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Abstract

A comparative analysis of semantic frames and constructions in the

English and German translations ofLe Petit Prince

Ji Hyun Ahn MA
The University of Texas at Austigp21

Supervisor: Hans C. Boas

The goal of my  Mga® & leettedbusderfamgingof iow thes t o
semanticsof the framesare realized syntacticallyby applying the theories of Frame
Semantics and Construction Grammar to parallel texts. The report seeks answers to the
following research questions. First, do the English and Qemaaslations of the same
source text evoke dAmaxiurhal [2y02&8econgledrn®bab | e f r a
degree is the assignment of semantic frames realized with different nsymiactic
constructions?

Chapter 1 introduces the topic of the repod ¢he research questions. In Chapter
2, | review prior research on multilingual lexical databases using semantic frames, text
analysis and translations through semantic frames and constructions, FrameNet, and the
Berkeley constructicon (a repository ofagrmatical constructions). In Chapter 3, |
introduce my methodology for annotation and analysis as well as my data. In addition to
the phrase type construction layers and the frame layers developed by Ziem et al. (2014),
my annotations consist of the lemnayer, part of speech layer, and layers for other
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grammatical/schematic constructions including word order construction, tense
constructions, number constructions, subpeticate agreement constructions, and
subjectauxiliary-inversion constructions. Bh dat a i n my Masterods Repoa
pairs of English and German sentences translated from the FrenchlseBet# Prince

In Chapter 4, | provide annotations of each of the five sentences from the English
translation and the German translafiasing annotations | created with Microsoft Excel
spreadsheets. After | provide the annotation of the first English sentence, | provide a
prose description followed by the annotation of the German translation and its prose
description. Then, | discuss dlarities and differences in how the semantic frames are
evoked by different LUs and to what degree the realizations of constructions diverge
between the two sentences. Chapter 5 summarizes my results and discusses future

research on the topic.
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1. Introduction

Construction Grammar (CxG) is a theory, which in principle aims to account for each
individual language as an inventoryaainstructionsRecent research in CxG highlights
the validity of employing Cx@lsoacross different languages (Boas 2020: 7dhis
approachsemantic frames atesedas interlingual representations to identify translation
equivalents (Boas 2005a; 2@)9A semantidramecanbedefinedasa background of
knowledge or a scenario in whialsenseof word occursandits definition andfurther
explanations providedin Section2.1 of Chapter2. Combining CxG andts sister theory
Frame Semantics, this repdevelopsa comparative analysis tife syntactic realizations
of the same semantics in the English and German translations of thEregrtigsource
text, Le Petit Prince The goal of this report is gainabetterunderstandingf howthe
semantic®f theframesarerealizedsyntacticallyby applying the framewomkof CxG

and Frame Semantics to the parallel translatiothereforeaim to answethe following
research questions.

First, do the English and German translations of the soexténtFrench exhibit
fimaximally comparablé r ames o6 (Lul o 2013: 142)7? Accordin
frame in the source language and the frame in the target language are maximally
comparable, when the two frames refer to conceptually similar scersrarsg core
properties and the label of the frame is shared or translation equivalents of each other.
The first research question is interesting to study, because each pair of the parallel
sentences is supposed to express the same idea, which isevbadrtte text in French
expressedNonetheless, because individual languages prefer different lexicahzkolr
grammaticalizedvays of expressing the same idieg two parallel sentences can diverge
in terms of which frames are evoked, FE configuratiansl the manner of an
interleaving of different frames.

My second research question seeks to determine how divergent the realization of
constructions of the translation equivalents assigned to the same semantic frame is. In

other words: Is such a framsesaggnment realized with a different syntactic frame,
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different grammatical properties, different word order, and/or different parts of speech?
This research question is worth exploring, because semantic frames are interlingual
representations, which aretri@d to any particular language, but constructions have
been argued to be languageecific (see Croft 2001). In other words, English and
German, despite being closely related languages, have different word order constructions
and different idiomatic catructions including fixed sets of grammatical properties such
as type of object (direct object, prepositional object, etc.) and part of speech, all of which
can be languagspecific.

This report is structured as follows. First, in Chaptdnizesent diterature
review on (1) using semantic frames as interlingual representations and identifying
translation equivalents, (2) constructiearsd-frames analyses of translations, and (3)
FrameNet and the constructicon. Next, in Chapter 3, | explain the mé&iggas my
study, which is modeledn Ziemet al. (2014). In Chapter 4 | present the comparative
analysis. First, | describe in prose how the sentences in English and German are
annotated using semantic frames and constructions. Then, | analyze to what degree the
semantic frames are comparabled/an if there are frame mismatches between the two
translations. Also, | analyze in what ways the syntactic realizations of the semantics

represented in the two parallel texts are different from each other.



2. Literature Review

2.1.CONSTRUCTION GRAMMAR AND FRAME SEMANTICS /FRAME NET: BACKGROUND

The theory of Construction Grammar aims to account for language in its entirety, by

building an inventory of constructions of an individual language (Boas 202Q4ér8) |

rely on the

det i pinviothed fbyicGmlilsdibar g

(2006 a:

CONSTRUCTIONIff gef C is @ formmeaning pair < £S> such that some aspect oo

some aspectofi§ s not
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Grammar is a forameaning pairandthe properties of the form or the meanargnot

entirely predictable (Goldberg 2006a: Fhis definition is illustrated in the following
figure (Croft 2001: 18 in Boas 2018).

syntactic properties
morphological properties

phonological properties

¢—— CONSTRUCTION

FORM

semantic properties
pragmatic properties

discourse-functional properties

symbolic correspondence (link)

(CONVENTIONAL) MEANING

Figure 2.1.A T h e
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structur e
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As conventionalized, learned pairings of form and meaning, constructions are

perceived as the basic units of language in Construction Gramonatjtuting the

various levels of language from morphemes and lesémigioms, argument structures,

and levels beyond the sentence (Goldberg 2006&xdmples of constructions with

different levels of size and abstraction are provided in the follotaibig (Boas in press:

12; Goldberg 2006b).



Subjectpredicate agreement| NP VP-s (e.g.Kim walk9

Imperative VP! (e.g.Go home!Buy that bookK)

Passive Subj AUX Vpp(PRy) (e.g.The chocolate was eaten by
the neighbors)

Ditransitive e.g.Subj V Obj Obj, (e.g.Lena baked Sophia a pi2za

Covariational Conditional e.g. The Xer the Yer (e.ghe more you run the fitter yo
ged

Idiom (partially filled) e.g.let_aloneconstruction (e.g?Pat doesnot
alone browniep

Idiom (filled) e.g. hit the road a penny for your thoughts

Complex word (partially e.g. [N-s] (for regular verbs)

filled)

word e.g.pizza to walk icy, but

morpheme e.g.un, -able -ment

Table 2.1.constructions of different sizes and levels of abstraction

Table2.1 showsonly the form side of the constructions (Boas in press: 13). The meaning
side of the constructions may be accounted for by semantic frames in Frame Semantics, a
sistertheory of Castruction Grammar. For example, the word construginpaevokes
theframelngestion  (Boas in press: 13).

| nowturn to a sistetheory of Construction Grammar, namely Frame Semantics
and the English FrameNet database (henceforth FrameNet), which salsed on the
theory of Frame SemantiésFrameSemantics (Fillmore 1982kpresentshe meaning of
a word in terms oA semantidrame, which is a background of knowledge or a scenario
in which it occurs, and in relation its Frame Elements (henceforth FES), which are
participants in the frsapneciafnidc agemaretfiim erdo lae
2009b: 68; Lyngfelt 2018:)¢ For instance, the meaning of the English ntsansaction

1 Throughout this report, | will refer to the English FrameNet database developed in Berkeley as
FrameNetThereareFrameNetatabasefr variouslanguage®therthanEnglish(for instance German
FrameNeprojectsincluding SALSA (http://www.coli.unisaarland.de/projects/salsahd Spanish
FrameNetBarcelonahttp://spanishfn.org). Also, therearedomainspecificmultilingual lexical databases
basedn FrameSemanticsuchastheKicktionary (Schmidt2009)for thelanguageof soccer Whenl
mentionFrameNetatabasestherthanthe EnglishFrameNefrom Berkeley,| will specify those databases
with therespectivenamestherthanthe genericterm FrameNet

2 In this report, names of frames are in the font Courier New. Names of FEsTamesmNew Roman, in
small caps with the first letter capitalize
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can be understood in the frail@emmercial_transaction , Where the FEBUYER

andSELLER exchange the FEMONEY andGoobs® The basic unit of description in

Frame Semantics is a il exical unito (hencefo
of its senseso (Boas 2009b: 6 @usttateshosvs cr i bi ng
the different FEs can be served by words witfecent parts of speech and grammatical

functions (Boas 2009b: 693s inthe following example.

(2.2) His $20 transaction with Amazon.com for a new TV had been very smooth

(FrameNet fram€ommercial_transaction ).4

In (2.1), the FEBUYER is realizedby his, a determinerthe FEMONEY is realized by$20,
an adjectivethe FESELLER is realized asvith Amazon.corma prepositional phrasand
the FEGooDsis realizedsyntacticallyby for a new TV which is also a prepositional
phrase’

As aresult of applying=rame Semantid® lexicography, FrameNe&taslaunched
as a lexical database of English LUs at the International Computer Science Institute in
Berkeley, California (Boas 2009b: 70; Lyngfelt 2018:. FHpmeNet consists of frame
descriptons for English LUsogethemwith frame definitiors and FE definitions and
lexical entres foreach word evoking the framA.lexical entry of a LUconsists othree
maincomponents: (i) The FE Table listing all the FEs of the frame and FE annotations of
corpus sentences extracted from the British National Corpus, (ii) The Realization Table,
which provides definition of the LU and the syntactic realizations of FEs, and (iii) The

3 The framedefinition of Commercial_transaction and the core FEs are taken from the Berkeley
FrameNet website at:
https://framenet2.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=Commercial_transaction
(accessed on February 22, 2021).
4 The example is ten from the frame definition @ommercial_transaction on the Berkeley
FrameNet website at:
https://framenet2.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/dedaitIndex.xml?frame=Commercial_transaction
(accessed on February 22, 2021).
5 There is another perspective in linguistics, which categorizes a word shistaasa possessive adjective
rather than a determine8eeFox (2005:168)andLaTerza(2015)for details.
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Val ence Table, which demonstrat esvatiohse val enc
combinations of FEs and their syntactic realizations which might be present in a given
sentenceo (Fill more, Johnson & Petruck 2003:
distinguished from other conventional dictiona@@sithesaurin that the struetring

devices it utilizes, namely semantic frarme® units larger than words (Boas 2009b: 71

72). With this overview of the theories of Construction Grammar and Frame Semantics

and of the background of FrameNet in mind, in the following sections of &Hapit

summarizeprior researchhat isrelevantfor this report.

