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English Abstract

Verbal semantics has been an important issue in linguistic research that deals
with the interaction between syntax and semantics. This research adopts the
frame-based (Fillmore and Atkins 1992) classification hierarchy (Domain > Frame >
Subframe > Near-synonym Set > Lemma) proposed by Liu et a/ (2004) and provides
a unified solution to the study of Mandarin verbal semantics. As part of the efforts in
constructing the Madnarin VerbNet, verbs of the statement frame were analyzed in
detail to capture the syntactically-relevant lexical semantic features. With the case of
Mandarin statement verbs, the ‘five-layered hierarchical model’ is shown to be
effective and comprehensive in exploring the granularity of verb types. In Mandarin,
verbs of statement include a wide variety of verbs, e.g., shuo #. ‘say’, jianghua #-3#%
‘talk/speak’, biaoshi % 7= ‘express’, shuoming . ‘explain’, jianyi &% ‘suggest’.
Prototypically, verbs of statement tend to take a Speaker as the subject and a Message
the object, as illustrated below:
(1) ¥ [speaker subject] /% 77 /f2 /22 k/#E B/E B/RPL 70 A v p d p b enfie

[message object]

Although these verbs share the basic surface pattern, they encode very different
communicative events. One fundamental question in this research is: how do these
verbs differ from each other? More specifically, what are the distinctions in their
lexical semantics and syntax-to-semantics correlates?

Following the five-layered frame-based framework (Liu et al. 2004), a large
set of Chinese statement verbs is first characterized with a cognitive schema of the
Statement frame and linked to the upper semantic ontology, the Communication
domain. Verbs in the Statement frame all involve “unidirectional
message-transferring” and can be defined initially with a set of core frame elements:
Speaker, Message, Topic, Addressee, Means. Corpus observations of the major
syntactical realizations of the frame elements (Basic Patterns) and collocational
associations are then analyzed to categorize verbs into several subtypes, i.¢.,
subframes. Under the frame level, syntactic foregrounding and backgrounding of
certain core frame elements and their syntactic manifestations were taken as the basis
for further categorizing verbs into nine subframes. It is also at the subframe level that
all the near-synonym sets are anchored. The eleven criteria for further distinguishing
the statement subframes are as follows: 1) Frequency of nominalization 2)
Incorporated Message 3) Distributional contrasts of Topic 4) Distributional contrasts
of Addressee 5) Overt marking of Medium_Means 6) Variation of Speaker role 7)
Variations of Message types 8) Relation between Speaker and Addressee 9) Topic as
Human 10) V+V pattern 11) Collocational variations of aspectual modifications.

Based on the above eleven criteria, fifty-eight verbs of statement are further
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categorized into nine subframes, each with a unique set of highltighted frame
elements, basic patterns, collocational associations, and semantic features.

The research attempts to identify syntactically-motivated manifestations of
verbal behavior that may be attributed to their lexical semantic properties. It is shown
that verbal semantics should be represented and linked to a well-structured
hierarchical framework. Ultimately, it shows that the model adopted in constructing
the Manarin VerbNet can capture a fine-grained semantic representation (much as
Pustejovsky (1995) has claimed—the semantic well-formedness) in Mandarin and can

also help to explore verbal semantics in a cross-linguistic perspective.

Keywords: Frame Semantics, Mandarin verbs of statement, lexical semantics,
Mandarin VerbNet
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1. The task: construction of the Mandarin VerbNet

Verbal semantics has been an important issue in linguistic research that has to do
with the interaction between syntax and semantics. The meanings of verbs are
syntactically realized and therefore, the task in verbal semantics is to identify lexically
specified semantic distinctions that are syntactically motivated. In an early series of
works, our research group has attempted to explore the key semantic attributes that
are crucial for the verbal lexicon by studying pairs or sets of near-synonyms (cf. Liu
1999, Liu et al. 2000, Liu 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, Liu 2003a, 2003b, 2003c). Recently,
our research focus has been on the development of a comprehensive lexical database
for delimiting and representing the Mandarin verbal lexicon, i.e., the construction of
the Mandarin VerbNet.

Different from most existing lexical databases that distinguish word senses
without detailed grammatical considerations, the Mandarin VerbNet is designed to
provide lexical semantic information based on grammatical descriptions and framed
in linguistic theories. It looks for systematic correlations between syntax and
semantics and classifies verbs according to crucial syntax-to-semantics
correspondences (cf. Levin 1993). Overally speaking, it resembles the English
FrameNet in that it utilizes the theory of Frame Semantics (Fillmore and Atkins 1992),
but differs from FrameNet in that it adopts a hierarchical design by augmenting its
structure to include subframes and near-synonym comparisons (Liu and Chang 2004,
Liu 2002). In short, Mandarin VerbNet bases all its semantic analysis on syntactic
behaviors and attempts to provide linguistic motivations for its semantic
classifications.

As mentioned in Liu et al. (2004), the Mandarin VerbNet is constructed
according to the following six principles:

1) It is hierarchically structured with five levels: Domain > Frame > Subframe >
Near-synonym Set > Lemma (Liu and Chang 2004). Each level is specified with
Definition, Frame Elements, Conceptual schema, Basic patterns (grammatical
expression of core arguments), Collocational Associations (grammatical or
lexical collocations of non-core arguments), Semantic Attributes (distinctions
pertaining to event structure, participant roles or discourse context).

2) It provides conceptual motivations to characterize the cognitive bases for
individual frames and the interrelations between frames (Liu and Wu 2003).

3)  All the semantic classifications of verbs (frames, subframes, near-synonyms) are
made according to syntactic distinctions in Basic Patterns or Collocational
Associations.

4)  Sense distinction of polysemy follows the principle: one frame, one sense.



Therefore, verbs with multiple senses belong to multiple frames.

5) Frame are distinguished according to syntactically expressed core frame
elements; subframes are distinguished according to syntactic foregrounding or
backgrounding of certain frame elements; near-synonyms sets are distinguished
according to syntactically revealed specifications of frame attributes.

6) Semantic inheritance exists from top to bottom in the hierarchical structure.
Subframes are the level that multiple inheritance may happen (i.e., a given

subframe may inherit features from two different frames).

A preliminary model of Mandarin VerbNet is constructed using verbs of
conversation as illustrations (Liu et al. 2004). This project aims to expand the existing
scope of VerbNet by analyzing another important group of communication verbs —

verbs of the statement frame.

1. The target of study: verbs of statement:

Liu (2003) pointed out that communication verbs constitute a basic domain, i.e.,
the Communication Domain and encode the most fundamental aspect of human
activities. Verbs of statement include a wide variety of verbs and form a major group
in the communication domain, e.g., shuo . ‘say’, jianghua #-3# ‘talk/speak’,
biaoshi % 7= ‘express’, shuoming . ‘explain’, jianyi 3% ‘suggest’, and other
words. They are verbs that express a communicative event whereby the Speaker
conveys a Message to an Address. According to Givon’s (1993) classification, these
verbs are related to “utterance verbs” used for expressing a proposition related to
some events. Prototypically, they tend to take a Speaker as the subject and a Message
the object. The Message can be coded as directly following the verb or introduced by

a colon and quotation marks, as illustrated in the following examples:

(1) ¥ [speaker subject] /% 77 /f2 /22 k/H#E B/E B/HRPL 70 A v p d p b enfte
[message object]
(2) #\“[speaker subject] /% 7% /f3 R/ ZHR/FE S/EB/HRAL " A4 H 7 o p[message
object]

Although these verbs share the basic surface pattern, they encode very different
communicative events. One fundamental question in our research is: how do these
verbs differ from each other? More specifically, what are the distinctions in their
lexical semantics and syntax-to-semantics correlates?

