lexicon of nominalizations Macleod, Catherine; Grishman,
Ralph; Meyers, Adam; Barrett,
Leslie; ReevesRuth
33 Towards a corpubased dictionary of German neun Heid, Ulrich
verb collocations

21 Scanning |l ong entri es i Bogaards, Paul

18 Methods for quality assurance in seaitomatic Eckle-Kohler, Judith
lexicon acquisition from corpora

15 Enthusiasm and Condescension Hanks, Patrick

12 | The Future of Linguistics and Lexicographers: Will Grefenstette, Gregory
there be Lexicographers in the year 3000?

11 Teaching dictionary skills in the classroom Chi, Man Lai Amy

11 A corpusbased study of Italian idiomatic phrases: fr Cignoni, Laura; Coffey, Stephen
citation fofmé bDocdreaea

10 Computational Metalexicography in Practic€orpus Docherty, Vinent J.; Heid, Ulrich
based support for the revision of a commercial
dictionary

Table 12: Top-cited papers from th@", 2000 (Stuttgart)congress.

Cites Title Author(s)

105 Towards a theoreticalynotivated general public Polguére, Alain
dictionary of semantic derivations and collocations
French
36 ELDIT i A Prototype of an Innovative Dictionary Abel, Andrea; Weber, Vanessa
35 A Formal Model of Dictionary Structure and Conten Ide, Nancy; Kilgarriff, Adam;
Romary, Laurent
33 Electronic Dictionaries in Second Language Nesi, Hilary
Vocabulary Comprehension aAdquisition: the Stat
of the Art
31 Electronic dictionaries and incidental vocabulary  Laufer, Batia
acquisition: does technology make a difference?
26  Morphyi German Morphology, Padf-Speech Lezius, Wolfgang
Tagging and Applications
25 IMSLexi Representing Morphological and Syntacti(Lezius, Wolfgang; Dipper,
Information in a Relational Database Stefanie; Fitschen, Arne
19 Specialized Lexical Combinations: Should theybe L 6 Ho mme ;Clale;r i e
described as Collocations or in Terms of Selectior Bertrand, Claudine
Restriction®
17 Looking for lexical gaps Bentivogli, Luisa; Pianta,
Emanuele
17 DictionaryMa ki ng Pr ocess wi t Ide Schryver, Gilledaurice;
Feedbackd from the Tar Prinsloo, Daan J.
16 Empirical Implications on Lexical Association Krenn, Brigitte
Measures
14  Extraction of semantic relations from a Basque Agirre, E; Ansa, O; Arregi, X,;
monolingual dictionary using Constraint Grammar Artola, X.; Diaz De llarraza, A
Lersundi, M; Martinez, D;
Sarasola, K Urizar, R
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14  Contributions of Lexicography and Corpus Linguisti Hanks, Patrick
to a Theory of Language Performance

13 Cambridge Dictionaries Online Harley, Andrew

11 The onomasiological dictionary: a gap in lexicograp Sierra, Gerardo

10 Adding Electronic Value. The electronic version of ti Geeraerts, Dirk
Grote Van Dale

Table 13: Top-cited papers from thd", 2002 (Copenhagengongress.

Cites Title Author(s)

50 Lexical Profiling Software and its Lexicographic Kilgarriff, Adam; Rundell, Michae
Applicationsi a Case Study
41 The FrameNet Database and Software Tools Ruppenhofer, Josef; Baker, Colli
F.; Fillmore, Charles J.
21 Evaluating Verb SubcategorisatiBnames learned by Schulte im Walde, Sabine
German Statistical Grammar against Manual
Definitions in the Duden Dictionary
18 Le DAFLES, un nouveau dictionnaire électronique [ Selva, Thierry; Verlinde, Serge;
apprenants du francais Binon, Jean
14  Collocational Information in the FrameNet Database Ruppenhofer, Josef; Baker, Colli
F.; Fillmore, Charles J.

14  The Project of Korpus 2000 Going Public Skovgaard Andersen, Mette;
Asmussen, Helle; Asmussen, J¢

13 Verb Constructions i n L Bogaards, Paul;van der Kloot,
Willem A.

12 Then and Now: Competence and Performance in 3!Atkins, B. T. Sue
Years of Lexicography

10 The Gate to Knowledge in a Multilingual SpecializecDancet t e, Jeann
Dictionary: Using Lexical Functions for Taxonomic Marie-Claude
and Partitive Relations

Table 14: Top-cited papers from th#1", 2004 (Lorient) congress.

Cites Title Author(s)
349 The Sketch Engine Kilgarriff, Adam; Rychly, Pavel;
Smrz, Pavel; Tugwell, David
28 On how electronic dictionaries are really used de Schryver, GilleMaurice; Joffe,
David
22 TshwanelLex, a statef-the-art dictionary compilation Joffe, David; de Schryver, Gilles
program Maurice
21  Pour une modélisation dynamique des collocations Tutin, Agnées
les textes
20 Corpus pattern analysis Hanks, Patrick
20 Atool for Multi-word collocation extraction and Seretan, Violeta; Nerima, Luka;
visualization in Multilingual Corpora Wehrli, Eric
16 Comparing the UCREL semantic annotation schem Archer, Dawn; Rayson, Paul; Pia
with lexicographical taxonomies Scott McEnery, Tony

12 The Danish Dictionary at large: presentation, proble Lorentzen, Henrik
and perspectives
12 Reframing FrameNet Data Petruck, Miriam R. L.; Fillmore,
Charles J.; Baker, Collin F.;
Ellsworth, Michael; Ruppenhofe
Josef
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11 Highfrequency words: the béte noire of lexicograph De Cock, Sylvie; Granger,
and learners alike. A close look at the verb make i Sylviane

five monolingual | earn
11 A proposed standard for the lexical representation ¢ Odijk, Jan
idioms

10 S®l ection de termes danL6éHomme  Clailar i e
: comparaison de corpus et critéres lexsémantique

Table 15: Top-cited papers from th&2", 2006 (Turin) congress.

