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Abstract: Microsyntax is a linguistic discipline dealing with idiomatic elements
whose important properties are strongly related to syntax. In a way, these elements may be
viewed as transitional entities between the lexicon and the grammar, which explains why
they are often underrepresented in both of these resource types: the lexicographer fails to
see such elements as full-fledged lexical units, while the grammarian finds them too specific
to justify the creation of individual well-developed rules. As aresult, such elements are
poorly covered by linguistic models used in advanced modern computational linguistic tasks
like high-quality machine translation or deep semantic analysis. A possible way to mend
the situation and improve the coverage and adequate treatment of microsyntactic units in
linguistic resources is to develop corpora with microsyntactic annotation, closely linked to
specially designed lexicons. The paper shows how this task is solved in the deeply annotated
corpus of Russian, SynTagRus.
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1 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

The theory of microsyntax has been developed by the author over the last 15 years
(recent publications include [1], [2], [3], [4]). In this theory, which has much in
common with construction grammar (see e.g. [5], [6], [7] and [8]%, two main groups
of linguistic units are distinguished: lexically centered syntactic idioms and lexically
unrestricted non-standard syntactic constructions.> Throughout the paper, I will be
mostly concerned with these units, which will be referred to as microsyntactic units.
Primarily, I will consider syntactic idioms.

' The author is grateful to the Russian Humanitarian Scientific Foundation for their support of this
work with a grant (No. 15-04-00562). Special thanks also go to anonymous reviewers of the submitted
version of the paper, who provided some valuable remarks.

2 Interestingly, the last paper by P. Lauwers and N, Van Wettere introduces the term “micro-
constructionalization”, which is an additional evidence of the proximity (but not the identity!) of the
approaches.

3In fact, some non-standard syntactic constructions are lexically constrained in the sense that they
contain two or even more occurrences of the same word. Russian has a great variety of such constructions,
each having unique syntactic peculiarities and subtle semantic features, as e.g. rabota rabotoj, no nado
otdoxnut’ » ‘work is work but one needs a rest’ or videt’ ja ne videl, no slyshal ob etom. » * 1 didn’t really
see it but I heard about it” (lit. ‘to see I saw not but heard about it”). Probably Russian has many more
constructions with lexical repetitions than e.g. English (cf. a relatively full list of English tautological
constructions in [9]).
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Microsyntactic units are poorly represented even in traditional linguistic
resources, such as monolingual or bilingual dictionaries or descriptive grammars. The
reason for this is obvious: syntactic idioms are difficult to attach to a particular lexical
entry (so they are often just mentioned and briefly commented on in an entry for one of
the words constituting the idiom), while non-standard constructions are too specific to
find a place for themselves in general grammars. In computational linguistic resources,
microsyntactic elements are even less visible (as are idiomatic entities in general). As
a result, they are often disregarded in high-end computational linguistics tasks, such as
deep semantic analysis, quality parsing, question answering, or machine translation —
or, at best, treated with ad hoc solutions.*

The project outlined below is an attempt to improve the state of affairs at least
partially. The idea is twofold: 1) to create a special dictionary of microsyntactic units of
Russian, which should provide comprehensive information on such units and ensure
their effective use in computational linguistics applications, and 2) to develop a text
corpus which should incorporate annotation of such units. The former type of resource,
the Microsyntactic dictionary of Russian, has been described in detail in [4] and [10]. In
what follows, I will focus on the second goal, i.e. the development of the corpus with
microsyntactic annotation, which, so far, has been only briefly reported in [4] and [11].

2 MICROSYNTACTIC ANNOTATION IN SYNTAGRUS

Rather than create a new corpus with microsyntactic annotation from scratch, we
decided to enhance the existing SynTagRus corpus of Russian texts, developed by our
Laboratory of computational linguistics at the A. A. Kharkevich Institute for
Information Transmission Problems in Moscow. For the recent state-of-the-art of
SynTagRus, see [12]. Even though this corpus is not too large (it now contains about 1
million word tokens), it has several layers of annotation, including markup for (1)
morphology, (2) syntax (in the formalism of dependency trees), (3) lexical senses (for
words whose ambiguity is reflected in the underlying Combinatorial dictionary of
Russian),’(4) parametric lexical functions (in the sense of Meaning U Text by Igor
Melcuk [14]), (5) certain types of ellipsis and, recently, (6) anaphoric relations: the
latter are currently traceable beyond the sentence level so that the antecedents of
pronouns can be found either in the same sentence or in a text fragment comprising
two preceding sentences (see [15], [16].)
Microsyntactic tagging is thus the seventh layer of SynTagRus markup.