2.2.BoAs (2010)
Boas(2010)intendsto show how grammatical constructions can be utilized for eross
linguistic analysis. To achieve this goal, Boas (2010) proposesiaodology of utilizing
grammatical constructions for cretasguistic analysis by ampting the framework of
CxG (Fillmore & Kay 1993; Goldberg 199%and Frame Semantics (Fillmore 1982;
1985). Boas6 (2010: 2, 5) r eaBilaCrcchf tqusesti ons
(2001: 34) argument that all grammatical constructions are langsjpgeificbe verified
hencethe attempt to generalize the findings frorosslinguistic analysis via
grammatical constructions to all languagegs not worKCroft 2001:283)7If it is
difficult to conduct contrastive linguistic studies at the constructional level, how can one
systematically analyze equivalent constructions among related languages?
Boas (2010: 4) introduces Croftdéds (2001:
Construction Grammar that grammatical constructions are in and of themselves specific
to individual languages and that semantic properties instead of morphosyntactic ones can
be linguistic universal<roft (2001: 363) argues thatosslinguistic generaliations
shoudbemade as to Ahow (linguistic)andfthatnct i on i s
crosslinguistic generalizations should be organized in termsofersalconceptual
spacqCroft 2001: 313, 317 in Boas 20106% To illustrate his point, Gft (2001: 311)

comparesoice constructions itwenty-nine typologically diverséanguagesAlthough
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Boas (2010: 5acknowledges the significance©fr of t 6 s ( 2 0 Oafcjossear | vy att
linguistic generalizationiCxG,Boas(2010: 6)points outthat Gr f t 6 s an@lys@s0 1)
arenot fine-grained enough and that the size of the data is not suffi¢ierttvercome
this issueBoas (2010: &) proposes an alternative approach to choggiistic
generalizations in CxG.

Boas(2010: 7)proposes anodified bottom-up methodologyof contrasting
constructono nl y between pairs of | anffuagefroBobasbd
in that it does not makgeneralizations acrossypologically broader rangefdanguages.
Boase mpl oys Croftds notions of conceptual spac¢
far as claiming to identify universal conceptual space until all human languages are
analyzed (Boas 2010: 7). This approach also borrows ideas from Frame Semantics (Boas
2010: 89). Also, Boas (2010: 8) points out that FrameNet data (see Fillmore et al. 2003;
Boas 2005b) is helpful not only because it allows for a@irsened semantic analysis,
but it is also especially suitable for crdsgyuistic comparisons, because&dptures the
syntactic properties of languages by looking at how semantic properties are realized in
the syntactic representati oniusinggeethanscuc h @A mapp
framesic an b e e mp-linguistealyd(Boasr2018:8).

B o0 a(2062; 2010)model uses semantic frasws a primary tool for cross
linguistic constructional analysis. To illustrate the model, Boas (2010) &uilds on his
earlier research (Boas 2002), an applicatioRraine Semantid® crosslinguistic
analysisas in bilingual lexicography, which includes grammatasivell as lexical
information ComparingEnglish and German verbs evoking freme
Communication_statement Boas (2010: 9%hows that German translation
equivalents vary for each of the three pecsipes on thdrameCommunication
evoked by the verannounceFor instance, when one of the senses of thearambunce
where theFESSPEAKER andMESSAGEare realized by the syntactic frame
[NP.Ext_NP.Obj] where theFE SPEAKERIS syntactically realizeds an [NP.Ext] and the
FE MESSAGEIS realized as an [NP.Obj], the German translation equivalents are
bekanntgeberbekanntmacherankiindigenandanzeigenand each German verb is
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realized in its own syntactic frame (Boas 2002: 13B0as (2010: 9) emphass that the
choice of a grammatical construction occurring veittnouncedepends on which
meaning and/or perspective to express and he therefore #igisemantic framesan
captue crosslinguistic similarities and differences at the syntaand senanticlevel
(Boas 2010: 9.0).

Theuse of semantic frames for analyzing syntactic representations across
languages has two advantages, according to @849: 1011):. (i) Structuring the
lexicon around semantic frames allows for a systematic analysis and compati&ts of
and syntactic realizations of semantic franvélsichma k es it possi bl e to re
(2001)concept of conceptual space) Crosslinguistic generaliations based on
semantic frames contributeshuailding an inventory of constructions for individual
languages, which is in line with Croft (2001) the example in the previous paragraph,
each syntactic frame that expresses a fraamantic meaning oflaJ presents a specific
perspective on the fran@mmunication and can be considered a grammatical
construction (Boas 2010: 11). Consider riow [(2013), who studies a similar topic of

crosslinguistic analysis between a pair of languages, but useseaetitfapproach.

2.3.LuLo (2013)

L u 1(2013) aims to introduce a more translat@iented approach to crefaguistic
comparison of constructionhich he termé ¢ o n s t Handtamées@malysis® To
achieve thisL ul o :(42-042B i g h | thegphmasy offihe frame hypothesi®
which meanghat ideallythe frame in the original teshouldbe preserved iits
translationinto a different language. Theln,u | o  @denOnkt@ates how a choice of a

6 Lulo (2013: 146) <cl ai ms t-btrianted than stheaconirastvawork bdsed mor e t r
on the theories of Frame Semantics and CxG inclu@iradt (2001),the papers in Boas (2010) (See section

2.2in this report) Schmidt (2008 and FrameNet databases for other languages than English such as

SALSA for German and FrameNet Spanish, Barcelbna.|(2013 146) claimsthathis worktruly

translationabsopposedo other work inthahec onsi der s fit he i nterplay of wvario
shiftsodo includi ngl usl(Bodd 1d6€147) peesugposaegtteat ssutca language is on

superior status, hence target language (translation) has to preserve the meaning (and the thame and

function of the construction) in the source language as much as possible.

8



grammatical construction to preserve the pragmatic function in the source language can
cause frame divergences, when a similar grammatical construction is absensual in
the target language.

FirsttLul o ( 2 @hbv8s:howd frai2e in the source lgnage and a
corresponding frame in the target languagedto be maximally comparablahich has
two implications. Firstthe two frames should refer to conceptually similar scenarios
which share core propertidsy examplearrive andankommerbeing maxmally
comparable. Seconthe label for the two frames should either be the same or be
translation equivalent$or exampletheframelabel Arriving  can be shared by both
arrive andankommenor arrive can use th&ramelabel Arriving  andankommertan
usetheframelabel Ankommenas the German translation equivalent ul o 2013: 142)
Despite the primacy of frame hypothesis, frainergencedetween the original and the
translation occur due to causes including cultural differences, typolabfieaences, and
constructional mismatcheAmongthe cause®f anoverridingof the primacyof frame
hypothesisconstructionamismatchesefer to mismatches between the source and the
target languages as to what constructions are used in each lafiguaged 23.13: 14
L u 1(2013) suggests that constructional mismatches may cause an overriding of the
primacy of the frame hypothesis for instance, in order to preserve the function of the
construction. To illustrate his point that constructional mismatigaekto a translator
choosing an equivalent construction serving a similar function in the target language,
L u 1(2013:151-156) analyzes how the function of topicalization constructions is
preserved through different constructions in the translationsEmglish to German and
vice versa. The function of the topicalization construction is to put a sentential element
into the topic position, which in English and German is typically the senteitice
positonC ul o 25D.1 3: 1



(22) a.SourceLangTray 1 [€é€] holds up to 125 sheets
b. Target Lang In Fach 1 kdnnen bis zu 125 Blatt Papier eingelegtwiee n [ € ]
into tray 1 can L up to 125 sheets paper inserted be
c.Lit. AiUp to 125 sheets pap€@ml2013:043,058) i nser t e

Whereas English allows for an unagentive subject construction, which is schematized as
<SUBIinacenTive™> <VEin> <_OBJ*>, where an unagentive subject suchiray lis put
into the sentenemitial position of (22a), it is unusual for German to take an unagentive
subject(L. u | o 252%).DQGe:to afh absence of the unagentive subject construction in the
target language, German, a translator may choose to utilizestiugiion serving a
similar pragmatic function, the function of the topicalization function, which is to put the
topic of the sentence in the sentenu&al position. Hence, a constructional shift takes
placein(Zb) , wher e ft he oshe notfe ntchee iunniatgieanlt ipvoes irtoil
from a subject to a prepositional object agiffach1( 6 i nt o(Lut ay 53).G B : 1
(2.2b) also instantiates the object topicalization construction. The object topicalization
construction is formalized as OBJ><\kn><SUBJ><_*>, where any kind of object
including a prepositional object suchiagach 1( 6 i nt o t 2bpigpladedipthe n ( 2.
sentencenitial position, the topic position(u | o 54).18ing other data sets,u | o
(2013: B4-156) demastrates how another constructional mismatch takes place between
German and English, as German utilizes the object topicalization construction, whereas
English does not allow for such a grammatical function order.

Accordi ng t o sucdhlashifif tAedc@n3tructidn Bma/galysea
frame divergence between the two langualyethe source (2a),the LU hold evokes
the frameContaining , with tray 1being the FECONTAINER andup to 125 sheets
being the FECONTENT( L u |l o 2 Orlc8ntrastIin5h8 tfranslationn (2.2b), it is the
framegFilling that is evoked by the Lingeleg{ ¢ i n s, &akingie Baéh)1( 6 i nt o
t r a yasthke BEGOAL andbis zu 125 Blatt Papigf up to 125 sheets pagehsthe FE
THEME( L ul o 2 OTheBefore,lafréndivergence is shown to occur despite the
primacy of frame hypothesis.
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| now turn to Lyngfelt (2018), who discusses the constructicon, a practical
instantiation of the idea of language as an inventory of constructions, which is developed
through construatiography, a combination of CxG and lexicography. Lyngfelt (2018) is
similar toL. u 1(2013) in that constructions are a crucial theoretical concept in both
papers. However, Lyngfelt (2018) differs framu 1(2013) in that it focuses on CxG

rather than Frame Semantics, whilelr 1(2013) integrates CxG and Frame Semantics.

2A4. LYNGFELT (2018)

Lyngfelt (2018: 5)points out that constructions are in principle specific to individual

languages. Thus, when it comes to studying eliagsiistic variability and generalization

in CxG, instead of attempting to identify universals gemardlacross different

languages by using the same categeny, passive, a CxG approach attempts to find
similarities and differences exhibited by #fAt
different languages, e,gassive constructiorw their traslation equivalents in other
languagegLyngfelt 2018: 5).

Lyngfelt (2018: 7) proposes that a set or sets of networks constituting the
constructicona repository of constructionare best characterized in terms of inheritance
networks, where the inheng construction is called the child and the superordinate
construction from which the child inherits properties is called the pargpées of the
inheritance relatiominclude instantiation, where the child is a specific instance of the
parent (Lyngfel2018: 7).Another types found insubpart linkswhichrelate tomultiple
inheritance where a construction inherits properties from various constructions (Lyngfelt
2018: 7).Multiple inheritance occurs across several generatbnenstructionswhere
the child inherits properties not only from the parent but also from the grandparent
(Lyngfelt 2018: 8). For instance, tileo n 6 t camstruction instantiates the parent
constructiorD o n dwthichXnstantiates the grandparent constructions such as the

impeative clause construction and the main clause construction (Lyngfelt 2018: 8).
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According to Lyngfelt (2018: 9yelations betweeframes and constructioan
be modeled using the principlesfiame Semantics (Fillmore 1982). In this view, not
only lexical constructions, but also many phrasal constructions may evoke frames.
According to Lyngfelt, his close relationship between constructions and frames led to the
development of the English FrameNet constructicon in Berkeley, the first constructicon.
Lyngfelt (2018: 10) points out that this close connection between constructions and
frames does not necessarily mean that the notion of constructicon relies on FrameNet or
Frame Semantics alone, but the connection between constructicon and (lexical) FrameNet
can be traced back to how the constructicon grew out of the FrameNet database (see
Fillmore et al. 2012; Boas 2017he idea of a constructicon as an extension of lexical
FrameNet can be traced backFiimore (2008a) whodefinesconstructicon as a
descriptive resource of constructidhatmay be characterized in terms of
constructicography (Lyngfelt 2018: 2).

