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Over the past few years, the study of Ianguage by gathering collections of 
language in use has come back into prominence through the assembly of large 
corpora. A corpus is a collection of samples of a language which are selected 
according to explicit criteria, norrnally of a sociolinguistic nature, and the size of 
samples in current practice is large enough to include whole texts of book-length 
or larger. 

Such large collections are handled in electronic forrn, using computers. With 
a computer-held corpus, we get access to inforrnation of quantity and quality that 
we have never had before. With that information, we begin to re-examine some 
of the fundamental assumption an d strategies of linguistics, whether mentalist or 
empirica!. W e must try to discover if any ha ve arisen not because of phenomena 
inherent in the language, but because of the difficulty faced by earlier scholars in 
making accurate and reliable observations. 

The stance of the observer controls and limits the observations that can be 
made; for human observers the stance includes their involuntary reactions to 
language in use, in particular whatever theoretical and descriptive presup
positions remain unexamined, and possibly unrecognised, in those reactions. It 
is therefore essential to adopt a methodology that obliges the observer to 
distance himself or herself from the experience of running text, in the first 
instance, and instead look at the linguistic inforrnation as scientific data. Later, 
of course, once a description arrived at with maximum objectivity has been 
achieved, the intuitions and responses of the human researcher are essential for 
interpretation of the phenomena. 
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A model of language structure that seems to be especially popular among 
language teachers niakes an initial distinction between two structural states -
that of free combinations of elements, and fixed expressions. In the former state, 
the relationship between two successive elements is that if one is given, the 
other may vary, whereas in a fixed expression the relationship is predetermined, 
and no variation is possible. 

Free combinations are not totally free; it is not the case that anything may 
occur anywhere in a free expression. They are constructions chosen in accordance 
with the normal rules of grammar, and the structural elements are realised by 
words which are chosen with regard to their semantic properties as well as their 
syntactic properties. This structural state is "free" in the sense that any 
combination of items chosen within the conventions will make a well-formed 
utterance. (Even if it turns out to be peculiar, or to bave little apparent utility 
value, its well-formedness is not affected.) 

The structural state where fixed expressions are created is in sharp contrast 
with this; it is the state where familiar idioms and "set phrases" occur, where 
"kick the bucket" and "raining cats and dogs" occur as units that are not capable 
of variation. A man does not kick his bucket, nor is i t ever raining dogs and cats 
or cats and rabbits. In order to create meaning in this structural state, a very 
specific choice and sequence of words is required. 

lt is immediately clear from this contrast of structural states that the fixed 
expression state can only be intermittent, whereas the state of free combinations 
can persist indefinitely. Also, whereas fixed expressions can only be listed and 
identified, the state of free combinations gives access to an almost unlimited set 
of expressions, and is consequently very powerful by comparison with the 
other.' 

This model underlies many of the familiar applications of language theory 
and description; the construction of grammars and dictionaries, the presentation 
of language in teaching materials, the strategies of automatic analysis and 
translation, etc. However, those who accept it, and even those who advocate i t, 
are aware that it is grossly oversimplified. It is readily admitted by virtually 
everyone who presents a version of this model that most of the so-called fixed 
expressions are not fixed at all (eg. Moon 1998); the illusion of fixedness can 

It is also clear from this account that given stretch of text might be created in 
either structural state. Given the somewhat implausible utterance "I hope he 
doesn't kick the bucket", we can see two possible meanings, which we often 
refer to as the literal (free combination) and the metaphorical (fixed 
expression). This kind of constructed ambiguity is a problem which is given 
great prominence in some models of language, particulary those Artificial 
Intelligence and Natura! Language Processing, but is a rare event in our norma! 
experience of language. 
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only be created by confining the citation of expressions to their minima! 
invariable elements (which itself is only occasionally possible). The inescapable 
truth is that the "fixed expressions" are highly variable, and indeed from now on 
in this paper will be called variable expressions. 

The difference between a variable expression and a free combination now 
looks far more like a matter of degree than an absolute distinction. W e must ask 
the question: 

Why is it norma! to represent language as having two contrasting 
states of free combination and fixed expression, wben tbis is known 
to be a serious distortion of tbe linguistic facts? 

This paper will not try to answer this question, nor others like it that follow -
the onus to answer is upon those who may maintain that, although inaccurate, it 
is a helpful mode! for some purposes.2 

Instead, I would like to put forward an alternative mode!, which puts these 
two states as the extremes of a continuum, and inserts as the centrai structural 
state that of the construction of vari ab le expressions. Figs l and 2 illustrate the 
originai and alternative versions. 