As pointed out by Liu and Chang (to appear), the flat structure of frames as

adopted in FrameNet may be inadequate for exploring the granularity of verb types in



Mandarin. Therefore, the analysis of the statement frame follows the ‘five-layered
hierarchical model’ as mentioned above, trying to distinguish verbs into different
subframes, then to near-synonym sets. The basic structure can be represented in the

following figure:

(3) Frame-based Hierarchy for Statement Frame

Domain
Communication

v

Frame
Statement

A4
Subframe e Explain Say Speak
Near-synonym Set

oy EXIEES I

ﬂ\.

Wi || W || m || v

Lemma

As can be seen, this model is hierarchically structured with five levels: Domain
> Frame > Subframe > Near-synonym Set > Lemma (Liu and Chang In press, Liu ef
al (2004). It also follows the “one frame, one sense” principle proposed by Liu et al
(2004). In each frame, some polysemous words, i.e., words with the same
morphological forms but different conceptual frames may be found. Since
polysemous words share different conceptual frames and can be defined with different
sets of core FEs', the different senses are treated as belonging to different frames. In
the statement frame, some polysemous words are jianghua #4-3% ‘talk/speak’, biaoshi
% 7+ ‘express’, shuoming P ‘explain’, or jianyi %3k ‘suggest’, and other words.
Take jianghua #-3% ‘talk/speak’ as an illustration, one of its senses is ‘to talk with
someone’ and the other is ‘to speak to an audience’. The former profiles the

bidirectional communicative event while the later profiles the unidirectional

4040
! The abbreviation FEs represents ‘Frame Elements’.
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message-transferring activity (cf. Liu et al 2004), as presented in example (4a) and
(4b), respectively:

(4)a. # i < 3 [Interlocutors]® #-Z:E
b. - "3 » A [Speaker] & & Ak & ¥ ¥+ FJAddressee]:iE

Following the ‘one frame, one sense’ principle, the two senses are defined in
different cognitive frames (Conversation frame vs. Statement frame) with different
sets of core frame elements.

3. Database and Methodology

According to FrameNet (http://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/), verbs of statement

are verbs used for communication by a Speaker to perform the act of addressing a
Message to some Addressees by using language. Liu and Wu (2003) further defined
the statement event as unidirectional, with an emphasis on the process of
information/message packaging by the Speaker to the Addressee. In Mandarin, verbs
such as shuo #. ‘say’, biaoshi # 5 ‘express’, biaoda % i% ‘express’, fabiao 7
% ‘announce’, foulu #% @& ‘reveal’, baogao 3¢+ ‘report’ all belong to the
statement frame. A complete set of statement verbs are shown below:

(5) Chinese Lemmas in the Statement frame

W C |Count |Zhuyin Hanyu Pinyin
FE 1930 4N Kax bao4 gaod
22 190 4N Uz bao4 yuand
FE |I46 |94 NLYV bao4 dao3
% 276 g4V WL bao3 zheng4
i 667 9—4v Y~ biao3 da2
% |18 =42V HAN biao3 lud
#57  |5000 -4V N biao3 shi4
sz |12 =B\ Y—tV  |iand jie3
3 357 2— R—L 7 pi2 ping2
=95 R—L 7 HALN ping2 lun4
w42 M%7 U5\ mai2 yuan4
#* % 1671 cCY 9—4V fal biao3
(190 CTXV 5N fou3 rend
wrt 30 CL TAN fenl fud
Ag i |1 TAN FAN fud shud
i 1521 57 4\ dao
HE 239 EXN HAN toud lud
ok |97 E9V 4L tan3 cheng2




#FL 270 E—7 T—LV ti2 xing3
&k (101 E— 7/ —N ti2 yid

o (17 EAV HAN tu3 lug

mE Pl y—4 CY iel Fal

mE 0 U—t HAN el Tu4

aE o 619 [U—tv PN ie3 shid
T 85 U—% 7%\ jiaol dai4
TH |10 U—5 4L jianl chengl
i 2k 1167 U—53 < — jian4 yi4
i (112 U—5Vv 9241~ jian3 bao4
2 Dog4  (U—#AV jiang3

HiE 7 U—tvVv 74~ jiang3 dao4
HE 259 U=V JTAY N jiang3 hua4
#4152 U—LvVv Kz~ jing3 gao4

il 154 U~ quan4

e |l U\ 1r-5v quan4 mian3
B 2 <usg s Y-+ quand jie4
B |10 UugN7PAT quan4 shuol
gt |153 TUusN 7AN xu4 shu4
zir |188 TUS AN xuanl bud
4 |104 TUusg K4~ xuanl gao4
A 110 TUS 4L xuanl chengl
E- Tub s AY S xun4 hua4

R |73 YN Hs zhi4 ci2
w444 YL N TM—Lvs zheng4 ming2
EA 146 AN 4 zheng4 shi2
i %k 466 YAV L zhu3 zhangl
Mt |55 157 FPAN chenl shu4
KE (119 412 7 FATAN cheng2 nuo4
KL 347 4L 7 L\ cheng?2 rend
A 30 A4AN 53—X 7/ chuil niu2
@i |110 ARG 7 Y 7 chuan2 da2
B |11 ARG 7 4N chuan2 dao4
£ 39 A1RL s P chong?2 shenl
ol 164 FL Tl—L s shengl ming2
BH |54 Pl 4L shengl chengl
B 5000 FAT shuol

o 1031 FAT M—L 7 shuol ming2
wis o 521 PAT TTAYN shuol hua4
e 385 —5 7 yan




The analysis of the present study is corpus-based. All the data and statistics of
this paper were mainly based on “Academia Sinica Balanced Corpus of Modern
Mandarin Chinese (Sinica Corpus)”, which is a tagged Mandarin corpus containing a
total of five million words. The distributional tendencies rather than grammaticality

were taken as the important evidence for linguistic analysis.

(6) Intuitive classification of statement verbs

Morphological Lemmas
Make-up
wag |V L
WiEH | VAN s L s I
F 7T Kf V+YV, o~ FE RGP A A A%k
V+R B2 HF B L BP BT
vy
A% | V+R, V4V WH R RS £V A
EHRE | V,V+V BERORFECRE-EFL B PR BFE B
i
BR[| VHV ER BB -LF BT
frEE [ V+V fiz s mig s e
KIRHR V+V,V+R A B R R K EP CET
FLHE | VHR FLWE IR R e

Within each subclass, high-frequency verbs were chosen as the representative lemmas
for this study. They are 3., 3&, #is, 277, & %, L&, P, 38, 2%, &
AL, H &, i, 212, %%, K3, 2K, 24, 2 . For each verb, the first 200
tokens of examples were thoroughly investigated if the occurrence is more than 200
tokens. The data from Sinica Corpus were primarily used for examining the basic
syntactic patterns of the verbs. Considering that data in Sinica Corpus may be limited,
two popular daily-updated search engines ‘Google’ and ‘Yahoo’ were used for

double-checking each verb’s collocational associations.

4. Frame-based Analysis of Statement Verbs

4.1 Frame-level definition, Core Frame Elements, and Basic Patterns

Def.: Statement verbs profile one-way Message-packaging communicative events,
focusing on the Speaker’s delivering a Message on a Topic to the Addressee
by using a certain Means.

