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Abstract. This article introduces a novel kind of a blend-dictionary, namely, an active learner’s construction combinatory thesaurus 
(ALCCT). The current typological classifications of lexicographical sources are challenged by the emerging hybrid and blend-dictionaries 
integrating several lexicographic genres. The present research offers a semiotic-cognitive model underlying such integration and, thus, sys-
tematizing their typological features. The study aims at outlining the key components of ALCCT based on the model and provides some 
examples of lexicographic blending from the ongoing project on the compilation of ALCCT «TRAVELLING». 

 

Introduction. The contemporary lexicography is in the 
process of transition from the interdisciplinary [28; 5, p. 7; 
11, p. 91] to transdisciplinary projects attempting at bridging 
the methods from several distinct scientific fields and, thus, 
creating a new synthetic framework for lexicographic coding 
[ibid., p. 94-95; 40]. According to J. Bernstein, since the 
times of J. Piaget who coined the term «transdisciplinary», it 
has turned to denote a novel paradigm in scientific research 
concerned with creative solutions of highly complex prob-
lems requiring the convergence of several methodologies 
and involvement of stakeholders [4]. Compiling a dictionary 
is but one of such complex problems involving not only the 
linguistic aspects of data processing but also profiling the 
intended user as well as accounting for the technical nuances 
of data collection and presentation. Yet, how paradoxical it 
may seem, the discipline concerned with defining words and 
unveiling the concepts behind them remains fairly speechless 
when it comes to explaining the essence of «dictionary» – 
the notion central to the whole field. The problem goes far 
beyond the trivial discussion of a perfectly generic definition 
or the variety of the names given to the term [3; 33]. Indeed, 
it is a realistic metalexicographic conception of DICTION-
ARY as a phenomenon [cf. 11, p. 237] that is expected to 
accounting not only for the pure types of reference works but 
also the multifunctional sources referred to as hybrid dic-

tionaries [13]. The examples of the emerging lexicographic 
hybrids which combine several dictionary genres (Hart-
mann&James 1998, p. 69 cited in [13]) are numerous, e.g. 
'dictionary-cum-atlas', 'dictionary-cum-encyclopaedia', 'dic-
tionary-cum-grammar', 'dictionary-cum-thesaurus', 'diction-
ary-cum-usage guide', and 'monolingual-cum-bilingual dic-
tionary' etc. [ibid., p. 195-197]. Their extended functional 
capacities may be of particular relevance to those who mas-
ter foreign languages [12, p. 56]. Still, identifying their place 
within the traditional typological classifications of lexico-
graphic reference sources and finding the proper combina-
tion of methods for their compilation seem to be a rather 
challenging endeavour for the existing reductionistic frame-
works [cf. 13]. Furthermore, some of them require even 
higher degree of typological and methodological hybridisa-
tion, or blending. Namely, combinatory thesaurus as a com-
bination of ideographic and combinatory dictionary genres 
needs an integrative approach to semantic-syntactic descrip-
tion lemmas and structuring of information.  

The present research continues the discussion initiated by 
R.R.K. Hartmann on lexicographic hybrids [ibid., p. 205] in 
the light of a transdisciplinary semiotic-cognitive approach 

to the emerging blend-dictionaries. The study aims at intro-
ducing the Active learner’s construction-combinatory the-

saurus (ALCCT) as one of such blends on semiotic and 
cognitive grounds. The object of the research deals with the 
lexicographic blending in the combinatory thesauri and an 
ALCCT as a kind of it. The subject of the study concerns the 
methodological and typological aspects of blending in 
ALCCT «TRAVELLING». Hence, the article offers a unify-
ing semiotic-cognitive model of the thesaurus that 
(i) systematizes the key metalexicographic concepts, (ii) 
underlies the typological classification and (iii) serves as a 
methodological model of compiling blend-dictionaries. Fi-
nally, the convergence of ten distinct types of dictionaries in 
a single product is exemplified with the data from the on-
going project on ALCCT «TRAVELLING».  

1. The metalexicographic concept of DICTION-

ARY. There have been numerous surveys attempting at 
identifying the generic concept of dictionary as a phenome-
non, establishing its key components and their typological 
variations [5; 12; 13; 14; 28; 31; 33]. Most often the scholars 
approach this task from the ontological [cf. 5], purely lin-
guistic [31; 33] or function perspectives [28]. Thus, in some 
definitions, the material carrier of information, be it a book 
or software, serves as a generic term to embrace the concept 
of the lexicographic reference source in its generic meaning 
[cf. 3]. The others view dictionary exclusively in terms of the 
data it handles; for the compilers of the classical wordbooks 
of the previous century, the dictionary is a language per sei 
or, at least, a complex model of language, a degree of model-
ling a certain language and a certain standardized version of 
language [ibid]. Quite the opposite view is shared by the 
representatives of the so-called theory of lexicographic 

functions, i.e. dictionary is a utility/information tool bridging 
lexicography as an independent discipline with the frame-
work of information sciences [28; 3]. 