Constructicography combinassights fromCxG and lexicography (Lyngfelt
2018: 12, 11). Lyngfelt (2018: 8) emphasizestiCxG rejects a modular approach to
language and posits that linguistic generalizations fall somewhere xit@syntax
continuum. Thus, one of the main challenges for constructicography is to accommodate
two differentapproaches to analyzing langealgxicography and syntax (Lyngfelt 2018:
11-12). According to Lyngfelt (2018: 13), theonstructicon presents data in construction
entriesthattake the format of description and use of simple language rather than
technical, formalized metlanguageAnacther main challenge for constructicography is to
find a way to accommodate grammatical representations while keeping the format of
description (Lyngfelt 2018: 13).

These challengdsad Lyngfelt (2018: 13) to another challenge for
constructicographynamdy how to address the question of how one should compare
constructions across languages (see also Croft 2001; Boas 2010). In such contrastive
work, use of a metlanguage becomes necesdsanyidentifying the closest constructions
among different languagesidto overcome differences among the languages (Lyngfelt
2018: 13)In the next sectior,turn to LeeGoldman & Petruck (2018), who discuss the
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FrameNet constructicon in greater detail. In Chapter 4 below, | show how construction
entries from the consicticon license the sentences to account for the syntactic and

semantic analysis of English and German sentences.

25. LEE-GOLDMAN & PETRUCK (2018)
The goal of LegGoldman & Petruck (2018) is to introduce the readeteg&rameNet
Constructicor!. Theyfirst explainthe background of the Beyond the Core (BTC) project
which aims to combineonstructional information witkrameNet as a lexicographic
resource (Le€soldman & Petruck 2018: 20After a briefoverview of the theory oExG
and the organizing principles of FrameNste-Goldman & Petruck (2018) demonstrate
a thorough analysis of thee_recipconstruction angrovideannotatd examples from
corpus datahat exemplifythebe_recipconstruction.

Lee-Goldman & Petruck (2018) pvale definitions of the FrameNet
Constructicon terminology, some of which | outline as follows. Firsgrestructs
defined as fa |inguistic form that instanti a
which instantiates thiet_aloneconstructionLee-Goldman & Petruck 2018: 25). The
form side of a construct is called a constructional form and the meaning side a
constructional meaning (Le@oldman & Petruck 2018: 26). A construct may be
understood to be si mil arlendepattdgircofagemai cul ar r e
particul ar -Geldnmh &Retuek®018: B&. &lextCanstructionevoking
Elementt henceforth CEE) is defined as dl exi cal
the existence of, a particular construction, evgyinthewayc onst ruc-ti ono ( Lee
Goldman & Petruck 2018: 26). A CEE is analogous to a LU or a Femmldng Element
(Lee-Goldman & Petruck 2018: 36; Petruck & Ziem 2QJ4)Construction Element
(henceforth CE) is definednas-Gddmac& nst i tuent
Petruck 2018: 26). A CE is analogous to a FE {Geddman & Petruck 2018: 36).

7 Lee-Goldman & Petruck (2018) is a chapter in the volu@enstructicography: Constructicon
development across languageswvhich Lyngfelt (2018) is the introduction, clarifgirthe definition of
constructicon consistent in the entire volume as in Sectibaof2his report.
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Lastly, a constructicographic annotation is in parallel to a lexicographic annotatien (Lee
Goldman & Petruck 2018: 36).

Among different types of constructismcluding (i) schematitgrammatical
constructions(ii) lexically specific constructiongiii) frameevoking constructions.g.
theway construction (Legsoldman & Petruck 2018: 32and(iv) constructions without
meaning, thde_recipconstruction isdentified as a framevoking construction,
according to Leésoldman & Petruck (2018).As a formrmeaning pairing, thbe_recip
construction evokes tfeameReciprocality in FrameNet Therefore, according to
Lee-Goldman & Petruck (2018: 33),dalCEs 6thebe_recipconstruction are realizations
of theFEsof theframeReciprocality as follows: the CENDIVIDUAL _1lis a
realization of the FEPROTAGONIST 1, the CEINDIVIDUAL _2 is the FEPROTAGONIST 2,
the CEINDIVIDUALS corresponds to the HFBROTAGONISTS and the CEHEAD _NOUN is
whatLeeGol dman & Petruck (2018: 33) refer to as
Reciprocality , 0 a s Heah eounZgecifies the type of reciprocal relationship
for exampe, afriendship relationshipn addition to the evoked frame and the CEs-Lee
Gol dman & Petrucko6s (O @dpdonstrugtdn alsaiecfudesithet i on o f
general definition of thbe_recipc onst ructi on, none for CEEs an
propeties as in nominal predicate, because the construction licenses plural nouns such as
friends and college roommates directly.

Havingdefinedthebe_recipconstruction, Legsoldman & Petruck (2018: 334)
providesample annotatiorenalogous tdrame sematic annotatios of aLU. A
constructicographic annotation consists of the following constituentie(construct
(ii) the CEE (if any), {ii) the CEs(if any), (iv) (important)external segments impacting
the constructiosuch as support verbs aocapula verbsand(v) grammatical function

and phrase type informatigon separate layerflee-Goldman & Petruck 2018: 33).

8 OneofLeeGol dman & Petruckods (2018: Dd jecipeonsirumiiohis sent ence
as follows: fASally us,dditdn ®dtsoldnem&iPetrmckd2018:34)i t h Zar i a
annotates the sentence as follows: The construct sgaodsmatestaking mates as the GHEEAD_NOUN

andSallyis the CEINDIVIDUAL _1 andwith Zariathe CEINDIVIDUAL _2.
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One of the sampleonstructicographic annotations of the recipconstruction in Lee
Goldman & Petruck (2018: 349 as follows:

17. This year’s event on Sunday July 5 will start and finish at Southlands Centre, rather

GENWEN T gl o4 o) Ve B (RO |\ il d lesbrough and District Harriers| areCo
{Be_recip[Head_nom}] [Individual_Z with the counci ] M

Figure 2.2. One of the sample annotations of bee recipconstruction

In Figure2.2 fiMiddlesbrough and District Harrieygs the CEINDIVIDUAL _1, fiwith the
councibis the CEINDIVIDUAL _2,flaredis a copular verb, anéico-organizereis the CE

HEAD_NOUN and the construct span at the same time.

2.6. SUMMARY
| now discusssomesimilaritiesanddifferencesamongtheworks| havereviewedsofar.
First,Boas(2010)andL ulo (2013)botharguefor employingthe meaningasthe core
mediumfor crosslinguistic analysisandemphasizeheimportanceof identifying how
themappingfrom meaningto form is encodedsia semantidrames.Boas(2010)
proposeshatsemantidramesshouldbe employedasaninterlingualrepresentation
betweerdifferentlanguagesThedifferencebetweerl_ulo (2013)andBoas(2010)
relatesto L uloés (2013)moretranslationorientedapproactandfocuson preservinghe
meaningexpresseh the sourcelanguagevhentranslatingt into thetargetlanguagey
prioritizing a preservatiorof the pragmaticfunction of constructiorovera preservation
of thesemantidrame.Lyngfelt (2018)andLee-Goldman& Petruck(2018)bothshow
how constructiorentriesof FrmaeNetConstructicorlicensesemantiandsyntactic
analysisof sentenced-urther,all four of Boas(2010),L ulo (2013),Lyngfelt (2018),and
LeeGoldman& Petruck(2018)basetheir discussion®n FrameNeusingEnglish
frames.

With this overview of the literature in hand, the following sections of my report
introduce the methodology underlying my comparative analysis of English and German
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translations of the French texe Petit Prince Then, | will compare in detail the
similarities and differences between the English and German texts, with special attention

on the question of how the two texts employ semantic frames and constructions.
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3. Methodology

My methodology isnodeledon Ziem et al.(2014)? | adopt their methodologyecause
it builds on the concept of the FrameNz&instructicon (Fillmorel.ee-Goldman &
Rhomieux2012), which enable3 more comprehensive and thorough description and
analysis od different types of lexical and grammati¢&howledge relevant for the
comprehension of tex@gZiemetal. 2014:329)10 In Section 3.1l summarizeZiem et

a | (2@l4)approach t@nalyZng the firstsentencef a news report text by combining
two compatible usagkased model€,xG (Goldberg 1995; 2006b) atttk FrameNet
Constructicon (Fillmore, Le&oldman & Rhomieux 2012}. Section 3.2 gives an

overview of the data that form the basis of this report.

3.1.ZIEMET AL . (2014)

Ziem et al.(2014) proposdo use grammatical/schematic constructions and semantic
frames to analyze texts. In doing so, they take the view of the Frariastructicon,

which aims to compile a repository of all constructions of English. This approach is
different fromother syntactic theories, because it uses principles of CxG to compile
construction entries, which are then used to license sentences (together with other
construction entries and Framelgyle lexical entries). Ziem et al. (2014: 298) point out
that ther focus is not on capturing the grammatical constructions themselves, but instead
on exploring the concrete contributions of the grammatical constructions to an

understanding of words and sentences constituting a text.

9 All of the English translations in my citations of Ziehal. 014, which is originally in Germaare my
own. Fordirectquotations) provideafootnotewith the Germanoriginal in italics andmy English

translationin parentheses.

10 mit dem Konzeptiees FrameNeKonstruktikongieine unfassendere und vollstandigere Beschreibung
und Erklarun@ (a morecomprehensivandthoroughdescriptionandanalysis)ides verstehensrelevanten
Wisserd (of the knowledgerelevantfor the comprehensiordnzubieten

11 |n addition to the first sentence of the news report texZjemet al.(2014: 311314) the headlinghe
second, and the third senteredfghe news report texarealso annotated and analyzétbwever, in my

report, Isummarize their anadys of the first sentence only, because their analysis of their first sentence is
the most relevant and yields the most insights for my own analysis.
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Ziem et al. (2014) show how a lexigaghically-oriented FrameNeityle
analysis can form the basis for a corresponding analysis of more abstract syntactic
constructions. This strategy, according to Ziem et al. (2014: 306), makes it possible to
account for linguistic structures that are bagular and compositional (such as more
abstract grammatical/schematic constructions), while at the same time anéllyging
meaning of complex linguistic units that cannot be compositionally explaiaethey
base their proposal on Fillmordege-Goldman& Rhomieux(2012: 312).

[T]here remain many sentences whose semantic and syntactic organization cannot
be fully explained in terms of the Kkinds
annotation database, or simple conjoinings or embeddings of these, and that is
where the new research on grammatical constructions comes in. (Fillmere,
Goldman & Rhomieu012: 312 in Ziem et al. 2014: 306)
Based on the idea that LUs and grammatical/schematic constructions share common

features, following the argument of Fillngptee-Goldman & RhomieuX2012: 317

324), Ziem et al. (2014: 36308) explain the mechanisms of ftdixt annotation using
semantic frames and constructions. According to Ziem et al. (2014: 308), frames can
appear on two levels, the level of CEs and éwell of constructions. Likewise, the

annotation method of Ziem et al. (2014) consists of two levels, as follows.

12 sobaldiidie Bedeutung(en) komplexer sprachlicher Einhéitghe meaningof complexlinguistic
units) finicht kompositionell erklart werden kdnriefcannotbe compositionallyexplained)
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Abounding with

Desirability
Relative location
Natural features
Name Idiosyncrasy Biological entity
Idiosyncrasy

1 . .
m Meer lil steckt | voller | wunderbarer - verrickter m besonderer | Lebewesen | .