Cites Title Author(s)
28 Linking Images and Words: the description of Faber, Pamela; Arauz, Pilar Le6r
specialized concepts Prieto Velasco, Juan Antonio;

Reimerink, Arianne
18 WebBootCaT: a Web Tool for Instant Corpora Baroni, Marco; Kilgarriff, Adam;
Pomikalek, Jan; Rychlyravel
16 A Model for a Multifunctional Dictionary of Heid, Ulrich; Gouws, Rufus H.
Collocations
15 More than one Way to Skin a Cat: Why F8kntence Rundell, Michael
Definitions Have not Been Universally Adopted
12 ELEXIKO i Alexical and lexicological, corpusased Klosa, Annette; Schnérch, Ulrich
hypertext information system at the Institut fur Storjohann, Petra
Deutsche Sprache, Mannheim
11 Elexbi, a Basic Tool for Bilingual Term Extraction = Gurrutxaga, A.; Saralegi, X.;

from SpaniskBasque Parallel Corpora Ugartetxea, S.; Alegria, Ifiaki
10 A LargeScale Extension of VerbNet with Novel VerlKipper, Karin; Korhonen, Anna;
Classes Ryant, Neville; Rlmer, Martha

Table 16: Top-cited papers from th&3", 2008 (Barcelonaongress.

Cites Title Author(s)
48 GDEX: Automatically Finding Good Dictionary Kilgarriff, Ada
Examples in a Corpus McAdam, Katy; Rundell,

Michael; Rychly, Pavel
14 | Lexical Patterns: from Hornby to Hunston and beyo Hanks, Patrick
13 | Border Conflicts: FrameNet Meets Construction Fillmore, Charles J.
Grammar
7 From the Definitions of the Trésor de la Langue Barque, Lucie; Nasr, Alexis;
Francaise to a Semantic Database of the French  Polguere, Alain
Language

Table 17: Top-cited papers from th#4", 2010 (Leeuwardengongress.

Cites Title Author(s)

7 A Quantitative Evaluation of Word Sketches Kilgarriff, Adam; Kovar, Vojtech;
Krek, Simon; Srdanovic, Irena;
Tiberius, Carole

6 Monitoring Dictionary Use in the Electronic Age Verlinde, Serge; Binon, Jean

3 Database of ANalysed Texts of English (DANTE): tt Atkins, B.T. Sue; Kilgarriff,

NEID database project Adam; Rundell, Michael
3 TTC: TerminologyExtraction, Translation Tools and Blancafort, Helena; Daille,
Comparable Corpora Béatrice; Gornostay, Tatiana;
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Heid, Ulrich; Mechoulam,
Claude; Sharoff, Serge
3 Improving the representation of wefarmation in Cartoni, Bruno; Lefer, Maridude
multilingual lexicographic tools: the MuLeXiR
database
3 One, Two, Many: Customization and User Profiles i Trap-Jensen, Lars
Internet Dictionaries

4. The EURALEX proceedings corpus

The EURALEX proceedings corpus that is the fulitext corpus of all

the papers and editorial material of the fifteen EURALEX congresses to
dated contains close to five million running words. The breakdown per
congress may be seen in Table 18, which also includes information on the
numker of files in eachcongresssubcorpus, as well as, within that,
information on the number of papeend editorial materiad in English,

and tokens and types for these. The English part is about 4 million words
strong,with 146 thousandlistinct words The reason for singling out the
English component in the present section of the study ightbatlea ido

study trends based on keyword#is is donefor one language, English,

as there is simply not enough data with a good distribution for the other
languages (cf. Figures 7 andB).

Table 18: Congressgh-corpora of thdeURALEX proceedings corpus

No. Year City Files Tokens Engl. Engl. ed Engl. Engl.
papers material tokens types

1 1983  Exeter 64 174,869 55 9 174,869 16,593
2 1986  Zurich 58 158,126 34 11 122,064 14,036
3 1988 Budapest 76 214,127 41 14 154,608 15,627
4 1990 Malaga 57 208,130 30 11 133,602 16,157
5 1992 Tampere 85 251,985 63 12 229,993 21,150
6 1994 Amsterdam 70 223,759 65 4 222,217 19,172
7 1996 Gothenburg 92 248,985 78 10 235,369 19,504
8 1998 Lieége 81 269,827 56 13 230,003 18,549
9 2000  Stuttgart 106 308,516 73 20 257,766 18,508
10 2002 Copenhagen 95 343,779 82 1 288,952 27,193
11 2004  Lorient 111 382,990 76 1 262,706 24,863
12 2006  Turin 154 486,118 102 1 327,133 32,464
13 2008 Barcelona 165 650,276 106 0 406,818 25,396
14 2010 Leeuwarden 154 592,694 135 0 510,348 30,482
15 2012 Oslo 107 355,734 102 0 336,855 25,331
1475 4,869,915 1098 107 3,893,303 145,881

In order to determinghe keywords in the (English section of the)
EURALEX proceedings corpus, that corpus was compared to the 100
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million-word BNC. Morespecifically the frequencies of all types in the
EURALEX proceedings corpus and the frequencies btyples in the
BNC were crossabulatedandoverall keyness valuéscalculated using

the loglikelihood statistic, with minimum frequency set at 3, and
maximum probability at 0.000001. About 15 thousand types were found
to be O6keyo6 ( andimg) in theoEHJRALEX prdceedingsu t s t
corpus.After deleting tle typesthat are merely the result of the academic
register used in the proceedings, the flr600were studied in detaiFor

each of these Q00 keywords, the frequency in each of thiféeen
congress suborpora was determined. In order to be able to compare the
frequencies across thecongress suborpora the frequencies were
normalised to show number of occurrences per 100 thousand Whsls.
result of this analysis is shown in the Addendwhich forms the core of

the ensuing discussion.

The possible uses of the data shown in the Addendum are many
and varied, and only a small selection will be presented here. The
interested reader is invited to look at the keywardiscoveredguided by
their interest in certain topic¥o begin with, however, a trleURALEX
classic How have the Big Five (initially Bigéur)ymono |l i ngu al | ea
dictionaries KILDs) faired over the pastew decadesat EURALEX
congressexThis question is answed in Figure 16.

50
45
40
35 =4=—COBUILD
30 == DOCE
25 OALD
20 | ——CIDE
et CALD
15
MEDAL
10
5
1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012
Figure 16: Trendfort he Bi g Fi ve monolingual | e

At the start of the 1980s LDOCE ruled the proceedings, but lost its lustre
with time. OALD followed a largely similar path. COBUILD, on the
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other hand, started toake noise even before their first product came out

(in 1987), continued to attract ever more attention, and even though
interest has somewhat waned, it remains by far the most talked about and
moststudied MLD. CIDE enters the EURALEX scene in 1996 (thest

edition came out in 1995but quickly lost a following. The rebranding to

CALD didnot hel p. MEDAL (first publ i
becoming the most popular MLD in 2006, but it too has lost a large
following. COBUILD, then, must getonethingright ...

A similar approach camow be followed for other dictionary
abbreviations listed among the keyworlisFigure 17 for example four
different types of English dictionaries are shown: OEIED (Collins
English Dictionary, BBI (The BBICombinatory Dictionary of Engligh
andRoget Rogets Thesaurus of English Words and Phras€ke graph
speaks for itself, with the OED more or less always on top, and hugely
popular in the 1980s, and again at present.