The alternative mode l does no t rule out either of the originai states; i t makes 
no predictions about how much of our ordinary experience consists of the 
realisation of one state or another; however, Figure 2 contains a clear 
implication that we may expect much of running text to consist of sequences of 
variable expressions.3 

2 I bear tbe voices of tbose in tbe language teacbing profession, such as 
Widdowson (1991) and Cook (1998), who argue that information about tbe 
nature of language is not necessarily relevant to the art of language teaching. It 
is a sbort step from tbat position to condone or upbold a wiew of the nature and 
structure of language whicb is known to be inaccurate and inadequate. 

3 Some years ago (Sinclair 1988) I made a distinction between two principles of 
construction of text - the idiom principle, wbich creates variable expression, 
and the open-choice principle, whicb allows free combinations; I had 
previously disposed of fixed expressions as very rare events. More recently 
(Sinclair 1998) I bave made a distinction between tbe phraseological tendency 
of language (leading to variable expression) and the terminological tendency, 
wbicb recognises many fixed expressions as technical terms, and sees technical 
terms as tbe linguistic items most likely to follow tbe open-cboice principle. 
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Figure 2 

W e do not define a variable expression at this time, because this is an interim 
state of the argument; however, it is necessary to distinguish a variable 
expression from a free combination, in case they may be understood as near
synonyms. The difference is difficult to state precisely because no technical 
apparatus has been estabished for expressing the ideas involved; however it can 
be roughly indicated by what follows: whereas in free combinations the syntactic 
conventions are expressed only through grammatica! structures and classes, in 
variable expressions there are syntagmatic conventions established additionally 
between individuai words- these form lexical patterns. 

This observation leads us on quite naturally to the next step in the argument. 
Let us look mQre closely at the structural state of free combination, and again 
begin by making a distinction that will be almost universally accepted - that 
between syntax and semantics. A variety of other terms may be used to express 
this very generai distinction; grammar or structure can sometimes be use instead 
of syntax, and lexis or vocabulary instead of semantics; each brings its own 
special perspective to the distinction, and the range of terms indicates that the 
distinction is broad and can be focused on different parameters. Also i t is clearly 
a distinction that runs deep, and is fairly fundamental, almost pre-theoretical in 
its generality. 

One pair of terms sometimes used to make this distinction is particularly 
descriptive, though they are not much used, perhaps because they seem to 
trivialise the matter; this is the "slot and filler" model of tagmemics (Pike 
1982). In this model, structures create a sequence of slots, and specify for each 
slot what kind of filler is required; lexicons provide lists of items which are 
potential fillers for the slots, specifying for each item what kind of slot it will 
fit into. Wherever the specifications match, the filler will fill the slot and lead to 
a well-formed expression. 

This kind of mode l underlies every major current "school" of linguistics; the 
syntax and the semantics are elaborated independently of each other, linking only 
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through cross-specification. The syntax contains no trace of how lexical entries 
are arrived at, and it is possible in theory (though unlikely in practice) for the 
syntax to specify a· block of semantic features which, taken together, do no t 
match any lexical entry in the language. Similarly, the semantics, as expressed 
in a lexicon, has only a very partial view of syntax, requiring only that the 
structural conditions that are specified in an entry are fulfilled. 

Once again, this basic distinction must be questioned, because it excludes the 
possibility of variable expressions; the variation allowed for is far too free to 
represent the reali ti es of linguistic expression. In this mode l a word is chosen if 
and only if it satisfies the relevant syntactic criteria; if i t can be shown that the 
choice of a word in one syntactic position depends heavily upon the choice of 
another particular word in another syntactic position, then this mode! is clearly 
inaccurate. 