2.1 Purpose of Microsyntactic Tagging
What is the purpose of creating this markup? It is a commonly known fact that
a corpus annotated for lexical senses of words is a valuable linguistic resource

4 A typical ad hoc solution is representing a multiword microsyntactic element as a single word,
e.g. represent the sequence in fact as an unsegmented unit, ignoring cases where it is not, as in in fact
checking or where it is part of a longer set phrase like in fact or spirit.

>We also held experiments of supplying SynTagRus with semantic markup on the basis of Juri
Apresjan’s system of fundamental classification of predicates (see [13]), but this markup is not maintained
now.
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instrument in solving many sophisticated theoretical and practical tasks, including
those associated with theoretical semantics, monolingual and bilingual lexicography,
WSD, and deep semantic analysis. In many cases, microsyntactic elements are
polysemous, so, in a way, microsyntactic markup is close to lexical sense annotation.

Text corpora annotated for senses of words are few for many languages,
including Russian, and they are seldom large; see e.g. [17] for the Russian equivalent
of the SemCor corpus annotated with WordNet word senses (see [18], [19] for
details).

We may be disappointed with the fact that such corpora are scarce and small,
but at least they exist for standard words and are available for researchers. However,
there have been no corpus resources at all so far that could provide markup for
syntactically challenging phraseological units, including, of course, microsyntactic
units. This means that the reported resource is, in all probability, the first one of its
kind.

It must be noted that, over the last couple of years, considerable time and effort
has been devoted by corpus developers to annotate text corpora of a variety of
languages for multiword expressions (MWE) (see e.g. a recent overview [20], with
extensive bibliography, and a comprehensive paper [21] on corpus annotation with
verbal MWEs — specifically, light verb constructions of various types). It may seem,
at first glance, that our research exactly falls within MWE annotation framework.
Yet our goal is more specific and, in a way, more ambitious: we focus on linguistic
units that have considerable syntactic specificity and strive to present their internal
syntactic arrangement and determine how these units are incorporated into the
sentence structure.

As a matter of fact, microsyntactic markup of the corpus is not an easy task. On
the one hand, it is difficult to discriminate between a microsyntactic element and an
arbitrary sequence of words, which may even span over different syntactic chunks.
On the other hand, there exist no ready lists of microsyntactic units that could be
viewed as exhaustive, or even representative. The available phraseological
dictionaries provide no good approximation: most of the traditional idioms present
in such dictionaries have no distinctive syntactic properties and cannot be considered
as microsyntactic units, while many such units do not appear in such dictionaries.

2.2 Two Strategies

To make up for this lack of initial data, we used two different tactics of tagging

SynTagRus for microsyntactic elements:

1) continuous analysis of whole individual texts, aimed at finding all candidates
to microsyntactic elements within this text;

2) targeted search for linear strings and/or syntactic subtrees composed of such
words about which we have had previous knowledge or reasonable conjecture
that they form, or may form, microsyntactic units. To give a few examples,
these are strings or subtrees like vse ravno “all the same’, kak budto ‘as though’,
kak by ‘sort of’, vse Ze ‘yet’, kak raz ‘exactly, namely’, kol’ skoro ‘since; as
long as’, razve c¢to ‘if only, except that’, poka c¢to ‘so far; for the time being’,
tol’ko [is” ‘nothing but; as soon as’, malo li ‘one never knows; all sorts of
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things’, vo c¢to by to ni stalo ‘at any cost; whatever happens’, ni razu ‘not once’,

to idelo ‘over and over again’, éert znaet + interrogative word ‘devil knows

(what, where,...)’, fo i delo ‘ever so often’, to li delo “how much better’, etc.

Sure enough, in both cases only manual annotation of text for microsyntactic
elements was possible: partial automation of microsyntactic elements could be done
at the first stage of tagging in cases where strings of words constituting such elements
had no gaps in between, with subsequent careful editing.

Using both tactics, we were able to obtain draft versions of microsyntactic markup
of the corpus fragments, which were later subjected to thorough expert linguistic
analysis, which revealed, among other things, that the number of microsyntactic
elements occurring in the text is quite considerable. In a considerable number of texts,
as many as a quarter of sentences were found to contain at least one microsyntactic
element, so the microsyntactic markup turns out to be a frequent corpus feature.

Fig. 1 and Fig. 3 below are screenshots presenting the results of microsyntactic
markup obtained by the two tactics. Fig. 1 shows the annotation for a fragment of
a running journalistic text called Kulturnye olimpijtsy ‘Cultural Olympians’. The
text, published by the popular Moscow Novaya gazeta newspaper in 2013, is
a typical sample of SynTagRus material. It consists of 132 sentences, of which 33
(exactly 25%) were found to contain at least one microsyntactic element.