Core Frame Elements: Speaker, Message, Topic, Addressee, Means

Basic Patterns: a) % 4 [Speaker]z @ [ 2\ (2 P-% o | [Message]




b) % 4 4 [Speaker]§?/ /%t 3\ [Addressee] i @ [ 2\ % o
[Message]
c) ¥ e/ — B /3F 5/ % duE & [+nom]

4.2 Cognitive Schema for the Statement Frame

The shared cognitive structure for Mandarin statement verbs is defined as
follows: A speaker expresses a Message on a Topic to some Addressees by means of a
Medium_Means (language or Means). The communicative event is a unidirectional
information-giving process. Since the Statement frame is subsumed to the
Communication Domain, it can be represented in the cognitively-based archi-model
proposed by Liu and Wu (2003). The cognitive schema for defining the Statement
Frame is schematized below with highlighted core frame elements:

(7) Cognitive Schema of the Statement Frame

4 )

Encoding Decoding
Message »|  Sign/Signal »|  Understanding
A .
---4-Noise----- {1 o Noise-----
Topic
. l ‘ /—
K A

Motivation

4.3 Syntactic motivations for distinguishing the subframes

Verbs of statement involve a set of core frame elements: Speaker, Message,
Topic, Means, and Addressee. As have been mentioned in the previous section, fifty
nine statement verbs were found and can be defined by these core FEs. Then, one
would wonder what motivates Chinese to have such a wide range of statement verbs.
More specifically, what are each verb’s unique lexicalized meanings that distinguish
one from another? A satisfactory answer might not be easy to access to. Fortunately, a
frame-based approach provides us with some useful insights.

By first investigating the high-frequent verbs in detail, eleven criteria for further
dividing the subframes were found. Number two to five are distributions of core

frame elements and number six to nine are variarions related to core frame elements.



The last two are collocational patterns of non-core frame elements: 1) Frequency of
nominalization 2) Incorporated Message: owing to morphological make-up, verbs
such as jianhua ‘#-3%° or shuohua ‘3,35 have theme incorporated, and thus, rarely
can be followed by a Message 3) Distributional contrasts of Topic: Topic tends to be
absent in the speaking event 4) Distributional contrasts of Addressee: Addressee is
highlighted in the Report subframe 5) Overt marking of Medium_ Means: the explain
event prefers to perform the verbal activity by means of an analogy or comparison
Means such as |+ /4 |/#= ¥ /%5 % 6) Variation of Speaker role: speakers of some
verbs tend to be professional (£ —‘FL,’ /& FL¥Fc$2) or official (F B /3& R ) figures 7)
Variations of Message types: Message is different among the various events; 8)
Relation between Speaker and Addressee: some verbs may be more commonly used
by a single Speaker to a collective Addressee, for instance, i = # if*. In addition,
there exists different status relation between Speaker and Addressee, i.e., superior to
inferior or vice versa, for example % # » £ [F or i~ & w & ix 9) Topic as
Human: in the complaining event, human topic can be frequently found (32 S ¥ fit)
10) V+V pattern: some may occur with the proceeding verb, jinxing & {7 ‘proceed’,
others may be proceeded by jiayi v 14 ‘treat/handle’, and still others may co-occur
with xue/lianxi & /3%y ‘learn/practice’; 11) Collocational variations of aspectual
modifications. Based on the above eleven criteria, verbs of statement can be further
categorized into several subframes.

4.3.1 Frequency of nominalization

In the Statement frame, some groups of verbs—speaking, expressing,
explaining, suggesting, complaining, and reporting verbs can be nominalized, whereas,
other groups of verbs—saying, revealing, and admitting verbs cannot be nominalized,
as illustrated below:

8)a. =+ %4 22> 2P| A % 2L B P audik[+tnom]
b Y4 A HEs E BB A % 2L E P R4S B/SKER[nom]

The distributional skewing over grammatical functions is shown in table (9):

(9) Distribution of predicate vs. nominal uses

Ve e | WE| AT | WY | R | SF | 25 | AY | #Be
Function 2000 | 3500 | &00e | 4000 | 251e | 197« | 277 | 2960 2390
Predicates | 100%+ 81.2%«| 36 8%«| 46 4%0| 62.2%«| 100% 67 1%« 100%+ 39 1%«
(200)e| (2843e| (d49dye| (186)e| (156)e| (1970 (183)¢| (296)¢| (110)
Nominalizedd 0% | 18.8%+« 13.2%+| 53.6%+ 37.8%+ 0%« | 32.9%+ 0% | 60.9%¢
(Bée | (1063 (21d)a| (95)e (92)e {129«

=

=

Y




Nominalization in the Statement frame correlates with the collocation with one of the

/////

Verbs that can be nominalized were found to collocate with zuo, as presented in the

following tables:

/////

(10) Collocation with light verbs zuo &/ %
[tnom]o | 3fe | WiEe| KoRo | WMo | EHe | BF| BB | K| #RE
#/fEe | 0%« | 4%« | 6.7% | 17.8%. | 1.1%| 0% | 8.9%. | 0% | 12.9%.
(1/25)< (7/104)4 (19/107)4 (1/95)- (7/79)- (16/124)-

(I a. ZpiirFERs - v~ x> APApE G 49 B K B3P [+nom]

b. # RIRFINEHL - L=

% — FF ey B iTH A #3E[+tnom] -
c. AR v KPR Ok /I RIS BARER

shin A SR P HRE V) MhE R

According to Huang et al (1995), zuo takes a deverbal noun which refers to the

result of the event. This suggests that nominalization in the statement frame provides

a means to refer to the result (or the end product) of some stating events.

Furthermore, in the Statement frame, all the deverbal nouns can be modified by

determiners such as yige ‘= &, yipian ‘= f°, yifen ‘= »’, yixiang ‘— 3%.’, or

vizhong ‘— #&’ and quantifiers such as yixie ‘— £, xuduo ‘3 %’ or zhuduo

as exemplified below:

2y 20

F97:

(12)a. &g £ 47 > AlfEdH B%?w HErt¥AikangF B 0 - BEP
[+nom] > TR K S#F i  EEBARY o
b. e Fl&Eizg4cA & 0 7|7 F L [+nom]
(13) Colloaction with determiners and quantifiers
tome | He | Wike| Fome | WA | A | BB BB | KRB #HE
Det.& | 0%¢| 8% | 6.7%¢ | 18.7%. | 14.7%-| 0%« 19%. | 0% | 6.5%-
Quant.- (2/25)4 (7/104)4 (20/107)4 (14/95)- (15/79)« (8/124)-

Nominalized event nominals can all be modified by prenominal adjectival phrases,

indicating that they can be evaluated or commented on, as illustrated in example (17):

(14) a. bl4e fof@enam £ A e ik § 4 T 2im i p

R

R



The above collocational associations suggest that the deverbal nouns in the

Statement frame are referable and measurable. That is, through the process of

explaining, suggesting, complaining, and reporting, a referable and measurable

‘product’, the incremental theme, is created.

However, among all the verbs that can be nominalized, only the speaking verbs

cannot co-occur with another frequently used light verb, tichu # !