In Figure 18WAT (Woordeboek vadie Afrikaanse Tag] WNT
(Woordenboek der Nederlandsche Ta®diNW (Algemeen Nederlands
Woordenboek and WFT (Wurdboek fan de Fryske Taahre shown.
WAT is surprisingly more in the picture than WNT. Also note the -post
apartheid peak in 1994 for the WAT.

The exercise is repeated for two Danish and two Swedish
dictionaries in Figure 19:STO ©progTeknologisk Ordbasea
computational lexicon for Danish3AOL (Svenska Akademiens ordlista
LEXIN (a dictionary serieprimarily aimed at immigrants to Sweden
and DDO (Den Danske Ordbqg for dictionaries involving German in
Figure 20: ELDIT (Elektronisches Lernerworterbuch Deutsch
Italienisch, OWID (OnlineWortschatanformationssystem Deutsgh
and DWDS (Digitales Worterbuch der Deutschen Spraghand for
dictionaries of Romance languages in Figure Z2DLC (Diccionari
Descriptiu de la Llengua CatalapaDRAE (Diccionario de la Real
Academia Espafo)aand COMBINATOIRE (Dictionnaire explicatif et
combinatoire du francais contemporairSome of thes trends clearly
oscillate together with the location of the congress, as do the popular
language pairs, as depicted in Figure 22.

It is important to realize that all of these trends are solely based on
the occurrence of dictionary abbreviations in thepas, not on the full
titles of the works. If one does the latter, one also includes the list of
references of each paper, at which point one is actually studying publisher
patterns rather. Figure 23 showsactly thisfor a number of British
dictionary publishers, Figure 24 foa number ofUS / continentabnes
and Figure 25 for Italian ones.
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Figure 17: Trend forfour types of English dictionaries.
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Figure 18: Trend for four dictionaries in Afrikaans, Dutch and Frisian.
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Figure 19: Trend for twoDanish and two Swedish dictionaries.
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Figure 20: Trend for dictionaries involving German.
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Figure 21: Trend for dictionaries of Romance languages.
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Figure 22: Trend for populadictionarylanguage pairs.
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Figure 24: Trend for a number dfiS / continentatlictionary publishers.
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Figure 25: Trend for a number of Italian dictionary publishers.
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To complete the picture for the publishers, one can also briefly Iable at
trends for publishers of more general linguistic works, as is done in
Figure 26. From this, Benjamins appears to be the rising star.
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Figure 26: Trend for publishers of genedaiguistic works

Moving to the issue of the languages being discussed at EURALEX
cogres®s, all the languages that appear in the tdQ@ keywords were
analysed and the trends are shown for each in Figures 27 through 33. One
first needs to point out #t the attention to English is so overwhelming
that it cannot really be represented with the others on the same graph. See
in this regard Figure 27, which indicates that English receives three to
four times more attention than its nearest neighbours: Frema
German. At the same time, though, the attention to Eniglidiminishing
(from about 400 occurrencésr every100 thousand wordg$o about 300
occurrence$or every100 thousand words).

The situation for the Romaelanguages is summarized in Figure
28: French is giving way to Italian and Spanish, and currently Romanian.
Figure 29 shows the Germanic languages (bar English): German loses
some way to Dutch and Swedish, and currently Norwegian. With regard
to the Slavidanguages, as shown in Figure 30, it is clear that Russian is
slowly being replaced by Czech and Polish. For the Uralic languages, as
seen in Figure 31, Estonian is gaining grounsl,isacurrently Sami.
Hungarian was very much in the picture in 1988, het tongress in
BudapestFrom Figure 32ne mayconclude that Greek has been covered
continuously, albeit to a limited extenahile the language isolate Basque
IS true to its status: it appears isolated. Finally, Figure 33 tells us that only
three norEuropean languages madaento the top keyword list: Arabic,
and two Bantu languages from South Africa: Northern Sotho and Venda.
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Figure 27: Trend for English vs. French and German.
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Figure 28: Trend for Romace languages.
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Figure 29: Trend for Germaic languages

122




70

60
50
—4—RUSSIAN
40 —@—CZECH
30 —#—POLISH
——SLOVENIAN
0 —4==SORBIAN
10
0 - T T T T T T T 1
1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012
Figure 30: Trend forSlaviclanguages.
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Figure 31: Trend for Uralic languages.
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Figure 32: Trend for Greek and Basque.
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The next question the keywords may tryataswer is whether there are
any scholars who stand out in the corpus. As it turns out, a total of 68
family names are found in the top0Q0 keywords (no first names were
found)? and these have all been visualised in the radar chart of Figure 34
indescaedi ng order, clockwise stBeting
impact of the various scholars on each congress is also shiesibert
Wiegand, for example, made his greatest impact at the 1983 (Exeter)
congressRobert llson at the 1990 (Malaga) congresse Atkinsat the

1994 (Amsterdam) and 1996 (Gothenburg)greses,Albert Hornby at

the 1998 (Lieége) congresklilary Nesi at the 2000 (Stuttgart) congress,
etc. whilePatrick Hanksand Adam Kilgarriff are making their greatest
impact right now, at the 2012 (Oslg congress.Note that the great
majority of the scholars that stand out in the corpus are (a) lexicographers
(as compared to linguists at large), (b) al(@s compared to the great
lexicographers of the past), and (c) very active at the EURALEX
congresses themselves (cf. e.g. Tables 4 through 17).

Zooming into lexicography proper, the next series of trend graphs
looks at the type of dictionaries being disssed. From Figure 35 one may
conclude that bilingual dictionaries present more challenging problems
than monolinguals do, but also that most lexicographers treé&vatay
from multilingual dictionaries as well @som bilingualized and semi
bilingual dictionaries. The term interlingual only shimmers through. The
peak for bilingualised in 1994 refers to Lau@rMelamedd s s e mi nal
studyon the topidcf. Table 9).

With regard to dictionary size, Figure 36 indicates that the
comprehensive dictionary amtiscussions about it are on the rise, at the
expense of the concise dictionary.
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Figure 34: Key scholars and their most significant congress impact(s).
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Figure 35: Trend for imber of dictionary languages.