But the syntagmatic interdependency, or coselection, that has just been 
outlined is the basic pattern of collocation, which is now established as a 
linguisti c category of major organising force. lt has taken some decades for i t to 
be established, since Firth (1957) insisted that it was a viable and distinct band 
ofhis linguistic "spectrum", and Halliday (1966) set out the arguments in favour 
of it being a separate level of linguistic form. The slowness of acceptance was 
not caused only by the conceptual problems of reconciling it with accepted 
theoretical models - it was also the absence of convincing examples beyond a 
few thought up for demonstration purposes. Knowing that collocation is 
structurally important, and being able to notice and point out some characteristic 
collocations is of little help unless a scholar has access either to a collocational 
analysis orto the means with which to analyse, and neither of these has been 
easy to acquire unti! recently, because almost the only practical access to them is 
via a corpus and a computer. It was soon recognised that unsupported intuition 
could not provide adeguate evidence, and that for any scientific purpose the 
methods of corpus linguistics were essential; then the statistics of word 
occurrence (Zipf 1935) made it clear that for a comprehensive lexical description 
the need was for very large corpora. The methodology was piloted with a small 
corpus, using common words as the objects of study (Sinclair et al. 1970), and 
this confirmed the policy. 

Once evidence of a usable nature became available in the early large corpora, 
the value of collocation was rapidly recognised, and new energy poured into the 
study of vocabulary and phraseology (eg. N attinger and DeCarrico 1992; Lewis 
1993). The language teaching profession embraced collocation without showing 
concern for the structural anomalies that it created in theory and description. This 
is not surprising - after ali English language teachers have lived with phrasal 
verbs for half a century despite their anomalous nature with respect to syntax, 
lexis and semantics. 
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The need for corpus evidence arises because of the extent of the variation that 
occurs in the realisation of lexical syntagmatic relations - so much so that the 
mental retrieval processes (called "intuitions") of competent users of the 
language are quite inadequate for identifying the underlying regularities. The only 
method available is to gather instances of the patterns from a corpus and build 
up the regular relationships through observation of repeated events; the patterns 
thus established on a basis of recurrence are then evaluated against mental 
recognition processes (also called intuitions).4 

The lack of sensitivity that people have in retrieving variable patterns rather 
than fixed ones gives a clue to the elevated status accorded to "fixed 
expressions", or perhaps to the fixed portions of variable expressions. Multi
word patterns that recur exactly are memorable, andare given priority over more 
frequent ones that involve some variation. So in current English the adjective 
glad is found only in a number of predicative constructions, glad that ... , glad 
of .. , glad to ... etc., with a rich pattern of collocation in these structures. But 
there is a well-known quotation from the 1611 translation of the Bible that uses 
the phrase glad tidings, and this is what competent users tend to remember when 
asked to put glad in context, despite the fact that the word tidings is no longer 
used, and that glad is never attributive outside this phrase and one or two others. 

But when users are shown the regularity that can be seen in the variable 
evidence, their receptive intuitions can recognise it immediately; in fact 
recognition sometimes comes with a slight shock as people see something new 
in what is very familiar. Barlow (1996) gives a good example of this in his 
study of reflexives, w h ere the verb find turns out to be an exceptionally common 
collocation. The examples are convincing (lfind myself ... ), and it is clear that 
users of English make frequent use of this phraseology, to communicate a 
particular kind of meaning - where someone gets into a particular position 

4 A number of writers in this field (widdowson op. cit. and Cook op. cit.) are 
concemed at the use of frequency criteria and make the point that frequency is 
not the same as importance; some phenomena that only occur rarely could be 
important- say fora learner - than more frequent phenomena. The distinction 
between frequency and importance is not disputed here, but it would help the 
case of those who assert this to give clear, documented instances to support 
their casa. In this paper, the underlying assumption is that an initial platform 
of importance is established by recurrence - where an event of coselection 
occurs more than once, and as far as can be ascertained the two occurrences are 
independent of each other. Less than recurrence - the single occurrence of 
something - is a phenomenon that cannot be objectively assessed; repeated 
recurrence confirms the identification of a coselection as something that must 
be incorporated in a description. After many recurrences the phenomenon i s 
clearly heading for consideration as a "centrai and typical" (Hanks 1987) 
pattern, provided, again, that the recurrences are independent of each other. 
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unexpectedly and without intending to; yet few if any native speakers will 
spontaneously retrieve this syntagmatic pattern. 

Again we must propose an alternative model. Collocations and other 
syntagmatic coselections of a similar nature have led to the emergence of 
"lexicogrammar" as a more accurate term for "grammar" (Halliday 1994: 15); 
"pattern grammars" (Cobuild 1996 and 1998) have begun to appear, where, on 
corpus evidence, words which occur in similar sequential patterns are found to 
share semantic features. 

This Iast observation has been obscured by the difficulty of moving down a 
syntactic description in a series of steps in delicacy; most work was dane and 
grammars were written on a fairly ad hoc basis, and remained at very high, or 
initial, steps in delicacy. However, the pattern grammars are built upwards from 
individuai words, and reveal a semantic consistency that had been predicted but 
not established. 