There are also several conceptions following the textual 
and communicative perspectives. On the one hand, the dic-
tionary is viewed as a text about linguistic signs and/or a 
systematic and structured assembly of micro-texts on various 
information types concerning the lemmas [16, p. 21]. The 
further attempts at bridging lexicography with the text lin-
guistics can be traced in extrapolating the textual categories 
onto the lexicographic texts most often without any added 
value in practice [10, p. 231–248]. Furthermore, it remains 
rather unclear what makes a lexicographic text differ from all 
the other texts. Obviously, dictionaries have a certain multi-
level structure determined by some inner and outer factors 
leaving little, if any, place for the compiler’s creative imagi-
nation; the interaction with the user is hardly the same as 
with the reader and the multiple interpretations of the dic-
tionary entry are highly undesirable. On the other hand, the 
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dictionary is a specific kind of a communicative act [22, p. 
15] which takes place between the compiler and the user [5]. 
However, in reality, it is the author of the linguistic 
sign/conceptualizer whose voice is given way in the diction-
ary-mediated communication [6, p. 237]. Perhaps, this is a 
milestone in making lexicographic texts more comprehen-
sive and cognition-oriented. No matter how these metalexi-
cographical conceptions differ in the sets of components 
pivotal for dictionaries, none of them seems to explain how 
they are interconnected and inderdetermined.  

II. Semiotic-cognitive perspective and a unifying mod-

el of DICTIONARY. It seems possible to approach the 
metalexicographic concepts in a more systematic way com-
bining cognitive and semiotic perspectives on dictionary and 
lexicographic coding [40]. From the semiotic point of view, 
the dictionary is perceived as a cultural artefact [2], 
a macrosemiotic object or a metatext-macrosign which has 
its own FORM, FUNCTION and MEANING divergent 
from the corresponding constituents of the linguistic signs it 
handles, the information carrier it relies on and the actual 
user interpretations (see fig. 1).  

 

 

 

The formal, functional and conceptual dimensions of the 
lexicographic text are determined by the three components of 
the dictionary, i.e. language, medium and the user which can 
be defined as distinct semiotic systems. The macrosign inte-
grates and re-codes the information of each of them. Firstly, 
it has a lexicographic object which is not the same as a 
lexicographically processed language. It is rather a certain 
subject area or a limited scope of language selected and 
processed in accordance with the intended user profile and 
the capacities of the information carrier. Secondly, 
the purpose of dictionary as the sum of its functions implies 
a number of strategies of catering for its user primary, sec-
ondary and tertiary needs [cf. 28]. Finally, the selected sub-
ject matter and the functions are implemented in the lexico-

graphic description of lemmas and a data-driven and user-
oriented content structure by a methodological machinery 

referred to as lexicographic code / metalanguage. Hence, 
the dictionary brings together the intended user profile, the 
data and the conceptualizer. The latter serves as the main 
source of information on macrosign meaning, i.e. the con-
ceptual structure underlying the overall structure of the dic-
tionary and its description of lemmas reveals the picture of 
the world as viewed by the native speaker and fixed in lin-
guistic signs [cf. 6].  

From the cognitive standpoint, dictionary seems to be 
a cognitive artefact the main function of which is representa-

tional, i.e. revealing and modelling schematic representation 
of cognition through language and handling linguistic signs 
in a way compatible with the user innate information pro-
cessing and learning [40]. Although the term is borrowed 
from the field of intelligent agents [15, c. 471] and the ex-
tended mind theory [7], it is applicable to the studies within 
the framework of cognitive lexicography [40]; the latter 
explores the possibilities of creating cognition-oriented learn-
ing tools by bridging the relevant finding in the cognitive 
sciences with the lexicographical praxis. Namely, the schools 
of cognitive linguistics allow the compilers to employ sever-
al approaches to modelling a native-like language-bound 
conceptualization in the dictionary and, thus, guiding the 
interpreter to the necessary and the only desirable under-
standing of lemma [cf. 6; 19; 30].  