‘present/propound’, as shown below:

(15) Collocation with light verb #

omle| Hike| FoTe | BWHe | HEife | 88| B |
il 0%. | 7.7%+ | 2.8%-+ | 13.7%+| 3.8%- 3.4%. |o
(0/25)¢| (8/104)| (3/107)+| (13/95)4 (3/79)+| (3/124)-

(16)a. & = = 5 5 § st simenf F bR £ it 4 472 4 DBk
[+nom] °

b. £ feic 4 PR 4 0 N/ [nom] -

This collocational variation may be attributed to the different semantic subtypes
(subframes). As suggested by Huang et al/ (1995), Mandarin light verb, zuo, not only
retains the “activity skeleton” but also entails the creation of a theme. Events such as
expressing, explaining, suggesting, complaining, and reporting verbs which can
co-occur with zuo and tichu encode the process as well as the creation of a ‘verbal
product’— the Message itself. On the other hand, saying verbs focuses more on the

process of the activity, not the product, and thus, cannot co-occur with tichu.

4.3.2 Incorporation of Message
Although statement verbs emphasize the addressing of message or information,
however, speaking verbs—shuohua and jianhua rarely take a Message-object. The

frequency of overt Message object is presented below:

(17) Frequency of overt Message object

e Wik | R HARe Eie FFo | Bl | AR | HL b
Overt 8% | 1.1% | 98.4% | 47.2% | 87.2% | 93.4%- | 48.6%| 80.1%¢ | 50.5%- |0
Message+| (174/200)| (3/284)4 (486/494)4 133/282)4 (136/156)4 (184/197)4 90/186) (236/296)4 (55/110)-

(18)a. shiment = bsbd b o B v 33s > PPFE 7 FHRM -

10



b. FEE Tp-#y

This  distributional

=

B9 (k4 - 732 Bar il AP [Message]

variation

can be

attributed  to

morphological-makeup. The Verb-Noun sequence indicates that the Message object of

the

verb’s

the speaking event has been incorporated and lexicalized, and thus, the core frame

element—Message is lexically backgrounded. This also suggests that the speaking

event focuses more on the process of speaking activity than the process of packaging

the message.

4.3.3 Distribution of Topic

Some statement events tend to require a topic to be a core FE. The Topic may

directly follow the verb or get moved to the front with an overt topic marker such as

youguan ‘5 B’, guanyu ‘b

30

, or zhendui ‘#-%}’, as shown below:

(19) 2. #call—inkdCBHIFLFLE 5 B ART 50 HL

[Topic] °
b. B >t:5— Bh[Topic] » Vi # 0% — i E;,%“a?] KFP By d R - B
PP A pis BE o NPT hpEE o A R e 2 BB
And their distributional differences are shown below:
(20) Frequency of Topic
We | W] FoRe | W | e | §F| BB | Ko | %0
Freq. of | 45%. | 0% | 2.8% | 28.7%.| 0.6%.| 2.5%.| 11.9%.| 8.8%. | 6.4%.
Topice | (9/200)¢ (14/494) (81/282): (1/136)1 (3/197)-| (22/185)4 (26/296)- (7/110):

The occurrences of Topic and Message are highly correlated with each other.

When the Message role is backgrounded, as in shuohua #.3%, it rarely requires a

Topic.

4.3.4 Distribution of Addressee

Another observation related to core frame elements is that some statement

events tend to prefer an overt realization of the Addressee. Although all the statement

events might involve an Addressee by default, only the reporting verbs have a higher

tendency (36% vs. less than 14%) in taking an overtly marked or specified Addresse,

as shown below:

11
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(21) Frequency of Addressee

e Rige | Aie | WMe | B¥e | #F| Bl | A¥e | #4e b
+Addrs| 2.5% 49%¢ | 26% | 13.8%¢ | T1%¢ | 6.1% | 81% | 4.7%¢ | 355%« |
(5/200)0 | (14/284)of (13/494)¢| (38/282)| (11/156)o (12/197)e| (15/185)<| (14/296)¢| (39/110)c

(22)a. B2k T BELAFRE > pehEFLEAG FES 23 L4p
4.4 > o EEF[Addressee]dF 4 1 B R EEG FE o

The high frequency of Addressee with baogao 3% 2. suggests that events of reporting
require the coding of an Addressee, as it has to satisfy the inferior-to-superior relation

between the Spearker and the Addressee, as discussed in Section 4.2.8 below.

4.3.5 Overt marking of Means

According to Liu and Wu (2003), communication events may be performed by
means of a certain Medium, be it a language (* ¥ <), a person (i% i % ), or a Means.
The use of Means may include phone, fax, email or face-to-face communication. In
the statement frame, a special way of conveying the Message was found. In the event
of explaining, rhetoric strategies, i.e., ‘analogy or comparison’ (ju lizi ‘& |3, yong
kushi “* 3, or yong piyu ‘ * Ef%?] ’) are often used as a Means. This shows that the
explaining verbs prefer to make use of an analogy or comparison as a Means to

expand on a specific Topic for expressing the Message, as illustrated below:

(23)a. Bvig- B AT LY - ARG [Means] kP Brhes A R -
PPa o pis B E o NPT hpEE o A R e T BN

Below is the distributional difference over the use of Analogy as Means:

(24) Frequency of Medium Means

Wo | Wie| Ame| W | #Ee| FHEe| BE50| R | #BEe|
Analogye| 0%« | 0.4%« | 03%«| 16%« (% e | 1.1%e | 1%« | 1.8%+ |+
as (072000 (1/284)¢| (2/494)q (@4T282)e| (01156 (211970 (21833 (32560 (21110}

Meanse

The use of Means may comply with the purpose specific to the explaining event:

to explicate or make things easier to understand.
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4.3.6 Variation as to the Speaker role

Among all the core frame elements, Speaker is the most fundamental one in that
all the statement verbs must take a Speaker-subject (almost 100% of all the
occurrences). However, after a careful investigation of the corpus data, the role of the
Speaker among the statement verbs was found to differ. Firstly, in contrast to human
participants, some verbs tend to take inanimate subjects (place or institute names) as

Speakers, as exemplified below:

(25)a AW/ R/§E/IY - AR R
g g/ P /L (6 ] /% % C[Inanimate Subject]# 57 0 d T 2IRF N F R
S E oo R REFIR %

In addition to inanimate subjects, some verbs were found to have a higher
tendency in taking an official and professional speaker e.g., ¥ B and % %.The
examples are shown as follows with the contrast between ordinary, i.e., unmarked

participants and officials/professionals, i.e., marked participants:

(6)a. A/t 2ER/4 AT A/ Y B
b. v "L /;5; A/g J"//z = '5'\% 7T [Ofﬁcial/Professional Speaker| F % =
I ES R bﬁxlizﬁﬁ-g‘gul**@

Variations as to the Speaker role in the statement frame are summarized in the table
below:

(27) Variation of Speaker role

Ve We | W AT | WMe| BEe| FH | BE | AKE | ®E |
1990 | 28de| 4940 28da 128e 1960 | 1860 286e 12594
Inanimate | 1.5%+| 1.1%+ 11.1%0+| 8.8%+| 8.9%+| 11.7%«| 2.7%1+] 9.8%0¢| 4.7% |¢
sub e (e | (e | B85 | 25« | (14 | 23)2 | (5| (29)¢ (&
official 1.52% | 1.1%0+ 47.6%0+ 11.3%¢| 209%4  23%| oe | 12.2%0¢ 10 1%
Speakers (e | (3| 235 G20 | (B3)e | @5 | (13| (38w | (12w

*.

The application of inanimate subjects has been discussed by Liu and Chang (In
press). They asserted that this usage tends to be associated with verbs which entail a
formal register requiring a formal and non-personal topic as well. Similarly, the
application of official and professional speaker role may be correlated with verbs that
comply with the non-personal issue, namely, public topic. Besides, it might indicate

that the Speaker may have a certain degree of authority over the Message.

