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Abstract

The paper investigates the phraseology of evaluatiotwo comparable corpora of
discussions from blogs in Italian and in Englislibf@ctivity markers are taken as an
indication of the significant role that the writer'self’ plays in the genre, ideal territory
for an analysis of the language of evaluation. Aftensidering collocates and grammar
patterns of the selected markers, the analysise®nn evaluative ‘semantic sequences’
by aligning typical recurrent surface arrangemanith strings of prototypical meaning
elements such as ‘entity or process evaluatedaltetion’ and different ‘sources of
evaluation’. Four types of sequences are identifiedsic’, ‘framed’, ‘dialogic’ and
‘concessive’. The results attest for substantiahasgtic similarities over and above
lexico-syntactic and inter-linguistic mismatchesnf&ntic sequences can be shown to be
useful tools for cross-linguistic analysis.

1. Introduction

The present paper is devoted to the analysis dbatree phraseologies
as attested in two comparable corpora (1.5 milliwords each)
consisting of English and Italian texts taken fritva web genre of blogs.
Our assumption is that the ‘evaluatively chargeature of blogs’ posts —
and comments especially — makes them ideal teyritoran analysis of
the language of evaluation (Herring et al. 2004roRa2008; Myers
2010). The investigation follows up from previowesearch (Bondi &
Seidenari 2012) on*person pronouns and adjectivésnie, my; mi, io,
me), which score at the very top of the keyword lisx$racted from the
two blog corpora. The pervasiveness of such ‘stibjgc markers’
reflects the high degree of subjectivity of blogsl@an be taken as an
indication of the significant role that the writer'self’ plays in the
phraseological realizations of evaluative meanitngrvlooking at texts
“in which authors report on their lives and innkoughts and feelings”
(Herring et al. 2004:6). The self-disclosure eletadypically identified
with personal blogs (Miller & Shephard 2004:9) haemerally survived
genre migration over to blogging news sites or omafe blogs (Garzone
2012:235). In other words bloggers and blog comarsnin discussing
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the wide range of issues that are debated on igshlshow a strong
tendency to evaluate and show (or imply) theitwad® to them.

Starting from a brief presentation of the corponalgzed and the
type of analysis chosen, the paper offers a prelnyi overview of
subjectivity markers, before moving on to the lexgrammar of selected
items and to the typical sequences of semanticeslesrthat characterize
expressions of evaluation.

2. Materials and methods

The analysis is based on two comparable corpobtogftexts in English
and lItalian that were posted on-line between Sepen2008 and
September 2009. The collection amounts overall 423023 running
words: 1,582,448 words from 65 blog sources forlthiéan corpus, and
1,459,575 words from 71 blog sources for the Ehgisrpus-

For the corpus design, Technorati's directory
(http://technorati.com/blogs/directoyywvas selected as one of the most
popular blog resources among those available oniéle. Each corpus
is organized according to 6 macro-categories derivath minor
adaptations from Technorati’'s content classes attithe. The macro-
categories are: Business, Entertainment, ScienceTe&thnology,
Lifestyle, Politics and Sport.

Furthermore, the classification features a fingirged, second level
of categorization according to 24 more micro-categgo that were
adapted from the original 50 available at Techna@h. The micro-
categories, each represented by approximately 60)@0ds from three
different sources, are listed in Table 1:

Table 1.Macro and micro-categories adapted from Technoaati
BUSINESS economy, finance
ENTERTAINMENT celebrity/gossip, cinema, gaming, humour, music, TV
SCIENCE & TECH. web/computer, apple, science

LIFESTYLE food & wine, family/parenting, women,

literature/reviews, autos, personal
POLITICS conservative, foreign policy, independdiberal
SPORT soccer, USA sports, motorsports

1 We would like to thank Corrado Seidenari for cdiileg the corpora.
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The analysis is based on a preliminary procesepivird identification.
The keyword list is automatically generated by ‘teywords’ program
which is part of theNordSmith Toolsuite of corpus analysis software
(Scott 2008, version 5.0). We start with an ovexid the keyword lists
obtained comparing the two BLOG corpora with refeee corpora of
general Italian and general English: the CORIS/C®[Rossini Favretti
2000) CORpus di ltaliano Scriti€orpus Dinamico di Italiano Scritte
Corpus of Written ltalian/Dynamic Corpus of Writtétalian) and the
British National Corpus (BNC), respectively. Fromck keyword lists
we select the Salient Grammatical Words (SGWs) didle 2000;
Groom 2010), featuring at the top of each keywdsy i.e. £' personal
pronouns (EN, me IT mi, io, me.

For each keyword we extract a random sample ofa@oiance lines
from both the EN and IT blog corpora, aiming atciéag at least 250
hits for each keyword. It was felt to be importantcover the whole
range of blogs in each corpus and therefore t@cofamples at regular
intervals throughout it: more specifically, we extr one concordance
line in 100 for each keyword sample in the EN BL@@Bpus, and one in
10 for the IT BLOG corpus. The samples we used aoycout our
investigation of the °i person subject pronouns in the two languages
(I/io) are the following: the EN BLOG corpus attestss2B, occurrences
of I, and the sample we used consists of 275 concozdiames. As
regards the ltalian correspondent first-person esbpronounio, the
corpus attests 4,810 occurrencesdofand the sample consists of 481
concordance lines. It was felt to be important & kigher figures in
Italian, to make sure we could map an area thiaaidly explored in the
literature.

As regards the clitic form of the Italiart' person singular pronoun
mi [to me], with 8,345 occurrences in the corpus,ahelysis is based on
a sample of 834 concordance lines. Regarding thepd&islonal pronoun
me and the Italian correspondeme [to me], the samples consist of 387
concordance lines of Eie and 317 of ITme respectively. Since the
EN corpus attests 3,879 occurrencesngf we decided to extract one
concordance line in 10 as to get a larger sampbe texplored.

The analysis follows a two-step procedure. Firsg perform a
concordance analysis of such keywords in ordenvestigate the typical
lexico-syntactic phraseological arrangements theyiavolved in (i.e.
typical collocates and grammar patterns), and egpiostantiations of
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evaluative meaning that are realized in these pbtagies. The aim is to
find out whether such keywords are involved in #peression of
evaluation in a way that is comparable betweenvtlodanguages.

Second, following Hunston (2008) and Groom (204, provide a
comprehensive semantic interpretation of all thhacstiral information
collected in terms of abstract evaluative “semarsgrjuences”, i.e.
“recurring sequences of words and phrases thatbmayery diverse in
form [...] sequences of meaning elements, rathan th..] formal
sequences” (Hunston 2008:271). Phraseology is tdestified by
aligning typical recurrent surface arrangements hwatrings of
prototypical meaning elements such as:

‘sources of ‘evaluation’ ‘entity or process

evaluation’ evaluated’

(EN) | 'm in love with your blog

‘source of ‘entity or process ‘evaluation’

evaluation’ evaluated’

(IT) secondo me la crisi e solo una scusa
[To me the crisis is just an excuse]

The aim here is to investigate whether the evaleatsemantic
sequences’ identified for the English SGWs may bpeliad in the
description of their Italian counterparts as well.