Figure 37 tells us thagtymological andhistorical dictionaries receive
steady attention, but dialect dictionaries only sporadically.
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Figure 36: Trend forComprehensive (and Unabridged) vs. Concise.
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Figure 37: Trend forDialect, Etymology, and Historical.
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Figure 38: Trend forldioms vs.Metaphors.
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As far as actual dictionary contents go, Figure 38 shows an interesting
bifurcation. While idiomatic and metaphorical aspects used to oscillate
jointly through time starting in 1992 idiomatic aspects received ever
more attention while metaphoal ones have been on the decline

With regard to word classes,is clearfrom Figure 39that most
attention goes to theerb, followed by the categories noun and adjective.
Adverbs and prepositions jostle for fourth position, with pronouns far less
prominent When dealing with verb&igure 40 indicates thaotionslike
transitive, intransitive anceflexive are increasingly lesimportant When
dealing with nouns, one may see a change from a focus on singular to
plural nouns, as suggested in Figure &bing towards morphologiyn
Figures 42 and 43he attention paid to particles and morphemes, as well
as suffkes, prefixes and affixes oscillates widely, with no apparent trends.
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Figure 39: Trend for nain parts of speech.
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Figure 40: Trend forTransitive, Intransitive, and Reflexive.
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. N\

° . [\

> 7\ [\

s /A A

" ( \ [ [\ \

A A )

. ;'A\!-'l/“'l&.-

=—4=—SUFFIX/-ES
== PREFI|X/-ES
=== AFFIX/-ES

Figure 43: Trend forSuffix, Prefix and Affix.

128




What about the terms Ot heothatlbothand 0

are healthily in decline, wi tds a wor
well as in 2000 before that. On closer inspection, however, most of the
hits for dheoryd in 2012 stem fromMichael Rundel | 6s paper

volume), who is not immediatelgnown for his strong beliefs in any
lexicographic theory. The peak for 2000 is largely the result of a paper by
Patrick Hanks ( c f . Tabl e 12), but ther e
per f or man c ebglexicagraphyandcorpus lthguistics.
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Figure 44: Trend forTheory and Practice.

Any scientific discipline, evennewithout a theory, needs precise terms.
Comparing the trend fodemma with that for dheadword as done in

Figure 45, indicates that the field is professionalising, asubke of the
term 60l emmad has recently overtaken
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Figure 45: Trend forHeadword vs. Lemma
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With regard to the practice of lexicographyhile compiling dictionaries

ever more attention goés the varied types of usér a user notonfined

to the prototypical learner or student. It is not surprising, then, that the
occurrence of the term Ouserd ri ses
60student 6, as seen in Figure 46.
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Figure 46: Trend forUser, Larnerand Student.

Subtlelangua@ shifts such as those depicted in Figudésand 46 are

intriguing, as they are the result of thalective usage of over a thousand

scholars, many of whom may not even be aware of the chamgyge are

part of. Anothergood example is shown in Figudd, from which one

may deduce that o6élooking upd in a di
6searchingd & ono doubbdearchingantan electronic
environmen?
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Figure 47: Trend forSearch and Searches vs. Lagk
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The shift from looking up to searching is part of a much wider shift,
namely that of the arrival of-lexicography. The road that led to the

current state was, however, not as straightforward asnogig imagine

Take the mention of computer in the EURALEX proceedings corpus and

the computational handling of some tasks, as shown in FiguEex48pt

for a spike at the 2000 (Stuttgart)
actually been declining overall. Everhet frequency of the terms
6computational 86 and o6écomputationalll"
were three decades ago. It is, of course, entirely possible that computers

have become such a given that they need not be mentioned anymore.
Plus, other relatecetmshavebeen ri sing steadily, ¢
and <@asd¢ mimasseerciroFigure 4But then again, also the term
Omanual 6 r ose dJatbeitma astfakte s a me
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Figure 48: Trend forComputational and Computer.
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Figure 49: Trend for Automatic, Manuand Semiautomatic.
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The corpus road too, was bumpy, as may be seen from Figure 50.
Following an exponential growth in their discussion during the-mid
1990s, they have since platedu
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Figure 50: Trend forCorpus.

Likewise for parallel corpora arglbcorpora, whose discussions merely
inch forward hesitantly, as seen in Figure 51.
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Figure 51: Trend forParallel and Subcorpus.

Where a clear pattern may be spotted, however, is in the rising use of the
t er m édcra rvpeordbast o0 O ebaarspewdsd . Figure 52 s
corpusdriven studies and applications are set to overtake the eorpus
based ones.

In Figure 53 twopopularcore components of modern (English)
lexicography are contrasted: the BNC and Sketch. The BNC was released
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Figure 53: Trend forBNC and Sketch.
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Figure 54: Trend forTEI, DTD and ISO.
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in 1995, was first mentioned at EURALEX in 1996, after which it grew

and plateaued just like corpora in general (cf. Figure 50). Sketch, here,
obviously stands for &WoACdwokshept c ho (
in 2001) andthe 8k et c h En gwidelg Bnow( at ahe €004

(Lorient) congresscf. Table 14 It is interesting to note how a tool

initially designed to analyse the BNC, became more popular than the raw
material itself.

Not all proposals are popular however. Figure 54 lists a few: by
and largel Eur opean) | ex i c o @I @&TexhEncodingd o n 6t
Initiative), have shed DTDs (Document Type Definitions), and will not
stick to ISO (International Organization for Standardization) guidelines.

Three more trend graphs will be presented. If dliere was a
battle between WordNet and FrameNdiigure 55 suggests that
lexicographers have been seesawing between the two theoretical
approaches to build semantic networks, with FrameNet currently holding
the upper hand. This for the (borrowed) theories.

With regard to the software environments that dictionary
compilers work with,Figure 56 suggests al e ar l'ine from
(lexical information systems, knowledge management systems > corpus
query systems >dictionary writing systems, dictionary production
systems) to simply ©Othadreacbndbmaerds 6 and |

And | astly, from the end useros
that online dictionaries have nowroperly and finally overtaken
dictionaries on paper, in electronic form and of course the antiquated CD
ROMs.( The surge for Oel ect rgessseché at t
result of a dedicated AILA symposium on electronic dictionaries in the
L2 environment.)
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Figure 55: Trend forWordNet, FrameNet, wordnets, and EuroWordNet.
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Figure 57: Trend forPaper, Electronic, Online, and €ROM.