There are several implications of the semiotic-cognitive 
model for lexicography. On the one hand, it lays a solid 
foundation for the concept of DICTIONARY and systema-
tizes the lexicographic typology. Instead of devising unsys-
tematic criteria for the emerging hybrid dictionaries, the 
identification of a new type or kind of lexicographic source 
can follow the same inherent constituents of macrosign. The 
idea is compatible with what Russian lexicographer V. 
Morkovkin calls the three universal grounds for classifica-
tion: «WHAT-ground», «WHO-for ground», «HOW-
ground» [39: 13–23]. In our case, the model offers empty 
slots to be filled in with respect to the corresponding criteria 
for each of them, e.g. classification of dictionaries according 
to the lexicographic object includes various qualitative and 
quantitative characteristics of subject matter, nature of regis-
tered units, and perspective of their linguistic study etc. 
whereas for the lexicographical structure it is the organiza-
tion of micro-, medio-, macro, and mega-structure that mat-
ters most. Thus it is possible not only to delineate the major 
lexicographic types but also classify the subsequent kinds of 
dictionaries within each of such types based on the same 
criteria throughout the taxonomy. On the other hand, the 
model encourages better integration of hybrid dictionaries 
demonstrating to what extent each of the components it is 
involved at each step of the compilation process. The further 
discussion of this idea concerns the analysis of learner’s 
combinatory thesauri as lexicographical hybrids. 

1. HYBRID DICTIONARIES: Combinatory thesau-

rus. The notion of a hybrid dictionary implies the combina-
tion of several typological features in one or two positions of 
the semiotic-cognitive model; these are predominantly the 
lexicographic object and some aspects of lexicographic code 
[cf. 13]. One of such hybrid dictionaries is a combinatory 

thesaurus (CT) registering keywords and co-occurring 
patterns as well as bridging their paradigmatic and syntag-
matic properties in its description and, sometimes, structure. 
However, not all attempts at mixing several dictionary types 
result in a new type for the lack of integration in the way the 
lemmas are processed and coded. For instance, elaborating 
the traditional alphabetical combinatory dictionaries with 
micro-thesauri – cross-reference fields of synonyms or relat-
ed terms in a so-called dictionary-thesaurus (e.g. Longman 
Collocations Dictionary and Thesaurus (2013)) do not 
demonstrate significant alterations on the part of their overall 
structure, entry design and the description of lemmas. The 
same is true for mixing the dictionaries of collocations with 
micro-thesauri or traditional explanatory dictionaries with 
the information on the combinatory properties of the lemmas 
(e.g. The Ukrainian-English Collocations Dictionary (2021) 
by Y.I. Shevchuk (in print)). The central problem lies in the 

Dictionary: 

MACROSIGN 

 
Lexicographic code 

(content structure and 
description of MEAN-

ING) 

Lexicographic object  

(lemmas within  
the subject MATTER) 

Dictionary purpose 

(user profile; FUNC-
TIONs) 

THE USER 

(interpretation) 

LANGUAGE 
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45

Science and Education a New Dimension. Philology, VIII(72), Issue: 241, 2020 Nov.  www.seanewdim.com

Fig. 1. A semiotic-cognitive model of dictionary: the key 

components and constituents. 



limits of conventional linguistic methodologies when it 
comes to modelling the semantic-syntactic continuum of 
language dealing with paradigmatics and syntagmatics of the 
linguistic units at each level of language hierarchy.  

The syntagmatic properties of linguistic signs have mostly 
been explored in the realm of combinatory lexicography 
focusing on the compilation of combinatory dictionaries or 
dictionaries of collocations and multiword expressions [32]. 
Apart from the generally recognized criteria of classifying 
such dictionaries, the types of valence and kinds of co-
occurring units are often considered. Namely, there are dic-
tionaries of syntactic valence registering colligations and 
those systematizing logical and semantic valence of words 
actualized in collocations (Степанова 1978, с. 157 cited in 
[32]), e.g. the BBI combinatory dictionary of English: a 
guide to word combinations (1987). In practice, however, 
usage-based lexicography recognizes a gradual continuum of 
co-occurrent patterns including idioms and idiomatic expres-
sions as well as free word combinations and typical ways of 
associating and combining words [ibid.]. The unifying meth-
odology for the lexicographic treatment of these heterogene-
ous units comes from the framework of construction gram-
mar or, more precisely, constructionography [19]. Con-

struction is a conventional form-meaning pairing or a set of 
rules licensing such couplings [ibid., p. 2-3]. While the con-
structional forms may vary greatly ranging from the mor-
phemic to textual level, the constructional meaning is sche-
matic and enables finding common paradigmatic properties for 

the hierarchical organisation of constructions and their instan-
tiations, e.g. dictionaries of constructions in English, Swedish, 