The phraseological arrangements identified in mal\yesis consist of
‘prototypical sequences’ and ‘argumentative segegnc The
‘prototypical sequences’, where the writer expreséer/his stance
towards a message/object, were classified as:

* ‘basic sequences’ (evaluation + entity/processuatatl, e.gl am
in love with your blogMi piace molto il tuo modo di scrivefé
really like the way you write])

« ‘framed sequences’ (evaluation + self-attributiv@niework, e.gl
must say, that's a pretty good puzate devo dire che non ho
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problemi con la 2.1 must say that | have no problems with
2.1)).

The ‘argumentative sequences’, where the writerrasges her/his
agreement or disagreement with internal or extepaaticipants, were
categorized as:

* ‘dialogic sequences’ (evaluation + acknowledgenwdrgource 2,
e.g.l agree (with you) he’s a total cufidi trovo d’accordo con
te [I agree with youl])

* ‘concessive sequences’ (concession”contradictiomction, e.gl
know, “but for some reason | think this is cool and kindoimf;
io capisco la democrazia interna “fha un certo punto si deve
arrivare a una sintedil understand the internal democracy but at
some point you have to arrive at a synthesis].

3. Preliminary analysis: an overview of subjectiviharkers in English
and Italian

A preliminary overview of quantitative data in thwo languages
highlights bloggers’ propensity for subjectivity daself-expression. As
Table 2 shows, what is immediately noticeable ithkithe EN and IT
keyword lists is the appearance in the highesttiposi of ' person
pronouns and possessives and related verbal waomsfo More
specifically, £' person subject pronouns score at the very topihf EN
and IT keyword lists within the 50 positions (EN 1% position; ITmi —
7™ position;io — 12" position), followed by possessive adjectives (X
— 4" position), personal object pronouns (BN —47" IT me— 17“2,
and ' person verbs (Elike — 10", think— 15", love— 16", agree— 45",
guess- 48" IT credo[l believe] — 29, concordo[l agree] — 41, spero

[l hope] — 46).
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Table 2First-person keywords in the EN and IT BLOG cogpfwithin
the first 50 positions)
Rank EN BLOG keyword vs. Rank IT BLOG keyword VS.

BNC CORIS/CODIS

I 7 mi [to me]

4 my 12 io [1]

10 like 17 me [to me]

15 think 29 credo [l believe]
16 love 41 concordo [l agree]
45 agree 46 spero [I hope]

47 me

48 guess

The analysis of the*1person subject pronouns in the two languages
confirms that botH andio have a significant role in the expression of
evaluation. Indeed, for 145 occurrencesl d62.72% of the total) the
sample attested an evaluative use. The share bfagive instances for
the correspondent Italian pronoimis comparatively slightly lower, but
not significantly dissimilar: 202 (41.99%) were fal attesting an
evaluative meaning of some sort.

However, a direct comparison between the two sétpranouns
requires a qualification, since Italian, unlike HEsly, is a pro-drop
language. This means that in Italian the subjeohgun may have a
‘stressed’ (attached to a verb) and ‘unstressednfoand that the
pronoun is not explicitly co-selected with the veds the subject is
always signalled though morphology in the verb egd{Maiden &
Robustelli 2000:93). Typical examples can be fowmong the top
keywords generated: verb forms lilkegedo [I believe], concordo [l
agree],spero[l hope] are clearly identifiable as' person forms through
the 0 ending which is in most un-marked cases the orilypdrson
marker. In the case aftedq for example, on the basis of 200 randomly
selected concordance lines, only 6% (12/200) of dbeurrences are
actually found with explicit subject pronouio (credd, whereas the
percentage of occurrences without it is 94% (18820 he trend is
similar with concordo and spero The corpus attests only 5.5%
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occurrences ofo concord(11l out of 200 concordance lines), and 10%
instances ofio spero(20/200). The use of stressed pronouns is often
required for purposes of emphasis or contrast.

Personal pronouns in English and verb endings dhatt can be
considered comparable as they perform the sameidun¢iowever, for
the purposes of the present analysis, we investigatly instances of
explicit pronouns, leaving verb forms for furthevéstigation.

Another point worth making here is that in Italidhe lexical
realization of subjective expression is not prihyarealized through the
personal subject pronota or the direct/indirect object pronounme,the
tonic forms of the pronoun. The clitic form of tfiest-person singular
pronoun —mi [lit. me; to me] — ranks higher thdnin the keyword list,
with 8,345 occurrences, that is 52.7 instancest@erthousand words
(hereafter, pttw)Mi is the unstressed form of the pronoun, acting as
direct/indirect object (as well as reflexive pronpuand typically
precedes personal verb forms. The most prototy@gptession of an
evaluation in Italian has a ‘clitic pronoun + ver®nstruction, usually
rendered in English by ‘I + verbmi piace[l like]. Using Halliday's
(1994) terminology for the analysis of the meanimgpressed in the
clause, we could say that, whereas Endlishgrammatical subject and
Senser of the mental process (of Emotion), Italidris grammatically
indirect object, while still being semanticallytime role of the Sensevli
stands for the indirect object complementing a eamigvery common so-
called ‘impersonal’ verbs (e.gni sembrémi pare che..[lit. it appears to
me that, | think that]), also frequently used tgmess an evaluation
through a mental process (of Cognition). The follaytable shows the
ten most frequent collocates occurring in R1 positi
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Table 3 The ten most frequent R1 collocatesrforas subjective

expression
R1 collocates Frequencies (raw figures)
mi sembra [it seems to me] 587
mi sono [me/to me + auxiliary/linking BEl454
mi ha [me/to me + auxiliary HAVE] 442
mi pare [it seems to me] 342
mi & [me/to me + auxiliary/linking BE] 304
mi piace [l like] 285
mi fa [it makes me] 193
mi sa [l guess] 164
mi chiedo [| wonder] 141
mi dispiace [l dislike/I’'m sorry] 125

In the present study, we investigate the six ‘sutbjity’ SGWs
appearing within the first fifty positions in theNEand IT keyword lists
for cross-linguistic analysis of recurrent phrasgaal arrangements: the
two personal pronouns ENand me IT io, mi and me the English
possessive adjectivay. Although the Italian correspondent possessives
mio and mia appear in much lower positions (f0&nd 298,
respectively), we decided to focus on them for sfoguistic
comparison.

4. On the lexico-grammar of ENand ITio/mi

Verbal word-forms unsurprisingly score among the sinérequent
collocates of the *1 personal pronouns in both BLOG corpora. As
regards the Englisi*personal pronouh(27,529 occurrences, i.e. 188.6
per 10,000 words (pttw)), the vethink is attested as the most frequent
word-form co-occurring with in R1 position (1,830 co-occurrences).
The remaining collocates featuring among the mostuent verbal
word-forms are shown in Table 4:
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Table 4The most frequent R1 collocates for

R1 Frequencies (raw figures)
collocates

| have 1,409
I am 1,260
I was 1,219
| love 610

| know 598

| hope 398

| agree 369

| thought 347

| guess 309

I like 302

| feel 242

I mean 221

| wonder 191
| believe 186

A similar cross-linguistic correspondence was fododthe Italian i
personal pronoumno (4,804 occurrences, 30.3 pttw). Many of the R1
collocates ofio have a direct correlation with the Englisfi person
verbal keywords presented above:

Table 5 Most frequent R1 collocates far

R1 collocates Frequencies (raw figures)
ho [I have] 394
sono [l am] 392
credo [l believe] 123
penso [l think] 80
dico [l mean] 59
so [I know] 31
spero [l hope] 28
capisco [l understand]25
trovo [l find] 22
adoro [l love] 20

direi [I would say] 16
concordo [l agree] 12
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The quantitative significance of such lexical itearsd their distinctive
role in the realization of evaluative meaning amgiaeable both for
English and Italian corpus data.