5. A crystal-clear outlook

Having reviewed the facts and trends in three decaddsU&ALEX
corgreses, one would assuntbat it is easy to now fortuneell the
future. Surprisingly, it is not. Yes lexicography is in transition from a
highly traditional art andcraft, typically funded by publishers seeking
profit from publication in bookorm, to a new interdisciplinary science in
which publisherssoftware houses, freelancensd university researchers
from a variety of disciplines all participate in creating electronic resources
for a wide variety of different applications, typically fonline use. This

is the present. The future will get rid of the book components altogether,
and the form the online components wake will be driven bythe ever
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fasterevolving echnological exploitsSome of this technology will have
been conjured upby teams of lexicographers, but in most cases
|l exi cographers wil|l simply jump on
search engine, a social netwpdt a datamining team. To the average
userot he di cti onar y ofromvwiellandsirownpdsga di s ap
of advertisemen® customised, of course, amongst others based on the
searchesn the lexicographic components of whatever $aml networls
they useln order to get rid of the pestering advertisements, users will be
able to Go Premium, but Big Biwr will still be watching thermand
continue to build their evolving profile in the clouthat what we now
call lexicographic databases will end up in a variety of social networks is
a given.There lexicographic democracy will take its course. Machines,
too, will automatically populate lexicographic databases. Stone Age
lexicographers will try to compete with these mediocre sources, by
painfully analysingunimaginably large amounts mdal language data and
crafting delicate summariesjapping meaning ontose,focusing on the
norms in order to better describe the exploitations, builflieguency
supported patterns for the various word clasBeswithout a Publising
House by then callech Marketing House, their efforts will be futile. The
futurewillbr i ng out Dboth the best and the
dreams.

Where will this leaveé o d agademic lexicographs#t They will
be frantically looking for a theory of lexicography, in ordejustify their
research position. They will, of courseyt succeed, unless they explain
the plain obvious in some newly invented language of their own. Or else,
if they keep on describing and categorizing what has already been lumped
and split a million times before. Calling it a theory does not make it a
theay. The smarter colleagues will simply realise that lexicography is a
synthetic sciencewhich will need ever more knowledge and (real!)
theories from other disciplines in order to move forward scientifically. At
corgres®s, ever more papers will be-aahored (the pressures to publish
and be quoted will skyrocket), and each scholar will also be involved in
as many papers as possible. PEOPLELEX congréssaswhatever will
succeed EURALEX and its sister associations, currently cut up along
artificial bordersd will be hosted by what is now the peripheas the
current maistream will come to realize that the lexicographasl
solutionsof the periphenhave far more to contribute

Lexicography as we know it today wilceag to exist,
lexicographers will béringing together their data in entirely new ways,
anddictionarieswill change beyond all recognition. The times will still be
as exciting as today, however, as we will be living in the future.
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Endnotes

1 Several wordsof thanks are due at this point. First to Michael
Rundell who broached the ideas a EURALEX Board memben have
the EURALEX proceedings scanned and placed online. Second to
Geoffrey Williams, who actively supported this project, as \Rcesident
andPresident of EURALEX. Third to Simon Krek and his team at Trojina
for the actual scanning and OCRing of most earlier proceedings. Fourth to
Ruth Fjeld for her willingness to share all the Oslo papers as they came
in, making sure th presentinalysis would be as tip-date as possihble
6reporting on t Fkighly folDavwd Jofe thetnoain s p e a k
developer ofthe TshwaneLexexicographic suitefor his help with the
collection of citation dataAnd lastly, tomy father P. A. de Schryer)
and my wife (M. Nabirye for creating thedeal environmentat home
which enabédme to actually setut on this analysis.

2 For the 2010 (Leeuwarden) congress, none reached ten yet, so there
the topfew are listedrathetr

3 Crosscomparing languagesould have been envisaged, but will be
undertaken in a follovap study only.

4 When referring to and discussing ¢
are used. Only the best reference lists will also include first names.

5 Search, Searches and Leoj are separat®p-1 000 keywords and
have been treated as such in Figdie The corpus was also quetie
separately for all ver bal forms of ¢
formsof6t o sear cho. Thial rewvewtl ke df am d&tx
compared to hardly arBgarcling & mgrentlyf or 06
about ten times more frequent than Looking up in lexicographic speak.
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Addendum: Top 1 000 keywords in the EURALEX proceedings
corpus, including the normalised frequencies (i.e. occurrences
per 100,000 words) in each congress sub-corpus