Figure 3.1.Annotation of the first sentence (Ziem et al. 2014: 314)

The annotatiosin Ziemet al.(2014)consist of two levelsThe first level relates to the
automatic identification of phrase typesing theSALTO annotation toglas in NP, VP,
and CAP (Coordinating Adjective Phrase), etc. (Zetral.2014: 314)For instance, on
the first level of the arotationin Figure 3.1, th&.Us, das Meerandwunderbarer,
verruckter und besonderer Lebewesea identified as NPs (Zieet al.2014: 314)Also,
the NPwunderbarer, verriickter und besonderer Lebewésendesthe CAP
(Coordinated Adjective Phraseundebarer, verriickter und besonderéfiemet al.
2014: 314315).The second level of annotation contains manual annosaifadhe
evoked frames andow their FEsarerealizedsyntactically(Ziemet al.2014: 315). For
example, on the second level of the annotatidfigure 3.1 the semantic frames evoked
by each LU are as follows: the frarNatural_features is evoked byMeer, the
frameAbounding_with  is evoked byoller, the frameDesirability is evokedby
wunderbarerthe frameldiosyncrasy is evoked byverrtickter und besondereand

the frameBiological_Entity is evoked byl ebewesefZiemet al.2014: 315).
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I now show how Ziem et al. (2014) analyze the sentence in Figure 3.1 utilizing
frames and consictions. The authors point out that a phrase structure by itself does not
express the meaning of a phrase. Consider the sentence in Figure 3.1, which contains two
NPs, whose form side is fully regular in and of itself as a NP, but the meaning side needs
to be filled in by the frames evoked by each LU, because the phrase structure of a NP
itself does not express any meaning (Ziem et al. 2014: 315). In contrast, another phrase
type construction, which licenses the first sentence, CAP does not expressragrbgani
itself, but gives a direction as to how to comprehend the sentence. CAP as a type of a
coordinating construction coordinates three adjectivesderbarerverrtickterand
besondereand mandates that the meanings of the three adjectives shoulderstomd
in coordination with each other compositionally, so that they together modify the head of
the NP (Ziem et al. 2014: 315).

The second point in analyzing the sentence in Figure 3.1 is the interleaving
(Verschrankunpof different frames, which e f er s t o a phenomenon whe
are conducive to the closer identification o
315316). For example, in Figure 3.1 the IM&er, which evokes the frame
Natural_features , also serves as the EBCATION of the frame
Abounding_with  (Ziem et al. 2014: 316). Also, the Llébeweserwhich evokes the
frameBiological_Entity , serves as the FEHEME of the frame
Abounding_with , at the same time as the EETITY of the framddiosyncrasy
and as the FEvALUEE of theframeDesirability (Ziem et al. 2014: 316). The
interleaving of various frames in the first sentence illustrates how frame structures can be
interleaved in a recursive way (Ziem et al. 2014: 316).

My own annotations in Chapter 4 of this report adopts keights from Ziem et
al . (2014) . However, I make the following mo
(2014) First, the annotation of sentences in Section 4 is performed entirely manually,
using Microsoft Excel spreadsheets, whereas the annotation sch&rem et al. (2014)
includes automated annotatiosing the annotation to8IALTO (Burchardt et al. 2006).

| also annotate and discuss a greater variety of grammatical/schematic constructions than
20



found in Ziem et al. (2014). In the annotations of Zetmal. (2014), part of speech and
phrase type, which are automatically identified by SALTO are included as
grammatical/schematic constructions. The authors mention that they do annotate
grammatical/schematic constructions such as part of speech, phuate s,

grammatical functions, and information structures, but do not analyze them in detail. |
will offer more details in my own analysis of the English and German texts in Chapter 4.

| nowdiscuss the data for my report

3.2.DATA

To compare how semantics and syntax are realized across a pair of languages, | chose
translation equivalent sentences from the parallel translations of a text in a third language
(the source languagegincel do notspeak-rench,| do notreferbackto the original
sourcetextin French butrely ontwo translationf the sourcetext. The data consisting

of two translations of the same source text in a third language serves the purpose of
conducting a parallel study better than a data set consisting sétince text and its
translation. According to Ohara (2020: 11), applying the fraamelconstructions

analysis methodology to two or more translations of the same source text would be ideal
to align functions of constructions across languages. Comghaengpurce text with its
translation into another language is less ideal than comparing two translations of the same
source text in terms of alignment of constructions (Ohara 2020: 11). My data are from the
English and German translations of the same sad,Le Petit Prince, which is in
French.Specifically, | annotatedescribe, and analyfiee constructions and semantic
framesidentified withfive sentences fror@hapter 7 of the English translatjdrheLittle

Prince and the five equivalent sentences from the German transiBgéorkleine Prinz

English and Germashouldinstead exhibit aequal statugstranslatiors of the original

text in a third language, namely French. In other words, both English and German

translations olLe Petit Prince are supposed to express the same meaning as the source
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sentences ihe PetitPrincee. According to Lulo (2013: 142),
by the translation models in Rmaul (2010) and Vannerem & Snélbrnby (1986).

| chosele Petit Prince asthe sourcetext for threereasonsThefirst reasorrelates
to theavailability of translationf Le Petit Prince. Le Petit Prince is awidely read
classicsaandhasbeentranslatednto variouslanguagesncluding EnglishandGerman In
addition, becauske Petit Prince has been translated into various languages, there is an
increased potential of comparing frames and constructions across a greater variety of
languages to contribute to building the Frame®ehstructicon and $ting its validity.
As a native speaker of Korean, | hope to expand this research to comparatively analyzing
frames and constructions in the Korean translatidredfetit Prince. The thirdreason
why | chosele Petit Prince asthetext hasto do with thenature of islanguageandthe
narrativethatcaneffectively demonstrat¢he text analysisusingframesand
constructionsAs a childrerts book, Le Petit Prince consistf sentencethatarewritten
in simplelanguagevithout domainspecificjargons.Also, the excerpt | draw my data
from, the five pairs of sentences from chapter 7 do not contain cslhe@fic scenarios.
To apply the methodology of Ziem et al (2014) and FrameNet Full Text Index

(https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fndrupal/fulltextinptxaralyzing which framesare

evokedwith whatmannersf interleavingand how they are realized syntacticallyeach
sentencgit was appropriate to select sentences consisting of words which do evoke
semantic frames available on FrameNet.

When analyzing the parallel English and German tiextise next chapter, |
follow the same procedure for each pair of sentences (Exgégman). First, | present
my annotation of an English sentence. Next, | describe the annotation of the English
sentence in prose, and then | present my annotation of the German counterpart sentence,
together with a prose description of the German sentdéfies.providing my prose
descriptions of my annotations of the EnglSarman sentence pair, | make a
comparison with a focus on constructions and semantic frames to determine how English
and German realize the semantics and syntax in similar and/oediffeays. As to the
semantic frameg,utilize the frames available FrameNet to analyzthe sentences in
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both English and German, based on the idea from Boas (2009b, 2010) that semantic
frames are interlingual representations, which can be made agddalskosdinguistic

analysis beyond English.
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4. Analysis

4.1INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, | provide a visualized annotation and a prose description of each of the
English and German sentences froenPetit Prince After describing each annotation in
prose, | compare the English and German counterparts with a focus on semantic frames
and constructiond hefive pairsof EnglishandGermansentencethatl analyzeareas

follows:

(4.1) a.Hewasreallyveryangry.
b. Er war wirklich sehrverargert
(He wasreally very upsetd
(4.2) a.Hetossedhisgoldencurlsin thebreeze.
b. Er schittelte seinegoldenerLockenim Wind
(He shookhis goldencurlsin thewind.9
(4.3) a.l knowaplanetwherethereis acertainred-facedgentleman.
b. Ich kenneeinenPlaneten auf demein Herr mit einemroten Gesichtwohnte
(4 know a planeton which agentleman wittaredfacelived.g
(4.4) a.Hehasneversmelleda flower.
b. Nochnie hatteer an einerBlumegerochen
(&Neverhadhesniffedataflower yet
(4.5) a.Hehasneverlookedatastar.
b. Nochnie hatteer einenSterngesehen

(Neverhadheobserved staryet

| now start by providing the annotation and prdescription of the first English

sentence.
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4.2 ANNOTATION OF THE FIRST ENGLISH AND GERMAN SENTENCES

Nominative Case Cx
Past tense of "be" Past tense Cx

Subj (NP) ‘ Predicate (VP) | Subject-predicate agreement Cx

g
I

| |

| v Phrosl Cx

B

o |

| | ADIP Phrasl Cx

B |

o | |

| | ADVP | Phrasl Cx

B | |

| | |

NP v ADVP ADVP ADIP Phrasa Cx

| | | | |
| frame-evoking LU ‘FE{core) Gradable attribute |frame Degree

| l | | |

FE (core) Experiencer‘ | FE (non-core) Degree | FE (non-core) Degree ‘ frame-evoking LU frame Enotion Directed
| | | | |
Pron v Adv Adv Adi POS
| | | | |
he be really very angry lemma
| | | | |
He was really very angry word

1|ordinal # of the sentence

Figure 4.1.Annotation of Sentence 1 of the English translation

Thefirst Englishsentencés fihewasreally very upseto In the visualizedannotatiorof

eachsentencel placethe annotated sentence at the very bottom of each figure, in a way
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similar to the annotati@of Ziemet al.(2014). At the very bottom in Figureldis the
word layerwhere the annotated sentetewas really very ang is split into each word
constituting the sentence, ashig was really, very, andangry, each of which takes up its
own cell.Above the word layeis the first layer of the annotation, the lemma layer,
which identifies the lemma construction of eaabrdvin Figure 41, the lemma of the
word heis annotated ase, wasas its infinitive formbe, really asreally, veryasvery, and
angryasangry.

Right above théemmalayer is the parbf-speechROS)layer, which represents
the part of speech of each word in the sentence. In Figurthdpart of speecbf heis
identified as a pronoun, henités annotated as Rron wasas a verb\(), really andvery
asAdvs standing for adverbs, aadgryas amdjective Adj).® Above thePOSlayer
aretheframelayers, which are used to identify the semantic frames evoked by a
sentenceb6s i ndi vl tdedistframeldyer identifies the fragh@ r e 4
Emotion_Directed , which is evoked by the adjectiaagry. FrameNet defines the
frameEmotion_Directed asfolows: fAThe adjectives and noun:
describe aExXPERIENCERWhO is feeling a particular emotional response &isuLus
or about aropic. There can also be@GrcumsTANCESunder which the response occurs
or aREAsON that theSTIMULUS evokesthe particular response in tE®PERIENCER 6
FrameNet defines the FEs of the fraBmaotion_Directed as follows: he coreFE
EXPERIENCERI ndi cates the person who WEwgegeri ences
FESTiMULUS referst 0 At h e p e stedeminaffairsstheaeakds the emotional
responsExeeriBNOEFOtsh eend . Tdrefiicrod iec &tEes a range of

13 After this English Sentence 1, my prose descriptions deal withatrelayer(s) and th@hrasal Cx

layers of the annotation of each sentence. However, if there is new information worth describing on the
other layers including thBubjectpredicate agreement Qxyer, TenseCx layer, andCase CXayers, those
layers will be described in addition to thhamelayer(s) and th€hrasal Cxayers.

14 The frame definition oEmotion_directed is taken from the Berkeley FrameNet website at:
https://framenet2csi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=Emotion_dirémtedssed on
January 31, 2021).