1= RUITUINye_olim Pitsy-Lgt - SLructure Lanor
File Edit Sentence Tools Options View Help

=R EEEEE

Sentence

1o X

[ Frncensi

CoBLITHeN NpIBNIDKaIDLEroCs 2014 roda B P e
MONKTHKOE, HENKTHKDE, NYGNNUCTOE W OIOTEPOE SHUMEIDT B NEPBYI0 04epent 0... [2] (& nepeyio ouepeas {78 NEPBYI0 0uepeds. -8 NePEYI0 ouepens))
[ucKycei 0 NPEACTOALLEH ONUMTHAAE B DCHOBHOM BEyTCA BOKDYT DCEOEHIA 6. [3] LF (B DCHDBHOM {5:B...6:0CHOBHOM})
B ofem, y“THEAR HPaBHl OTEYECTBEHHbIX MEHEFKEPOB, NORXOA Bnonke sgpasuii.  [4] (B obuwem,{1:B...2 obwem})
I\ npurogmbiit AR APYIIX SHAMMMBIX COBBITIIL 5]
[leNsri €CTh - NPUHIHINOS HeT. [G]
B 2014 roay POCCUN NPEACTONT NEPEXHTS COOLITIE, N0 pasMaXy saMuCnos eggan... [7] LF (eABa i we,{11:ea8a nu...12:4e))
V1 B ORHOM GTHOWEHHN YK TOUHO Gonee MacwrabHoe - Onumniickie wrpel & Pocch...  [8] LF (B 0aHOM OTHOWEHNN,{2:8.. 4:0THOWEHAN])
Yxasom Bnaguwmpa MyTuna 2014 rog ofbaenen & Poccum MNogom kynsTypol. &) LF
11 370 newyToursiii npus0BOi saber. 10]
3AECH H>XHO BbITE MEPERIM CKODEE HA CTAPTE, HEXENH HA DiHNLLE. 1) LF
) Poccuiickan ryneTypHan e, NOXaNYH, yxe He YAHENAET Teu, uTo & weil, kaku . [12] LF (yTe ni e {19y T, 21:He})
BoT 1 TemaTika F0Aa KyNsTYPLI B POCCHN OF@sanack ObiCTPO CBEAEHA K AEHBTaM 13 LF (BoT n,{1:BoT...2u}}
MWHHCTP KyNETYPL BNagumup MeauHckuii DOPMYNHPYET 0CHOBHYI0 3agauy “kyneTy... [14]
A yTh I HE OCHOBHIM COMEDHAHIEM NEATENLHOCTH MIHKCTEPCTES B NOCNERHKE... [15] (4YTh M He {24yTh._ 4:He})
MoxasaTensHo: uaew Foaa KyNbTYPL NPEANOXMAN HE AERTENNH KYNETYPH! M Aaie He .. [16] LF
# Npusen ona caoe oBupmn w. |7
) "BRiiTI 13 KPUSHCA MOXET NOMOUE TONBKD OOPALIEHHE K BEICIINM UEKHOCTAM KynkT... [18] LF
‘ “TIpHWNO BPEMA CASNATE KyNLTYPY NPUOPHTETHOI B CTPaHe, NPUHATL CTpaTenmo k..  [19] LF

Ho %0TA ['0g KyNLTYPbI BCE GMiske U GNIGKE, KAKOBA CTPATEMMA KyNLTYBHOM nonKTuK... [20]
3aro comacho "OcHOBHbIM HaNPaBEHHAM GIOHRETHOI nonwTiw Ha 2014 rognnna... [21]

CpegHAR SapNNATA B KyNLTYpE AOXHA BHPACTH C Huvewsx 12 o 27 Toic. pybneii.  [22]

OBuye pacxops i CHCTemsl i no pasgeny "Kynety... [23] LF
V1 XOTR NIPOUEHT KyNBTYpHEDX PACXOROS & GIOPKETE SaNNaKNPOSaN O3 pocTa - w3 r..  [24] (43 roga & rog,{11:s...1 &ropz)(sce xe {16:50e we...15:508 xe})(easa 1 He,(33:
KcTaTw, gons pacxogoe Ha “KynkTypy i KWHeMETorpa@unio” no oTHowewmio k BBN go... [25] LF

