






satisfactory, e.g. lemmatization, identification of 
multiword expressions, phrasal verbs and lexeme 
differentiation into the first version of the frequency list.  
Various types of error correction of the first version of 
the vocabulary list was time consuming but necessary. 

5.2 The source corpus 
The process of creating learner-oriented word lists 
should start with a well-composed and balanced corpus. 
The best approach is to use some available balanced 
representative corpus of modern language that is large 
enough for the task. If such corpus is not available, the 
web-corpus is the best and fastest alternative, though in 
that case we suggest that the language team be asked to 
provide a list of seed words. It is then possible to 
“design” a balanced web-corpus with seed words 
selected for different genres. The list of genres can be 
complemented as necessary; seed words for each genre 
carefully preselected manually or generated 
automatically from a shorter existing balanced corpus 
that contains a number of genres. Genre corpus will 
presumably prevent obvious gaps in learner-specific 
domain vocabulary, e.g. lack of words like orange, 
elbow or alphabet.  

5.3 Multiword expressions and lexeme 
differentiation  
Phrasal verbs, idioms and multiword expressions are 
definitely valuable items on any list, to say nothing of 
the learner-oriented lists. The question is whether 
existing NLP tools display sufficient accuracy.  
 
As far as word sense disambiguation and lexeme-based 
frequency calculations are concerned, we are back to the 
fact that there are no reliable tools for Swedish at the 
moment that can either disambiguate word senses and 
collect frequency statistics per lexeme or differentiate 
between homography within the same word class with 
sufficient accuracy. However, we can hypothesize that 
having the same lem-pos several times in the list in 
different proficiency levels (i.e. homographs or different 
lexemes) might be confusing for a language learner. A 
learner who identifies a token “sentence” in a text and 
who has for the reason of frequencies learned only one 
meaning of this token, let’s say within the domain of 
linguistic meta-language, will be baffled when he sees 
the item in the “legal” context: He had his prison 
sentence reduced. It is probably better to inform the 
learner of other possible meanings of the lem-pos the 
first time they come across it, so that they know they 
need to go back to that item and check additional 
meanings when they encounter it in an unknown context. 

6. Future plans 
We can conclude by saying that we plan to continue 
working with the Swedish KELLY list in the future. The 
way it has been compiled, it addresses a number of target 
user groups, including language teachers, test producers, 
lexicographers, comparative linguists, computational 

linguists, etc. In the near future we plan to set up a 
dynamic lexical database where different types of word 
lists can be extracted, e.g. items per domain, per 
CEFR-level, items shared by different language pairs, 
words that have received multiple translations etc. The 
users will be able to add corpora examples and 
translations to the items in a dynamic way. Linking this 
database to other lexical resources available through the 
Swedish Language Bank (<spraakbanken.gu.se>) the 
intention is to provide for automatic analysis of 
morphological constituents of each item and experiment 
with other interesting options. 
 
Another path we want to pursue is within language 
teaching, among other things we plan to test how many 
words learners of different CEFR levels know; whether 
the words are assigned to the appropriate CEFR-levels; 
and run coverage tests on language course text books 
used in language courses using the CEFR. 
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