13



In contrast to identifying the Speaker, some verbs are prone to conceal the
identity of the Speaker by means of the source marker, ju #x ‘according to’. The
Speaker may be either an unspecified entity ( % * £/4 E ) or completely absent.
(#5335 & /4 57 ). Example (28a) illustrates an individualized Speaker, (28b) an

unspecified Speaker, and (28¢) exemplified a covert null identity:

(28) a. % % [Speaker]j + Befgh : PR T 2R s phde oo ki e TR

Tt ,T*w%\f’ - 1%

A V- =&k f# L 2 [unspecified identity]i% § 5 & RIFSH F
7B sr" LI S PAS "J;jg_gi%%“__l_ ﬁ

c. yx[covert null identity| 5% > §l20 5 - (75 B2 S X FEFLI AR E S >
EREEGMET

=

Nevertheless, verbs such as saying, speaking, suggesting, complaining, admitting, and

reporting are rarely used with the source marker:
(29) d. Fx *IFE/FER/ LRI

The corpus data show that only the revealing events have a preference for unspecified

Speakers, as presented in the following table:

(30) Frequency of unspecified Speaker

Vo | #e | ®¥e| Ane | ®HMe | e | FEe | B8] Ao | BEe )
#+ 0% 0%oe | 16%e | 0.4%¢ %oe | 15.8%« | (0%« 0o (e
unspec. | (011990 (02844 (BM494)e| (1/284)0| (0M158)e| (3171963 (0F188) (0/296)e| (071290
mpeakerd

+.

The phrase ‘ju + unspecified Speaker’ marks the way or the means of obtaining the
message. By concealing the identity of the Speaker, the responsibility of delivering a
Message is also cancelled. Besides, the occurrence of an unknown speaker may be
highly associated with the marked content of the Message unique to the revealing

event, which will be discussed in the next section.

4.3.7 Variation of Message type
With respect to the role-internal features of Message, some verbs tend to encode
Messages with a special content. The Message in the statement frame may be realized

as nominal phrases (NP) or clauses (CL). Verbs of revealing are found to prefer an NP

14



Message, i.e., Message description (Baker, Fillmore and Cronin 2003) (23% vs. 0%).
And the NP message pertains to secretive matters, such as mimi ‘4%, zhenxiang ‘ &

A8, neimu ‘] ¥°. The distributional variation and examples are shown below:

(31) Frequency of presumably unknown NP Message

Vo e | e | A | HeHe | E3e | HEe | 850 | REBA |E |0
NP Iessag
Prezumably 0% 0%0e %0 0%pe | O%pe 22.7%0¢| D% | 0%pe 0%+ |&
unknewn e a {10/ « o
Ideszsage (F 55/
HoAa/pg H)e

(32)a. 4 e AHE T 4 s 5 FL % [presumably unknown Message] 4 f;@“:,gm A
¥ LfEERL o J AR D
b Flib bt BB S (Lot T2E) -3 w2 (B IA
[presumably unknown Message] °

This collocational pattern might be associated with the communicative purpose
unique to the revealing event. The revealing events presumably go with the intension
to disclose unknown secret. Since the Message is highly marked, the identity of the

Speaker tends to be concealed or protected.

When the Message is coded as a clause, i.e., Message content (Baker, Fillmore
and Cronin 2003), some event specific variations were found as well. Firstly, for the
complaining event, the expressed Message tends to be a negative evaluation or
judgment containing negative adjectival or verbal phrases e.g., buzu ‘% &, chou ‘fv’,

or shaoyijian *** — %’ as illustrated in example (33a) and (33b), respectively:

(33)a. mii‘uff\’ A-FRFHER FOATERE DT RED A TR R
[negative evaluation]
b. B P A& Mg fRapF R o AR Y 5 X b P [Speaker]§z 5 &
PR-X ik *" — % [negative evaluation]

This usage accounts for 51% of all the occurrences in the complaining event,
while less than 2% in other events. This pattern may suggest that when complaining
verbs are used, some personal judgment or evaluations are involved. It seems to
indicate that verbs which involve positive evaluation such as chengzan F-#
‘compliment’ or zanmei #% ‘praise’ should also be considered in the Statement

frame. A larger class of ‘judging verbs’ including complaining and praising verbs

15



should be viewed as cross-frame verbs that involve both ‘statement’ and ‘judgement’.
Secondly, about 40% of all the Messages with suggesting verbs are irrealis, 1.e.,
coded with irrealis modals such as yao & , yingai ‘f&3%’, or bixu ‘% ’E’. The Message

itself conveys a future projecting proposition. This is illustrated as follows:

Bd)a. BErdhitszdk LLAiREF S ELIRE S QR BT P
T

iL

b # ¥k TRA rwBhichre | S B ¥ - B IHRMAER T K

This pattern may be correlated with the communicative purpose unique to the

suggesting event: to provide a solution or plans for future action.

Thirdly, contrary to irrealis Messages, the Message of the admitting verbs tends
to be realis. The high percentage of the use of confirmation markers such as queshi
‘Faf or dique ‘FFE’ (6.6% vs. 0.7%) in the Message of admitting events may
suggest that before making a statement, a presupposition has been established. The

use of confirmation markers is exemplified as follows:

(35) A s AIWAJS % fofRniBAEE 5 X b pEd 3 5 H S @A P kit

[Presumably known Message]

The occurrence of realis Message with confirmation markers seems to implicate
that the admitting event is used to encode a presumably known Message to further

verify a presupposition.

Lastly, the Message of some statement events may be interrogative, introduced
by WH words such as shemo © i+ B’ weishemo * 5 ™ &, or ruhe ‘4@’ Explaining

verbs outrank other verbs in taking an interrogative Message, as shown below:

(36) Rtk AAE L T hF R 2 ASPACKY g dll ~ 788 58+ %
g # —*‘Ff CEFREGERP AR ELE o M2 @ ASPACK
[Interrogative Message] °

Despite of the low frequency (10%), it is still significant for other verbs seldom used
so (less than 3%). This finding, again, might be associated with the purpose of the
explaining event. The WH words may reveal that the information is insufficient or
unclear, and thus, motivates the Speaker to further expand on the topic or state out

more messages.
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To briefly sum up, variations in Message types may be highly correlated with

the purpose of the event. The varied types of clausal messages and their distributional

skewing are summarized in the following table:

(37) Distributional variations of clausal Message

Ve | @e| 88| AT |09 | 28 | FF | A5 | AW | #BE 4
CL Messd 161 30 | 2806 | 112 | 138 | 134e| 88e | 2280 330
Hegative Mo | %o | 14%«| 1.8%e| %0 | 0% | 511%¢ 2.2%¢| 0% |0
Message (F &/ e | (20 (A3} | (S r
LY — )¢
lrealis Message | (%0 | 0% | 59%¢| (%0 [400%+ 0% 0% | 04%e | 18 2%«
(itrealis modals: (17 (5300 (Lo | {B)w
&R s/ )¢
Iessage 9.6% 0%e | 12.1%¢ 11.6%¢ 0% | 5.2%« 4.5%¢ | 69.9% 6. 1%« |0
encoding Realis | (9)0 (35 | (13)e (Ne | @e | (16| (20
gventss
Interrogative 1.9%« (%00 | D% | 10.7% 070%« | 07% (%e | % | 3w |0
Messago (A | (e (12| M | Q) (1)
&y 1 - 470

4.3.8 Relation between Speaker and Addressee

As noted above, among the statement verbs, the event of reporting is prone to

highlight the frame element—Addressee. What are the motivations? After carefully

examining the examples with overt coding of Addressee, some interesting patterns

were found. Firstly, for the reporting verbs, the verbal activity is often performed by a

single Speaker to a collective Addressee (50% vs. less than 30%):