Brazilian Portuguese, Japanese, German [ibid., p. 2, 8]. 
Paradigmatically language has been described most pre-

cisely within the genre of idiographic lexicography con-
cerned with the compilation of thesauri or idiographic dic-

tionaries [1; 36; 38]. Although some scholars view the terms 
«thesaurus» in the light of the alphabetically arranged dic-
tionaries aimed at the most overall description of language 
[cf. 27, p.142-143], that is the onomasiological arrangement 
of its lemmas and the explicit fixation of the semantic rela-
tions between them [36, p. 148] that make thesaurus stand 
out. All the lemmas of the idiographic dictionary are de-
scribed and, sometimes, structured at various levels in the 
direction from their meaning /conceptual structure to the 
forms that externalize it; hence, it seems more plausible to 
call such sources onomasiological dictionaries [cf. 37, 
p.346]. There have been numerous attempts at identifying 
the typological criteria for the classification of thesauri [cf. 
38, p. 22], yet the one that seems most reasonable deals with 
the conceptual entities underlying the semantically coherent 
sets, groups, and fields of linguistic units [cf. 30]. In the 
realm of semantic field theory [41] and contemporary cogni-
tive linguistics [9] the entities determining self-organization 
of language may range from the integrative concept and a 
conceptual category to the conceptual domain, i.e. a coherent 
area of conceptualization that serves as the background for 
understanding the meaning of individual units [17, p. 488]. 
The concepts underlie lexico-semantic groups of units with 
synonymous or antonymous relations shuffled in dictionar-

ies of synonyms. The conceptual category implies a hierar-
chical organisation of lexico-semantic fields based on a 
common categorial meaning and taxonomic (i.e. part-whole 
/kind-type) relations between units registered in the tradi-

tional idiographic thesauri (e.g. Roget's Thesaurus of Eng-
lish Words and Phrases P. M. Roget, G.W. Davidson 
(2003)). Most often such units belong to the same part of 

speech, i.e. either noun or adjective and verb, e.g. 
CLOTHES, COLOURS, VERBS OF MOTION etc. The 
conceptual domain is the most complex entity underpinning 
the organisation of the units with the heterogeneous relations 
into a certain semantic (thematic or associative) fields. Such 
fields can include units of various parts of speech and lan-
guage levels; they can come from a general or special lan-
guage domain, e.g. RELATIONSHIPS, SHOPPING, THE-
ATER, TOURISM, INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS etc. 
There are three main kinds of thesauri to handle the domain-
specific information: associative, thematic and conceptual-
ontological. The associative thesauri establish relations 
between the members of the field employing a psycho-
associative experiment to reveal the intuitive associations 
between the stimuli and the associate. The thematic diction-

aries/thesauri approach the problem of the interconnected-
ness of lemmas from the ontological perspective based on 
the actual common phenomena and their relations with the 
likewise realia, i.e. PARTS OF BODY / ANATOMY, KIN-
SHIP TERMS, GEOGRAPHY. Finally, the conceptual-

ontological or domain thesauri designed within cognitive 
lexicography establish the conceptual structure of each lem-
ma and the relations between them based on the lingocogni-
tive analysis of the whole field [cf. 30]. Currently, there are 
several methodologies at the disposal of compilers of such 
dictionaries including frame semantics, construction 

grammar [19] and semantics of lingual networks (SLN) 
[30]. The latter is central to our research as it helps to shuffle 
the linguistic signs for research and pedagogical purposes.  

SLN was devised by prof. S. Zhabotynska who offered 
basic propositional schemas (BPS) as minimal conceptual 
model for the description of the lexical meaning and building 
conceptual ontology of any field of knowledge [cf. 30; 34; 
35]. The seventeen PBS determine the most primitive cate-
gories of thought and, thus, help to identify the types of 
entities within any subject area. They consist of basis (X) – 
unchangeable component, feature (SUCH) – changeable 
component and the link between them [cf. 30], e.g. high 
season – X is SUCH-qualitative; globetrotter – X is 
THERE-locative; weekender – X is THEN-temporative; 
caravan (from caravan of travellers) – X is THAT MANY- 
quantitative etc. The BPS are used not only for lexical mean-
ing but for the constructional meaning of syntactic patterns 
allowing transforms of the same schema, e.g. a courageous 
traveller– traveller’s courage, the courage of the traveller 
etc. [34]. It is a unifying schematisation of meaning that 
allows bridging the two axes of the linguistic signs in the 
structure of a combinatory thesaurus. The prototypes of such 
CTs designed by the researcher and her PhD students cover 
such domains as HOTEL&HOSPINALITY, MARKETING, 
ACADEMIC CLISHES, and a wash of learner’s CT for 
conversational English topics [35]. The current study follows 
this tradition and elaborates on further integration of prag-
matic axis bringing the user in [40].  