Lexicogrammar, at best, is Iexically sensitive grammar; grammatica! 
structures stili erect uncrossable boundaries, and the principle of free 
combination is only minimally compromised. But in parallel to lexicogrammar 
there has been developing a means of description where the organising features 
are primarily lexicai. This is based on the concept of lexical item (Sinclair 1996, 
1998) as a phraseological entity, the fundamental unit of a "grammaticolexis", if 
such a monster were ever to be born. 

The lexical item is a unit in a lexical hierarchy above the word. It consists of 
one or more words which are chosen and arranged according to syntagmatic 
conventions of a lexical as well as a grammatica! nature; the lexical conventions 
are based on co-occurrence within a small span (usually within five words) and 
are initially classified into five types of coselection. First there are any 
invariable elements, which form a core; then any collocations, coselections of 
actual words or word forms, which are not required in every instance of the item 
but which tend to cluster around the core. Next there are coselections where the 
actual words are not as important as their grammatica] class; this is called 
colligation (Firth op. cit.), and an example is Barlow's observation above of the 
colligation of find with reflexive pronouns. Colligation is one step more 
abstract than collocation because i t extends the variation to a word class. 

More variable stili is the operation of semantic preference, where the only 
guaranteed coselection is semantic, and where both the actual words and the word 
classes can vary. Semantic preference, which like collocation and colligation is 
optional, gives an indication of the local topic area. Lastly there is semantic 
prosody, which gives some indication of the communicative intent, and has an 
attitudinal or pragmatic orientation. Often the prosody is rather difficult to find, 
because its location in the text cannot be predicted, and indeed a strong one can 
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be simply inferred rather than having a discreet realisation; but since there is 
always a reason for saying anything, there is always a semantic prosody. 

The alternative model to the division of language form into grammar and 
semantics is to propose that the main organising principle of text is the lexical 
item, a unit which typically consists of severa! words and which permits a 
considerable amount of variation in its realisation, following the conventions of 
coselection that are set out above. The lexical item organises both the semantics 
and the grammar within it, and is not confined by grammatica! unit boundaries. 

Figs 3 and 4 show the two different models. 

residua! 
grammar 

Grammar 

Figure 3 

Lexicalltems 

Figure 4 

Semantics 

(no 
indipendent 
semantics) 

The message of Fig 4 is that the first stage in the analysis of text is to consider 
it as an assemblage of lexical items, rather than a string of words (or clauses, 
etc.). Then, as the components of each lexical item are identified, grammatica! 
relationships will be seen to be part of the organisation; in the first instance, 
their realisations in· terms of words contribute to the identification of lexical 
items, and then they may proceed through colligation to the status of members 
of grammatica! classes (as may any of the words in a text). In describing 
language structure from the "outside", the surface, the first step is the move in 
abstraction from collocation to colligation; strings of colligations can create 
grammatica! structures. 

This kind of grammar can be seen as residua!, after the realisations bave done 
their work in contributing to the structure of lexical items. 

The question that must be asked at this point is: 

If meaning is created in the lexical item, why do we persist in trying to 
create it through separate grammars? Will we not end up with far too 
much meaning? 

One way in which meaning is created in the lexical item is set out in Sinclair 
(1996); that paper dealt with items based on a core of lexical collocation. lt was 
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suggested there that there might be other types of Iexical item, and the 
discussion will now be illustrated with an exploration of lexical patterning, 
leading to the identification of another kind of lexical item. We will start with 
the English word brink. 

The word brink occurs 2465 times in the Bank of English (July 1998), when 
a few proper names and duplicate lines are removed. The strong collocations of 
this word are presented below with their frequency within five words of brink, 
and an estimate of significance called "T-score" (Stubbs 1995): 

o n 1495 35.149737 
of 2120 35.019248 
the 2952 34.298559 
back 257 14.851825 
from 335 13.711488 
war 175 12.581877 
collapse 131 11.380859 
teetering 82 9.053183 
disaster 79 8.797005 
t o 712 8.316711 
extinction 59 7.665947 
bankruptcy 57 7.516727 
brought 63 7.493992 
death 52 6.587285 
are 164 6.101223 
poised 35 5.877138 
teetered 34 5.829446 
is 277 5.756835 
country 49 5.671284 
recession 32 5.508885 
was 228 5.308614 

The dorninating pattern is made by the three common words on, of, the; this is 
important because the very high frequency of these words counts against their 
chances of reaching a high leve l of statistica! significance in relation to any one 
other word. Examination of the instances shows what any alert speaker of 
English will by now ha ve predicted- the common phrase on the brink of, which 
occurs no less than 1211 times. 