On the whole, similarities were attested as regatds verbal
collocates of the personal pronounsndio across the two corpora.
Apart from the link-verbshe and essereg[to be]), the most substantial
group accounts for verbs having to do with cogeitirocesses that may
be broadly defined as epistemic: BEhink, know, guess, believér
credo, penso, trovo, capisceo The second most large set of word-
forms include verbs that may be generally categdriasverba dicendi
EN wonder IT dico, direi. A final sub-set attests verbal word-forms
conveying an attitudinal meaning of some sort: I[BX, hope, like, feel;
IT concordq sperq adora

However, differences exist between English andaltabs regards
subjectivity. As already noticed, no equivalent fioe clitic pronoummi
can be found in English (chi piacevs. | like). Subjectivity is also not
overwhelmingly realized through verbs marked in ffirst person.
Indeed, a number of quite common epistemic antuditial verbs are
canonically realized through constructions thatuneqthe third person
instead. An illustrative example is the very fregudtalian verb
sembrareor parere [seem; look like]. In a sentence suchsasnbra un
paradossd[it looks like a paradox], the link-verb word-foreembrais
morphologically marked as third person singular éimeke can be no
other surface realization of a subject in the firstson. Nonetheless, the
sentence logically implies a™lperson subject as Senser of a mental
process of cognition: we can rephrase the sen@sidhink that this is a
paradox Such constructions are very productive in Italéand, indeed,
they are very frequently attested in the IT BLOGpts: sembra(88
occurrences) pare|(it) seems] (104).

5. Evaluative ‘semantic sequences’ of pronound Bhd ITio/mi

As fully grammatical and highly frequent word-foritee ' personal
keywords ENI and IT io and mi provide the data-base featuring the
widest range of syntactical arrangements and lex@aation. As such
they are the best starting point for trying to hym@size general
evaluative ‘semantic sequences’ that may be abétount for most of
the actual evaluative expressions attested indhgoca.
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The results show great cross-linguistic correspooéén the typical
evaluative phraseological arrangements that bathdio/mi participate
in. These were analyzed as sequences of prototypieaning elements
such as ‘entity or process evaluated’, ‘evaluatiand different ‘sources
of evaluation’. From the analysis two major sen@ansiequences
emerged: ‘prototypical’ and ‘argumentative’ sequesnc

As regards the frequency of occurrence and digtdbuwof the two
basic categories above, the findings show similands, though with
different figures. Both corpora display a heavy aartration of
‘prototypical’ semantic sequences (90.34% in theglish corpus,
82.17% in the lItalian corpus) in comparison witle tArgumentative’
sequences (EN 9.66%; IT 17.82%). Another leveliofilarity can be
observed between the types of the ‘prototypicatjusmces identified
(‘basic’ and ‘framed’). The ‘framed’ sequence tutraut to be the most
frequently attested for all the evaluative instanimeind in both samples:
it occurs in 54.19% of the English sample and itB@% of the Italian
sample.

5.1. Prototypical ‘framed’ sequences witlindio/mi: a cross-linguistic
perspective

In a framed sequence a cognitive, a speech or inergk a
communicative process is made explicit (most typitammediately
following the node word. This cognitive elementtiof sequence seems
to function as a sort of marker, or ‘framework’, tiaipating and
encapsulating the actual evaluation taking plaeeatd the end of the
sequence. Moreover, the framework — most typicallgjectivity marker
+ verb phrase — performs the primary function ofeaquivocally
signalling the source of the evaluation, i.e. theaker or writer taking
the responsibility for the evaluation realized bg subsequent element
of the sequence. In this sense, the ‘framework’mmgaelement may be
regarded as a form of self-attribution (Bondi 20X%ihce the occurrence
of such a framework appears to be a consistenireeatf the sequence,
we will provisionally refer to it as the ‘framedéguence.

In Italian the framed sequence with is typically realized by the
pattern to v (O/)that-clause’, accounting for 19.4% of all the occure=sc
in the sample. The most typical verbal exponentghef pattern are
epistemic verbs — such asedo]l believe, | think] andoenso[l think] —
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andverba dicendilike dico [I say], all scoring among the first 12 most
frequent R1 collocates ab overall (cf. Table 5 above), are the most
typical verbal exponents of the pattern. See theviitng examples:

(1) io penso che molti di voi di F1 ne capiscaren lpoco (...)
[l think that most of you don’t know the least thiabout F1 (...)]

(2) lo credo sia stata la scelta piu giusta per me
[l think that was the best choice for me]

As the examples show, the frame signals the safrttee evaluation and
the ‘that-clause’ typically instantiates an acewéluation.

A similar pattern is also realized witmi v (0/)thatclause’,
accounting for 25.6% of all citations ofi. This pattern is realized when
the verbs followingmi are sembra(seem),pare (seem) anda (guess).
Some illustrative examples are:

(3) (...) perd mi sembra la cosa sia perlomeno ptera
[(-..) but I think it is at least premature]

(4) Mi sa che qualcosa non funziona (...)
[l guess something is wrong (...)]

Another frequent pattern realizing a framed segeewith mi is the

pattern mi link-v n/adj’, where the verbsembra pare or sa difunction

as link verbs, and then followed usually by an eatlte noun or
adjective. Overall, it accounts for 25.2% of civas of mi taken as a
sample for the present analysis. Here are sonstriliive examples:

(5) Mi pare un’ottima soluzione
[That seems a very good option to me]

(6) (...) la sua lettera mi sa tanto di falso
[(...) your letter really seems like a fake to me]

The ltalian sample ofo also attests a significant occurrence of the
pattern io v n/adj’. Forms of the verltrovo (to find) are the most
frequent with the pattern (18.5%), e.tb personalmente trovo le
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interruzioni  pubblicitarie insopportabili [(...) | personally find
advertising unbearable].

The last pattern worth mentioning is wh/if-clause’, almost always
realized by the reflexive verb constructimm chiedo(l wonder):

(7) Mi chiedo perché abbia aspettato tanto a derstt
[l wonder why he had to wait so long before resighi

(8) mi chiedo se sia cosi difficile da capire
[l wonder if that is so difficult to understand]

When this pattern is employed, the evaluation issstently realized
through the subordinatevhy-interrogative (Quirk et al. 1985:1050),
which may be introduced byveh element, arif or may be represented as
though it were direct speech. With this patterndatigeudinal meaning is
almost always implying a negative evaluation onghg of the writer, as
in (7) and (8) above. Although not frequently useddmi chiedo the
pattern is also realized through verbs I&&pere[know] and vedere
[see], always preceded by a negative:

(9) Non so come faccia a dire che non trova unaazza
[I don't know how could he seriously say he canidf a
girlfriend!]

