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& BERBTIE0E(=HIEN) HENETHS

¢ $WELBEREOBRRBROF vy TEAYLL
— BHRMBANSSEEEBERLHRLSSEL

€ FrameNet !!

@ In this study, | will clarify how correctly English-learners in
Japan are a le to acquire the semantic use of English verbs,
especially three verbs which evoke the situation of causation:
cause, brmg, lead (to), and will discuss what is insufficient in
learners’ cognition in terms of the use of those verbs
compared with native speakers from the semantic and
syntactic perspectives based on FrameNet.
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¢ NO F&{1THIR (NO grad thesis...®)

* A semantic approach in language learning

« Lexical mapping of meaning from L1 to L2

* FrameNet
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€ A semantic approach in language learning

« Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA) [Z&AFEEEAENE
- Crossley, Salsbury, McCarthy and McNamara (2008)
BREN EMNDIZDONTHEEF Dlexical similarityh¥[a] £

» Conceptual transfer

“Concepts underlying words in L1 are transferred to the L2 and mapped
onto new linguistic labels, regardless of the differences in the semantic
boundaries of corresponding words. (ljaz, 1986) ”

— FEENENEFLEL2BREFEO TVINEZERFHN T TO—FTHETES
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€ Lexical mapping of meaning from L1 to L2

it EFEE (2006) [REBORE-HAREBORERE: (CEIXDEK)DLLA]
BABEHRIHE.

« ‘“the feeling of whether a language expression is natural or not matters
beyond the rules of languages in a restricted sense, such as grammar or
use of a word. (p.72, translation mine)”

-  EjFEDEZES - dynamic vs. stative
1) John struck Bill. 2) John loved Mary.
3) John crossed the street. 4) John had blue eyes.

— Grammatical structure is determined by speakers or writers and reflects
how they perceive the event they are going to describe.

—IREERDBOENY | XBEZROIBEFICRLRREIND
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€ FrameNet https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fndrupal/

- operated by the International Computer Science Institute (ICSI)
in Berkeley since 1997

- online English lexical database of verbs and nouns specialized
in meaning and syntax based on Frame Semantics proposed
by Fillmore

- Frame Semantics: HAEDEMBRICIETTDELAET HHFIBE~D
TOEANRFRAI R THS (cf. coast vs. shore ) & Z HIER
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815 buy AMET TL—L - “Commerce-buy”

Frame : “Briefly, the idea is that people have in memory an inventory of
schema for structuring, classifying, and interpreting experiences,
and that they have various ways of accessing these schemata
and various procedures for performing operations on them.
(Fillmore, 1976, p.25)”
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& FEEDXIEELEKRRMIZEL TFrameNeth iR E AR
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& X RER
Causation7L—.L. - cause, bring, lead (to)

&€ Research Questions

(1) What is the tendency of learners’ use of Frame Elements
with Causation verbs?

(2) How different is learners’ variety of Frame Elements from
native speakers? - cause|Z DL\ T D H

(3) How different is the realization of Frame Elements between
native speakers and English-learners? - cause[Z DL T O #H#
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¢ Instruments
H—FI>PY: Sketch Engine

#a&—/%X: ICLE (JP)/ NICE (NNS)/ NICT JLE (NNS)
— LRBEE ZHDE

FMT147HEFEI—/\X: BNC




METHOD

€ Data sampling
Sketch Enginet>71)>4 — TeraPadfLiE — Excel8GY 1+

The total number of learner data samples

ICLE 80 71 64
NICE 41 32 31
NICT JLE 41 589 iis

The sample size of native speaker data
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€ Tagging (Excel=ER)

There are other options than [the money] [that] bring [us] [happiness].
— CAUSE CAUSE bring AFFECTED EFFECT

Learner sample size after annotation

ICLE
NICE 41 12 25

NICT 22 4 1
total 141 49 73
Size of native speaker sample after annotation
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€ Creating the list of FEs and their realizations

Frame Elementl

Num ber Annomted]

Realization(s)

|

Aictod

(26)