15 All of the definitions and examples of FEs in this paragraehtaken from the Berkeley FN website
https://framenet?.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=Emotion_djeectessed on
January 24, 2021).
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Srimutusd0 and At he general area i n which the emc
explicitly mentioned in the frame definitiongffEREASONC OFr r esponds t o At he
explanation for why th&riMmuLusevokes a certain emotional r es
only noncore FE explicitly included in the frame definition, the GRCUMSTANCES
refers to @it he c o rBovulus evakds gs)respomsef ©n theditsi c h t h e
framelayerin Figure 4.1 angy, the LU evoking the framEmotion_Directed and
the FEs of the framEmotion_Directed are highlighted in the same color, namely
pale orange. The wottkis annotated athe core FEEXPERIENCERanNd the wordseally
andveryare annotated as nmore FEDEGREE The wordwasis an auxiliary verb, so it
is not annotated with any label on the frame layer.
Above the firsframelayer is anotheframelayer, whit shows howanother
semantic frame is evoked by a | kdore specificallfthe frameDegree , which is
evoked by the LUvery. The frame definition oDegree isasfollows A LUs i n this
frame modify a gradable attribute and describe intensities at the extreme positions on a
scale.'” The only FE of the frameccording to FrameNe§ the core FE
GRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE such adrave simple vicious red, etc. There is no explicit
definition of the core FESRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE provided. The FE
GRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE can be interpreted am attribute such alsrave simple vicious
andred mentioned in the examples in the above frame definibibRrameNet. Such a
GRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE can be modified by the frarevoking LU, to what degree or of
what intensity the attribute is realized. In this sentence, the avayg/serves as the core
FE GRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE of the frameDegree . Very, the LU evoking the frame
Degree , andangry, the word functioning as the RERADABLE_ATTRIBUTE of the frame

Degree are highlighted in the same color, pale green.

16 A non-core FE relevant in Figa 41, despite not being explicitly mentioned in the frame definigon

the FE DEGREE whichthe Berkeley FrameNet definass fit h e d e g IEXPERIENCERfealsithec h t h e
e mo t (hibpe:/firamenet2.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=Emotion_directed
accessed on January 31, 2021).

17 The frame definition oDegree is taken from the Berkeley FrameNet website at:
https://framenet?.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=[agcessed on January 31,

2021).
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Above the twdramelayers thevariousPhrasal Cxayersarefound The first
Phrasal Cxayerin Figure 41 represents what phrase type construction each word
realizes in the annotated sentence, basettiePOSlayer. Onthe firstPhrasal Cxayer
in Figure 41, heis identified as &P (nown phrase)wasas aVvP (verb phrase)eally as
anADVP (adverbial phraseyeryas anADVP (adverbial phrase), arahgryas anrADJP
(adjectival phrase). The woleeis labeled as AIP (nounphrase), becauseis
annotated as a pronounarpn)on thePOSlayer.Wasis labeled as a vertv] on thePOS
layer and since a verb by itself can constitutégverb phrase), it is annotated agR
on the firstPhrasal Cxayer. The two adverb®ally andveryare both annotated aslvs
on thePOSlayer, hence tky are labeled a&DVP constructions on the firthrasal Cx
layer. Finally,angry, whichis identified as an adjectivédj) on the POS layer, is
labeled as aADJP construction on the fird?hrasal Cxayer.

Connecting thé?OSlayer and the firsPhrasalCx layer, the subsequeRtrasal
Cx layers right above the firgthrasal Cxayer create a syntactic structure, as follows
For the representation phrase typeonstruction®f the same categoason the first
Phrasal Cxayer, the cells are left blarda the Phrasal Cxayers above the very first
Phrasal Cxayer. In other words, only new information abphtase typeonstructions is
annotated on the neRhrasal Cxayers above.

In Figure 41, the secon®hrasal Cxayer above the first one labels the phrase
really, veryas a single adverbial phrag&dVP). This is what the representation of an
adverbial modificatiortonstruction in English, where one adverb modifies another
adverb, looks like in this multayeredannotation system.

In Figure 41, it is the adverbeally, which modifies another advexery.
Because the advexseryis modified byreally, the new adverbial phrase witbryas its
head is labeled as #ADVP on the secon®hrasal Cxayer. In my multilayered
annotation, th&hrasal Cxayers are placed higher than fremelayers to make sure
that information about what word functions as wiyae of FE(s) and/or framesvoking
LU(s) for what frame are annotated accurately for each word, before elade pype is

visually grouped together in the syntactic structure orPtirasal Cxayers.For
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example, according to FrameNet, the adwentyis a LU evoking the framBegree ,
butreally in the sense dfuly is not.Neitherreally nortruly evokes any semantic frame
available on FrameNeBecauseeally andveryhave to be annotated differently with
regards to the framBegree , theframelayers in Figure 4 have to be annotated before
thePhrasal Cxayers present the phrase type annotatiorise form of a syntactic
structure.

Next, on the thir;Phrasal Cxayer in Figure 41, really, very angrys labelled as
anADJP, a single adjectival phrase headedligadjectiveangry. As can be seen in
Figure 41, the adverbial phragseally, verymodifies the adjectivangry. On the fourth
Phrasal Cxayer in Figure 41, the ADJPreally, very angrytogether with the verba@s
forms a VP headed by the vestas One can see that the MBand the VRvas really,
very angrytogether constitute one gence at the top of the syntactic structure.

Above the lasPhrasal Cxayer is theSubjectpredicate agreement Qayer. The
Subjectpredicate agreement Tayer represents the subject and the predicate of the
annotated sentencehe form side ofthe SubjectCE of the Subjectpredicate agreement
Cxis a NP (LeeGoldman & Petruck 2018: 26Qn this point theSubjectpredicate
agreement Clayer employs the fiormation from the firsPhrasal Cxayer as to which
word is the NP. In Figure.Z, heis labeled as BIP on the firstPhrasal Cxayer and as
the Subjecton theSubjectpredicate agreement Qxyer. The predicate on tig8ubject
predicate agreement Qxyer is labeled as¥P. In Figure 41, wasis labeled as the
Predicate (VPpn theSubjectpredicate agreement Cxyer.

Thelayers above th8ubjectpredicate agreement Cxyer may differ for each
annotated sentence, because specific kinds of schematic/gttical constructions may
vary intheir syntactic realizationgn Figure 41, the Past tense Chayeris foundas a
kind of tenseconstruction above theubjectpredicate agreement Qayer, because the
tense of the VP is marked as past teiibe.wordwasis annotatedaBa st t ense of Nk
on thePast tense Chayer. Next, in Figure 4, on the additional layer above tRast
tense Cxayeris aCase CxBecausdeis labeled as Rronon thePOSlayer and it is
only nouns which take case, tBasecx layer is the additional schematic/grammatical
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construction information provided in Figurel4As aPron NP, andsubject (NP)heis
annotated asominativeon theCase Cxayer.

Theinterpretatiorof Figure 41 is as follows First, a coordinating construction
realized by the (coordinated) ADVRe&lly, very) indicates that the two adverbs should
be interpreted together to be modifying the adjecivgry, the head of the ADJRally,
veryangry. The ADVPreally, veryin Figure 41, which 1 would like to label as a
Coordinated Adverbial Phrase analogous to the concept Coordinated Adjective Phrase in
Ziemet al.(2014: 315) coordinates the two adverbally andvery. Coordinating
constructionsbelonpo t he category of HAconsetahucti ons w
2014: 315), which do not have any independent meaning by themselves, but which
specify how adjectives in the coordinated adjective phrase should be interpreted together,
as modifying the heaof the noun phrase (Zieet al.2014: 315). Such a meaning
created by a coordinating construction tieally andveryare interpreted together as a
single adverbial phrase modifying the adjecawgryis an instantiation aheadverbial
modification constructiom English where one adverb modifies another adverb, which is
in Figure 41, really modifying very.

The second poimegardingthe interpretation of the sentence in Figurerélates
to the interleaving\(erschrankungof different frames where frames instantiate FEs of
other frames (Zieret al.2014: 312316). In Figure 4, the LUangrynot only evoks the
frameEmotion_Directed , but it also serves as the céiie GRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE
for the frameDegree . Similarly, the LUveryevokes the framBegree , and at the
same time functions as the rRoore FE DEGREEOf theframeEmotion_Directed

Thefirst German sentence is annotated in Figure 4.2.
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Nominative Case Cx
Past tense of "semn” Past tense Cx

Subj (NP) ‘ Predicate (VP) ‘ Subject-predicate agreement Cx
S
|
| |
| VP Phrasal Cx
| |
| | |
| | ADJP Phrasal Cx
| | |
| | | |
| | ADVP | Phrasal Cx
| | | |
| | 1 |
NP VP ADVP ADVP ADJP Phrasal Cx

‘ frame-evoling LU |FE(c0re) Gradable attribute [frame Degree

FE (core) Experiencer ‘ FE (non-core) Degree ‘ FE (non-core) Degree | frame-evoking LU frame Emotion Directed

| | | | |

Pron v Adv Adv Adj POS

| | | | |

e seln wirklich schr verdrgert lemma

| | | | |

Er war wirklich sehr veriirgert word

T/ordinal # of the senfence

Figure 4.2. Annotation of Sentence 1 of the German translation

Thefirst Germansentenceés fEr war wirklich sehrverargert(dHe wasreally very
upsetd.o Placed right above tHeOSlayer in Figuret.2 are the twdramelayers. The

first framelayer shows the framémotion_Directed that is evoked by the adjective
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verargert( 6 u p'& Eot the)frame definition and the FE definitions of the frame
Emotion_Directed , the readeis referred back to the description of fivst frame
layer in Figure 4l representing the annotationtbe English Sentenceabove

The frameevoking LUverérgert( 6upset 6) (andthéfise fr ameds
framelayer in Figured.2 are highlighted in pale orange, the same color as in the frame
Emotion_Directed in Figure 41 above The Germanpronower( 6 hed) I s annot &
as theFE EXPERIENCER Next, the Germathird-person, singular, pastnse inflected
verbwar( 6was 6) i s @the gasttenséinca it iynota &E df the frante
does not appear with any label on the frame lalfee. German adverhgirklich
( 6 r e antskehy(60) v )eare Ypah identified as the neoore FEDEGREEOf theframe.
Finally, the adjectiveeréargert( 6upset 6) i s | abelled as the LU
Emotion_Directed

One layerabovein Figure4.2is the secondramelayer, namely thdrameDegree
layer.This layer illustrates how the franbegree is evoked by the advedehr( 6 ver y 6) .
As to the frame definition and the FE definitswf the frameDegree , please refer back
to the description of thiekame Degredayerin Figure 41 above In Figure4.2, the frame
evoking LU and the F&are colored in pale green, the same cakiheframe Degree
layer in Figure 4l. OntheframeDegredayer, the advertsehr( 6 ver y6) i s i1 dent.
theframeevokingLU. The adjectiveverargert( 6 u pis annotated athe coreFE
GRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE.

Moving abovetheframelayers,| arrive at thePhrasal Cxayersin the upper

section of Figur&.2 On thefirst Phrasal Cxayer, | draw the information about part of

18 Depending on which English word one identifies as the translatiauaent of the German LU, one

may get different results aswihich frame is evoked by the same German LU. For instance, ieleets
Oirritatedd or Oannoyedd as t he Evergrgertthénodercalds| ati on e
say it is rather the fram@nnoyance than the fram&motion_Directed that is evoked by the LU

verargert However, | chose the English translatiouieglent of each German word in the data from

among the English translations provided in the online Gesaraglish dictionaries dict.cc

(https://www.dict.ccf and Leo [ittps://dict.leo.org/englisetleutschy, considering the form of the German

word and the sense used within the particular sentence | am annotating.