(10)Non vedo perché una buona azienda debba gs=wabzzata
[I can’t see why a good firm should be damaged]

From a cross-linguistic perspective, it is interestto note that
remarkable similarities were attested as regaresstiiface realizations
of the framed sequences withLike lItalian, the Englishlv (0/)that-
clause’ pattern is attested as the most frequetttaérrealization of the
framed sequence with(17.2%), as shown in the following examples:

(11) I think that you have mental problems.

(12) I reckon the Tories are pretty bloody awfu) (.
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Cross-linguistic similarity is also confirmed byetiprominent role of the
pattern | v wh/if-clause’, e.gl wonder what is the most sensational in
this story; | often wondered if he was secretlyetaeaf,which was also
found to be significant in the IT BLOG corpus. Aralit correlation is
attested in the two samples between the two eanvalerbsl wonder
andmi chiedofrequently realizing the sequence.

‘I v QUOTE’ and ‘I v’ patterns are amply attestadthe EN BLOG
corpus, even if they are not the most frequent, rgmthe patterns
realizing the framed sequence in the sample egtior|:

(13) | must say that's a pretty cool puzzle.
(14) Her fans are still living in the 80’s, | guess

It is worth noting here again that the same twdepas realizing the
framed sequence are frequently attested in thellM@® corpus as well,
especially in combination with epistemic verbs (d&Jga maestra, non
puod limitarsi a sapere le cose — io creddA teacher cannot restrict
herself to just knowing things, | think...]) andrba dicendie.g.io dico
che l'inserimento dei blog e corretfbsay that the inclusion of blogs is
correct]).

In Table 6, illustrative instantiations of the fned’ sequence are
presented across the two language corpora, togetiierthe relevant
grammar patterns.
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Table 6'Framed’ sequence withandio/mi across the EN and IT BLOG

corpora

patterns

‘Framed’ sequence

Framework
(source + projection)

(Entity/process evaluated +
evaluation

v (ONthat-clause

| think
lo credo
[l think

pero mi sembra

that Jason did what was
important for him.
che in Abruzzo sia stato fattp
un discreto lavoro
a pretty decent work has been
done in Abruzzo]
la cosa sia
prematura

perlomend

[but I think it is at least premature]
v wh/if-clause | wonder what is the most sensational
in this story.
Mi chiedo a cosa possa servire
[I wonder what'’s the use of it]
lo non vedo perché una buona azienda
debba essere penalizzata.
[l don'tsee why a good company should
be penalized]
vh@yn/vn-|Iconsider T2 to be as good as the
ing /v nto-inf/ v original.
n adj | find the signature curious
lo non vedo alcun problema nella
deflazione
[I don't see any problem in deflation]
lo non trovo cosi scandaloso il commento
del giornalista israeliano
[I don't find the Israel journalist’s

comment as outrageous asiit
seems]

v-link adj/n/prep

non mi sembra
[that doesn't look like

una gran mossa
a great move to me]

vV 'QUOTE’

| must say,
lo dico,

[l say

that's a pretty cool puzzle.
Ma avete visto i manifesti cq|
pellerossa?
But have you seen the posters
with a Red Indian?]
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(Entity/process evaluated Framework
+) evaluation (source+projection)
(adjunct)
Vv Her fans are still living | | guess.
in the 80’s

Una maestra non pud —io credo
limitarsi a sapere le cose
[A teacher cannot restrict — | think]
herself to just knowing
things

5.2. Prototypical ‘basic’ sequences withand io/mi: a cross-linguistic
perspective
In a basic sequence, the evaluation and the smfravaluation are
directly linked to the entity or process evaluatsihout any ‘mediation’
provided by a projecting framework as in the cag$ethe framed
sequence. Accordingly, as a way to unequivocabtirtjuish it from the
previous one, we propose to refer to it as badie Basic sequence is
less frequent than the framed one in the samplestsd (EN 45.80% of
evaluative instances; IT 24.09%).

In Italian the pattern that most typically realizbgs sequence with
mi is the ‘v’ pattern, that is, followed by a verb iadp with no further
complementation. It accounts overall for 19.7%lwf titations ofmi in
the sample (just under one over five citationsmbfn the corpus). The
most typical verb exponents for this pattern gieee[like] andfa [lit. It
makes]. Note thafa, when following mi, takes part consistently in
constructions of the typemi + fa+ noun’, often having negative
meaning, e.gmi fa schifgfit makes me sick]mi fa rabbia[it makes me
angry], or in causative constructions suchmada ridere[it makes me
laugh]. Here are some illustrative examples:

(15) Si, mi piace questo post (...) [Yes, | likesthost (...)]

(16) Questa e un Italia che mi fa schifo
[This is the kind of Italy that makes me sick]

On the contrary, the most frequent ‘basic’ sequemitieio is realized by
the ‘v n/prep’ pattern (48.4%), as shown in théofeing examples:
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(17) lo approvo tutte le battaglie di Beppe
[l approve all of Beppe’'s demonstrations]

(18) Sinceramente io non credo tanto a questaastori
[honestly | can't really believe this story]

The data also attest this pattern with but in only 3.9% of the whole
sample, e.gmi dispiace moltissimo di queste brute noyitam really
sorry for the bad news].

The ‘v (0/thatclause’ pattern, which was dominant in the ‘framed’
sequence, is also attested for the ‘basic’ sequbntie withio and mi
(although accounting for only 2.4% instancestlod sequence).
Examples are:

(19) lo spero che tu abbia ragione [l hope thatg@uright]

(20) Mi dispiace che Berlusconi non abbia adempagh impegni
presi
[ am disappointed that Berlusconi did not fulfilish
commitmentp

The last pattern worth mentioning is the ‘v-link/afprep’ pattern (2.2%
instances of the sequence). The adjective/nourdpitign usually stands
for evaluation, whereas the entity/process evatuetgenerally realized
either by a prepositional or a noun phrase comphimg the preceding
adjective/noun/preposition. Here are some illusteagxamples:

(21) io resto fedele al caro e vecchio blog
[ remain faithful to old dear blog]

(22) io sono un gran fan di siti come BadTaste
[l am a great big fun of web-sites like BadTaste]

(23) Poi io sono contro lo shobismo culturale
[And | am against cultural snobbery]

In a cross-linguistic perspective, as was the vasdeio, ‘v n/prep’ is the
most frequent pattern realizing the ‘basic’ seqeenith| (45%). In this
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syntactic arrangemeritjs followed by a verb which in turn takes a direct
object or is complemented by a prepositional phraseh as il love
indie game®r | don't care about HIM

Like io and mi, the ‘v (O)that-clause’ patternaitested for the basic
sequence as the second most common (31.67%), Mypica
combination with the verb to hope (e.g. | was hgptime review process
would focus on the quality of the software).

The third most frequent pattern (accounting foi33%6 of the whole
sample) is ‘link-v adj/n/prep’. Examples are:

(24) | am wild about cabbage.

(25) I am a fan of Meryl Streep & Amy Adams.

(26) | am sorry to read about your friends.
Again, as shown above, the pattern was frequettidgtad forio as well,
cf. example (21) above. The full range of pattatreg | andio andmi

take part in are illustrated in Table 7, togetheithwthe relevant
instantiations of the ‘basic’ sequence.

