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The Multilingual ISLE Lexical Entry (MILE)

A discussion paper

The structure of the ISLE Lexical Entry 

Basic EAGLES principles

We remind here just a few basic methodological principles derived from and applied in previous EAGLES phases. They have proven useful in the process of reaching consensual de-facto standards in a bottom-up approach. 

The Multilingual ISLE Lexical Entry (henceforth MILE) could be envisaged as a highly modular and possibly layered structure (with different levels of recommendations, as in the proposals for morphosyntax), in order to enhance the flexibility of the representation, the easiness of customisation and integration of existing resources (developed under different theoretical frameworks or for different applications), the usability by different systems which are in need of different portions of the encoded data, the compliance with the proposed standards also of partially instantiated entries. 

It should also be very granular, in the sense of reaching a maximal decomposition of its basic notions into the most basic information units. This principle was recommended to allow easier reusability or mappability into different theoretical or system approaches: small units can be assembled, in different frameworks, according to different (theory/application dependent) generalisation principles. Modularity is also a means to achieve better granularity.

On the other side, the principle of underspecification (and hierarchical structure of the basic notions, attributes, values, etc.) may also prove useful, to allow for agreement on a minimal level of specificity in difficult cases, and/or enable mappability and comparability of different lexicons, with different granularity, at the minimal common level of specificity (or maximal generality).

One of the first objectives of the group could be to discover and list the (maximal) set of basic notions which compose/should be included in a multilingual lexical entry. This task can be facilitated by the survey of existing lexicons, accompanied by the analysis of the requirements of a few multilingual applications, and by the parallel analysis of typical multilingual complex phenomena, in order to elicitate which are the basic notions needed for multilingual tasks. Most or part of these basic notions will be already included in previous EAGLES recommendations. Some are also included, with different distribution, in the existing and surveyed lexicons. 

The principle guiding the elicitation and proposal of MILE basic notions can be, again according to a previous EAGLES methodology, the so-called ‘edited union’ of what exists in major lexicons/models, at least as a starting point. Connected to this, redundancy could also be envisaged at the level of general recommendations. We will therefore have to analyse whether existing EAGLES recommendations, or existing lexicon models, with respect to the agreed basic notions, comply with the requirements of a multilingual perspective. Differently  from previous levels of description, for the multilingual task it will however most probably appear that existing models (or even the union of them) do not cover all the notions/data which are needed for multilingual tasks. In this respect, we will have also to discover areas of deficiency, and highlight areas in need of further analysis. The same is true of applications: for most/some of the already existing lexical information current systems are not yet able to use it. Here too areas where systems could be easily improved could be spotted and put forward. 

Modularity

Modularity should be intended at least under three respects:

A. Modularity in the macrostructure and general architecture of the MILE – The following modules should be at least envisaged, referring to the macrostructure of a multilingual system:

1. Meta-information - versioning of the lexicon, languages, updates, status, project, origin, etc. (see e.g. OLIF, GENELEX)

2. Possible architecture(s) of bilingual/multilingual lexicon(s): we must analyse the interactions of the different modules, and the general structure in which they are inserted, in the interlingua- and transfer-based approaches, and in possibly hybrid solutions. Open issue: which relation between the SL and TL portions of a lexicon?

B. Modularity in the microstructure of the MILE – The following modules should be at least envisaged, referring to the global microstructure of MILE:

1. Monolingual linguistic representation - this includes the morphosyntactic, syntactic, and semantic information characterizing the MILE in a certain source language. It possibly corresponds to the typology of information contained in existing lexicons, such as PAROLE-SIMPLE, (Euro)WordNet (EWN), COMLEX, and FrameNet. 

ISLE could consider as the starting point for its MILE the "edited union" of the basic notions represented in the existing syntactic/semantic lexicons (their models), and i) evaluate their notions wrt EAGLES recommendations for syntax and semantics, ii) evaluate their usefulness for multilingual tasks, iii) evaluate integrability of their notions in a unitary MILE, iv) look for deficient areas. 

Typologies of information to be part of this module possibly include (not an exhaustive list):

· Morphological layer

· Grammatical category and subcategory

· Gender, number, person, mood

· Inflectional class

· Modifications of the lemma
· Mass/count, 'pluralia tantum'

· …

· Syntactic layer

· Idiosyncratic behaviour with respect to specific syntactic rules (passivisation, middle, etc.)

