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« Why are there so many verb classifications? causal, temporal, implicative, etc.

* Why and how do they differ? * Motion domain:
« Is there any “optimal” classification? agen/non-agent motion in place; forward motion; transport; external motion
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moving in place BB | GN | FN | SW « Goal: lexicographic database CTravel .
Movement in place F)ody_movement BB | GN FN « Organisation: flat hierarchy / =
iterative movement BB GN SIwW i i ’ -
Accompaniment accompaniment/chase BB FN = b Frame: situational knowledge N\ e

" . . == Moti
cause motion BB [ GN [ FN | sw « Frame inventory: semantic roles, S

propel GN participants, situation properties /7 ﬁ \
travel (long journey) FN :

- « Frame relations:
movement by gravity FN

inheritance, subframe, using

Idiosyncratic criteria erroneous movement BB
preparation of movement BB « Verb meaning: frame choice
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Examples of Verb Assignment « Goal: gold standard
anschauen “look at” - B5: idiosyncratic classification into active motion + Choice: 168 verbs — 43 classes
model Aktivbewegung in subclass bemustern “judge” - G/\: hyponym of * Class size: 2-7 verbs
perception verb sehen “see” - -/\: perception active. « Ambiguity: 8 verbs with 2 senses
fallen “fall” - B2: motion / erroneous motion - . motion with path =>1. High and low frequency verbs:
specified as vertical - I-): directional motion, which is motion 8 <freq < 71,604
determined by natural forces such as gravity. « Class labels on two conceptual levels
sitzen “sit” - BE: rest phase in motion models - G/\: position verb under + Relation to FrameNet:
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