. »
¢ ;o o, 2
Ry %

FrARAAE

* & %¥#$%[Single Speaker]® i i [Collective Addressee]dE 4 7 A & {v

Instead of coding interpersonal communication, the reporting event is inclined to

code public communicative events. Further, the overtly coded Addressee normally has

some kind of a status relation over the Speaker, being inferior to or superior:

(39)a. ¥ # [Inferior Speaker] = ¥ ¥ [Superior Addressee]3F £ T4 itk $ 4

17




#+

oy

b. %%+ #[Superior Speaker]it L 7 —~ € 2> M Hp ¥ % chigix [Inferior
Addressee] R & - %

Examples above demonstrate that the reporting verbs tend to profile formal and

public events rather than interpersonal communicative events. The distributional
tendency found in Sinica Corpus is presented as follows:

(40) Distributional variations of the relation between Speaker and Addressee
e

Wel 8 | AT

e | 23 | FE | BE | AW ®E |
CL Messages 54 14¢ 13 Jhe 11¢ 12 150 14¢ 39
Single to Collective  0%«| 28.6% | 30.8%«| 132%« 2.1%« | 160« 6 77%« | 0%+ | 48.7%|e
e | (4 (S} (1w () e | (e | (19
Status relation 0% | T 1% | 231%«| 0%« | 18.2%e| B 3%« | 13300 0000 | S1.3%e
betwreen Speaker (1 (3 a (2 (L (2 (20
atid A ddressees

4.3.9 Variation of Topic type

As noted in Section 4.2.3, Topic can be found in all the statement verbs except

verbs of speaking. However, different from Topics referring to events or affairs, some
Topics are human, as provided in (46a) and (46b):

(4l)a. tod A F hazs 10 4§ R rc it
b 6 A220% L4k k2L o

§ #c¥t fe 22 50 Br{Human Topic] -
B R sg s MR T E 2PN

#2344 # [Human Topic] : i& £ &

e 4

The event of complaining is unique in this usage and accounts for 52% of all the
Topic occurrences. The distributions of human Topic among verbs of statement are
listed below:

(42) Frequency of human Topic

o | Wik | Aoke | WM | EEe | 80| BB | A | #de |
Topic as 0% 0%e | 0%e | 0%e | 0%e | 0%e | S0%« | 0% 0% |«
humane (1172234
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This observation may suggest that the target of complaining events may be human.
The event of complaining may be used to state messages about events or human

beings, whereas all the other events tend to address messages about events.

4.3.10 V+V pattern: with the preceding verbs jinxing i& {7, jiayi *c 14, and
xuellianxi 8 /3%

Another pattern that sets the verbs apart is the collocation with preceding verbs.
After looking into the verbs in detail, three kinds of preceding verbs were found to
collocate with one specific group of statement verbs. Some verbs may co-occur with
the preceding verb, jinxing & {7 ‘proceed’, others occur with jiayi 4v 14
‘treat/handle’, and still others with xue/lianxi 5 /3% . According to Huang et al
(1995) and Liu and Chang (In press), the use of the light verb, jinxing & {7, entails a
formal register and also profiles a procedural process or atelic event. Among
statement verbs, only the explaining and reporting verbs can collocate with jinxing.

Example (48a) and (48b) are presented to illustrate such a contrast:

(43)a. Bfsd TR - A BEREFAS P RFEP/EEL -
b. {7 FIRIFRGE T RS B BKGR

This collocation suggests that the event type of the explaining and reporting verbs is
‘procedural process’ and tends to require a formal register.

Another preceding verb which co-occurs with the statement verbs is jiayi.
Significantly, only the explaining verbs can occur with jiayi, while others cannot, as
illustrated in (49a) and (49b), respectively:

(44)a. AZRE o 4r% 2 HI S A B ¥ 2R [Topic]de P > FEF A3t s
% o
b. el RRMIRIEF A 7 E RS B SRR 2

This pattern is highly associated with the overt marking of Topic, Means, and
Addressee. 75% of the occurrences of jiayi was found to collocate with a Topic,
Means, Addressee, suggesting that the explaining event may entail a specific target
including person and event. Lastly, the ordinary but significant preceding verbs—uxue,
xuexi, and lianxi were found to be used with the statement verbs. What they encode
seems to differ from the former two. In the statement frame, only the speaking event
was found to be preceded by preceding verbs like xue, xuexi, and lianxi, as

exemplified below:
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(45)a. ARG A5 K S 0 BN A S B R
b P A S BY R R e B B SRR -

As have been mentioned in section 4.2.1 to 4.2.3, the speaking verbs largely profile

the speaking activity. Here, this usage may indicate that the speaking verbs encode the

most basic verbal activity of human beings (Brown 1958) with little restriction on the

speaking activity’s register, topic, and manner.

The collocational associations with preceding verbs are summarized in the

following table:

(46) Collocational associations with preceding verbs

Ve |&e|®@e | AT 7B | BH | SEo| Bl | Aile| #4
Jinxing wiTe No#| Nav | Nov | Yess | Nov | MNov No# | Hoe | Yess
Jiayi fm ke Noo| Moe | Nov| Vese | Nov | Now | Wo?e | Now | Hov
xusllanxi B/ 80| Mool Yese | Nov | Nov | Now | Moo | HNed | Noo | Hov

4.3.11 Collocational Associations with Aspectual Markers

Last but not the least important, statement verbs differ with respect to the

collocation with aspectual modifications. The collocational asymmetries over

aspectual modifications are provided in the table below:

(47) Collocational Asymmetry of Aspectual Modifications

¥ r Aspectual markerse Durattonal+ Endpoint
# Phrase of times matlers
Ve [ [ESEAME ]S i T1e| T+ duration[NP/AdwP]e| Adverbial [F£]e
W E RIS -_ 7
15 Tl i | Bgv Tege Hge Tese
e Tese Tege Yess Teaw
A No- Tege Mow Tese

The majority of verbs (speaking, expressing, explaining, suggesting, revealing,

complaining, and reporting verbs) differ from the saying and admitting verbs in

aspectual modifications. The former can take progressive markers, i.e., zheng i,

zhengzai i+ %, and zhe ¥ and markers denoting possible event boundary such as /e

7 and wan %= . Also, they cannot take duration phrases (/e + time duration).
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The acceptability with progressive markers may be attributed to the event type:
a process, instead of a state. As for the acceptability with endpoint markers and
unacceptability with duration phrases might suggest that the event is bounded. These
collocations might suggest that those verbs’ event type is ‘process with endpoint’.
However, the saying and revealing verbs were found to be different from all the
above-mentioned verbs. The saying verbs can take duration phrases, while some other

statement verbs cannot, as shown below:

4D a TR IFFA > 7B FLEARE L
b, B FEFE AT E R G BRGSO FA

Since the saying verbs can be modified by progressive markers and duration phrases,
it may indicate that their event type is ‘simple process.’ As for the revealing verbs,
they are unique in that they cannot take progressive aspectual markers, i.e., zheng,
zhengzai, and zhe, while all the other verbs can, as exemplified in (55a) and (55b),
respectively:

A BEAEG

Rk TR RIS B SR

(48)a. © *&/*p

b. & it/

F_*

X

-

=
F_&

This means that the event type of revealing verbs may be ‘punctual’. The
collocational associations with aspectual modifications provide another

syntactically-motivated evidence for categorizing verbs in the Statement frame.