· Auxiliary

· Attributive vs. predicative function, gradability (only for adjectives)
· List of syntactic positions forming subcategorization frames

· Syntactic constraints and property of the possible 'slot filler'

· Possible syntactic realizations of the positions

· Morphosyntactic and/or lexical features (agreement, prepositions and particles introducing clausal complements)

· Information on control (subject control, object control, etc.) and raising properties

· …

· Semantic layer

· Characterization of senses through links to an Ontology

· Domain information

· Gloss

· Argument structure, semantic roles, selectional preferences on the arguments

· Event type for verbs, to characterize their actionality behaviour

· Link to the syntactic realization of the arguments

· Basic semantic relations between word senses: 

· synonymy (synset)

· hyponymy, 

· meronymy, etc.

· Description of word sense in terms of more specific, various semantic/world-knowledge relations among word senses (such as EWN relations and SIMPLE Qualia Structure)

· Information about regular polisemous alternation in which a word sense may enter

· Information concerning cross-part of speech relations (e.g. intelligent - intelligence; writer - to write)

As can be seen from the list above, some of these types of information try to make the senses of the MILE explicit through reference to formal resources such as ontologies, feature sets, lists of semantic relations, common predicates or argument structures. 

A general issue to be discussed concerns whether in ISLE consensus has to be pursued at the generic level of "type" of information or also at the level of its "values" or actual ways of representation, etc. The answer may be different for different notions, e.g. try to reach the more specific level of agreement also on values for types of meronymy, but not for types of ontology.

This module will be one of the bases to define the transfer conditions, but can also be possibly detached to form a totally independent lexicon to be used in standard monolingual tasks (e.g. WSD).

2. Collocational information - This module includes more or less typical and/or fixed patterns including the lexical head defined by the MILE, which can contribute to characterise its use, or to perform more subtle and/or domain specific characterisations. It includes at least (but see also the Annex 2 in the document circulated by Sue Atkins on the 10/07 describing various classes of MWEs, which is also annexed below in the Appendix):

· Typical or idiosyncratic syntactic constructions

· Typical collocates

· Support verb construction

· Phraseological or multiwords constructions

· Compounds (e.g. noun-noun, noun-PP, adjective noun, etc.)

· Corpus-driven examples of MILE

· …

This module has the task both to characterise a word-sense in a more granular way and to make it possible a number of specific operations, such as WSD or translation in a specific context. Here open issues are: (i.) what is relevant, (ii.) what can be generalised and formally characterised, (iii.) what must be simply listed (but even lists may be partially categorised), (iv.) what type of representation and analysis to be provided of these phenomena (e.g. should we adopt a Mel'cuk style analysis for support verb constructions, FrameNet style description of syntactic-semantic "constructions", etc.).

The above types of information in (1) and (2) may raise different issues in monolingual and multilingual tasks. For instance, some verb-complement pairs, although not representing particularly problematic case in the SL, may call for specific idiosyncratic transfers in the TL. Similalry, it is well-known that sense distinctions are often different in monolingual and in multilingual lexicons. 

Moreover, collocations can go beyond the sense distinctions expressed through the representation tools in (1), since they provide further, more granular uses of the MILE, which simply cannot be expressed with the resources in (1). The module to deal with (2) is presently missing in most of the lexicons, such as PAROLE-SIMPLE or EWN, but it is also missing in OLIF. Moreover, EAGLES has not carried out in-depth analyses of these issues. In this module we experiment more strongly the limits of the representation means adopted in current lexicons and models. FrameNet should be evaluated in this respect too.

3. Multilingual apparatus (e.g. transfer conditions and actions) – Possible starting points for the discussion could be OLIF and GENELEX. The main issues are: (i.) devise the possible cases of problematic transfer (cf. for instance the list of linguistic phenomena circulated); (ii.) identify which conditions must be expressible and which transformation actions are necessary, (iii.) select which types of information these conditions must access (within the above modules); (iv.) identify the various methods of establishing SL --> TL equivalence (e.g. translation, near equivalent, gloss, example, example + translation, etc.); (v.) examine the variability of granularity needed when translating in different languages, and the architectural implications of this. 

This module relies on both (1) and on (2), since it will have to access semantic and syntactic explicit information, as well as some more example-based information. 

It is crucial to check if the available monolingual apparatus provided in (1), augmented with (2), is a good/sufficient basis, and to check specific information/data to be inserted in (or required by) this module.

C. Modularity in the specific microstructure of the MILE word-sense (word-sense is the basic unit at the multilingual level) – Senses should also have a modular structure:

1. Coarse-grained (general purpose) characterisation in terms of prototypical properties, captured by the formal means in (B.1) above, which serves to partition the meaning space in large areas and is sufficient for some NLP tasks.