NP Ext (24)
Pp[bﬁ Dep (2)

6,

DNIL— (1

INL—— (%_))
NP.Obj
PP[forJ].Dep (1)

CEY

PP[by]Dep (20)
PPinglby] Dep (5)
NP.Ext (65

CNL—- (1

DNL—- (1
WPto.Dep (1
PP[throughl.Dep (1)
SfinExt (1)

(112)

NP.Ohj (87
VPto Dep
PP(l betwee
NP.Ext (21
NP .De
PPlngfo]_De (1)
VPingDe 5
DNL— _53

Dep (1

(&)

PP
PP

[at].Dep (1

[in]Dep (2

PP throughout] Dep (1)
PPlon]).Dep (1

(1

NP .Dep (2
PPlin].Dep (1

AVP.Dep (2)
Dep )

PP

P _on]Dep 1)

PPinglafter
[within].Dep (1)

PP[at]lDep (195]

PPinglon] Dep (1)

'U
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i. ZEEDCausation®DFrame Element{EBZEIZ{RY (L#E<,
BEEELHEBRLTCHERFEICKELETEI -]

ii. Frame ElementZ &IZHFERAE - BN RSN 1= (cause)

iii. MENEREBOEZEETEKRZBOENRSNT- (cause)
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RESULTS - i {£FF

Learners’ usage rate of Frame Elements

CIRCUMSTANCE
ACTOR | AFFECTED | CAUSE | EFFECT TIME PLACE | FREQUENCY =

29% 26% 74% 105% 2% 2% 3% 3% 1%

24% 35% 78% 100% 2% 4% 0% 0% 2%

lead (to) 11% 42% 97% 93% 0% 3% 0% 0% 1%




\¢
Vs

RESULTS - i &£F

Native speakers’ usage rate of Frame Elements (FrameNet & (R (ZX—E0)

CIRCUMSTANCE
ACTOR | AFFECTED EFFECT TIME PLACE | FREQUENCY .

29% 26% 74% 105% 4% 5% 2% 2% 2%

31% 44% 54% 100% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0%

lead (to) 3% 38% 95% 101% 6% 2% 0% 2% 0%




RESULTS - il FEC L4 % (cause)

¢ ACTOR- EEMOHE

& AFFECTED - AMIFEAE(NNS)vs. E/H8H5(NS)
® CAUSE- [LEDAITATHHTLS

® EFFECT - RHATATAA—CDEHEMY

¢ TIME, PLACE, FREQUENCY, MANNER, CIRCUMSTANCES
- FUTLENEHI SRR T
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FE

Number Annotated

Realization(s)

ACTOR

NP.Ext 33
PP[by].Dep 5
PP[of].Dep 1
CNI 2

AFFECTED

NP.Obj 20
PP[between].Dep 1
PP[for].Dep 4
PP[to].Dep 2

DNI 2

INI' 7

CAUSE

NP.Ext 65

PP[by VPing].Dep 1
PP[by].Dep 20
PP[from].Dep 1
VPing.Dep 10
VPto.Dep 2

VPR .Dep 1

CNI 2

DNI 1

INI 1

EFFECT

148

NP.Ext 41
NP.Obj 84
NP.f#0bj 10
PP[of].Dep 1
VPing.Dep 2
VPto.Dep 10

PLACE

PP[in].Dep 3
PPJinside].Dep 1

TIME

AVP 2
PP[in].Dep 1

MANNER

AVP 2
PPIin].Dep 1
PP[to].Dep 1
PP[without].Dep 1

FREQUENCY

AVP 4

CIRCUMSTANCES

whenfli 2

NNS & H

iaHIERFZ TOEE (cause)

Number Annotated

Realization(s)

[ACTOR

74

NP.Ext 52
PP[by].Dep 15
CNI 2

DNI 5

[AFFECTED

69

NP. Obj 44
NP.F#O0bj 1
PP[among].Dep 1
PP[between].Dep 3
PP[for].Dep 3
PP[in].Dep 2
PP[of].Dep 2
PP[to].Dep 6