Also, | restrict my analyses and discussion of the data to seA@rmaeannotationlt is important® keep

in mind thatthe broader context beyond the sentence level might lead to different interpretations.
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speech of each wofdom thePOSlayerin the lower part of Figurd.2 On the first
Phrasal Cxayer, | identify er ( 6 has & NPwar ( 6 w assapajt of theVP, wirklich
( 6 r eantskehy(60)v easagverhs of thDVPs, andverargert( 6 u pasant 6 )
adjective in theADJP. On thesecondPhrasal Cxayer in Figured4.2, the adverbsvirklich
( 6 r e antskehy(60)v eare ynérged into a single ADVP as a result of the syntactic
realization of théAdverbial Modificationconstructionwhere theadverbwirklich
( 6 r e mddifieg the) other advedehr( 6 ver y 6)
On the third Phrasal Cx layer in Figwe, the ADVP headed by the adveséhr
( 6 v ewhighbigmodified bywirklich ( 6 r e, & IsHowndo) modify the ADJP
consisting of the adjectiwerargert( 6 u p s e t 6n)the folrth BhrasalyCx layer, the
ADJP headed byerargert( 6upset 6) modi fi evar(tOlwasW¥P .cAsstait
result, there are only two phrases left in the final stage of the syntactic structure of the
sentence asinthe N\i?( 6 h e 6 ) , Pwammiklich bebr vevargerf 6 was real |l y ve
upseto6é). At the very t opd.2dHelabehSestaxlyfortheact i ¢ st
entire sentenceonsisting othe NPer( 6 h e 6 )  avardvirklicth sehr YeRirgert
(6was really very upsetodo).

| now present a comparative analysis of the first English and German sentences.

4.3 COMPARISON OF THE FIRST ENGLISH AND GERMAN SENTENCES
The first similarity between the two sentences is found in the types of frames evoked and
how the semantics of the frame are realized by the FE configurations. First, in both
sentences the fram&snotion_Directed andDegree are evoked. In the first
Englishsentence, the frantemotion_Directed is evoked by the English LEingry.
In the first German sentence, the same frame is evoked by the Gernvandrgert
(6upset 6) .

Also, the FE configurations of the frarRenotion_Directed in both first
sentences in Englh and German are the same. In the first English sentence, in the frame

Emotion_Directed , the adjectivangry, the head of the ADJP which is the verbal
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complement of the predicate, is the fraewoking LU. The core FEEXPERIENCERIS
realized by the English LUe which is a NP constituting the entire sentence in the
phrase type construction (Phrasal Cx in Figure 4.1) and as the subject of the entire
sentence in the subjeptedicate agreement construction (Subpetdicate agreeemt
Cx in Figure 4.1). Two nowore FEDEGREEare realized by the English LUsally and
very, which constitute the ADVP modifying the fraregoking LUangry. The English
LUs really andveryinstantiate the adverbial modification construction, where dvera
really modifies the other advene®ry. In the first German sentence, the fraeveking
LUisverargert( 6upset 6), the German tramwmiyanti on equ
is likewise the head of the ADJP that is the verbal complement of thiegdeedf the
sentence. The core FEXPERIENCERIS realized by the German Ler( 6 hed6) , al so t he
German translation equivalentldander( 6 hed6) constitutes the NP
construction and the subject in the subja@dicate agreement consttioa. The
adverbial modification construction is also realized by the[#sREEIN the first
German sentence by the German translation equivalergalbf andvery, namely
wirklich( 6 r e a | sehy(66)v earnydd ) .
In addition, the fram®egree is evoked i the English LWveryand the
German LUsehr( 6 ver y6), which are trawlkngbUsi on equi v
veryandsehr( 6 ver yd6) are the head of the ADVP, whi
respective sentencangryandverargert( 6 u p s e t i®the, head df ihe ADJIP, the
verbal complement of the predicate in the respective sentences. The adgwiyesnd
verargert( Oupset 6) ar e peoolingfLiseeanbsghr(tdéhvee rfyrbayme whi c
serve as the core RERADABLE_ATTRIBUTE in the frameDegree .
Another similarity between the first English and German sentences lies in the
interleaving of the fram&motion_Directed and the fram®egree . The frame
evoking LUs of the fram&motion_Directed in the respective sentencemmely
the English LUangryand the German LWerargert( 6 upset 6) serve as a FI
frame in the respective sentences, namely the co@RABABLE_ATTRIBUTE of the

frameDegree . Also, the framesvokingLU of the frameDegree in each sentence,
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namely the English LWeryand the GermanLdehr( 6 ver y6) s ®eGRees as t he
in the frameEmotion_Directed in each sentence.
In both sentences, the adverbial modification construction mandates that the
orderof the CEs, the adverbs, need to occur in a specific order sedfigt the
modifying adverb appears befarery (the modified adverb) in the English sentence and
wirklich( 6r eal | yd i n t h esehs(ednvseer yodf) aitnr utlhyeé )G ebrenfaonr
modified adverbs in the realization of the adverbial modification construction, namely the
head of the ADVP in both sentencesryandsehr( 6 ver y 6) -avokengltUba&d f r ame
the frameDegree in both sentences, which take the fraeaveking LUs of he frame
Emotion_Directed as the FESRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE in the frameDegree .
The question of whyeally andwirklich( 6 r eal | y6) canpnot serve :
evoking LU of the fram®egree , which take the adjectivengryandverargert( 6 ups et 6)
as the FESRADABLE_ATTRIBUTE, can be raised herA search in FrameNet lists the
frameDegree as evoked by the English Liéry, but not by the English LU=ally and
truly. | would argue that the adverbial modification construction giving theétya
status of the head of the ADVP modifying the adjective which denotes a gradable
attribute contributes teeryinstead ofeally evoking the fram®egree . Both English
and German prefer to pueryandsehr( 6 v e r yréally ana\firkliehr( 6 ryeba)l las i n
really veryandwirklichsehr( 6r eal |l y very6) to emphasize the

or high intensity, but not the other way around.
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4.4 ANNOTATION OF THE SECOND ENGLISH AND GERMAN SENTENCES

Plural Number (x
Nominative ‘ Accusative ‘ Case (x
Past tense (x
Subj (NP) | Predicate (VP) ‘ Subject-predicate agreement (x
)
!
|
N s Phrasal (x
|
PP Phrasal Cx
|
N NP Phrasal Cx
. -
| | |
N P pp ADP N PPDP NP Phoasal Cx
| | |
‘FE (core) Pgssessor‘ frame-¢voking LU FE (core) Hair ‘ frame Hair configuration?
| | | |
‘FE(mre) Pgssessor‘ FE (core) Bair property | frame-voking LU frame Rair configurationl
I . | . FE (core) Haix |
! | | | FE (core) Configuration | | |
| | | | | |
FE (core) Agent | frame-evql(ingLU‘ . FE (core) Body part . ‘ FE (non-core) Place ‘ﬁameBodyﬁmverrent
| | | | | 1
Pron v Det Ay N Prp Dt N POS
| | | | | o
e foss his golden cul m ot breere lemm
| | | | | |
He fossed his golden curls i the breere word

Figure 4.3.Annotation of Sentence 2 of the English translation
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ThesecondeEnglishsentences fiHe tossedhis goldencurlsin the breezed The firstframe
layer in Figure4.3, namely thdrameBody _movemenkayer, which is located right
above the POS layer, shows htiwe frameBody _movement is evoked by the LU
tossedFrameNet defines the franB®dy_movement as follows:

This frame contains words for motions or action®\&eNT performs using some
part of his/her body. Most words that evoke this frame have a specific motion of a
specificBoby_PART associated with them, but a few are more general (e.g.
move.v). A number of words in this frame occur as blends with Communication,
in which the action has aDDRESSEE For examplePat NODDEDAT Kim.
These examples differ from Communication.Gesture in that no specific message
need be expressed, asShe NODDED to him to sit dowisince this frame
involves a particular type of motioit,contains the frame elemer8suURCE,
PATH, GoAL andAREA, which originate in the motion frame. All of these frame
elements are generally expressed in PP Complemidrédoy SWUNG his legs
FROM UNDER THE TABLE®®

According to FrameNet, the core REEENT fluses some part of his/her body to perform

the actio® a occurs és the External Argumenit. The coreFE Bopby_PART s defined
as follows

With some verbs in this frame, tB®DY_PART involved in the action is
specified by the meaning of the verb and cannot be expressed separately. For
example, Pat YAWNED (*his mouth). With others, 8eDy_PART is specified
by the verb but can optionally be expressed separately, although its presence is
generally redundangs in Pat NODDE@HIS HEAD). A few verbs have a default
Boby_PART which need not bexpressed, but can be overridden by the
expression of some othBoDY_PART. PatWAVED (HIS ARMS). (The objectless
version of the sentence, Pat waved, is a blend withmagmctation.) The
remainder of the verbs requirdaDY_PART to be expressed in a separate
constituent: Pat ROLLEDBIS EYES BODY_PART generally occurs as the direct
object.

The definitions of some netore FEs of the framBody_movement are provided in

the footnote below, because the FEs, despite beingoenFEs, are either relevant to
the annotation of Figure 4.3 or part of the frame definition of the frame

19 The FrameNet definition of the franody _movement is taken from the Berkeley FrameNet website
retrieved athttps://framenet2.icsi.berkeley.echiffeports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=Body_movement
(accessed on April 22, 2021).

20 All the definitions of the FEs of the franBody movement are taken from the Berkeley FrameNet
website ahttps://framenet2.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=Body_movement
(accessed on April 22, 20p1
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Body_movement .21 On the frame Body_movement layer in Figure 4.3, the frame
evoking LU and thé&Es of the fram®&ody_movement are highlighted in the same pale
pink color. The wordeis labelled as the core FAGENT. The phraséis golden curlss
annotateds the core FBoDY_PART. The phrasén the breezés labelled as the necore
FEPLACE.

Right on top of thédrameBody_movemenlayerarethetwo otherframelayers
namely theframe Hair_configuration 1 layend theframe Hair_configuration 2 layer,
which illustrate how the framidair_configuration Is evoked byurls andgolden
as the respective franmevoking LUs. The frameélair_configuration is defined by
FrameNet afollows:

Temporary or permanent Styles and Configurations of Hair as well as its inherent
Nature. Note that Attachment and Body Pait generally be incorporated in the
lexical meaningsSubregions (e.g. roots, ends) are often not specified, and

someti mes incorpodated (e.g. in O6bangso).
The core FECONFIGURATIONI s defined as Atempor agbrag, Conf i gu
bunponytai) 6 which refer to fisomething®Thene to tI
core FEHAIRiT & hfe h a iThe carag FeHaik PRORERTYis defined as followsiA
property of the hair (e.qg. curly, fine, brown). This acts much Ib&strIPTOR in the
21 The noncore FEPLACE, whi ch is defined as fithe Bobgaari on withir
takesplacé i s one of twominFiguse 4.8Taea other #E definitioas below, namely FE
ADDRESSEE FE SOURCE, FEPATH, FEGOAL, and FEAREA are of the norcore FEs appearing in the frame
definition of theframeBody_movement . The noncore FEADDRESSEEion|l y o cBody-s i n t he
movementf r ame i n sentences whi ch TRemacolke FESOUHCER iws t thh € o mmu ni

place from which th8oDY_PARTI s mo \henbncare FEPATHA i dent i fi es the trajector
theBoby PARTWI t hout specifying acoefFEGoAr efeendt pofiabhy 0eXhee
that identifies the e-colkFEAREAfII @ €& n mio v ie eng nstribipgad her @® si orn
region in which the motion takes place when the motion is understood to be irregular and not to consist of a

single linear path(This FE should be contrasted wiRhACE.)