2. Fine-grained (domain or text dependent) characterisation mostly in terms of collocational/syntagmatic properties (B.2), which is especially useful for specific tasks, such as WSD and translation. Different types of information may have a sort of different operational specialisation.

An organizational proposal

We could organise different sub-groups of work, each dedicated to the modules (B.1), (B.2) (subsuming respectively C.1 and C.2), and (B.3) and A (general architecture).

They could provide: (i.) a list of types of information that should be encoded in each module (e.g. consider the possibility of extending the information types in (B.1) with a Framenet-style representation, i.e. with frame elements referring to the various participants of the situation denoted by a predicate); (ii.) linguistic specifications and criteria; (iii.) a format for their representation in multilingual lexicons; (iv.) their respective weight/importance in a multilingual lexicon (towards a layered approach to recommendations). 

The work on (B.3) and on (A.2) crucially depends on the content and the way (B.1) and (B.2) (i.e. C.1 and C.2) are specified, and therefore strong interactions and cooperation are needed. ISLE should, in fact, formulate, and provide the formal means to express a large array of transfer conditions and actions (also to tackle a large part of the linguistic phenomena circulated), relying not only on syntax and ‘little’ semantics, but also on a wide typology of semantic information and collocational/example-based data. In any case, it seems that the industrial input is essential and urgently needed to tackle (B.3) in an optimal way, since it must rely on the experience gathered in the actual development of multilingual NLP systems.

The module (B.2) is also quite new, especially with respect to existing computational lexicons (e.g. PAROLE-SIMPLE or EWN). Starting from the semantic information provided by (B.1) above, (B.3) and (A.2), besides transfer-based architectures, could also look at interlingua-based models of multilingual NLP, e.g. by taking into consideration a language-independent level of argument structure, or an ontology or both. How to balance these architectural aspects, i.e. the transfer vs. interlingua issue, in ISLE is - we think - an important open point.

Appendix 1 

Small experiment on few lexical entries in corpus and lexicon

A small informal experiment has been carried out by examining a few Italian entries and related English translations. The purpose was to start listing some problems and issues arising from comparing the information provided by traditional dictionaries and computational lexicons such as PAROLE/SIMPLE and EWN, with the data extracted from the PAROLE corpus of Italian, with the view to a translation task. 

The entries for colpire (V), colpo (N) and portare (V) have been analysed. We report here some results concerning colpire, even though very fragmentary.

COLPIRE

In the following we assume some sort of intuitive pre-theoretical notion of word-sense, which we are well aware that can be disputed and should be discussed. Also the level of granularity in the distinctions, and the debate between broad senses from which more specific nuances can be generated in context vs. list of pre-defined senses are an issue here.

A. Senses from an Italian-English bilingual dictionary (Zanichelli)

1. battere, percuotere: hit, strike, knock, bang, thump, bash, smite, punch …

2. centrare: hit, get, …

3. sparare, ferire: shoot

4. danneggiare: hit, strike, damage, affect,…, happen, 

5. impressionare: strike, impress, affect, move, 

6. phraseology: …
B. Senses from PAROLE/SIMPLE:

SemUs for the word "colpire"
Syntactic Description = "topt4thsuborinf05-xa"

CorrespSynUSemU

Correspondence = "ISObivalent"

SemU = "USem4983"
Syntactic Description = "t-ppconopt-xa"

CorrespSynUSemU

Correspondence = "ISOtrivalent"

SemU = "USem59582"
Syntactic Description = "t-xa"

CorrespSynUSemU

Correspondence = "ISObivalent"

SemU = "USem60273"
1. id = "USem4983"

naming = "colpire"

example = "la scena lo colpisce"

freedefinition = "impressionare, turbare"

weightvalsemfeaturel="TSVP_EMOTION_TS_classificateur_de_verbe TSVP_PSYCHOLOGY_TS_domaine_D

WVSFEventTypeProcessPROT WVSFStrengthUnderspecifiedESS WVSFTemplateCauseExperienceEventPROT 

WVSFUnificationPathPsychologicalEvent-CauseAgentivePROT"

Predicative Representation:

predicate = "PREDcolpire#1"

typeoflink = "Master"

Predicates:

id = "PREDcolpire#1"

naming = "colpire#1"

type = "LEXICAL"

multilingual = No

argumentl="ARG0colpire#1 ARG1colpire#1"