Table 7'Basic’ sequence withandio/mi across the EN and IT BLOG corpora

patterns ‘Basic’ sequence
Evaluation Entity/process evaluated
v n/prep | love butter and cheese
Mi dispiace moltissimo di queste brutte novita
[I am really sorry for the bad news]

v thatclause I wish that | had more opportunity to
spend more time actually doing
research than simply
commenting on it.

lo spero
[ hope che tu abbia ragione
[that you are right]
link-v | am wild about cabbage
adj/n/prep
lo resto fedele al caro e vecchio blog
[I remain faithful to old dear blog]
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v to-inf (...) i would like to see another Tremors series

lo non mi permetterei mai| il rugby

di criticare rugby
[I would not dare criticize
v n -ng | predict a ‘french connection’ type flic

coming out of this one

5.3. Argumentative ‘dialogic’ and ‘concessive’ seqoes with | and
io/mi: a cross-linguistic perspective

We have called ‘argumentative’ the different typdssequences that
express forms of agreement and disagreement witlr participants. As
outlined in section 2, argumentative sequences bearcategorized as
‘dialogic’ and ‘concessive’.

A ‘dialogic’ sequence blends together the distireetieatures of the
two prototypical sequences, ‘basic’ and ‘framedi. & nutshell the
sequence is used to directly evaluate a statenoenwiich a different
source is responsible by signalling the writer's/alignment with it and,
at the same time, to frame the writer's own refdation or
contradiction of the original statement. Here isexample taken from
the IT BLOG corpus:

‘evaluation/framework’  ‘source/statement ‘evaluation/ reformulation’

evaluated’
lo condivido guesta sua frase.  Opel non solo & un marchio
pienamente che ha contribuito alla storia
dell’automobile, ma anche un
produttore di grande prestigio
[l totally share your remarks. Not only is Opada brand

that made history, but it is a

leading manufacturer as well]

As regards the ‘concessive’ sequence, it may besidered as an
iteration of the ‘basic’ one: the ‘evaluation’ af &ntity or a process is
firstly presented as a ‘concession’; then, a secevaluation follows
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(typically introduced by adversative conjunctiongealizing a
‘contradiction’ element. This is an illustrative aawple taken from the
EN BLOG corpus:

‘evaluation: entity/process evaluated ‘evaluation: contradiction’

concession’

| understand it's current American policy to But come on! You give too
deny the facts of serious events much credit to Hollywood
and never admit defeat in the and not enough credit to
face of those facts HISTORY!

The contradictory element may be more or lesswdaied, for example,
including or not including reason for rejection.

In both corpora the incidence of argumentative eages in the
samples analyzed is altogether relatively low (EB6%; IT 17.82%).
The two corpora also showed similar patterns indifferent frequency
of the two types of argumentative sequences. Thdogic' sequence
turned out to be the most frequently attested ith beamples (EN
78.58%; IT 83.33%), while the ‘concessive’ sequeteceled to be lower
(EN 21.42%; IT 16.67%). The Italian corpus thusveh@reater interest
in argumentative sequences, but these are mostlggilt, rather than
concessive.

The ‘dialogic’ sequence withis consistently realized in the sample
by the verbal word-fornagree typically in the ‘v prephatclause’ and
the ‘v’ patterns. Examples are:

(27) | don’'t agree with Mr. P that Twitter breedsust and
togetherness.

(28) But | agree, Oprah should have shown bothssif domestic
violence during her special.

A substantial share of corpus data attest theetson form of the verto
be 'm andam, as realizing the ‘dialogic’ sequence in the ‘lnkvith’
pattern. Typical instances of the sequence arddif@ving examples
taken from the sample:
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(29) | am totally with BK2009 on one point — the &mis a
deathtrap waiting to happen.

(30) I am with Sarah... October would even be firl®it sooner and
not later...

(31) I am with you on the celery dessert thingot. good.

The syntactic arrangement of the sequence is aadnsia, functioning
as a link-verb, is followed by a prepositional eagoverned bwvith,
that consistently stands for the human entity thatwriter agrees with.
Frequently, another prepositional phrase followsctwhs governed by
on: the phrase provides a reference to the subjettenthat the writer
agrees on (cf. 29 and 30 above). Such refereneemate frequently in
general terms, usually by means of a pronoun @n&ml noun (such as
thing or point). Finally, the sequence gets completed with thermtion
of a chunk of text that usually follows (but sommdk it may precede the
prepositional phrase), reporting a sort of refoatioh of the original
statement that the writer agrees on, as in (@@):Smart is a deathtrap
waiting to happen

Both the semantics and the patterns (‘v prep’ anyl described
above are perfectly comparable with the typicatansations of the
sequence with the personal prondarwhen followed by the ‘dialogic’
Italian verbsconcordo|[l agree] orcondivido[l agree]. Examples are:

(32) Anch’io concordo con il post del Sig. Fabiris.
[l also agree with Mr. Fabris’ post 5.]

(33) lo invece condivido appieno, trovo il gioco linodivertente.
[But | fully agree, | find the game great fun.]

In realizing the ‘dialogic’ sequence, the clitic mifrequently involved in
the phraseological constructigrovarsi + the adverld’accordo as, for
example, inmi trovo completamente d’accordo con la tua valigae |
totally agree with your evaluation]). In such aesathe construction is
semantically very close wpncordo[l agree].

Let us move on to consider the ‘concessive’ seqeiehice sequence
is instantiated in a number of concordance linesrevhis followed by
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the English verbsinderstandor know The ‘v n’ and ‘vthat-clause’ are
the patterns that typically instantiate the ‘cosoes sequence.
Examples are:

(34) So | understand the utility of over-the-toppplist rhetoric,
even when it's kind of silly. But Claire McCaskiisn't a
candidate in a campaign.

(35) I know, but for some reason I think this i®kand kind of big.

Both the semantics and the patterns (‘v n’ anthat-clause’) described
above are perfectly comparable with the typicatansations of the
sequence with the Italian personal pronauwhen followed by the verb
capisco [I know], and the typical occurrence of the advtvea

conjunctionma [but], as a way to introduce the ‘contradictionéaming

element. Examples are:

(36) io capisco benissimo che ci siano delle diffiee, non ho detto
che sia tutta roba identica. Perd comunque c'@itesse una
differenza non abissale (...)

[I understand very well that there are differen¢elidn’t say that it's
all the same stuffBut in any case there is a difference between them

thatis not abysmal (...)]

(37) io capisco che ognuno ha i suoi gusti, ma ltacan po di

obbiettivita.
[I understand that everyone has their own tastesdamn a bit of
objectivity.]

5.4. ‘Semantic sequences’ with | and io/mi: craegdistic

(dis)similarities
The results of the analysis carried out so far seemttest remarkable
cross-linguistic similarities in the surface reatinns of the ‘semantic
sequences’ identified in the two corpora.

Indeed, the most frequent grammar patterns instamgi the
‘framed’ and the ‘basic’ sequences were found tQ Wwé&h some
significant exceptions, essentially the same. Aswsh above, the
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prominent role of v thatclause’ pattern (e.d. think you have mental
problems;... e io non penso che questo faccia beR® [... and | don't
think that this will do any good to the Democrd®iarty...]) and ‘whif-
clause’ pattern (e.d.wonder what is the most sensational in this story
mi chiedo a cosa possa servilewonder what's the use of it]) in the
realization of the ‘framed’ sequence was confirnmetdoth samples. The
patterns realizing the ‘basic’ sequence were fdionoe comparable to a
considerable extent across the two corpora. Theprep’ pattern (e.d.
love indie gameso approvo tutte le battaglie di Bepjpleapprove all of
Beppe’s demonstrations]), and thethat-clause’ pattern (e.d.wish that

| had more opportunity to spend more time actudtiing research than
simply commenting on ;itmi dispiace che Berlusconi non abbia
adempiuto agli impegni pre§i am disappointed that Berlusconi did not
fulfil his commitments]) were all found to be sifjoantly attested both
in the English and in the Italian samples.