CAUSE

147

NP.Ext 97
PP[by].Dep 35
PP[by VPing].Dep 1
Sentence 2
VPing.Ext 4

DNI 8

EFFECT

204

NP.Ext 64
NP.Obj 96
NP.[#O0bj 8
VPing.Ext 1
VPto.Dep 35

PLACE

PP[in].Dep 7
PP[on].Dep 1
PP[throughout].Dep 1

TIME

PP[at].Dep 1
PP[during].Dep 2
PPI[in].Dep 4
PP[on].Dep 1

MANNER

AVP 2
PP[to].Dep 1

FREQUENCY

AVP 3

CIRCUMSTANCES

PP[in].Dep 1
until &7 1
whenff 1

NS

SEAE




RESULTS - il #ZMERETOEE (cause)
& ACTOR- NPExt(Ef#) A PP[by].Dep
& AFFECTED - NP.Obj WX 1245, PP[HIE]].Dep HEE

& CAUSE - NP.Ext A PP[by].Dep
DRI DERLEDFELLTHHIE (NS BEEE)

& EFFECT - NP.Obj A% % (VP < NP)
—EBHEEE XD indirect object ELTHE < IR
(3%LDOCETlfungrammaticalE SN TL\BH - ?)
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(1) What is the tendency of learners’ use of Frame Elements with
Causation verbs?

- FEEDMFrame ElemetntfE R RE(Z{RY (L EL

— [@ L Causation frameZE8MD F[Z#FH>TLv5H=CausationD 57
ZIEETETLS

* Lead (to) M EFE DB ZIRFRBH (FEH)
— ACTOR M{EREMNRLN=MALML",

‘.85 - A

Image of Smoking leads to lung cancer.




DISCUSSION - cause [ZDL\TOH&

(2) How different is learners’ variety of Frame Elements from native speakers?

(3) How different is the realization of Frame Elements between native speakers
and English-learners?

- ACTOR DEEDHEMLEXIEE
(NS) E&E A — NP.Ext active /EEEHE — PP[by].Dep passive
(NNS) EEHICEHh T XHEEITHFHEL

 (NNS) AZAFFECTED®MNP.Obj TR ¥ Scausation® 5B :8;
— RDRATSAFSHE

« FHTATAA—CEFFECTO ZE B MIZEHEX
LDOCE: SVO102 @ O2 & problem E7=[Z trouble TH5

cf. The Scotch Whisky Industry recognises that there are people
whose drinking causes them medical or social harm.

(cited from BNC)




DISCUSSION - cause [Z2DUL\TOH&
NNS (& &)

We‘re very sorry to cause you a trouble . (cited from NICT)

€— | EFFECT

AFFECTED

NS (BEEEEE)

The diversion of the Danube into a new canal in October caused the deaths of thousands
of fish and extensive damage to riverside vegetation. (cited from BNC)

EFFECT

¥~ AFFECTED
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& E{KHIFrame Element (Ek) & XIBE (#i55) OBEFRERR

& NNS, NSHICEIREFRHFADEBEZRE X —BHLTL\BZEHTIR

- FEE%R (B ZEAMICRAIET, ESH(HEM) I2E
EDRHENRIN TS H

« FEEEEE LHERL T, Causationtt RIZx L TE D LS5 EAR
nrbngk’r)( /%?#Ofb\éh\w#’yjj;&ﬁﬁmb—C%T’

¢ FrameNetto[FYRIIBELFz—— !

* FrameNet made it clear how learners’ English in causal context is
realized semantically and syntactically at the same time, and by
comparing it with native speaker English, characteristic stereotypes
of causal relations in learner English was observed.




CONCLUSION

&4 Limitations and issues

- BEET—ADM Yy bO—)L
%E%T Q&EnnnE%T 90)3&
- 3T DIEEMN

€ Future perspective
- CausationZL—LHNDEENGFDIEE B LLEIIZE
« PLPLIFEBEZRIREICK AT
« Natural L2 ~NiED<F YA (2 (FADE)
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