Arguments:

id = "ARG0colpire#1"

semanticrolel = "Role_ProtoTheme"

informargl = "INFARGT35"

id = "ARG1colpire#1"

semanticrolel = "Role_Experiencer"

informargl = "INFARGN2"

InformArg:

id = "INFARGN2"

weightvalsemfeaturel = "TSVP_PLUS_TS_HUMAN_T TSVP_PLUS_TS_ANIMAL'

id = "INFARGT35"

weightvalsemfeaturel = "WVSFTemplateEventPROT

Relations:

semr = "SRIsa"

weight = "PROTOTYPICAL"

comment = "fare" (Cause)

target = "USem3928"

semr = "SRAgentiveCause"

weight = "PROTOTYPICAL"

comment = "causare" (Cause)

target = "USemD5412"

2. id = "USem59582"

naming = "colpire"

example = "colpire qlcu con un pugno"

freedefinition = "assestare uno o più colpi, con le mani o con un oggetto"

weightvalsemfeaturel="TSVP_CONTACT_TS_classificateur_de_verbe WVSFConnotationNegativeESS WVSFContactYesESS 

WVSFEventTypeProcessPROT WVSFTemplateRelationalActPROT WVSFTemplateSuperTypeActPROT"

Predicative Representation:

predicate = "PREDcolpire#2"

typeoflink = "Master"

Predicates:

id = "PREDcolpire#2"

naming = "colpire#2"

type = "LEXICAL"

multilingual = No

argumentl="ARG0colpire#2 ARG1colpire#2 ARG2colpire#2"

Arguments:

id = "ARG0colpire#2"

semanticrolel = "Role_ProtoAgent"

informargl = "INFARGN2"

id = "ARG1colpire#2"

semanticrolel = "Role_ProtoPatient"

informargl = "INFARGT97"

id = "ARG2colpire#2"

semanticrolel = "Role_Underspecified"

informargl = "INFARGT97"

InformArg:

id = "INFARGN2"

weightvalsemfeaturel = "TSVP_PLUS_TS_HUMAN_T

id = "INFARGT97"

weightvalsemfeaturel = "WVSFTemplateConcreteEntityPROT

Relations:

semr = "SRIsa"

weight = "PROTOTYPICAL"

comment = "atto" (Act)

target = "USemD5580"

semr = "SRInstrument"

weight = "ESSENTIAL"

comment = "mano" (Body_part)

target = "USem1799"

semr = "SRInstrument"

weight = "ESSENTIAL"

comment = "strumento" (Artifact)

target = "USem2878"
3. id = "USem60273"

naming = "colpire"

example = "il falimento colpi' tutti i creditori"

freedefinition = "danneggiare"

weightvalsemfeaturel="TSVP_SOCIAL_TS_classificateur_de_verbe WVSFConnotationNegativeESS WVSFEventTypeProcessPROT 

WVSFTemplateRelationalActPROT WVSFTemplateSuperTypeActPROT"

Predicative Representation:

predicate = "PREDcolpire#3"

typeoflink = "Master"

Predicates:

id = "PREDcolpire#3"

naming = "colpire#3"

type = "LEXICAL"

multilingual = No

argumentl="ARG0colpire#3 ARG1colpire#3"

Arguments:

id = "ARG0colpire#3"

semanticrolel = "Role_ProtoAgent"

informargl = "INFARGT90"

id = "ARG1colpire#3"

semanticrolel = "Role_ProtoPatient"

informargl = "INFARGT90"

InformArg:

id = "INFARGT90"

weightvalsemfeaturel = "WVSFTemplateEntityPROT

Relations:

semr = "SRIsa"

weight = "PROTOTYPICAL"

comment = "atto" (Act)

target = "USemD5580"
C. Senses from EWN:

Sense 1 – colpire (hit)

0 @2601@ WORD_MEANING

  1 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

  1 VARIANTS

    2 LITERAL "colpire"

      3 SENSE 1

      3 DEFINITION "dare un colpo."

  1 INTERNAL_LINKS

    2 RELATION "xpos_near_synonym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "n"

        4 LITERAL "colpo"

          5 SENSE 1

    2 RELATION "has_hyperonym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "dare"

          5 SENSE 15

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "sparare"

          5 SENSE 2

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "bastonare"

          5 SENSE 1

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "battere"

          5 SENSE 1

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "calciare"

          5 SENSE 1

…
  1 EQ_LINKS

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_near_synonym"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 WORDNET_OFFSET 806352

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_near_synonym"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 WORDNET_OFFSET 809580

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_generalization"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 ADD_ON_ID 2342