IV. BLEND-DICTIONARY: Active learner’s con-

struction-combinatory thesaurus «TRAVELLING». The 
notion of lexicographic blending is viewed as a convergence 
of several typological features filling in all the positions of 
the semiotic-cognitive model of dictionary and effecting all 
the steps of the compilation process, i.e. profiling, selection, 
processing, presentation and use of data. Thus, to compile a 
blend-dictionary, the research design relies on the transdis-
ciplinary framework of methodological triangulation bridg-
ing the methods from the relevant disciplines on language, 
user, and medium to formulate some research principles of 
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user profiling, selection of data and building the lexicograph-
ic code. In my PhD project concerned with the compilation 
of Active learner’s construction-combinatory thesaurus 

(ALCCT) as a blend, these principles are based on (1) the 
neurocognitive studies of adult learners of foreign language 
and language production for user profiling, (2) lingocogni-
tive studies of linguistics signs and fields for lexicographic 
coding, as well as (3) lingodigital tools and methods for 
corpus-based data selection and presentation. As the result, 
the typological model of ALCCT integrates at least ten dif-
ferent features of its mono-functional counterparts (see fig. 

2.) with each of them being taken into account at each step of 
the compilation process. Namely, the thesaurus is a blend of 
pedagogical dictionary [21], L2 production-oriented (active) 
dictionary [24], corpus-based frequency dictionary [8], the-
matic dictionary [26], combinatory dictionary [23], diction-
ary of synonyms [29], constructicon [19], ontological thesau-
rus [20], dictionary of idioms [25] and lingo-encyclopaedic 
thesaurus [18]. The further discussion of integrating these 
features follows the steps of compiling ALCCT «RAVEL-
LING» as reflected in its semiotic-cognitive model below. 

 

 
Figure 2. ALCCT: lexicographic blending 

 

4.1. ALCCT «TRAVELLING» purpose. ALCCT is 
designed as a pedagogical and L2 production-oriented dic-

tionary [21; 24] which in our case implies following the user 
perspective on neurocognitive and lingodidactic grounds. 
The thesaurus aims at assisting adult learners in L2 produc-
tion, i.e. speaking and writing. To make it more user-
friendly, the compilation process starts with the user profil-
ing – a questionnaire-based identification of primary, sec-
ondary, and tertiary user needs as well as the formulation of 
compiler’s strategies of catering for them in the light of neu-
rocognitive researches on adult L2 learning, i.e. cognition-
oriented data selection, arraignment, presentation and use. As 
the results of user profiling suggest, the intended user of 
ALCCT «TRAVELLING» is likely to look for the most 
topical words and phrases on this conversation English topic. 
The lemmas are expected to be organized in a coherent and 
cohesive content structure providing the onomasiological 
access to the information and encouraging native-like con-
ceptual planning and encoding of the event TRAVELLING 
in user’s own phrases, sentences, and texts. Finally, the adult 
users have an inclination of the immediate application of 
their new knowledge to practice, i.e. making their own sen-
tences and texts. Hence, ALCCT offers several tools for 
enhancing cognitive and communicative skills through con-
tent-language integrated learning of a certain domain and 
guiding the users through the most typical communicative 
situations.  

The data collection rests on a special corpus of the authentic 
English texts covering the conversational English domain of 
TRAVELLING. The sources include the texts representing 
TRAVELLING in the most prominent genres such as travel 
guides, travelogues, travel stories, travel blogs/vlogs, trip 
advisories etc. Other texts on the profession domain TOUR-
ISM covering English for specific purposes are deliberately 
ignored. The topical keywords and co-occurring units (i.e. 
phrases and sentences patterns) constitute the core of 
ALCCT database and serve as lexical and phrasal lemmas 
correspondingly. They are retrieved from the corpus based 
on their frequencies, semantic coherence and combinatory 
productivity.  

Similarly to the thematic dictionaries [26], the ALCCT 
accumulates the linguistic units of various parts of speech 
within a subject area externalising a conceptual domain. It is, 
therefore, crucial to follow not the compiler’s logic but the 
data reflecting the native-like annotation of the thematic or 
notional classes and categories of words. The analysis proves 
a certain degree of semantic attraction of such words as a 
traveller, accommodation, destination, local, ticket, to book, 
overseas, to journey, to board, away, wanderlust, to depart, 
to sail and a great number of others within the topic 
«TRAVELLING». Thus, it is believed that a conceptual 
coherence of the input will facilitate the L2 acquisition by users. 

Still not only the keywords are important for the produc-
tion of users’ L2 sentences on the topic TRAVELLING. 
Some typical phrasal and sentential patterns are included as 
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well, e.g. a prolific traveller, travel expenses, exotic destina-
tions, traveller’s check, itchy feet, on the road, on budget, to 
book a hotel, to buy a ticket, to apply for a visa, to hit the 
road, farewell etc. As a combinatory dictionary [23], 
ALCCT handles a wide range of co-occurrent units (multi-
word expressions, collocations and colligations) that actual-
ize various types of semantic, syntactic and lexico-semantic 
valence of words. Establishing the relations between the 
nucleus and the satellite component of such expressions in a 
systematic semantic-syntactic way is supposed to make the 
overall arrangement of the combinatory thesaurus more 
holistic and enhance acquisition of lemmas.  