22 The FrameNetefinition of the frameHair_configuration is fromthe Berkeley FrameNet

website ahttps://framenet2.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=Hair_configuratio

(accessed on January 28, 2021)

23 TheFE definitionsof the frameHair_configuration for describing the annotation of the English

sentence Are taken from the Berkeley FrameNet website at:
https://framenet?.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/framelndex.xml?frame=Hair_configaatessed on

January 24, 2021).
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frameObservable_bodyparts . Colors, styles, natural properties are described by
t hi sFinall,.thecore FEPossessor ndi cat es At he Possessor of

First, theframe Hair_configuration llayer in Figuret.3shows a scenario where
the wordcurls evokes the framkElair_configuration . On theframe
Hair_configuration 1 layen Figure4.3, the framesvoking LUcurls and the FEs are
highlighted in pale greei®n theframe Hair_configuration 1 layethe wordhisis
labelled as the FPossSessORThe wordgoldenis annotated as tHeE HAIR_PROPERTY
becausegoldenis a type of (hair) color, which is described by theHAR PROPERTY
according to th&rameNetefinition. On thisframeHair_configuration layerin Figure
4.3 the wordcurlsis labelledin a tripartite annotation systemurlsis annotatedhot only
as aframe-evoking LU, but also as the core FHRAIR and the core FEONFIGURATION.?
The label of the FHAIR on this layeillustrates the case whecarls serves as the core
FE HAIR and the framevoking LU at the same time, when the wgaddenfunctions as
the core FEHAIR_PROPERTY In addition, the annotation of the REENFIGURATION for
the wordcurls on this layer shows the scenario whewds functions as the core FE
CONFIGURATION and the framevoking LU at the same time, while the wgralden
serves as the core FHRIR_PROPERTY

Next, theframe Hair_configuration layerright alove theframe
Hair_configuration 1 layen Figure4.3demonstrates a scenario whgoddenis the LU
evoking the framéair_configuration . Onthisframe Hair_configuration 2 layer
the frameevoking LUgoldenand the FEs are highlighted in pale blOe. this layer, too,
hisis annotated as the FE©SSESSORON this layer, the annotation of the wautls
shows thd-E HAIR only, without including the FEEONFIGURATION. The reason behind
annotatingcurlsonly asthe FEHAIRiIst hat t he table AFEs and Theli

Re al i z atheillericalenéry of gnldena evoking the frame

22The tabl e nahneeid fASFyEnst aacntdi ¢ Re al i zwlhn.ievokingtbe framme t he | exi
Hair_configuration at

https://framenet2.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/lu/lu2604.xml?mode=lexeotsssed on January 24,
2021)annotatesurls as both the FHair and the FECONFIGURATION in a sentence wherairls appears

with goldenas the FEHAIR_PROPERT and in sentences where an adjective of hair color sughlds

blond, andgreyis the FEHAIR_PROPERY.
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Hair_configuration indicatesthe FEHAIR as the only FE realized with the word
goldenin this frame?® Specific examples include combinationggofdenand theFE

HAIR analogoudo that ofgolden curlan Figure4.3as i n At he gol den
At he gol dhen thé veoxddudy hair andlocksare both annotated as the FE
HAIR, but not as the FEONFIGURATION.

On top of theframe Hair_configuration 2 laydéour Phrasal Cxayersarefound
which representhephrase type constructionsa similar way to the representation found
in a syntactic treeThe firstPhrasal Cxayer is located right abovbe frame
Hair_configuration 2 layefThe firstPhrasal Cxayer shows whabhrase type
constructioreach wordn Figure4.3is, based on what part of speech each worftdas)
thePOSlayer. The wordheis annotated asMP (noun phrase), becaukeis identified
as a pronoun on tHeOSlayer and a pronoun itself may constitute a NP. The wasskd
is labelled as &P, becaustosseds annotated as\& on thePOSlayer. The wordhisis
annotated as a DP (determiner phrase), bedasigeidentified as a determiner on the
POS layerThe wordgoldenis labelled as aADJP (adjectival phrase), given thgolden
is anAdj (adjective) on th@OSlayer. The worcturlsis aNP, based on the annotation of
curlsas aN on thePOSlayer. The wordn is labelled as P, becausén is aPrepon the
POSlayer and a single preposition can form a Pt wordtheis annotated as a DP,
becauseheis identified as @eton thePOSlayer.Lastly, breezds labelled as &P on
the firstPhrasal Cxayer, now thabreezes aN on thePOSlayer and similarlyd a
pronoun and a determiner, a single noun suffices to form a NP.

Above the firstPhrasal Chayeris the secondPhrasal Cxayer in Figure4.3,
which illustrateghe making of two NP<On the secon@hrasal Cxayer in Figure4.3,
the DPhis modifies the NReurls. The ADJPgoldenalso modifies the NBurls.
Thereforethe DPhis and theADJP goldenare joined onto the NE&urls, bringing about
the single NPhis golden curl®n the secon®hrasal Chayer. Another annotation on the

25 The table is available in tHexicalentry of goldena at:
https://framenet?.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/lu/lu2631.xmlI?mode=lexactssse on January 24,
2021).
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secondPhrasal Cxayer is labellinghe breezas a singlé&P, which is a resulbf the DP
theas adeterminer adjoining ontoldP constituted by a nouibreeze The singleNP
annotated on the secoRtirasal Cxayer forthe breezéakes the noubreezeas its head.

Going up one layegnthe thirdPhrasal Cxayer, aPPas a label for the phrase
in the breezés observedThePPis realized on the thirBhrasal Cxayer, as théPtakes
the PRn as its head, which is modified by the W breezérom the seconé&@hrasal Cx
layer.On the fourthPhrasal Cxayerin Figure4.3 arethe labeldNP andVP constituting
the whole sentence labelled aS at the very top of the syntactic structure in Figu@
Heis annotated asMP on the fourtiPhrasal Cxayer. TheVP tossed his golden curls in
the breezen this layer consists of th&P tossedwith the NP his golden curland thePP
in the breezérom thePhrasal Cxayers located at the lower part of the syntactic
structure in Figurd.3. TheVP tossed his golden curls in the breerethis fourth
Phrasal Ciayer is headed by théP whose head is theerbtossed

At the upper part of Figure 4.8n theCase Cxayer in Figure4.3, accusatives
the label for the Nis golden curlsThe NPhis golden curlss annotated aaccusative
becausdis golden curlss a NP and the direct object of the ¥3sed At the very top of
Figure4.3is theNumber Cxayer. On thedNumber Cxayer in Figure4.3, the wordcurls
is annotated asRlural (plural noun), becausairlsis the plural form of theingular
nouncurl. Number is another noun feature in English.

| now turn to the annotation of the second German sentence.
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| Ml | M | Pml | Number Cx
Nominative ‘ Accsuative ‘ Accusative ‘ Accusative ‘ Daive ‘ ‘ Daive ‘Case (x
Past tense Cx
Subj (NP) ‘ Predicate (V) ‘ Subject-predicate agreement (x
§
|
N V] Phrasal (x
| |
| » Phras] Cx
|
|
NP Ju; Phrasal (x
. . | -
| | | |
N V] op ADP Np PoDP N Pl
| | | L
[ ‘ FE (core) Possessor | [rame-evoking LU FE (core) Hair ‘ ‘ | frame Hair configuration?
| |
| Governor FE(core]Pgssessor|FE(mre)Hai property | framecokmng LU frame Hair configurationl
| | | Beodiaic | | | | |
1 ! ! FE (core) Confiquration 1 ! !
| | | | RN
FE(corc)IAqent| {rame-¢vokig LU ‘ . TE (core) Body part ‘ ‘ TE (non-core) Place ‘frame Body movement
| | | | | B
Pron v Dt Ady N Pep Dt N POS
| | | | | o
i schieln il golden Locke n dr Wind lenm
| | | | | S
| | | | | | |
Er sthiittelfe seine ooldenen Locken im Wind  word
Jlordinal # of the sentence

Figure 4.4. Annotation of Sentence 2 of the German translation
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ThesecondGermansentences fiEr schittelte seinegoldenen_ockenim Wind (6 H
shookhis goldencurlsin thewindd.0 Above thePOSlayer in Figuret.4 arethreeframe
layers.The first is thedrameBody_movemenlayer, which shows how the frame
Body _movement is evoked by the Lidchiitteltel 6 s hoo k 6 ) . For the fram
Body_movement refer back to the prose description of Figure FI8frame
Body_movemenlayer in Figuret.4 is highlighted in pale pink, the same color as the
frame Body_movemenayer in Figure 4.3 for the English counterp&ht theframe
Body _movemenlkayer in Figuret.4,theworder( 6 hed6) i s | abAdeNTed as th
The wordschittelte 6 s h,@mikflécled form of the verfchittelnl 6t o shaked6), i s
annotated as thelJ evoking the fram@&ody _movement . The German Lischittelte
(6shookd) e Bak maentert eghe fsama frame evoked by the English
LU toss The phraseeine goldenen Lockén6 hi s gol den curl sé) is | a
Bobpy_pARTand the phrasen Wind( 6i n t he wi ndd) -coreFEannot at ed
PLACE.
Above the firsframelayerare twootherframelayers, namely thesame
Hair_configuration layer andhe frame Hair_configurationlayer. The twoframe
layersfor the frameHair_configuration show how the frame
Hair_configuration is evokedby two different words, respectively, in a recursive
way. For he framedefinition and the FE definitions of the frame
Hair_configuration , see the prose description of Figure 4.3 aboveghvhi
discusses the annotation of the English counterpart of the sentence in Figure 4.4.
Theframe Hair_configuration layerillustrates how the frame
Hair_configuration is evoked by the LULocken( 6 c u Thefsarae) .
Hair_configuration ldayeris highlightal in pale green, the same color as its English
counterpart in Figure 4.8ntheframe Hair_configuration layer in Figuret.4, the

wordschitteltgdl 6 s hook 6) | Govemnorhecausshakes ore sf tha
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Governors of the Lld¢url.n according to the lexical entry ofirl.n in FrameNet6é In a
frame, agovernori d e n taiwbrd thasis u$ed in a prototypical way with a dependent,
but without any unusual meaning or any supplying of an FE to its dependemtdarg.
boot§ 0 ( P eEllsworth RO1& 75)Next, on the samigame Hair_configuration 1
layer, the wordseing( 6 hi s 6) | sFEPm@sIEssORThe dordgaddenerh e
(6gol dend) i s Ham PROFPERIYLecen(aGsc uiglare®tdgl in three
different ways asthe frameevoking LU,the FEHAIR, and the FECONFIGURATION. This
multiple annotation okocken( 6 cur | s6) i s supported by the
entry of the framevoking LUcurl.n in FrameNetThe criterion by which selectedhe
following exampledrom thelexical entryof curl.nis that the FE$IAIR_PROPERTY

HAIR, andPosseEssoORare conbined in a way similar to that in Figudedin terms of

form and meaning’ In the annotated examples below, BtEePOSSESSORS highlighted

in red,the FE HAIR_PROPERTYis in yellow, the FE HAIR is in darkgreen,andthe FE

CONFIGURATION is in brown.Verbsin boldfaceareGovernors.

(4.6) Sheranahandfractiouslythroughthebrighttumbleof [gfs] chestnu(®{8jz{&s

(4.7) Rainbrokeonthepointsof thespears,

crawledglisteningin croppedblack UK ;
CURLS

(4.8) Sheshook[jl dark [SUISIEE woefully.