Keyword 60868068696969696960600600600b600H6 106 1Keyness
DICTIONARY 665 680 719 566 672 457 572 551 661 544 683 641 680 725 652 147,845
DICTIONARIES 301 406 462 362 371 324 352 307 513 311 370 394 377 447 411 93511
LEXICAL 193 134 244 319 277 423 271 197 249 173 169 196 243 189 194 50,243
LANGUAGE 360 296 393 222 337 279 371 234 358 326 319 332 358 532 387 47,381
CORPUS 49 70 42 20 80 220197 222 209 237 283 199 193 169 242 40,261
WORDS 252 234 321 222 359 331 281 328 374 289 353 267 306 291 319 33573
WORD 244 272 288 231 276 316 283 307 315 315 260 214 308 277 301 33571
LEXICOGRAPHY 186 142 96 107 107 97 136 119 130 121 115 135 153 135 153 32,730
SEMANTIC 124 112 118 181 144 342 133 162 133 119 131 121 155 143 144 30,925
ENGLISH 427 277 369 229 225 206 233 320 257 273 308 261 272 259 273 28,966
VERB 69 48 92 161105 143176 160 101 147 140 127 153 98 121 26,666
VERBS 40 52 81193104 213192 115147123 77 115144 65 113 26356
BILINGUAL 95 82167162 87 83156 70 83 75144124 86 106 78 23683
COLLOCATIONS 15 28 53 78 48 112 71 107 103 153 137 123112 64 62 21,805
ENTRIES 141117119104 84 77 70104 95 98 111 151 127 144120 21,532
MEANING 149 233126 272 196 276 201 128 137 112 142 130 154 136 135 21,180
ENTRY 173 107 144 191 106 103 127 113 113 105 101 149 96 135104 17,335
NOUN 40 34 36 63 76 86115114 67 111111 76106 71 58 17,190
LEXICON 23 39105 98 73105 88102 74107 65 60 90 91 59 17,148
EURALEX 2 7 17 9127137161141168 82 35 39 26 33 30 16924
INFORMATION 174 270 299 273 272 254 297 267 272 241 205 219 277 203 210 16,820
TRANSLATION 85 49120106 66 98 92 74 67 57 99 61 74103 95 15296
LEXICOGRAPHIC 24 52 18 43 47 46 51 32 66 75 90 83 74 70 70 15170
LANGUAGES 93 89 96 63 67 55 79 65 88 83 75106 99 174 98 14744
DEFINITIONS 100146 59 59143 77 86 69 75 54 93 64 75 67 77 14712
CORPORA 8 25 6 3 40 44 96 78 83 57 80 53 80 63 98 14581
LINGUISTIC 110129 85 96 81 84 96109 94 92 58 82 78 68 89 13939
EXAMPLES 98 80 59 84 153 91 150155 83 108 156 104 121 90 120 13664
SYNTACTIC 27 25 53 67 64113 69102 36 75 81 88 98 43 50 13172
LEARNERS 31 43 38 27 48 30 45 75 92 92 83 82 91 55 64 12999
PROCEEDINGS 6 14 49 33148 38200158 191 157132 50 47 54 68 12620
LEXICOGRAPHERS 73 85 67 61 45 43 42 65 49 48 59 46 32 62 54 12468
MONOLINGUAL 39 39 71 80 50 57 60 35 43 45 70 48 44 43 42 12036
USER 93 57112106 74 59115 79 114 76 113 82 132 98 105 11,993
NOUNS 26 14 40 40 50 53 50 72 45 90 65 41 65 57 50 11,792
IDIOMS 13 63 8 42 40 58 31 82 31 35 54 55 37 81 61 11498
TEXT 76 92 72 43102139142 100 126 145 113 64 101 82 97 11,272
LEXICOGRAPHICAL 74 51 32 41 39 65 35 30 35 70 29 50 41 42 37 10977
TERMINOLOGY 61 73 45 42 60 27 66 41 53 16 36 68 77 72 63 10936
COLLOCATION 10 17 23 24 28 48 25 42 41 73 73 87 57 28 31 10309
DATABASE 6 44 65 52 29 63 94 74 91 83 78 76 75111 62 10153
DEFINITION 93140 65 82126 84 79 70 78 54 66 72 84 80 57 9,746
LEARNER 51 62 63 34 46 24 46 66 50 50 49 62 64 30 45 9,668
USERS 45 57 74 40 53 54 71 53146 47 91 82 93125136 9,530
LINGUISTICS 74 56 58 36 45 51 38 61 53 39 39 41 47 53 70 9,509
LEXICOGRAPHER 86 88 30 37 66 24 51 43 28 35 40 42 29 34 24 9483
TEXTS 59 47 32 10 51 89 96 36 71 74 65 49 54 64 93 9,406
MEANINGS 85 65 61 61 58 64 82 38 52 44 59 51 48 55 43 9,344
USAGE 71 57 69 26 39 53 51 46 41 44 82 55 60 45 54 9,187
DATA 89107181 78 95 85117 140135 97 132132 122149152 9,174
COMPUTATIONAL 16 14 61 41 39 45 74 90 36 56 45 40 45 22 34 9,140
HTTP - - - - - - 14 16 28 25 27 43 64 78 91 9,015
SENSES 69 42 61 82 24 57 45 95 81 44 80 41 68 47 28 9,002
EQUIVALENTS 71 79 52 64 27 39 46 22 22 20 55 45 38 38 52 8,895
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LEMMA
HEADWORD
GRAMMATICAL
EXAMPLE
EXPRESSIONS
FREQUENCY
TERMINOLOGICAL
PHRASES
WWWwW

ITEMS
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REFERENCES
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PROJECT
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CONTEXT
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PHRASEOLOGICAL

85 29 58 22 66 41 38 36 66 57 39 36 48 75 49
17 44 17 5 33 16 29 40 33 47 42 35 44 45 42
38 72 27 46 33 22 34 16 23 22 48 47 29 35 39
44 57 47 37 50 45 50 49 38 46 63 46 49 34 45
134 143 205 120 175 140 194 197 155 136 143 148 166 158 186
34 47 10 46104 42 34 44 57 48 46 42 34 43 34
69 43 25 20 31 33 41 57 66 88 72 50 74 41 59
53 37 27 14 35 27 30 30 40 9 18 24 40 33 16
19 32 25 27 48 44 35 47 31 71 65 54 49 34 29

88 57 69103108 72 74 55 48 81 77 78 66 45 36
15 48 57 39 40 34 29 24 48 36 14 20 25 25 30
58 79102 82 83 73107132 98113 85 94106 88 90
59112 32 67 53 40 60 87 62 74 76 84 98 85 58
13 25 19 38 38128 33 29 42 21 19 22 26 23 20
16 38 28 6 21 12 17 16 19 14 45 38 23 38 24
174 193 166 127 194 194 183 229 235 208 181 193 218 174 194
15 9 23 33 28 29 23 37 50 55 25 20 27 52 17
174 122 124 62 148 114110 102 148 79 96 111 147 110 132
90 102129195 72 118122132115 98 119 83 107 104 65
38 39 55 69 60 82 68 55 80 44 39 72 59 50 44
201 168 156 144 163 205 209 219 188 179 222 188 185 209 234
29 24 80 53 68109 29 24 16 16 21 48 25 14 20
19 7 30 41 28 32 28 27 42 32 53 9 23135 35
142120102 53 97 54 80 86100 34 72 70 85 65 80
113120179 151 146 186 172 136 145 158 168 161 165 169 162
7 5 14 11 21 26 21 17137 39 45 64 61 64 59
51 77 78 90117118 84 80 99 72 71 76 86 65 68
8 38 3 5 23 33 15 62 5 12 47 29 26 30 28

7 22 12 1 16 9 54 17 12 23 19 22 20 22 16

8,840
8,573
8,235
7,964
7,956
7,156
7,105
7,000
6,820
6,592
6,406
6,190
6,163
6,149
6,105
6,079
6,004
5,935
5,934
5,798
5,764
5,643
5,547
5,532
5,468
5431
5,284
5,227
5,152
5,109
5,104
5,085
4,979
4,895
4,879
4,840
4,727
4,698
4,697
4,584
4,583
4,547
4,543
4,538
4,434
4,294
4,223
4,180
4,161
4,053
4,047
4,026
3,955
3,835
3,806
3,803
3,777
3,754
3,725
3,721
3,715
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INTERNET
LEXEMES
ENCODING
TYPE

SPECIFIC
COMPOUNDS
ABSTRACT
PATTERNS
MULTILINGUAL
WORDNET
PHRASE
PRONUNCIATION
CONTEXTS
LEXICOLOGICAL
AFRIKAANS

NP

FIGURE
FREQUENT
UNITS
EXTRACTION
KNOWLEDGE
TOOL
THESAURUS
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CATEGORY
FRISIAN
PHRASEOLOGY
CORPUSBASED
REFERENCE
SENTENCES
LDOCE
SEMANTICALLY
SOURCE
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ADJ
CATEGORIES
SWEDISH
ETYMOLOGICAL
XML

