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Phraseological competence is crucial for language acquisition, processing, and
fluency (Ellis etal., 2008; Paquot et al., 2020) but remains challenging for L2 learners
(Laufer & Waldman, 2011; Paquot & Granger, 2012). While existing studies have
developed automated indices to operationalize this construct and demonstrated
their predictive validity by linking them to L2 proficiency, few have directly addressed
whether the indices adequately capture the constructitself (Paquot & Naets, 2025).
This raises concerns about their construct validity — the extent to which a measure
accurately represents the theoretical constructitisintended to assess. Establishing
construct validity requires evidence of alignment between automated measures
and alternative methods, with human ratings serving as a critical benchmark in
applied linguistics (Crossley et al., 2013). However, few studies have evaluated the
alignment between human judgments and automated measures of phraseological
competence, particularly in L2 oral production, highlighting the need for further
validation research.

Grounded in an argument-based framework (Kane, 2006), this study explores the
following research questions to provide convergent evidence for automated
measures of phraseological competence in L2 speaking:

RQ1. To what extent do automated measures of phraseological competence align
with human ratings?

RQ2. What features of phraseological competence do human raters focus on, and
how well do automated indices capture them?

A mixed-methods approach was adopted, consisting of two phases: (1) a corpus
linguistic analysis using automated measures and (2) an experiment with human
raters. In the first phase, oral performances from 98 test-takers of the TEM 8-Oral
(Test for English Majors-Band 8) were analyzed using automated indices.
Phraseological competence was operationalized along three dimensions—-accuracy,
diversity, and sophistication—and measured with respect to two key phenomenain
phraseology: co-occurrence and recurrence (Granger & Paquot, 2008). Co-
occurrence was examined through six grammatical relations (adjectival modifier
(amod), direct object (dobj), adverbial modifier (advmod), adjectival complement
(acomp), nominal subject (nsubj), and prepositional modifier (prep)). Recurrence
was explored through the analysis of three-word lexical bundles. In the second
phase, 30 human raters were recruited to evaluate the same performances using a
comparative judgment method. They provided both ratings of phraseological
competence and qualitative comments explaining their decisions. These human
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judgments served as external benchmarks for automated measures and offered
insights into the features that influenced rater evaluations.

Based on a pilot study in which two raters evaluated 30 texts and provided
comments on their decisions, we anticipate the following findings: 1) Automated
measures of phraseological competence will demonstrate varying degrees of
alignment with human ratings, with the sophistication measures for lexical bundles
expected to show the strongest correlation and explanatory power; 2) Automated
indices will effectively capture certain features prioritized by human raters,
particularly phraseological diversity and sophistication. However, they may be less
effective in adequately capturing some nuanced qualitative aspects that are equally
emphasized in human evaluations of phraseological competence, such as
idiomaticity and contextual appropriateness. The findings of this study will provide
convergent validity evidence for the automated measures of phraseological
competence and highlight areas where computational measures require
refinement, particularly in capturing qualitative features emphasized by human
raters. By bridging automated analysis and human judgment, the study aims to
inform the development of more robust assessment tools and offer pedagogical
insights for fostering phraseological competence in L2 learners.
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