Moving from the thousands to the hundreds of instances, the next two 
collocates are back and from, and they turn out to go together, since ali but a 
handful of instances of back and brink are in the phrase back from the brink. W e 
can postulate a colligation "preposition" with the brink of, and note that to is 
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also frequent; each proposition may bring its own individuai collocates, as from 
brings back. 

Next in the list of collocations is war, and we can be fairly sure that that 
word will follow of in the phrase. What other events are we often o n the brink 
of? The list records war, collapse, disaster, extinction, bankruptcy, death - an 
extremely unpleasant group, like modern day Horsemen of the Apocalypse. 

Our template phrase is now looking like: 

(adverb) preposition the brink of Something-terminally-nasty 

Looking at the remaining items on the list, we can distinguish two "approaches" 
to the brink - those to do with movement and those to do with state; either one 
is coming to the brink or one is at it; brought is an early indication of the 
former, and the forms of the verb be, along with teetering, teetered, and poised 
show the state. Of the remaining words, civ il goes with war and social disasters, 
recession is a less dramatic Horseman, and country is the first expression of the 
items that are on or near the brink of something. 

Returning for the moment to back, we can see that it is in the movement 
area; the significanc;e list of collocations of back as a collocate of brink is as 
follows: 

from 239 14.897280 
the 291 10.457912 
of 122 6.291366 
pulled 23 4.770153 
step 16 3.947928 
pull 12 3.436768 
death 12 3.329766 
disaster 10 3.135763 
extinction 9 2.995974 
collapse 9 2.974479 
brought 9 2.878680 

coming 9 2.870688 
come 8 2.411168 
draw 6 2.394809 
carne 7 2.313524 
financial 6 2.309098 
trade 6 2.281169 
stepped 5 2.210287 
war 6 2.088088 
pulls 4 1.992485 
himse1f 5 1.991621 
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The significant verbs are forrns of pull, step and draw as well as brought, 
coming, come, carne, and it independently confirms death etc., but in a different 
sequence of significance. More delicate1y still, the phrase pulled ( ... ) back from 
the brink of se1ects collapse and crisis as its favoured unpleasantness. Notice that 
the phrase is now seven words long. lf on even closer examination we found that 
the reflexive pronoun might regularly occur as object of pulled, hinted at in the 
last collocate himself, the phrase would be eight words in length, all coselected 
in a co-ordinated pattem of choice. 

We will now follow up the teetering line, because it is the most significant 
"extra" word, after the elements of the phraseology and the major 
unpleasantnesses: its 82 instances are supported by 34 of teetered. W e look up 
the collocational pattern of teeter as a lemma, ie. including the inflected forrns: 

o n 365 17.335663 
brink 146 12.079613 
of 335 11.406381 
the 529 11.231092 
edge 111 10.506698 
v erge 27 5.188262 
between 29 4.770255 
towards 14 3.519635 
heels 11 3.297668 
precariously 10 3.160311 
high 12 2.811641 
she 27 2.776451 
totter 7 2.645344 
economy 8 2.581452 
off 13 2.501727 
empire 6 2.381676 
as 43 2.309955 
balance 6 2.304808 
across 7 2.267600 
over 15 2.196340 
around 9 2.173901 
system 7 2.074800 
world 11 2.034625 
top 7 2.023477 

The first half of this 1ist is enough to give someone vertigo! Clearly brink is 
one of a trio that a1so inc1udes verge and edge. There are not the disasters of the 
brink collocations, but more to do with ba1ance. If we restrict the forrn to 
teetering, which was the most significant with brink, then 72 of the 82 
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occurrences of this pair are in the phrase teetering on the brink of, and the 
unpleasantnesses are collapse, bankruptcy and recession. 

