-----Original Message-----

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2005 3:26 PM

Subject: Re: Troponym Structures?

> A question: Why is it that ontology construction seems to be mostly

> about nouns, and not about verbs? Are there no large ontologies

> constructed only of language verbs? Many ontologies are built around

> inheritance structures, hyponymns. Are there corresponding troponymic

> ontologies for the words that transform concepts?

There are several built around verbs (eg. EVCA and some

more recent attempts to characterize action). But the big

move is not from nouns to verb, but from nouns to clauses.
Consult the Penman/Generalized Upper Model and Halliday & Matthiessen's

Construing Experience; a move to verbs is just to stay in the realms of lexicology and lexical terminology. Moving to clauses can give an important boost to getting to something deeper, semantically if not ontologically. This lets you start getting to grips with the general structures that you might need, rather than those that happen to turn up as verbs in some language. For Natural Language Processing applications, the move to consider clauses is crucial, because it is this that gives the generalization to range over other possibilities, including down to nouns and verbs.

John Bateman.

-----Original Message-----

Sent: Sunday, April 03, 2005 5:09 AM

>   Do you consider a class of [verb + object-type] (generalized verb phrase) to

> be a subclass of the verb?

No, how can it be a subclass of verb? That is a category error.

'Verb' is a part of speech. A subclass of word, if you like.

If you have combinations of words, particularly words of different classes, such as verb+object, you're into syntax.

verb+object is at best an underspecified clause, possibly an underspecified verbphrase, depending on theoretical commitments. So a particular collection of verb+object-type may be a particular subtype of clause or vp. I am thinking here of how I would see these units in an HPSG-style type lattice; but this may not be the type of class-subclass relation that you were intending to get at.

> Or are the semantics (meaning in the one particular

> sense) of a verb already implicitly determined by the class 

of things it can

> take as an object?

The semantics should be an interpretation of the clause,

possibly of a verbphrase. Given a particular semantic

intent, one can select the linguistic units over which

that semantic content will be distributed. If one has

an activity type of meaning, then one of the possible

ways of expressing this is across a clause, including

selections across verbs, participants and additional

bits and pieces as the grammar of a language supplies.

A verb therefore may well have a partial/underspecified

meaning contribution that already constrains possible

participants, I would not say that it is "determined

by the class of things it can take as an object" as

this seems to assume a priority of a particular kind

of meaning that is unwarranted.

John.

-----Original Message-----

From: owner-standard-upper-ontology@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG [mailto:owner-standard-upper-ontology@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG] 

On Behalf Of Patrick Cassidy

Sent: Sunday, April 03, 2005 7:53 PM

To: owner-standard-upper-ontology@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG

Cc: standard-upper-ontology@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG

Subject: Re: Troponym Structures?

Hmm.  I think I was too telegraphic with that question.  More specifically:

 >>   Do you consider a class of [verb + object-type] (generalized verb

 >> phrase) to

 >> be a subclass of the verb?

 >

 >

 > No, how can it be a subclass of verb? That is a category error.

 > 'Verb' is a part of speech.

    Yes, "Verb" is a part of speech, but when I wrote "the verb" I was referringto some specific verb, e.g. "to cook", specifying some particular class of actions.  So, if the class "Cook"  in the ontology labels a class of actions in which food is prepared by a heating process, then the question 

is, is the phrase:

   "Cook Meat"

    . . . a subclass of those actions, distinguishable from 

another subclass:

    "Cook Vegetables"?

    Better examples of diverging semantics might be cases like 

"Play a game"

versus "Play a sonata".

    I would distinguish the grammatical categories (verb, verb 

phrase) from the    specific classes of concepts ("Cook Meat") that could be labeled in language by some combination of words that conform grammatically to that syntactic category.  I think that was your point, and I agree with that.  I should haveelaborated.

    What I am curious about is your comment:

 > Moving to clauses can give an important boost to getting to

 > something deeper, semantically if not ontologically. This

 > lets you start getting to grips with the general structures

 > that you might need, rather than those that happen to turn

 > up as verbs in some language.

    I agree that meanings that are logically full assertions associate with phrases rather than individual words.  I also think that the meanings of individual nouns or noun phrases can be coherently specified in a logical (ontological) structure.  What I am curious about is how one would logically specify the meanings of phrases (such as verb phrases) that are not just noun phrases and not full sentences.  I believe this is an issue that you have studied for along time, and was wondering if your comment was related to that question.

 >

 >> Or are the semantics (meaning in the one particular

 >> sense) of a verb already implicitly determined by the 

class of things

 >> it can

 >> take as an object?

 >

 >

 > The semantics should be an interpretation of the clause,

 > possibly of a verbphrase. Given a particular semantic

 > intent, one can select the linguistic units over which

 > that semantic content will be distributed. If one has

 > an activity type of meaning, then one of the possible

 > ways of expressing this is across a clause, including

 > selections across verbs, participants and additional

 > bits and pieces as the grammar of a language supplies.

 >

 > A verb therefore may well have a partial/underspecified

 > meaning contribution that already constrains possible

 > participants,

    That is what I has in mind.

     But -- Does the comment above mean that you don't think that isolated verbs can have a semantics of their own?  I have thought of verbs as each being labels for some class of actions, the whole class including all of the possiblerealizations of the case fillers.  That, is, the class (of processes, actions,events) labeled by the verb alone would still be implicitly phrasal, having atleast some implied case filler.  That is why I was wondering if specifying oneof the case fillers ("Cook Meat") would then constitute a subclass (which in this case would still have the subject case-filler unspecified).

 > I would not say that it is "determined

 > by the class of things it can take as an object" as

 > this seems to assume a priority of a particular kind

 > of meaning that is unwarranted.

 >

    I am not sure what "priority" in this context this means, 

but it does open

paths to some interesting lines of thinking.

    Thanks for the reply.  If you have a pointer to some specific on-line resource where these particular ideas are elaborated, please share it with us.

    Pat
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