As a frequency dictionary [8], the thesaurus registers 
lemmas and marks their status on the ground of a quantita-
tive (frequency-based) and qualitative (context-conceptual, 
distributional) analyses. The former deals with keyness of 
lexical and phrasal lemmas and identifies the three levels of 
lemma priority within each of semantically coherent group 
or set. For instance, the group of synonyms externalizing the 
concept TRAVELLER with the conceptual descriptor of ST-
purpose (leisure) is split into: a) top frequency words marked 
with red: tourist; b) less frequent marked with green: holi-
daymaker and c) the rest coloured in blue and ordered ac-
cording to the descending frequency status: tripper, vaca-
tioner, weekender, daytripper, excursionist, tourer, vacation-
ist, holidayer, voyager, trekker, journeyer, journeyman. The 
same marking is applied to phrasal lemmas to avoid the 
information overload of users and meet the three levels of 
L2-domain proficiency. Hence, frequency is used for selec-
tion, arraignment, presentation and further use of data.  

The mediostructural level is central to ALCCT as far as 
it systematized the semantic and syntactic relations across 
the whole thesaurus and each coherent group/set. Namely, it 
involves the two key components: the networks of synony-

my and the construction-combinatory portrait of keywords. 
Both synonymous keywords and phrases are handled simi-
larly to the dictionaries of synonyms but in a more systemat-
ic way. Specifically, each network of synonymous lemmas 
organizes them into groups with respect to their BPS-
structures and subgroups in line with their integrative con-
ceptual descriptors. The network «TRAVELLER» has sev-
eral BPS-based groups and conceptual subgroups, e.g. the 
group representing the schema Х travels by SC (instru-

ment) includes subgroups with such descriptors as 
TRANSPORT (in general) – passenger, driver, fare; FOOT 
– pedestrian, hiker, walker, stroller, tramper, passerby; 
SHIP: sailor, mariner, cruiser, shipman; PLANE – pilot; 
WHEELS – motorist, motorcyclist, wheelman, hitchhiker; 
PUBLIC TRANSPORT – straphanger. Other groups may 
include different sets of conceptual descriptors including 
TIME, DIRECTION, PURPOSE etc. Still, it is the dominant 
schema that serves as a common ground for all of the units 
within a group. The same logic is applied to the phrasal 
lemmas within each syntactically defined set. Similarly to 
the dictionaries of constructions, ALCCT considers all co-
occurant patterns (phrases or sentences) as constructions, i.e. 
conventionalized and L2 legitimate pairings of form and 
meaning [19, c. 2-3]. The constructional meaning is sche-
matized by BPS whereas the formal structures (phrasal and 
sentential) are arraigned separately. The former organizes the 
satellite phrases around a prioritized concept, i.e. the most 
prominent keyword that serves as a nucleus and groups them 
into sets according to their syntactic patterns: (AdjN1 (a 
prolific traveller), N1N2 (traveller cheque), N2N1 (budget 
traveller), N2PN1 (the influx of travellers), N1PN2 (destina-
tion of one’s choice), VN1 (to guide a traveller), N1V(PN2) 
(traveller travels overseas). The patterns of sentences are 
handled within a megastructure as an additional level built 
over the portraits. 

Networks of synonymy and construction-combinatory 
portraits determine the arrangement of lexical and phrasal 
entries correspondingly. Moreover, they establish the seman-
tic variants and constructional transformations included into 
the corresponding cross-reference fields of each individual 
entry, e.g. budget traveller includes SYN. savvy traveller, 
moderate traveller; ANT. affluent traveller, luxury traveller, 
wealthy traveller; TRANS. to travel on budget, a budget 
travel, travel budget, traveller’s budget. Thus, ALCCT ena-
bles users’ semantic and syntactic periphrasis of their own 
words and phrases.  

Macrostructural level is built over the previous two in 
the process of the conceptual analysis of the prioritized key-
words and on the ground of their syntactic and semantic 
relations. The model of multilevel data arrangement as a 
«network-in-networks» has been offered by prof. S.A. 
Zhabotynska [30]. The scholar identifies such four levels as 
conceptual space – the network/matrix of domains, domain 
– the network/matrix of parcels, parcel – the network/matrix 
of prioritized concepts, and concept – the network of sec-
ondary concepts and conceptual attributes [cf. ibid, p. 81; 34; 
35]. In ALCCT, the macrostructure is designed only after the 
structuring of lemmas on the previous levels has been ac-
complished. As the conceptual analysis of corpus-based data 
indicates, the conceptual ontology of ALCCT «TRAVEL-
LING» has four domains – (1) TRAVELLER, (2) TRAVEL, 
(3) DESTINATION, (4) TRAVEL AGENTS. Each of the 
domains has a number of parcels, e.g. TRAVELLER in-
cludes TRAVELLER proper, HOME, TRAVEL TIME, 
TRAVEL BUDGET, TRAVEL DOCUMENTS, LUG-
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4.3. ALCCT «TRAVELLING» lexicographic struc-

ture and description. The thesaurus under investigation
 follows the onomasiological principles of data arrangement
 and integrative description. For this, the content structure of
 ALCCT involves the key four structural levels on lingocog-
nitive grounds [34;35]: macro-, medio, micro- and 
megastructures.  