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_generalization"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 ADD_ON_ID 126

Sense 2 – colpire (affect)
0 @1029@ WORD_MEANING

  1 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

  1 VARIANTS

    2 LITERAL "colpire"

      3 SENSE 2

      3 DEFINITION "danneggiare (fig.)."

  1 INTERNAL_LINKS

    2 RELATION "has_hyperonym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "danneggiare"

          5 SENSE 1

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "disonorare"

          5 SENSE 2

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "maledire"

          5 SENSE 1

…

  1 EQ_LINKS

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_near_synonym"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 WORDNET_OFFSET 687702

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_generalization"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 ADD_ON_ID 5451

Sense 3 – colpire (strike)

0 @7287@ WORD_MEANING

  1 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

  1 VARIANTS

    2 LITERAL "colpire"

      3 SENSE 3

      3 DEFINITION "cogliere, raggiungere (detto di persona o di cosa)."

        4 EXAMPLE "Ho preso il bersaglio."

    2 LITERAL "prendere"

      3 SENSE 18

    2 LITERAL "cogliere"

      3 SENSE 2

      3 STATUS new

    2 LITERAL "raggiungere"

      3 SENSE 3

  1 INTERNAL_LINKS

    2 RELATION "near_antonym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "fallire"

          5 SENSE 5

    2 RELATION "has_hyperonym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "riuscire"

          5 SENSE 1

   2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "azzeccare"

          5 SENSE 1

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "balestrare"

          5 SENSE 1

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "bersagliare"

          5 SENSE 1

    2 RELATION "has_hyponym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "bocciare"

          5 SENSE 1

…

  1 EQ_LINKS

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_near_synonym"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 WORDNET_OFFSET 654275

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_near_synonym"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 WORDNET_OFFSET 1204228

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_generalization"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 ADD_ON_ID 5451

Sense 4 – colpire (shock)

0 @7747@ WORD_MEANING

  1 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

  1 VARIANTS

    2 LITERAL "scioccare"

      3 SENSE 2

    2 LITERAL "colpire"

      3 SENSE 4

      3 DEFINITION "impressionare."

    2 LITERAL "impressionare"

      3 SENSE 3

    2 LITERAL "sconvolgere"

      3 SENSE 5

    2 LITERAL "traumatizzare"

      3 SENSE 2

      3 EXTERNAL_INFO

    2 LITERAL "stressare"

      3 SENSE 3

  1 INTERNAL_LINKS

    2 RELATION "has_hyperonym"

      3 TARGET_CONCEPT

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 LITERAL "rendere"

          5 SENSE 2

  1 EQ_LINKS

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_near_synonym"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 WORDNET_OFFSET 1015668

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_near_synonym"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 WORDNET_OFFSET 1030386

    2 EQ_RELATION "eq_generalization"

      3 TARGET_ILI

        4 PART_OF_SPEECH "v"

        4 ADD_ON_ID 5991

D. Senses from corpus:

· Most contexts can be mapped onto some of the senses listed in a lexicon, but some could be considered new senses or sub-instances of existing ones.

· Which is the clue (surrounding context) in the sentence that triggers the selection of the relevant choice when understanding/disambiguating/translating? 
Some syntactic/semantic/ lexical indicators (we should make an inventory and a typology both of information types and of their uses in different tasks) useful e.g. for WSD are the following. The various indicators are mostly of preferential nature, and may have different weights.
· Semantic types of arguments, to be expressed as selection preferences/restrictions, and/or other features (e.g. ‘negative connotation’, domain), broad or strict collocational properties related to arguments, … (obj= [human] vs. [location] zona vs. [domain= militare] basi militari) (subj= proiettili vs. incendio vs. infarto). Sometimes it is the combination of subj & obj together that is more useful (subj=uomini masherati & obj=immigrati vs. subj=ristrutturazione & obj=industrie), because each one alone is too weak an indicator.

· Modifiers, e.g. the semantic type of the instrumental or manner phrase (con sanzioni vs. con una padella), or the location (alla testa), or collocational/lexical preferences wrt modifiers.

· Verb tense, mood, etc., e.g. use of the passive (for sense 5.), but it is only a preference

· Problem of metaphors: un commando ha colpito al cuore un laboratorio 

· Problem of phraseology which eludes basic senses, and is just to be listed separately. On the other hand, some MWEs or phraseology may be said to belong e.g. to the most basic sense. Which criteria should be used for classification into senses (if at all possible or reasonable)?