LABELS
MULTI-WORD
FRAMENET
DEFINING
DIALECT
SPELLING
DICTIONNAIRE
FRAME

DICTIONARY-MAKING

PRESS

FORM

ATKINS
SPECIALIZED
CAMBRIDGE
TUBINGEN
FEATURES
EQUIVALENT
DANISH

TOOLS
MULTIWORD
PREPOSITIONAL
PREPOSITIONS

23 19 43

7 41 27 34 88

23 12 48 35 23

- 2 7 11 6
41 101 122 130 105
12 19 29 14 22
21 27 7 5 14

2 - - 1 -
27 16 43 25 58
68 - - - -

5 1 4 10 11

1 1 - 7 10
61 41 33 67 50

62 51 44 59 53

114 138105 176 112 83

3 16 13 10 30
16 14 4 12 20
20 32 23 27 33
17 19 8 3 13
61 43 48 58 63

48 43 44 28 30
3. 3 1 1 14
2 24 5 20 27
33 6 7 4 7
2 8 3 7 8
8 3 4 7 6

3,699
3683
3675
3,662
3,608
3555
3507
3,497
3,486
3,482
3479
3477
3,468
3458
3452
3,444
3,442
3375
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3,242
3,188
3,180
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3141
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2,744
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2,705
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2,693
2,663
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OBJECT
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ITEM
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RESULTS
SYNTAX
CLASSIFICATION
COMPONENT

2,653
2,634
2,618
2,614
2,609
2,607
2,600
2,570
2,567
2,550
2,548
2,548
2,518
2,501
2,490
2,488
2,482
2,474
2,468
2,468
2,460
2,431
2,410
2,401
2,383
2,375
2,341
2,341
2,320
2,302
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2,291
2,288
2,284
2,278
2,273
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2,233
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TEXTUAL
DOMAINS
COM
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CONTENT
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PROCESSING
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SPEECH
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TERMINOGRAPHY
PROVERBS
THEORETICAL
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TAGGING
GENERAL
NUMBER
RELATION
LSP
COMPILING
INCLUDED
INFLECTION
EDITORS
ABBREVIATIONS
CRITERIA

N

N
N WwhoORAL WAO

= W

96 104 114 122 130

5
1
22
1
25
15
4

117
123
18
25
17

19

12 5 20
10 5 13 3 1
518 7 2 10
29 33 27
10 16 22 16 23
8 19 6 14 10
26 15 38 41

2 8 33 9 14
7 5 12 21 13
20 19 37 36
- 8 10 3 3
14 25 19 13 19
18 14 60 4 15
6 510 3 7
16 29 27 23
7 5 2 16 4
2 4 7 4 17
29 35 19 57 46
13 13 10 4 4
9 5 1 7 7
6 3 2 15 2
15 30 26 44
16 14 21 17 40
3 1 1 3 8
75 80 87 115109
75119 124 97 103
23 43 31 55 42
2 3 - 2511
6 9 7 8 6
45 21 29 40 35
- 8 4 10 5
10 11 7 8 18
10 33 4 8 5
18 17 18 18 29

21
14
41
8
13
7

26
4
2

48

21
2
2

20

14
8

78

92 133119 115112 103

30

11
19
37
12
26
5
4
28
7

31
15

87 112 104 106

2
16
29

7
15
16

22
27
4

13
30
14

71111 67 78

37 41 24

8
11
45

8
16

4
28

3
5
33
1
7

17

4
10
24

9

5
17
14

27
7
9

42
7

18
3

21

43
7
12
48
2
32
6
19

90 101 88

33 32 29
3 13 5
10 11 12
59 46 63
3 10 25
12 14 12
13 6 6
41 32 24

34
25
27

9
80

89 104 108

29
1
15
52
4
9
15
29

2,003
1,986
1,984
1,980
1,974
1,974
1,970
1,961
1,961
1,957
1,938
1,932
1,923
1,922
1,920
1,908
1,900
1,899
1,881
1,879
1,875
1,867
1,865
1,861
1,854
1,847
1,840
1,838
1,820
1,806
1,804
1,798
1,798
1,790
1,788
1,785
1,780
1,779
1,771
1,770
1,760
1,757
1,742
1,741
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1,692
1,692
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1,681
1,679
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1,672
1,666
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1,658
1,658
1,652
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TYPOLOGY
CORRECT
SGML

MODEL

WNT
ALTERNATION
OCCUR
COPENHAGEN
PREDICATES
PARTICLE
STRUCTURED
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BEJOINT
PARALLEL
EXPLICITLY

OBJ
USERFRIENDLY
BIBLIOGRAPHY
PISA

DUDEN
ASSIGNED
CONTAINING
LEMMATIZATION
PROJECTS
RELEVANCE
ITALIANA
NAMES
METALANGUAGE
OCCURRENCE
FORMAL

PREP
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ENGLISH-FRENCH
MONTREAL

SG

ASPECTS

PL

BETWEEN
ONTOLOGIES
APPLIED
CONSTRUCTION
INL

TAG

DENOTE
DECESARIS
SYNTACTICALLY
SAMPLE

FREQ
COMMUNICATIVE
GRAMMARS
MEER
COMMON
PARADIGMS
SYNCHRONIC
ITALIAN -ENGLISH
ASPECTUAL
GENITIVE
PROTOTYPE
PRONOUN
VOSSEN