However, significant differences can be noticed wasll. For
example, the ‘v-link adj/n/prep’ pattern is domiham the realization of
the ‘basic’ sequence in the English sample (22.84).I'm also all for
Glen’s idea about Cannonball Rynbut it is much less frequent as
regards Italian (2.2%) (e.oh non ne sarei cosi orgogliogbwouldn’t be
so proud of that]). Conversely, the same patterg frequently realizes
the ‘framed’ sequence in the ltalian corpus (25.2@&)y. mi pare
un’ottima opzione[that seems a very good option to me]). By
comparison, it does so much less commonly in thgliéim sample
(1.1%) (e.gthis one seems obvious to)me

Other notable dissimilarities have to do with diffieces in the
patterning of lexical items that nonetheless aggudently found in both
samples. For example, the considerable share tafhicss attested for the
‘v’ pattern in ltalian that is mostly realized thglu the verbal
constructionmi piace (e.g. Mi piace molto il tuo modo di scriverg
really like the way you write]) is perfectly repdited in English through
the ‘v n’ pattern (e.g. like the idea of this plum kuchen

Again, the instances afn andamin the ‘v-link with nfon n’ pattern
realize the ‘dialogic’ sequence in precisely thmsavay as Italian verbs
such asconcordor condividoinstantiate it. All these instances replicate
Italian instantiations of the sequences throughcéxand syntactic
choices that are very different in the two langsage
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All in all, we can argue that the degree of syntaobntinuity across
the sequences realized in the two corpora is ceraite, although some
significant  discontinuities have emerged. Semalhyica and
pragmatically, however, the kinds of evaluative megs that are
frequently conveyed in the English and Italian btegts are essentially
the same.

6. On the lexico-grammar and typical semantic seqas of the
personal pronoun EN me and IT me

The EN personal pronouneranks 47 in the keyword list, with 3,879
occurrences. The IT equivaleme [to me], used as the tonic accusative
form of the first-person pronoun, ranks comparatively slightly higher
in the keyword list: it scores respectively as thé" (with 3,178
occurrences).

As was the case with andio in the previous section, evaluative
instances turn out to make up for a good deal efaverall citations of
the pronoun (EN 49.45%; IT 50.18%).

In both corpora, the EN pronoume and IT mefrequently take part
in prepositional phrases. In particular, the préjms to and for are
attested respectively as the first and the secowndt nfrequent L1
collocates ofme A very similar picture may be described for the
collocational profile of the Italian pronoume the prepositiona [to],
seconddaccording to] anger [for] rank respectively as the*12™ and
3“ most frequent collocates overall foein the IT BLOG corpus.

Both EN me and its correspondent lhe frequently co-occur with
copular constructions and have a distinctive roléhe realization of the
‘framed’ sequence. As regards HENg the to me pattern is the most
frequent (52.55%): typically such prepositional gges act syntactically
as a sentence adverbial, asTim me, this is a sign that Apple is rotten
and scared of competitiorAlternatively, to meis frequently used in
combination with verbs such agemor soundthat act syntactically as
link verbs, in patterns such as ‘link-v &djmé(e.g. that just seems silly
to mg or ‘link-v like n to mé(e.g. Sounds like a menopause problem to
me. The prepositional pattern witfor is the second most frequent
(29.92%): again, the prepositional phrase is tylyicamployed as a
sentence adverbial (e.they were both miserable experiences fo).me
Finally, the sample attests the significant occuree of another
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prepositional patternyith me(17.51%) in instances such averything
he says above rings true with meThis touches home with me

From a cross-linguistic perspective, it is interggtto note that the
instances of ENme exemplified above are both syntactically and
semantically very similar to those found for theliin equivalenime
realizing ‘framed’ sequences, for example, in casesere the
prepositional phrases with Ifeact as sentence adverbials, in a pattern
such asecondo miger me[to me], as shown in the following examples:

(38) per me e il miglior gioco di questa generagion
[to me, that is the best game of this generation.]

(39) secondo me sono bellissime in queste foto.
[to me they are extremely beautiful in these pisUr

There is also a strong resemblance between theptammouns in cases
where the IT pronoun combines with some of its nfosjuent verbal
collocates, such emembra[seem], orpare [seem], in patterns such &s °
me link-v n/adj’ or ‘mev (O/thatclause’. Some illustrative examples
are:

(40) A me é sembrata un’ottima idea. [That seemegrgt good
idea to me.]

(41) (...) a me pare del tutto normale (...) [(hat seems completely
normal to me (...)]

As we have seen in section 5.1., the patterns anera variant of the
corresponding patterns employimgi, cf. mi sembra la soluzione piu
logica [to me it seems the most practical solutidvif;pare chiaro che la
colpa e stata del clienté...) [It seems clear to me that it was the
customer’s fault (...)]. As a result, it would kEasonable to hypothesize
that both the Italian and the English pronouns seegontribute to the
phraseological realizations of the ‘framed’ seqeent ways that are
very similar in the two languages.
Interestingly, the EN sample attests the occurreotea fairly

crystallized constructions it (just) me that consistently functions as the
main sentence to which another direct questionogdinated through
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the disjunctive conjunctioor, as inls it just me or does she get more

annoyingly self-righteous every weekWithin the ‘framed’ sequences

it (just) me ...7acts as the ‘framework’ element introducing thetohical

guestion that follows, which in turn constantly iiBp a negative

evaluation on the part of the writer.
Table 8 exemplifies the full range of patterns &f e and IT me

realizing the ‘framed’ sequence.

Table 8.'Framed’ sequence with EMeand ITmeacross the corpora

patterns

‘Framed’ sequence

me

(Entity/process
evaluated +) evaluation Framework
with me This is fine with me
r . (...)those things just
v-link adjto don’t seem that to me.
me .
important
v-linklike nto | .o sounded like spin to me.

(Entity/process evaluated +)

Framework )
evaluation
to me(link-v) | To me, they are two different things
or e il miglior gioco di questa
rpne/secondo per me generazione
me [to me, it is the best game of this
generation.]
there’s something about them that
for me (...) but for me, .
is completely repugnant
a mev-link € sembrata un’ottima idgd@ hat
- A me :
n/adj seemed a very good idea to me]
It vito me It seems to me this should be illegal.
thatclause
we should have health insurance
v me wh- . -
clause (...)tell me why companies operating on a for-

profit basis(...)

isitmeor...?

Is it me,

or does the topic look like the evil
spider cousin of Johnny 5 of Sho
Circuit?