The microstructural level of ALCCT determines the en-
try design for lexical and phrasal lemmas. Both keywords 
and phrases as headwords are provided with a translation 
equivalent in the native language (in our case Ukrainian), a 
sematic BPS-structured definition, an example of usage form 
the corpus, a set of cross-references for semantic variations 
and constructional transformations as well as illustrations 
and encyclopaedic notes, if necessary. For instance, the 
lemma backpacker is gived as follows: (Ukr.) піший 

турист / мандрівник, який подорожує пішки з 

рюкзаком за плечима: Weight is the enemy of the back-
packer (OBannon, 2001, p. 20). When I was a truly destitute 
backpacker I could barely scrape together money for food, 
let along souvenirs, so this won't hold true for everyone, but 
if you've got the money, spend it (Traveller, 2019); Syn. 

flashpacker; Ant. light traveller See also: a backpack, a 

backpacking trip/ holiday, to backpack, to go backpacking. 
At first glance, ALCCT is a typical bilingualised mono-
directional dictionary for L2 learners. However, it is the 
cognitive definition that grounds samantisation in line with a 
usage-based framework and helps to account for the non-
equivalent cases as fleshpacker, daytripper, jet-setter etc. To 
establish the conceptual structure of each lemma, the re-
search relies on a mediostructure.  



GAGE, and FELLOW TRAVELLERs; TRAVEL involves 
TRAVEL proper, TRANSPORTATION and 
ROUTES/ITINERARIES; DESTINATION encompasses 
DESTINATION proper, ACCOMMODATIONS, AT-
TRACTIONS, ACTIVITIES, LOCALS, DISCOVERIES, 
and SOUVENIRS; TRAVEL AGENTS relate to TRAVEL 
AGENCIES&AGENTS, TRAVEL SOURCES, and 
TRAVEL SERVICES/OPTIONS. Each parcel has one or 
more prioritized concepts portrayed at the subsequent medio-
structural level, e.g. TRAVELLER proper has a homoge-
nous network of such concepts, as TRAVELLER, TOUR-
IST, PASSENGER, VISITOR, EXPLORER, and BACK-
PACKER. The rest of the concepts are grouped as secondary 
in the networks of synonymy. The identification of superor-
dinate levels of conceptual hierarchy relies on the subordi-
nate concepts and groups of concepts externalised in lexical 
and phrasal lemmas. Hence, similar to the ontological the-

sauri, the hierarchical structure of ALCCT provides a better 
onomasioligical access of data and structural coherence of 
the content.  

Megastructure of ALCCT extends the previous levels 
with the additional components, i.e. (1) lingo-encyclopaedic 

notes of idioms and (2) culture-specific concepts as well as 
(3) a syntactic constructor – a set of sentential patterns. The 
first deals with the mechanism of cognitive meta-
phor/metonymy and uses the thesaurus macrostructure as a 
referential domain for a conceptual cross-domain network of 
idiomatic expressions. Unlike the traditional dictionaries of 

idioms [25], ALCCT handles such units according to their 
meanings, revealing the mechanisms of their motivation and, 
thus, helping the users to learn new idioms and create their 
own metaphors when talking on several correlative topics in 
terms of the referential topic TRAVELLING, e.g. LIFE is A 
JOURNEY, LOVE IS A JOURNEY, FAITH IS JOUR-
NEY, CAREER IS A JOURNEY, MENTAL PROCESS 
IS A JOURNEY, NARRATION IS A JOURNEY etc. For 
instance, the expressions externalizing the cross-mapping of 
the correlational domain LIFE onto the referential domain 
TRAVELLING results into a hierarchy of subordinate pair-
ings with subgroups within each of them: DESTINY-

TRAVELLING (FORTUNE – VEHICLE: to turn the 
wheel of fortune, to ride a gravy train), FORTUNE –
TRAVEL DOCUMENT: a ticket to a decent / new life; a 
golden ticket; a meal ticket); PERSON-TRAVELLER 
(PERSON-VEHICLE: like the ships in the night, train 
wreck; PERSON-TRAVELLER: bird of the passage, man of 
the world). Thus, the users can apply their knowledge of the 
topic TRAVELLING in metaphorical speaking and creative 
writing on an array of correlating topics.  