· A possible way to proceed: prepare a grid with different levels of indicators, to be mapped onto the apparatus of (B.1), to see what is missing (and has to go in (B.2) or (B.3)), which conditions have to be put and where. This applies also to the point below.

· Additional info to be used for translation:

· specific modifiers, which are incorporated in the verb in the TL: colpire con pugni => punch; colpire con calci => kick
· difference in the use of prepositions in SL and TL: (colpire) alla testa => on the head. To be explicitly given in both monolingual entries?

· difference in preferred diathesis: la sua bellezza mi ha colpito => I was struck by her beauty. To be given as preference (how? example, grammatical pattern?) for a sense in both entries?

· MWE: essere colpito da ordine di cattura, colpire qn. con ordine di cattura (possibly without a straight translation equivalent).  

Appendix 2 

Types of MWEs (From Sue Atkins 10/07)

1.  Fixed / semi-fixed  phrases

Types:

a.
 irreversible pairs / triples

ham and eggs – fish and chips – knives, forks and spoons . 

b.
transparent similes

white as a sheet –  pale as death 

c.
catch phrases

If  you can’t beat ’em, join ’em – Horses for courses 
d.
proverbs 

Too many cooks spoil the broth – Birds of a feather ...
e.
quotations 
To be or not to be, an eye for an eye ...
f.
greetings 

Good morning – How do you do?  
g.
phatic phrases
Have a nice day – Take care of yourself

2.  Compounds  (CF’s “non-compositional compounds”)

Criteria:

- it is a fixed multiword expression

- it participates in semantic relationships (synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy) with single words   civil servant / teacher / doctor ...

- it often has a single-word translation in another language dark blue  / light blue  =>  Russian   [seni]     /  [galuboi]

Types of compounds:

(could  be stated in terms of hyponym and superordinate of the various elements)

a.  figurative:

An XY is not a Y that is X: it is not necessarily a Y at all, e.g. lame duck, civil servant, hat trick, next-door ... 

b. semi-figurative

An XY is a Y but it is not a Y that is X, e.g. high school, blind drunk, sky blue, vital statistics ... 

c.  functional
An XY is a Y that has to do with Xs, but also more than that: it is a specific type of thing or person, e.g. house agent, police dog, can opener, level crossing ... 

3.  Idioms

Criteria:

a.  fixed or semi-fixed group of words

b.  its meaning is not the sum of its parts

c.  not all of its lexical components can be assigned to dictionary senses (no open paradigm at the nodes)

Properties of idioms

-
every idiom has at least one

-
some have several

-
no idiom has them all

a.  lexical inflexibility

e.g. by and large, hand over fist, by fits and starts, kith and kin

b.  lexical flexibility

b1.  lexical alternation e.g. to throw in the sponge (or towel);   hit and (or or) miss;   hop, skip (or step) and jump

b2.  lexical variability e.g. chicken and egg:

Which came first, the chicken or the egg?  It’s a chicken-and-egg situation It’s another case of the chicken and the egg.   etc.

b3.  lexical gapping  e.g.  it was a ... ‘s dream (slot = activity-linked noun):
 He had been seen around town with George Michael – a paparazzi’s dream. The Indian dancers looked like a Bombay director’s dream come  true. The conference  looked like an adman’s dream   It’s a planner’s dream (and a shopper’s nightmare).

b4.  semantic alternation e.g. 
to have a heart of gold / to have a heart of stone
to be in someone’s good books / to be in someone’s bad books

c.  syntactic inflexibility 
(limited grammatical transformations) e.g.
it was a football manager’s dream / * the dream of a football manager
it’s raining cats and dogs / *cats and dogs are being rained

d.  morpho-syntactic flexibility
e.g.  verb tense and agreement of possessives to get too big for one’s boots:
Joe’s getting too big for his boots.

She had got too big for her boots.

people who’re too big for their boots...

4.  Support verb constructions (CF’s ‘light verbs’?)


Criterion:  verb phrase is more or less synonymous with verb cognate of noun and semantics of verb are light:
e.g. take a walk, have a bath, do a dance, make a decision

5.  Phrasal Verbs

of various syntactic types :
V+Adv e.g. get up early
V+Prep e.g. break into  a room (cf NYU’s multiword construction)
V+Adv+Prep e.g. come up with a good idea

Criteria

- it is a fixed multiword expression with syntactic rules regarding positioning of pronoun objects (where these apply)

- it may participate in semantic relationships (synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy) with single words laugh at / mock/ denigrate  ...:

- it often has a single-word translation in another language come up with = French trouver
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