—
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The data show that both the EN and IT pronouns rawmnsistent
involvement in the realization of the ‘framed’ seque. However, the
two language samples attest an equally common vawwnt of the
pronouns in the realization of the ‘basic’ sequence

As regards ENme it is found to occur preferably within verbal
patterns. Rather interestingly, the verbs realizingse patterns within
the ‘basic’ sequence seem to share a semantic rmait of them are
verbs whose meanings imply an emotional or cognitesponse on the
part of the writer. Typical examples of such verpaird-forms are
annoy bore, bother crack up haunt impress interest puzzle strike
surprise etc. Accordingly, when the ‘basic’ sequence isesld in
combination with the pronoume the evaluation of an entity or a
process is frequently presented in terms of thetigmar cognitive
response it provokes in the writer. Here are sdinstiative examples:

(42) Ice Age pleasantly surprised me.
(43) That is the first thing that struck me.

The range of verbs described above realize a riaitjpof interrelated
patterns. The most frequent is the ‘v n’ pattermerme ENme acts
syntactically as the direct object of the verb (egpt rid of it, it creeped
me ou}.

The next most frequent pattern is ‘it v me to-irf/that-clause’,
where me, again, stands as the direct object o¥ehie which is in turn
further complemented by a range of clause types. nibst frequent of
such clausal complements is a that-clause, asdadtiens me that you
have blamed yourself for so long.

A substantial portion of instances also attestaumber of pattern
types realizing a causative construction, predonilpawith the verb
make followed by a bare infinitive ('v me inf’ path). In these instances
the emotional or cognitive reaction that instaesathe ‘evaluation’
element is introduced by the causative, as inalevwing example:

(44) Just thinking about someone doing that tadank@kes me want
to vomit.
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As was noted for the ‘framed’ sequence, theregea deal of similarity
across the two languages for the ‘basic’ sequenagel. For example,
Italian instantiations of the sequence are frequeatlized by the Italian
clitic mi as variant of the word-forrme As mentioned in section 3.2.2
above, causative constructions account for a geatlaf the instances of
the clitic mi: their perfect comparability with the EMe is apparent.
Consider for exampl&uesto mi fa stare ma[@hat makes me feel bad]
with You just make me laugbt questo mi rende ancora piu trishat
makes me even more sad] witimd Kim’s constant maniacal grinning
makes me uncomfortable

The same holds for instances in the ‘v n’ pattashjnLa vicenda
delle dimissioni di Spalletti mi colpisce, ma non sorprende.
[Spalletti’s resignation strikes me, but it doesstirprise me], which is
very similar toThat is the first thing that struck me

Instances of other very frequent lItalian constardi described in
section 5.2 above — such a&si fa piaceréschifdrabbia — behave
semantically in exactly the same way, even thoumggret are no direct
surface equivalents for them attested in the sam@empare for
examplemi fa piacere discuterlo con tutti vpit. it pleases me to discuss
it with all of you; I'm happy to discuss it...] witand it helped me to
articulate why | was so repelledgain, the comparison seems to show
that Italian and English contribute in a very sanilvay to the overall
evaluative meaning of the sequence, even if thgitastic arrangements
do not always overlap.

Table 9 provides examples of the full range of grem patterns
involved in the realization of the ‘basic’ sequemwegh EN meand IT
me/mi
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Table 9 ‘Basic’ sequence with ERheand ITme/mi

‘Basic’ sequence

patterns
Entity/process evaluated Evaluation+Source

v me That is the first thing that| struck me
La vicenda dellel mi colpisce, ma non m
dimissioni di Spalletti sorprende.
[Spalletti’s resignation strikes me, but it doesn’

surprise me.]

v men Looking at them give me tingles.

v meinf You just make me laugh!
Questo mi fa stare male.
[That makes me feel bad]

v meadj And Kim's constant| makes me uncomfortable

maniacal grinning

mi rende ancora piu triste.

Questo makes me even more sad]
[That
Evaluation Entity/process evaluated

it v me to

inf/wh/that-clause

(...)and it helped me to

articulate why | was so

repelled(...)

vV me-ing

what keeps me watchin

is

gthe acting and the

writing/storylines
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7. On the lexico-grammar and typical semantic saqas of my and
mio/mia

The F' person possessive adjectivig ranks &' in the keyword list. The
EN BLOG corpus attests 6,395 occurrences of thedsanm (43.8
pttw). Such a frequency is remarkable, especiflgompared with that
of the corresponding Italian possessiw@e andmia (the masculine and
the feminine 1 person singular possessive adjectives), whictslaoan
to be much less frequently represented in the sorthere are 1,832
instances ofmio (11.5 pttw) and 1,434 ohia (9.06 pttw). The other two
Italian formsmiei andmie, in the plural, are less frequent but nonetheless
attested: 485 instances miei (3.6 pttw) and 259 afie (1.6 pttw). The
figures show that even the aggregate frequencycofiroence does not
add up to the overall English occurrenceswf(25.7 vs. 43.8).

What emerges from the analysismf was that its highly frequent
occurrence in the corpus is not prominently corecbatith evaluative
expressiongper se Rather, it may be better described as a refleatio
the frequent reference made in blogs to facts, lpesnpd states of affairs
pertaining to the everyday personal life of bloggeBuch a common
tendency is attested by the frequent collocatiomyivith nouns such as
life, husband son daughter wife, parents kids friend, mom children
father, family, brother, dad house sister etc. Cross-linguistically, it is
interesting to note that a range of comparableocatks is attested for
mio and mia in the IT BLOG corpus as welmarito [husband],padre
[father], madre [mother], vita [life], figlio/a [son; daughterJamicda
[friend], fratello [brother],sorella[sister],compagnéa [partner],collega
[colleague] nonnda [grandmother; grandfather].

From the collocational profile of both the EN and possessives,
one might argue that they have to do more withjestivity’ intended as
frequent reference to personal matters than withjéstivity’ intended
as emotive and highly opinionated involvement oftevs in discussing
typical blog content.

However, the sample extracted for the analysisp{213 lines, i.e.
one concordance line out of 30) attests nonethalesslatively high
incidence of evaluative instances for the node w@&®l concordance
lines, i.e. 29.57% of the total). In turn, this e¢srroborated by the
relatively substantial co-occurrence afiy with collocates such as
favgu)rite, opinion, mind, point guessetc. that clearly indicate the
adoption of an evaluative stance on the part ofwhter (e.g.it's my
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current favourite sorggMy point is that everybody likes Greatest Hits
albumg. Again, a comparable set of collocates is atte&te the Italian
possessivesppinione avvisq parere pensiero[opinion], esperienza
[experience],impressione[impression], passione [passion], posizione
[position], punto[point].

As regards the evaluative instancesnof the corpus data attest a
prevalence of the ‘basic’ sequence (65.07%). Imtbet frequent pattern
realizing this sequence, ‘(v)(prepy n’, myusually modifies a noun that
acts syntactically as the verb object (or as theb verepositional
complement), as ihis comments had nearly wrecked my life

Two more patterns frequently realize the ‘basictjumnce, both
found predominantly in predicative constructiomsthe first, ‘(link-vimy
adj n’, my introduces a predicative complement. The possessive
usually followed by an evaluative adjective (freqtiye favourite which
in turn modifies a noun, as iWhen | was a teenager | might have
identified money as my most valuable resouddéernatively, my may
directly modify a noun or a noun phrase whose etdle charge is
apparent: not infrequently such noun phrases aoenatic such as o
iPhone + Skype isn't my cup of tda the second pattern, conversehy,
typically introduces the subject of the copular stomctions. The
predicate, in turn, is frequently realized by a(0/)thatclause’. The
pattern, my n (link-v)’, may be exemplified as followdly biggest
complaint is that the show has a problem with wangvery storyline to
be overly dramatic

At closer inspection of the concordance linesngf one might note
that, when the ‘basic’ sequence is selected, aityeot process is
evaluated in terms of how it affects, so to spdlad,writer’s ‘self’. This
‘self’, in turn, is typically conceptualized thraudexical items indicating
general aspects of the personality, cognition gs@®l experience of
the writer, such adife, expectationsattention psyche memories as
illustrated by (45)-(46):

(45) The library of music they have created is astant source of
inspiration and happiness in my life.