5. The Nine Subframes
5.1 Basic Patterns associated with the Subframes
a) Subframe 1- Say 3%

Say subframe has four Basic Patterns associated with core FEs:

Basic Patterns (BP)

[+Message] Speaker [NP] < % < Message[CL/NP]

LA & 1. ¥ £ NN LN -

[-Message] Speaker [NP] < X

3020423 0B (REE) P HEA EELR
[+Addressee] | Speaker[NP] < %+ + Addressee[NP] < % < Message[CL]

AU Fihp e T it Ag4% p e

[+Topic] Speaker[NP] < % </ (¢7) +Topic [NP]

4040
2 Example found in Google (941208).
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e R e T

[Preposed
Topic]

(B *) + Topic [NP] < Speaker[NP] < %

Mo E s TrumanCapoteih:
T R o

b) Subframe 2- Speak %

Speak subframe has five Basic Patterns associated with core FEs:

Basic Patterns (BP)

[+Message] Speaker[NP] < % <:+ Message[CL]

PR GARET CAPRIcF AL TN HEEEFE- T
[-Message] Speaker [NP] < %

LHEM BT R L Y- Y F T A

-
[+Addressee] | Speaker[NP] < %+ + Addressee[NP] < %

- AR A A YRR
As a head Modification Phrase: (1%/# +) (modifier (+ 7)) < %k [+nom]
noun e A #3E[+tnom]

As a modifier

Nominal Modifier: * [+nom] (7)) < NP

#oie[tnom] gl 3T .

c¢) Subframe 3- Express % 7%

Express subframe has three Basic Patterns associated with core FEs:

Basic Patterns (BP)
[+Message] Speaker[NP] < % <(: +) Message[VP/CL/NP]
FRETHEECEAT AT S RGP RE MG
[+Topic] 3 BE/¥H/8 >t + Topic[CL] < Speaker[NP] < % <Message[CL]
W3 okid  BAAAREZILEI e g E
As a head Modification Phrase: (# d!/1%/%+) (modifier(+:7)) < k[+nom]
noun 2 EF G HME TR kT

d) Subframe 4- Explain # P

Explain subframe has seven Basic Patterns associated with core FEs:

Basic Patterns (BP)
[+Message] Speaker[NP] 7 + %k <Message[CL/NP]
ApFl e PEF TINNOPACH®E - 1R ®pPE
E
[-Message] Speaker[NP] < (4t 12) +
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Az%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ
qf\—lir’ L‘%x‘l’ 1 o

BHG 200 2 7 g0 1 faf e L 4L e

[+Means] Speaker[NP] < 14/# + Means[NP] < %k < (Message[CL])
XD G ol P ar R ARG EH A KL K
BAR LR
Speaker[NP] < 1/#/%* + Means[NP] < * < Topic[NP]
BB RaAE | huk KRPEBEY -

[+Topic] Speaker[NP]< sk < (¥++ ) Topic[NP,CL]
FZBAGETHPRE > P T 2 ATT UERA SR
3 [

[+Addressee] | Speaker[NP] < & /§? <Addressee[NP] < k <
(Message[CL/NP])
HErgdade s el Than i e |
Speaker[NP] < = < Addressee[NP] < s < Topic[NP]
Brire A1EP T p FEF L DE

As a head Modification Phrase: (# !/1%/#+)(modifier (+:7)) < *k[+nom]

noun TG - BH T AR LR R L E e AN SR
f# 1% [+nom]

As a modifier

Nominal Modifier: * [+nom] (7)) < NP

B3 NG {4 P [+nom] > 3¢ o

¢) Subframe 5- Suggest & 3%

Express subframe has four Basic Patterns associated with core FEs:

Basic Patterns (BP)
[+Message] Speaker[NP] < sk < (:+) Message[CL]
PR b ER L AW EF O EI T LT RS
Pt e i
[+Topic] Speaker[NP] <
G AR RAE # 4 | S
[+Addressee] | Speaker[NP] < +1‘/1H + Addressee[NP] < * < Message[CL]
‘i\‘)r'g lbﬁpg_fu’ll IJ‘F"AFI\" \4»\17\’” ’3"'53:‘37}"?7(%};’],#/5
-
As a head Modification Phrase: (${1/{/fft*) (modifier (+ [i¥)) < [+nom]
noun A T iﬁ P ERE guE E[+nom]

f) Subframe 6- Reveal % &

Express subframe has three Basic Patterns associated with core FEs:
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Basic Patterns (BP)

[+Message] Speaker[NP]< % <(:+) Message[ CL/NP]
BRAY-CEBAELAIER S ERIFEFFE L RL
2 P g et R

[+Topic] Speaker[NP] <
MEFFA R AR R RN T it 4B
&~ Bebkoug e & o

[+Addressee] | Speaker[NP]< = /§3/4t+ Addressee[NP] < % < Message[NP/CL]

PO #* RMARE P e A B BIERR

g) Subframe 7- Complain # 33

Express subframe has six Basic Patterns associated with core FEs:

Basic Patterns (BP)
[+Message] Speaker[NP] < % < Message[CL]
PR RS Sl S BN
[-Message] Speaker[NP] <
BT AREREAL TR -
[+Topic] Speaker[NP] < * < 3&/$*+Topic < (Message[CL])
P385ﬁ<ﬂW%fﬁ>%%ﬁﬁi#¥%ﬁﬁrmﬁﬁg
R AR R AR AT R E Ar i E IT O I D
[Preposed ¥+/3 B+ Topic < Speaker[NP] < % < Message[CL/NP]
Topic] AIMAE IR o d N LA AT - AR Y
[+Human Speaker[NP] < % <Human_Topic[NP]
Topic] BARAT T 0 AR EFU A S R SRy

As a head noun

MEREEE B 4Eaz A4 AL AP RE®E [+nom)

As a modifier

Nominal Modifier: * [+nom] (£77) < NP

B Fh T B E ede B [+tnom] T3S e

h) Subframe 8- Admit k33

Express subframe has two Basic Patterns associated with core FEs:

Basic Patterns (BP)
[+Message] Speaker[NP] < * < (:+) Message[VP/CL]
R TEER KRG AR &
[Preposed Message[ VP/CL] < Speaker[NP] < %
Message] R F AL ECR > R Ak AR
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[-Message]

Speaker[NP] < x

R ARy A

5.2 Semantic Attributes Associated with the Subframes
As has been demonstrated in the previous section, the asymmetrical

distributions with respect to the manifestations of core frame elements and non-core

frame elements may serve as the anchor for the categorization of verbs. The

collocational criteria regarding core FEs are summarized below:

(50) Distribution of grammatical functions and core frame elements:

Analo
Mominalizations| Speakere| Messages| Addresseed Topics nalogy
- Meanse
1. Say+
e 0w 9% 5% 8% D A0 4504, (000
2. Bpeaks
WY 18.9%% 100% 1.1%# 4 Qe (10 0 4540
3. Express+
foalEggsy 13. 2% 99.9%w | 98 4%e 7 R LT 0 304,
4. Explain+
A SR 100% | 47.2%¢ | 13.8%0 | 28.7%s| 16%
5. Buggests
e g AP 37.8%¢ 100% | B7. 2% T 1% 0.6%. (%40
6. Reveald
& EEE 0% 100% 93 4% L 9 504 1.0%.
7. Complaind
o iR o S 100% | 48.6%¢ | 8.1%¢ | 119%s| 1.1%-
8. Admits
& 508 A 0w 100%« | B0 1% 4 e 8. 8%, 1 8940
9. Reports
48 &S %4 60.9%¢ 100%+ 50.5%# 35.8% 4.6% 0+ Lows
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(51) Distributional asymmetries associated with core frame elements

a. Speaker and Addressee

Speaker Addressee
F
Inanimate | Official/ I + Single to Status relation
subject | Profession unspecified between
Speaker Collective Speaker
1. Say
B Low Low Low Low Low
o
2. Speak ] ‘
o Low Low Low Mid Mid
ERlE S
3. Express ) ) )
o High High Mid Mid Mid
* T 2
4. Explain )
- ) High Low Low Mid Low
iladii
5. Suggest ) )
High High Low Mid Mid
3R/ L
6. Reveal ) . . ) )
e High High High Mid Mid
GBRABR
7.Complain ) )
‘ Low Low Low Mid Mid
£ 27
8. Admit .
. ; High Low Low Low Low
AT/ K
9. Report .
' Mid Low Low High High
42 /2 ik
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(51) Distributional asymmetries associated with core frame elements

b. Message and Topic

FEs | Message Topic
Presumably | Negative | Irrealis | Realis | Interrogative | Human
unknown | Evalution Topic
1. Say . .
Low Low Low | Mid Mid Low
5
2. Speak
Low Low Low Low Low Low
B o
3. Express . ) .
] Low Mid Mid Mid Low Low
# o /3
4. Explain . .
B Low Mid Low Mid High Low
W /iR
5. Suggest .
B Low Low High | Low Mid Low
23R/ PR
6. Reveal . . )
e High Low Low | Mid Mid Low
SRR
7.Complain . . .
o Low High Low Mid Low High
2 57
8. Admit , )
o . Low Mid Low | High Low Low
AT/ B K
9. Report ) . .
Low Low Mid Mid Mid Low
L/
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(52) Distributional asymmetries associated with non-core frame elements

a. Preceding verbs

FEs Preceding verbs + V+V Pattern
V[+nom]
<VAka il BT e 1 CSANE §H

1. Say

" No No No No No

=
2. Speak
e e Yes No No No Yes
i
3. Express Y . N N N

es es 0 0 0

T
4. Explain
" s Yes Yes Yes Yes No
H /R4
5. Suggest

Loy Yes Yes No No No
=R/ L
6. Reveal
s - No No No No No
BRlihg
7. Complain

L e e Yes Yes No No No
e B
8. Admit

o . No No No No No
KL/ A
9. Report . - v N N
PR es es es 0 0

28




(52) Distributional asymmetries associated with non-core frame elements

b. Aspectual modifications

FEs Aspectual markers Durational Endpoint
Phrase of time marker
[1/1 t/%] [7] | 7 +duration | Adverbial [=]

1. Say

Yes Yes Yes Yes
T
2. Speak
e Yes Yes No Yes
RN
3. Express
v = e s Yes Yes No Yes
7/ %
4. Explain
. . Yes Yes No Yes
5P
5. Suggest v v N v

. es es 0 es

iR/ L
6. Reveal v v N v
SRR es es 0 es
7. Complain

o Yes Yes No Yes
I B
8. Admit
o . No Yes No Yes
EAVEA IR
9. Report
PR Yes Yes No Yes

These asymmetrical patterns of the statement verbs clearly suggest that verbs
can be further divided into subtypes. Although sharing the same cognitive frame,
subgroups of verbs exhibit distinct variations of syntactic patterns, indicating that they
may have different lexicalized semantic properties (syntax-to-semantic
correspondences). The preliminary distinction of nine subframes of the statement
frame is provided below, each with a definition, its core FEs, semantic attributes, and

lemmas, as shown below:

(53) Statement Subframes:
a) Subframe 1- Say &
Def.: A speaker conveys a Message, sometimes on a Topic.

FEs: Speaker, Message, Topic
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Semantic Attributes: [Event type: simple process]
[Register: unspecified]
[Speaker: unspecified]
[Topic: unspecified]
[Purpose: unspecified]
Lemmas: 3#., #, i, 7

b) Subframe 2- Speak #.i&

Def.: A speaker speaks. Message is incorporated. Topic tends to be absent in the
speaking events. The speaking activity is emphasized over the packaging
of Message.

Backgrounded FE: Message

Semantic Attributes: [Event type: process with endpoint]

[Register: unspecified]
[Speaker: unspecified]
[Purpose: unspecified]

Lemmas: .35, #35, @, sy, 975, R

c¢) Subframe 3- Express % 7%
Def.: A speaker—usually a person with authority/information—expresses a
Message on a Topic.
FEs: Speaker, Message, Topic
Semantic Attributes: [Event type: process with endpoint]
[Register: formal]
[Speaker: authority]
[Topic: formal]
[Purpose: unspecified]
Lemma: # % 2 % ,% 3 56,80 M, 7 fL. 54,2 2 8.4 7.4 2,2
RYNT

d) Subframe 4- Explain [

Def.: A speaker provides more message/information on a Topic to make the
information more understandable and clear by means of using an analogy
Means.

Foregrounded FE: Means

Semantic Attributes: [Event type: procedural process with endpoint]

[Register: formal]
[Speaker: unspecified]
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[Topic: formal]
[Purpose: to make the Message more precise and
understandable]
[Medium: Analogy Means]
Lemma: P, [, H#f#, 4, £9¢, 45

¢) Subframe 5- Suggest 3%
Def.: A speaker offers a Message & Advice as a solution to a problem to an
Addressee.
FEs: Speaker, Message, Topic
Semantic Attribute: [Event type: process with endpoint]
[Register: formal]
[Speaker: authority]
[Topic: formal]
[Purpose: to provide a solution or a suggested future act]
Lemma: =3k, #3k, B, ¥4, &L

f) Subframe 6- Reveal % &

Def.: A speaker conveys a presumably unknown Message to an Addressee on a
Topic. The identity of the Speaker tends to be unspecified to eliminate the
responsibility of disclosing unknown Message.

FEs: Speaker, Message, Topic

Semantic Attribute: [Event type: process with endpoint]

[Register: unspecified]

[Speaker: authority]

[Topic: formal]

[Purpose: to disclose presumably unknown message]

Lemma: £ &, $hig, L 5

g) Subframe 7 - Complain 2 %3
Def.: A Speaker utters a Message out of discontent to judge on a Topic or
human Topic.

Foregrounded FE: Human Topic

Semantic Attribute: [Event type: process with endpoint]
[Register: unspecified]
[Speaker: unspecified]
[Topic: event or human Topic]

[Purpose: to judge on events or human]|
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Lemma: #27%3, #5, 7+

h) Subframe 8 - Admit -&3%
Def.: A Speaker utters a Message about a Topic in order to verify presumably
known information.
FEs: Speaker, Message, Topic
Semantic Attribute: [Event type: punctual]

[Register: formal]
[Speaker: unspecified]
[Topic: formal]
[Purpose' to verify the presumably known message]

Lemma -H! L‘ L‘F'\Ja ?’ Fl\ia F-E-a LLE%,’ g-vé--?a ?—g-ﬂg

i) Subframe 9- Report #F %
Def.: A Speaker gives an account Message on a Topic to an Addressee. The
Speaker tends to have status relation with the Addressee.
Foregrounded FE: Addressee
Semantic Attributes: [Event type: procedural process with endpoint]
[Register: unspecified]
[Speaker: marked]
[Addressee: marked]
[Purpose: unspecified]
Lemma: #F 2, FHF, @3F, L&, wrd
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