(4.9) Shewasalsoadelightto beholdwith gl golden®{8jzi®s, andthetwo formeda

realpicturein thegarden. CURLS
26 Thelexicalentry of the LUcurl.n evoking the framélair_configuration is retrieved from

https://framenet2.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/lu/lu2604.xmlI?mode=lexactgssed on January 28,
2021).

27 All annotatedsentencei (4.6)i 4.11)arefrom thelexicalentry of the wordcurl.n from
https://framenet?.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/lu/lu2604.xmlI?mode=lexactgssed on January 28,
2021).
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(4.10) IsobelThompsortook off herscarfandruffled [§@fgrey[®URIks

(4.11) Sarahshook[jl3 red[&BJRI andleanedacrosghetable.

In (4.6)1 (4.11),the annotations dier chestnut curlghe tribesme n 6 s cr opped bl
curls, her dark curlsher golden curlsher greycurls, andherred curls, the wordcurls is
annotated as both td= HAIR and the FECONFIGURATION, while at the same time
serving as the LU evoking the frarfiair_configuration
The lastframelayer in Figuret.4above, thédrame Hair_configuration Bayer
shows how the sanfeameHair_configuration is evoked bygoldenen@olderd.
Theframe Hair_configuration Bayerin Figure 4.4 is highlighted in pale blue, the same
way as the English counterpart in Figure 4.3 ab®teframeHair_configuratior? layer
labels the wordeine( 6 hi s 6 ) Possessardoldendf(E6 go | defran@¢ as t he
evoking LU andLocken( 6 c u r | s 6HAIR. dlesetarinatatiogh&are based on the
following annotategxamplesrom FrameNetexical entry of the LUgolden?® In the
annotatedgxamplesgoldenis highlightedin black as the framevoking LU of the frame

Hair_configuration . FEHAIR is highlightedin darkgreen.

(4.12) Each had long hair which flowed if€Je]EaN ikl down her back; and despite
thedifference in age, they were of similar height.

(4.13) She shook her head to rearrange her disarrayed haeJoJinJ=aN
tumbling about her face and shoulders in glorious abandon made her look doubly
desirable.

(4.14) You hadeJe]IsI=N (EY and wide ble eyes,

28 Theannotatedexamplesarefrom thelexicalentry of the LUgoldenevoking the frame
Hair_configuration on the Berkeley FrameNet website at:
https://framenet?.icsidrkeley.edu/fnReports/data/lu/lu2631.xmI?mode=lexefaicgessed on January 28,
2021).
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(4.15) Throughout his performance, Mr. Baker allowed a carefully oiled strand of hair to
fall over his forehead, clearly an attempt to steal the crown from the famous
which thrilled successive Tory conferences.

(4.16) It was reporteda him tha{liEIE Was still[€SMREN, but his MSS book

stank; it had to be disinfected and was eventually burned.

In the aboveexamplesnouns similar td.ocken( 6 c uim térraséof) meaning, for
instancamanein (4.12),tressesn (4.13),hair in (4.14),locksin (4.15),andi zzy 6 s hair
in (4.16)are labelled as theE HAIR. Accordingly,on theframeHair_configuratior?
layer in Figure4.4,goldenen 6 gol dend) i s aevakiogttdandd as t he f
Locken( 6 cur | seilpsthe§HARa b e | |

Above theframelayers in Figuret.4 arethe Phrasal Cxayers, which together
represent the syntactic structafethe sentencé he firstPhrasal Cxayer shows the
worder( 6 h e GNP, schidtelted 6 s h o o KPdskine@ & h ia sOP)goldersen a
( 6 go lagawADAP)Locken( 6 c ur INP,@m)( 6d n & RPead®Windd  wa nd 6)
as aNP. On the seconBhrasal CAayeris the labelNP for seinegoldenen Lockefi 6 h i s
gol de nandRPforing(60)i n t h esénge golddnénd.ocklR6 hi s gol den cul
is formed as a result of the BRine( 6 hi s 6 ) agoldenenhdeg cADdJeP 6) j oi ni
withthe NPLocken( 6 cur | s ), n a medeige golderen loekénd ho 6 t he NF
gol den. TheDPskire(69 h i s 6 9essivesadjextivgy which serves as a
determiner of the NRocken( 6 ¢ uand tree @DJRjoldenen 6 gol dendé) modi fi es
Locken( 6 cur |l sd6) .

ThePPimWind( 6i n the windam( &iom sti lsd &Yindd n d hteh e F
( 6 wi 2h Eindlly,.on the fourtiPhrasal Cxayer, the labeNP subsumesr( 6 he 6) , and
the VP consists okchuttelte seine goldenen LockenimWinds hook hi s gol den
the windd). ea@dglke de r sditditedeideRpldenen Locken im

29 Imis a contracted forman ( 6 i n dgn( & hdHtiegh wheredem serves as the determiner of the
nounWind( 6 wi ndo6) . Because o tdthe éntre coraracted farm asithe prepositione pr es en't
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Wind( 6shook his golden curls in the windd) col
labeled as th& at the very top of the syntactic structure in Figlwee

The Case Cxayer in Figured.4does the same job as in tiase Cxayers in the
preceding figurs, namely labelling which case each word in the annotated sentence
takesThe NPer( 6 he 6 ) i s namnativebachusel( @alse @) 4i4dn Fi gur e
functions as the subject of the sentefidte NPLocken( 6 ¢ u ratcssétiye because
theNP seine gldenen Lockef 6 hi s gol den curl sé) f WwWRctions
headed bygchiitteltgdl 6 shookdé) . |t DRseimpdlew®d®)t hgnd htabhet Al
goldenenl 6 gol dend) ar eaadatvepbecausainGeamatetarmineist h
and adjectives are also inflected for case and nuriiberPPm( 6 i n t hed) and t he
wind( 6 wi ndd) ar edativeoltisthe prapbsitiom (eddi naés) , namel y t he
of the PAM ( 6 i n, thattequiéedthe following determineder( 6t he 6 ) Wiadnd noun
(6windbdé) to take the daimWind{ 6d ans & .h el wanuwdldd ian
prepositional adjunct rather than a prepositional objectvind( 6i n t he wi ndd) i s
adjunct, because the prepositia{ 6 i n 6 ) , daes$ reghire thgrhodifiet noun to
take the dative case for a static verb rathe
v erdehittelnl 6 shaked) . | n ot hie(rdéiwod ) si,s trmaet pre@uwist
together with the verbchitteln( s6h a Kseebgx 2005: 25859).

At the very top of Figurd.4is theNumber Cxayer, which annotates words
instantiating thé>lural CE. On theNumber Cxayer, the wordseine( 6 hi sé) and
goldenen 6 gol dend) Rlurad in thesamnetwaMoskeh( @sur | s6) i s | ab
asPlural As discussed in the previous paragraph regardinGalse Cxayer, the ending
of the determineseingl 6 hi sd) and t hegoldenehnj @gdli den @)n dimargk ©°
number of the nouthat the @terminer and the adjective specify and modify. In Figure
4.4, the determineseine( 6 h i s 0 )theplpra oourfockens 6 cur | sé) and t he
adjectivegoldenen 6 g o | d e n &ockemhendasdine(edsh i sgbldenea n d
(6gol dend) allemngsccur with plura

I now compare the second English and German sentences.
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4.5 COMPARISON OF THE SECOND ENGLISH AND GERMAN SENTENCES
One similarity between the second English and German sentences lies in the frame
Body _movement evoked in both sentences. In the second English sentence, the English
LU tossevokes the framBody_movement and in the German counterpart, the German
LU schitteil 6 shaked) evokes the same frame. Al so,
FE configurationsThe core FEAGENT is served by the subject of each senteheand
er( 6hed6) an @obv bhaeTiscealizesl byRHe direct object of each sentehise,
golden curlsandseine goldenen Lockén6 hi s gol den curl s6). The pi
each entencein the breezandimWind( 6i n t he wi nddreFEPecE.| i zes t h
Anothersimilarity between the second English and German sentbasds do
with the frameHair_configuration , Which is also evoked in both sentences. An
interleaving withn a single frame can be observed in the realization of the frame
Hair_configuration in both sentences. In the first possible scenario where the
English LUcurls evokes the framElair_configuration (see the frame
Hair_configuration 1 layer in Figure3), golden the adjective modifying the nowairls
is realized as the FHAIR_PROPERTY and the framevoking LUcurls may serve as
another FE, FEHAIR or FECONFIGURATION. The determinehisis realized as the FE
PossessorIn the German sentence, the FE configuration of the first possible scenario of
the frameHair_configuration is the same to that in English, except that the
German verlschittein( 6 shaked6) serves as the Governor i
counter@rttossdoes not, according to the respective lexical entries.
In the second possible scenario of evoking the frelaie_configuration
(see the frame Hair_configuration 2 layer in Figuf®),4he LUgoldenevokes the frame
Hair_configuration and the non modified by the framevoking LU,curls
serves as the FHAIR. The determiner modifying the noumsis again realized as the FE
PossessorThe German sentence shares the FE configuration of the second possible
scenario of the framidair_configuration asingoldenefl 6gol dendé) as the
evoking LU,Locken( 6 c ur | s 6HaIR,arglseind) é h F B 6 ) PogsessorThis F E

illustrates an interleaving within a single frame across two possible scenarios of frame
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evocations. In each sentengeldenandgoldenenf 6 gol dendé) are realized

HAIR_PROPERTY WhencurlsandLocken( 6 cur | s6), whi chgoldene nouns
andgoldenen 6 gol denéd) , respectivel vy, are LUs evok
Hair_configuration . Yet what served as a FE of the frameldenor goldenen

(6gol dendé), may Harlcenfiguratoro k e intarfother possilen e

scenario, and in that alternag scenario, what was the fraraeoking LU in the earlier
scenariogcurlsorLocken( 6 cur | s 6) b e c o nhHais coafigurakono f ,t he f r a
specifically the FEHAIR.
Another difference between the second English and German sentences lies in the
number and types of case markers and plurals markers realizicastgwenstruction and
thenumberconstruction. As to theaseconstruction, in the English sentence, accusativ
case is assigned to the R golden curlsthe direct object of the predicate but such
information about case is not marked by a separate lexical property. English has a
relatively impoverished case system, compared to German, and has very few case
markers. Accordingly, the constituents of the NiB golden curlsn the English sentence
are not inflected to agree with its accusative case. As to the number constaurtgis,
realized as a plural noun licensed by nisenberconstruction, and the English plural
ending-s being added to the singular nocurl is the result of nominal inflection to agree
with the plural number of the woxrirls. In contrast to English, Germaoes mark case
and number by inflectional morphemes including adjective endings, articles, and plural
noun morpheme. In the German sentence, accusative case and plural number are realized
in all three constituents of the NP, nams&ne( 6 h goddéngn{ 6 go | d daockkeh , and
(6curl sdé), which ar e -mafsecket d hlbepodbdoldenenadj ect i v e
(6gol dend) and |l icensed by the ffdockenof pl ur a
(6curl soé) . Adseanstructioh ia thesiglish sénterece does not license a
dative case for the AR the breezer any of its constituents, the case construction in the
German sentence licenses a dative casefor6 i n  tWiredl@  wiamd 6 ) respect

The German prepositian takes a date prepositional object when the object refers to a
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static location and it is the definite determidem( 6t he 6 ) dno(nétirna cttheedd )i nt h a

marks the dative case realized in the dative prepositional @geciind 6t he wi ndd) .
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4.6 ANNOTATION OF THE THIRD ENGLISH AND GERMAN SENTENCES

Figure 4.5.Annotation of Sentence 3 of the English translation
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