(46) (...) that has a lasting effect on my psyche.
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Alternatively, the ‘self’ is conceptualized metapically by lexical
choices indicating in general body parts suctstasnach heart face
eyeshead etc. Some examples are:

(47) i still have that anger in my head and thagdsting feeling in
my stomach about this.

(48) oh, this just leaves a bad taste in my mouth (

It is interesting to note that such typical colliboas are almost entirely
absent in the Italian corpus and that thereforelthgic’ sequence is very
rarely attested there. This may depend on a geterdéncy of Italian in
the use of other determiners: body parts are noallysidentified by
possessives, but rather by the definite artitlgdes to my heads. mi
da alla test.

As compared to the ‘basic’ sequence, the ‘framesjuence is
attested much less frequently in the English sarf§1€92%). Thermyn
(link-v)’ pattern described above, whemsy modifies a noun acting
syntactically as the subject of a copular consipactis attested as the
most typical syntactic arrangement of the sequetlrcdhis case, the
predicate is constantly instantiated by a ttdjclause’, as inMy
personal view(...) is that Nuke plants can be well r§n.). The only
other pattern realizing the ‘framed’ sequence ydirequently is in my
n’, wheremy modifies a noun governed by the preposiiimnthe whole
phrase acts regularly as a sentence adverbial $elgastian Vettel is
already a superstar, in my opinipn

Perfectly comparable realizations of the ‘framedqeence are
attested in the IT BLOG corpus. The sequence tartisted through the
same syntactic arrangements: they‘n (link-v)’ pattern, as irLa mia
opinione e invece che i lettori sono piu intelliggMy opinion instead is
that readers are much smarter] and the ‘prgpn’ pattern, as irHa
esagerato col trucco e il vestito € pessimo a miasa[Her make-up is
too much and the dress is terrible in my opinion].

Examples of the ‘framed’ sequence withy, mioand miaextracted
from both the EN and IT BLOG corpora are reportedable 10.
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Table 10 ‘Framed’ sequence witimy, mio andmia across the corpora

‘Framed’ sequence
patterns i
Framework (Entlty/process evaluated +)
evaluation
(...) my point is that the media is paid to get eyeballs
. those hopes will be
My guess is that disappointed.
myn (link-v) | In sintesi il mio pensiero
€ questo: il suo discorso € validé...)
[In brief this is my what he said is right (...)]
thought:
the strong safety Eric Berry is
But in my mind, the best player in the country
(..)
In my experience, it's extremely well screened for
in myn however, these days.
. e uno dei punti fondamentali pe
(...)secondo la mia N
. prevenire “disastri”.
esperienza, his i ial t i
[(...) in my experience this is crucial to preven
“disasters”.]

As shown by the examples in Table 10, when selgdtie ‘framed’
sequence, both the English and the Italian pos&=sscollocate
preferably with nouns indicating an epistemic state.g.view, guess
opinion, estimation impression[impression], opiniong parere avviso
[opinion] etc.) or in general referring to the semmasphere of cognition
(e.g-mind experiencepensiergthought], esperienzalexperience] etc.).
From a semantic point of view, therefore, the ngimases that they
participate in are perfectly equivalent in the tanguages to many verb
or prepositional phrases that realize ‘frameworlkéamng elements.
Relevant examples would be epistemic verbs suclihexx, guess

wonder believe credo [I believe], penso|[l think], or prepositional

phrases such & me for me secondfper me[to me, for me]. This is an
argument in favour of the concept of ‘semantic sege’ as a valuable
descriptive device, both in terms of its crossdliistic comparability, and
in terms of its potential for abstraction over sigd variation.




Evaluative ‘semantic sequences’ 149

8. Concluding remarks

The results of the analysis confirmed how deepbluative the language
of blogs can be, which supports seeing them agaliglaces for “you to
have your say” (Baron 2008:99). The preliminary reie@v highlighted
that comparable subjectivity characterized bothgbtmrpora against
general language corpora.

The close link between subjectivity and opinionatisicourse in
blogs was confirmed by the study of collocationafies of first-person
pronouns and possessives. The analysis of col®csttewed similar
trends in semantic preference. Subject pronol#is),(for one thing,
show a similar tendency to co-select epistemicattitidinal verbs often
acting as projecting frameworks that introducedtaluated element and
the evaluation. Oblique pronouns occurring in venatterns show a
preference for meanings implying an emotional gynitive response on
the part of the writer, so that the evaluation femtity or a process is
frequently presented in terms of the emotive orndbge response it
provokes in the writer. Possessive adjectives andquns are used in
both corpora more often with reference to ‘subjatsti intended as
reference to personal matters than with ‘subjegtivintended as
opinionated involvement in typical blog content. &h used
evaluatively, they often construct ‘framed’ sequenby collocating with
nouns referring to the sphere of cognition

The analysis of syntactic patterns and semanticueserps
highlighted (dis)similarities between the two laagas. The clear
asymmetry in the pronominal system, with Italiae o$ clitic pronouns
in unstressed positions, creates divergences irekpgessionsnii piace
vs. | like) leading to a considerable share of instances attdst the ‘v’
pattern in Italian as against a preference forih® pattern in English.
On the whole, however, remarkable cross-linguisimilarities were
noticed in the surface realizations of the ‘sentaséiquences’ identified
in the two corpora: the most frequent patternstifat-clause’, ‘vwh/if-
clause’, ‘v n/prep’) are essentially the same. &irty, an asymmetry in
the use of determiners in the two languages coxidaen the different
frequency and collocational profiles of the possess found in
evaluative sequences. In both languages, possessiten construct
evaluation in terms of how an entity or process@# the writer’s ‘self’
or body. However, Italian expresses possessiveiesa different
grammatical way, preferring a simple definite detimstead of using the
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explicit possessive. But apart from that, both ocosprely on a common
core evaluative phraseology.

It is also important to note that some of the défees that emerge
have no explanation in systematic language asynesetbut rather
reveal culture-specific phraseology and rhetorzatterns. This is the
case, for example, when they highlight an Iltaliaefgrence for framed
sequences as against bare sequences with linkirgs,ver higher
prominence of dialogic as against concessive argtatiee sequences.

All in all, a semantic perspective on phraseoldgmaangements
reveals a considerable amount of lexical and syiotaariation across
the Italian and the English samples, but also anlisi semantic
continuities in the kinds of evaluative meaningat ttharacterize English
and ltalian blogs. Semantic sequences can thuhdensto be useful
tools for cross-linguistic analysis of specific aseof meaning and for
contrastive analysis at different levels.
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