The composite phrase that we have now built up expresses concern for an 
impending disaster. Someone or something is in trouble (an Actor - A), and 
there is a serious risk involved of a Disaster - .Q. The notion of an Edge - E 
over which A may fall is used to bring out the drama an d immediacy of the risk, 
and A is either Moving (M) towards the E of .!2 or Is there (!). This complex 
relationship can be summarised as follows: 

[A] M/1 prep the E of D 

where "/" links alternatives, and the square brackets indicate a component of 
another item. · 

This is a lexical item. The invariable core is very small and not distinguished 
from many other possible items which have the framework the X of Y (Renouf 
and Sinclair 1991), and we require an additional category to relate these items to 
those with a lexical core; an expression of what is obligatory at all levels of 
abstraction, which is more-or-less the formula given above, except that A is 
likely to be a separate choice. Then specific collocations can be pointed out, 
such as what kind of disasters go with what kind of edges, and what kind of 
movement. 

The semantic prosody of an item expresses its communicative purpose, but 
the linguistic realisation of i t can be both varied and obscure, sometimes spread 
over severa! words. In this item the speaker or writer is drawing attention to the 
time and risk factors, and wants to give an urgent warning. So much of the force 
is in brink itself, reinforced by collocation with teetering, poised etc. 

We can now, as before, move a step in delicacy, and pursue a slightly 
different line, looking at the twelve instances of the collocation teetering and 
heels. This pair is chosen because heels stands out among the collocations of 
teeter as a different kind of word from economy, empire and world. This is not a 
figurative usage, but the expression of a risk of falling down in the concrete 
physical world. No prizes for guessing that words like high will occur, but the 
single occurrences of stiletto, spike, and Ann-Margret need a word of 
explanation. It was said above (fn. 4) "the single occurrence of something is a 
phenomenon that cannot be objectively assessed", but we can incorporate these 
single occurrences into the framework that we have built up by the following 
argument: teetering and heels attracts high, and if stiletto and spike are 
reasonably close in meaning to high, then they can be postulated as instances of 
the same semantic preference. I have no idea what "Ann-Margret heels" are, butI 
predict with confidence that they are high and small in cross-section. 

This is parallel to saying informally that most shoes have heels, but there is 
only a risk of teetering when they are high an d small in cross-section. 
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One final point emerges from the collocations of teeter, taking us into a 
slightly different area of study. One collocate is totter, and the seven instances of 
the two together are self-explanatory: 

heavy make-up, heavier jewellery, teeter-totter stilettos and 
re1evance. The fu1crum on which the teeter may totter is the keeping 

for the swings, the swings for the teeter-totter, the teeter-totter 
swings for the teeter-totter, the teeter-totter for the slides, 
1981, p. 7.) Experience with a teeter-totter may beone source 

Rock is a rolling, rocking ride that teeters, totters and twirls 

This makes tottering worth a look, and we find tottering on the brink as a 
distinct pattern, with a familiar set of unpleasant risks, collapse, disaster, 
relapse, ruin and the grave. 

Could it be that in this sort of phrase we are losing the distinction between 
teeter and totter? There may be little between them as part of this item, because 
if teeter means likely to fall over an edge, and totter means likely to fall over 
anyway, their difference is somewhat neutralised when the edge is an obligatory 
part of the item. 

We take this as a reminder that chronological change is aways with us, and 
we may uncover some of the mechanism of it in places where semantic 
distinctions are neutralised because of the coselections. One thinks of aweigh 
(weighing anchors) and away, strait (meaning confined, as in straitjacket) and 
straight, etc. As long as words are thought of as independent entities, their 
movement in meaning has to be seen as arbitrary, and only partial theories like 
that of homonymics (Orr 1955) can offer explanations; but as components of 
lexical items we can see other pressures on them, and other freedoms. 

Conclusion 

When I learned physics at school, I was taught that an atom was the smallest, 
indivisible uni t of matter, although it had been known for decades that that was 
not true. Perhaps the right kind of textbook had not yet arrived, or the teachers 
(it being wartime) belonged to the pre-Rutherford era; perhaps it was felt that 
there was enough to learn already without going into sub-atomic physics - I do 
not know, butI have not forgiven those who made me learn something that they 
knew was not right. 

There is now quite enough published evidence from corpora available to 
warrant a reappraisal of even the fundamental descriptive categories that have 
been exarnined in this paper. Such long-established categories will not be 
discarded lightly, and will probably emerge from the exercise considerably 
strengthened and clarified; there is nothing to oblige people to use the same 
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descriptive mode! as a computer finds convenient. But i t is now rather risky to 
make faulty statements about a language, since access to corpus evidence is 
getting easier every day, and for the major languages of the world is readily 
available to anyone who is interested. 
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