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Mercredi 3 décembre 
 
10h00 - 12h30  Birgit Hellwig (U. Cologne) 

« Semantic fieldwork: stimuli-based elicitation » (ci-après le résumé et ci-
joint des articles pour préparer l’atelier) 
 

12h30 - 14h00  Déjeuner - Buffet offert par le programme 
 

14h00 - 17h00  Birgit Hellwig (U. Cologne) 
   Discussion à partir de la présentation de différents types de stimuli 

Présentation et discussion des premiers stimuli créés pour l’expression de la 
comparaison d’égalité (avec Céline Ferlita, UPS Cultures, Langues, Textes) 

 

Jeudi 4 décembre 
 
10h00 - 12h30  Comparaison d’égalité et similarité : Différences et ressemblances …  

Peut-on toujours les distinguer ? 
Présentation et discussion animées par Yvonne Treis et Claudine Chamoreau 

    
12h30 - 14h00  Déjeuner - Buffet offert par le programme 
 
14h00 - 17h00  Martine Vanhove (LLACAN) : Comparaison d’égalité et similarité en bedja 

Discussion du questionnaire « Expression des comparaisons d’égalité et de 
similitude 2014-2018 »	

 
Résumé Birgit Hellwig 
When collecting, interpreting and describing semantic data, we are faced with considerable methodological challenges – 
as Koptjevskaja-Tamm et al. (2007: 176) put it, “[this] enterprise is far from obvious even for the researcher’s native 
tongue; for other languages it easily gets insurmountable.” These difficulties exist already for native-speaker linguists, 
as they need to find ways of tapping into their own intuitions as well as into their fellow speakers’s intuitions. And it is 
even less clear how these challenges can be met by the many field linguists who are not native speakers of the 
languages they study. In fact, semantic text books often show considerable skepticism about the possibilities of 
semantic analyses under such conditions, arguing that we cannot fully rely on our established fieldwork methods. 
Over the past few decades, we have gained considerable experience in addressing some of the methodological 
challenges involved, with many researchers assigning an important role to stimuli-based elicitation. This workshop 
focuses on such stimuli, covering especially the following points: 
 The role of stimuli within semantic fieldwork: their advantages and disadvantages, and their uses in fieldwork 

alongside other types of data (elicited data, natural data). 
 Different types of stimuli: an overview of different types of existing stimuli, their purposes and fieldworker’s 

experiences with them. 
The workshop draws on the growing body of literature on this topic and on my own experience with semantic fieldwork 
in Nigeria, Sudan and Papua New Guinea. There will be ample time for discussions of the methods in general, and of 
possible transfers to the topic of comparisons of equality and similarity. 
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