The second component is built over the microstructural 
level. It handles the lingual networks of culture-specific 
concepts similarly to the encyclopaedic and linguacultural 

dictionaries [18], e.g. PILGRIM, GREEN TRAVELLER, 
DIGITAL NOMAD, FLESHPACKER etc. Such units signi-
fy realia and entities distant to the non-native speakers of 
English. They have a set of heterogeneous conceptual attrib-
utes and special narration patterns that goes beyond the 
standard entry design. For instance, the conceptual structures 
of the terms PILGRIM and PILGRIMAGE deals with the 
specific nominalisations of AG-TRAVELLER (a wanderer, 
a palmist, a pilgrim, enlighten man, the knight of the road, 
Muhammad etc.), the variety of its conceptual attributes (X 
acts /acts upon (makes a pilgrimage, undertakes arduous 
journeys, embarks upon perilous journeys, takes the cross, 
plots one’s route, traverses on foot to, gets lodging at the 

monasteries along the road, stays in tavern, seeks shelter 
etc.)), the sacred Lc-DESTINATION (the tomb of the apos-
tle, sacred land, Jerusalem, Rome, Santiago, Mecca, Medina 
etc.), a special Lc-PATH (a sacred route, the road to Com-
postela, the Milky Way etc.) and Md-MANNER (on foot), 
peculiar SC-LUGGAGE ITEMS (a palm, the scallop shell, 
a gourd, a three-cornered hat, cape, a shepherd’s crook, a 
knapsack etc.) and SC-FELLOW TRAVELLERS (monks, 
priests, ) as well as distinguished ST-PURPOSES (for reli-
gious reasons, to pay homage to the saint, to find oneself, to 
achieve insight, to learn the RAM practices, to find the 
sward, to seek a miraculous cure for an illness, to fulfil a 
vow to a saint etc.). In ALCCT such units are organised in 
the conceptual networks facilitating the understanding of the 
key concept and, thus, resembling the arrangement of con-

ceptual thesauri or dictionaries of concepts designed within 
the network of conceptography. Such lingual networks not 
only provide the most vital information on each entity but 
also serve as a visual support for users in building their own 
narration, i.e. reports, stories, essays etc.  

The final component is a syntactic constructor extending 
the mediostructure of ALCCT (i.e. basic phrasal construc-
tions) with the simple and complex sentential patterns. Based 
on the corpus of texts about TRAVELLING, the most typi-
cal communicative situations are retrieved, analysed, 
grouped and modelled as script models, e.g. AT THE 
TRAVEL AGENT, AT THE AIRPORT, ON BOARD, 
CHECKING-IN, ASKING FOR DIRECTION, BUYING 
SOUVENIR ect. Each script has several scenarios with each 
involving several steps. Each step has a set of syntactic pat-
terns visualized as a syntactically linked sequence of open 
semantic slots, i.e.: 

-  WHERE (DESTINATION) would YOU(TRAVELLER) like 

to GO(TRAVELLER acts)? 
- I (TRAVELLER) want to SPEND (TRAVELLER acts upon) my 

VACATION (TRAVEL TIME) somewhere in SPAIN (DESTINATION). 

WHAT (DESTIONATION) would YOU (T.AGENT) RECOM-
MEND (T.AGENT acts)? 

Each pattern can be filled in with a number of synonyms 
according to the conceptual descriptor in brackets but for the 
words highlighted in bold, e.g. I/he/she (TRAVELLER) would 
like to take a tour/book a trip/make a journey (acts upon TRAVEL) 
to Japan/around Europe/overseas (DESTINATION). The users 
are encouraged to play roles and fill in the slots with as many 
synonyms as they wish to practice communication. Another 
type of scripts are represented as algorithms of text models 
aimed at facilitating users’ narration in their oral and written 
stories, essays, report, letters, comments etc., e.g. WRITING 
COMPLAINT, THANK YOU NOTE, TRAVEL BLOG 
STORY, SHARING TRAVEL TIPS, WHAT IS IN MY 
BAG etc.  

Thus, the lexicographic blending of ALCCT «TRAVEL-
LING» relies on semantics of lingual networks, construction 
grammar, cognitive metaphor and conceptology bridged on 
the semiotic-cognitive grounds. 

Conclusion. The contemporary transdisciplinary tenden-
cies in lexicography bring to the fore the problem of a unify-
ing framework for the methodological convergence and 
typological integration. A special attention of researchers is 
focused on the hybridisation impacting the lexicographic 
theory, typology, criticism, and practice. Yet, a semiotic-
cognitive perspective can provide even higher degree of 
systematic integration, i.e. lexicographic blending in compi-
lation of ALCCT and likewise sources. The theoretical im-
plications of the present study concern extending the current 
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approaches to dictionary research and enhancing transdisci-
plinary collaboration. The practical implications relate to the 

further application of ALCCT «TRAVELLING» in teaching 
English as a foreign language to adult learners.  
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