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Framework: LTAG & frames
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Depictive Secondary Predicates: Data & LTAG Analysis

Depictive secondary predicates: typically sentence final, adjectival elements that predicate one of
the verbal predicate’s arguments; we call the predicated element the target.

The characterized state holds for at least some initial part of the event time.

e Three strategies for modeling target ambiguity: (i) syntactic ambiguity, (ii) interface ambiguity,

(ii) semantic ambiguity. We opt for semantic ambiguity (= uniform trees for depictives).

e Problem: How to select only semantic roles of syntactic arguments?
Solution: Use syntactically grounded semantic macroroles actor and undergoer [11].

(1) a. Kim ate the steak; raw;. (depictive) Macrorole linking is performed in the metagrammar [6].
b. Sean stomped the can; flat;. (non-initial, event-final = resultative) .
i : : . . : o SiE = VP - VP _
Possible targets are the subject and object of the main verb, depending on semantic compatibility. [E = o] [E = I [E =[]
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the steak ( ACTORY ) physical-entity ( ACTORY ) animate
(3) a.? Kim; ate the steak; raw; hungry;. (well-nested) eat ] | NPERGORRTSTATE  raw ||| WNPERGORRT|STATE  hungry ||
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(4) a. The book; is to be read naked;;. N ] ]
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ate the steak

The Implementation: Extensible Metagrammar & CYKTAG Parser (TuLiPA)

e Grammar description: XMG provides description language(s) for multi-dimensional gram-
mars (syntax, lexicon (i.e. lemmas & morphology), semantics) including interface of com-
ponents.

e Grammar factorization: in XMG, descriptions can be combined and reused to yield larger
fragments, tree templates or tree families.

e Metagrammar compiler: XMG provides the relevant compilers to create grammars (the
models) from metagrammar descriptions.

node ?VP [cat=vp, e=?E]{
node ?V (mark=anchor)[cat=v, e=?E]
node ?NP2 (mark=subst)[cat=np, 1=?ARG2]
3}
<iface>{[e = ?E]};
<frame>{?E[ event,
actor: ?ARG1,
undergoer: ?ARG2]}

Y\

class eat-lemma) \
class eat-lemma-morpho-frame
{
eat|eats|ate <iface>{[e = ?E]}
<lemma>{entry <- eat;
....................... fam <~ nxOVnxl:
_eat | sem <- ?E}
_ <morpho>{morph <- @{"eat","eats", "ate"};
AGENT [ammate} lemma <- "eat";:}
% ACTOR <frame>{?E[ eating,
agent :?ARGl[person],
THEME [physical entity} theme :?ARG2[ediblel,
actor: ?ARG1,
| UNDERGOER - undergoer: ?ARG2]}
}

o
e A WebGUI is available here: f‘ﬁ“ﬁ This is greatly simplified.
Ask us about it!
r—[class nxOanl} N
class nx0OVnx1l
SHE=[]] declare ?S ?NP1 ?VP ?V ?NP2 ?E ?ARG1l ?ARG2
/\ {
<syn>{node ?S [cat=s]{
| = [1]
NPI=ET VP _ g node ?NP1(mark=subst)[cat=np, i=?ARG1]

e CYKTAG Parser for TuLiPA: Employs the compiled grammar descriptions. Syntax &

and semantics is parsed in parallel [2].

TuLiPa parse results: "Kim eats steak raw”
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Semantic representation:
derivation steps

Step 0 ?B0:

Step 1 | type: [activity-eating-event]
Step 2 | actor=2Co0:

Step 3 type: [person-entity]

name = Kim
state = X1224529183 5
undergoer = X275872112 2:
type: [physical object-edible-entity]
state = raw
kind = steakl
agent = 2C0:
type: [person-entity]
name = Kim
state = X1224529183 5
theme = X275872112_2:
type: [physical object-edible-entity]
state = raw
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Prospects

e Evaluation of the macrorole-hypothesis: corpus study on English and German

e Non-adjectival depictives, e.g. PP-adjuncts with similar semantic properties:

(7) Kim; left the poster in anger;.