9 1. 2 5§ 510 1 2 311 3 8 6 3 6
17 12 19 16 22 17 23 29 18 25 34 25 27 27 26
-1 - -12 117 918 4 2 2 1 1 1
26 39 15 70 47 42 37 24 59 23 29 39 42 33 24
- - - - -3 - -1 1 - - 2 18 -
- - 119 32713 5 - 5 - 1 3 2 4
27 21 25 13 22 23 23 29 29 31 23 15 18 13 16
5 7 3 1 1 3 6 3 215 13 15 7 4 6
88 1.1 9 4 6 3 7 4 1 3 6 10 3 1
223 5 1 7 5 6 628 4 817 6 7 3
9 7 14 19 13 12 8 11 17 10 11 12 11 7 8
8 10 8 8 7 7 21 28 28 26 22 42 46 50 64
2 4 1 4 3 2 3 1 2 7 3 5 7 5 6
2 7 3 1 4 5 1 1 6 4 3 2 3 3 6
7 17 6 7 11 22 28 5 24 15 25 17 12 14 24
9 13 12 15 13 12 11 10 8 10 5 11 12 9 10
- - 6 - 317 3 - 7 3 3 1 6 2 2
2 2 2 6 3 2 2 2 8 410 4 8 7 5
4 410 126 - 1 6 2 2 2 9 513 5
2 7 6 311101224 3 1 1 3 1 2 2
4 3 2 1 1 2 1 2 515 5 2 3 2 3
3 9 311 5 23 14 16 13 8 11 6 11 8 11
18 15 14 8 20 18 17 19 19 21 22 13 19 15 23
7 7 1 - 9 2 3 2 1 3 3 2 2 3 8
10 8 4 13 10 37 27 27 26 28 26 23 23 21 14
5 1 113 9 12 14 8 20 19 12 21 9 10 8
3 51 6 1 4 - 4 1 1 -16 6 3 6
18 16 31 7 36 16 13 8 28 23 60 10 24 20 51
1 9 3 2 6 2183 3 2 - 5 4 3 3 1
9 20 6 4 9 10 7 16 14 8 10 9 8 7 9
25 11 16 23 23 35 33 17 28 14 24 16 26 25 15
11 4 1 - 51012 6 8 8 2 6 3 6
5 3 1 2 6 - 2 2 2 - 11412 3 4
6 9 3 3.1 1 9 4 - 3 4 6 1 3 2
3 6 8 1 2 9 3 5 9 3 2 3 1 1 3
4 -10 - 3 4 4 3 2 8 3 1 2 10 -
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STORED 8 12 36 8 12 10 10 7 9 8 7 5 7 10 7 464
UNIVERSITAT T - - - - - - -2 -1 - 5 6 4 463
INF 1 123 1.1 2 2 2 - 1 1 3 5 - 1 463
CONFERENCE - - - 49 - - - - -2 462
HOMONYMY -1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 3 3 4 4 462
FREQUENTLY 15 17 17 8 11 12 20 17 23 19 23 13 16 15 18 460
METONYMIC - - 9 - -2 - - 12 - 460
ENCYCLOPEDIA 2 5 4 3 6 1 2 3 1 6 2 6 4 1 460
AYTO 3 8 510 3 - 0o - - - - - - 459
RAGAZZINI - - 110 6 - - - -1 3 2 5 459
SEMI-BILINGUAL - - - - -1 3 2 6 1 1 1 4 3 459
NORSK 2 - 11 1 1 8 8 - - 5 459
GENERAL-PURPOSE 51 1 1 2 2 3 1 3 2 5 2 5 2 2 459
OCCURRING 6 5 5 1 511 7 16 9 12 9 3 6 6 7 458
ALONSO - - - - - - - -1 - - 7 4 2 8 458
APPENDIX 9 13 16 19 12 8 8 10 4 9 11 5 6 9 4 458
RESPECTIVE 7 4 21210 5 5 5 9 910 5 5 10 7 457
LANDAU 1 - 3 3 - 5 2 3 2 6 4 3 3 457
CATEGORIZATION 11 3 5 2 7 3 3 1 - 2 3 1 4 5 457
SEPARATE 27 36 17 20 30 14 27 22 23 17 24 26 21 20 20 456
NEOLOGISM 2 3 110 - 11 - 3 - 2 3 4 2 1 456
COMBINATOIRE -1 3 - 4 3 1 2 4 1 2 4 1 1 2 455
HARPERCOLLINS - - - - - - 5 7 2 3 5 7 4 3 2 455
BERLIN 6 12 10 16 8 13 8 7 10 8 5 6 15 10 15 454
LEBOA - - - - - -~ - -~ - - 51 2 9 - 453
MWUS - - - - - -3 - 6 2 - - 210 453
TOMASZCZYK 6 7 5 - 3 3 3 1 - - 2 1 1 1 1 453
OBSOLETE 2 7 3 3 3 3 4 2 4 1 8 7 3 5 5 452
JUNIUS 37 - - - 7 - - - - - - - - 451
TYPOGRAPHICAL 3 31 1 1 1 3 8 4 6 3 2 2 21 451
DOMAIN-SPECIFIC - - -1 1 3 -1 110 1 4 2 6 450

Pre-titte sequence, as seen and heard during the presentation:
About keywords, trendsetters, trends and making an impact

[all photostaken during the Oslo congresby GM de Schryvdr

[AboutSlide 1]You 6 r e p r o ma@ittHisys past ofrthe &alidi it
is. All of you have read the text, so | can actually skip the real talk and do
somet hing totally differentpataeafhi ch |
the point of t he BEJRALEXproceedings, trgima |l y z i |
to look inb a ball with all these proceedingsdni t 6s a cryst al
predict the future. I want to know t
t he d o @adng tw,eaddroee of the things at the end, in 55 minutes
from now, will be a bunch of newLEXes (not t he woenjeass youb
heard), including MULTILEX. And if ever a picture summarized a
thousandvords, or in my case a thousand keywotls is it!

One hundred and twenty years ago, someone else also walked a
road, and had thi&s i si on & t hdaintingd Pedpait[Slide2]h i s
Which then, because he was so obsessed with it, led to what is now
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known asThe ScreanjSlide 3].He got obsessed with this visidn this
Is the first painted version of 1893, now in the National Gallery, being
juxtaposed wi Despair[Slide 4] & that it morphed into new versians
This is a lithographyrom 1895 [Slide 5].Later, we had a pastel version
[Slide 6]: Obviously, one hundred and twenty years later, ddespair,
if you count in inflation at one million dollars a year, it is normal that one
pays 120 million dollars for a paintinghis is the one we saw [Slide 7],
all of us, this brighsecond painted version of 1910, which, as we saw, is
part of a collection [$dle 8]. Now, if you start being obsessed with
something, and study it, yqa) are setting a trend for yourself, and you
(b) hope that you Vi be taken up:(a) this is yet another variation by
Edvard Munch himself [Slide 9and indeed (b) hes now all oser the
place [Slide 10].And then you have clowns every now and then who
arrive and think they can o6addd [ Sl i
want to be in the real road that led one hundred and twenty years ago to
The ScreanfSlide 12]. Now, itis good to have one Board Member
screaming, but have you ever seen ten lexicograghemsaming it ou®
[Slide 13]

Okay. This was in honour of my good friend Prof Prinsloo, who is
a fan of James Bond. And as you know, James Bond always has a
sequencéefore the title page [Slide 14 = title page].

Slide 1:llan Kernerman and Judy Ribeck.
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Slide 3: The Screamlst painted version, 1893, National Gallery
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Slide 5: The Screamlithography, 1895
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Slide 6: The Screampastel, 1895, $119,922,500 (2 May 2012)

Slide 7: The Scream2nd painted version, c. 1910, Munch Museum.
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Slide 8: The Screamwith related paintings, Munch Museum.

Slide 9: Angst woodcut, 1896, Munch Museum.
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Slide 11:A clown in the picture.
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Slide122The c¢cl own on the path wher
passing t hd eettigglatreandht ur e 0

Slide 13:An entire EURALEX Boardscreaming it oid having an impact.
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