Ho & a6CONITHOM BEIDEXEHHN T0CYRARCTEEHHEE ACCHTHOBAKNA Ha KYNETYPY BECk... [26]
B nnatax MitHICTEPCTBA KYNIbTYPbl MHOMG AOPOTOCTORILIMX NPOEKTOB: NOCTPONTL 50... [27] LF
MurucTepcTso Beiaenu 50 rpanTos no 5 mnn pyGnei Ans nogaepxaniA npoexros ... [28]
50 IPaKTOB NO S MNK PYONeii Ha CO3FaHIE HOBBIX SKCMOSLHI ANA My3eiiNbix npoek...  [29]

50 rpaHTOB N0 3 MK pyOReit Ha NOAReP Ky NATPHOTHYECKIX BKUMI 1 KOHKYPCDE. [20]

) Copesroanin 33 NPAB0 PACNOPRKATECS BHYWHTENbHLIMI ASHETAMN, KOHTRONNPO...  [31]
§ 1 Gopeta 38 npaB0 BCTpETHTL MOR POCCHIICKOH KYNETYPH! B KDECE MIHUCTPA 3TO...  [32] (Ae#b OTO AHA {17:AeHb._ 19:0kA)) L‘\X =
»

il |

Fig. 1. Microsyntactic markup of a running text

®In order to avoid extended discussion, we list only one or two English equivalents for any
microsyntactic units cited. Interestingly, in almost all of the above cases Russian microsyntactic units
correspond to multiword English microsyntactic units which we use as glosses. It can thus be
hypothesized that the number of microsyntactic phenomena and their typology in various languages may
be quite comparable.
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Currently, the markup looks as follows: a special field in the XML file
representing the text cites the name of the microsyntactic element (in the case of
syntactic idioms, it is normally a string of words, possibly with a figure attached to it
if the syntactic idiom happens to be ambiguous) and the linear segment containing
this element. For instance, a rather long sentence (24) of this text

1 xotja procent kul turnyx rasxodov v bjudzete zaplanirovan bez rosta - iz goda
v god 1,5% — on vse Ze vdvoe vyshe, naprimer, cem procent rasxodov na fizkul turu
i sport, kotorye kazZutsja nekotorym publicistam edva li ne glavnym prioritetom
sovremennoj Rossii ‘And although the percentage of cultural expenditure in the
budget is planned without growth — 1.5% from year to year — it is still twice as high,
for example, than the percentage of spending on physical education and sports,
which seem to some publicists to be almost the main priority of modern Russia’

contains three microsyntactic units (shown in boldface) — iz goda v god ‘from
year to year’, vse Ze ‘yet’ and edva li ne ‘almost’. In order to see how these units are
incorporated into the syntactic structure, one needs to see the syntactic tree and
identify the elements of the syntactic idioms as part of this tree.

Fig. 2 below shows a fragment of the syntactic tree for the above sentence with
the first of the syntactic idioms discussed — iz goda v god:

....... E PR IN-COMM-GER 3EPO

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 7.BIOKET | SEQ MY NP HEOL IN-COMM-GER

E—’ 8. NNAHWPOBATLY | \/ COB CTRAM NPIA4 NPOLU KP EQ MY IN-COMM-GER 3EPO

————————— [255 ] rmvcom-cen
b —cococoooooomooooee s 10. POCTY | SEQMYXK POL HEOL IN-COMM-GER

""""""""""""""""""""""
———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— S EA MY3K POZ HEOZ IN-DASH
............................................................. h m PR IN-DASH
————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— S EZ1 Y3 B HEQA I

Fig. 2. A fragment of the syntactic tree structure containing a microsyntactic unit

PR IN-DASH

It can be seen that the syntactic idiom occupies the nodes from 11 to 14, its
local head, the preposition iz ‘from’, is dominated by the noun rost ‘growth’ and
subordinates the noun god ‘year’ using the prepositional syntactic relation. The other
prepositional phrase of this idiom (v god ‘to year’) is dominated by the first
preposition with the correlative syntactic relation. So, the internal arrangement of the
syntactic idiom within the structure has to be determined additionally: if the two
prepositional phrases formed no such idiom, both prepositions would be most likely
dominated in parallel by a verb or other predicate word.’

Fig. 3 below represents the second approach to microsyntactic annotation — the
targeted search for possible microsyntactic units. In this case, we searched for
sentences that are likely to contain a syntactic idiom stalo byt’ ‘hence, consequently’.
The query for this unit (functioning as a parenthetical adverb despite being composed

"The syntactic representation of SynTagRus follows the conventions of the ETAP-3 parser (see
[22], [23]), which in its turn heavily relies on the syntactic component of the Meaning < Text theory
[14].
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of two broad semantics verbs) was simple: find sentences with the wordform stalo
(‘which is the neuter gender singular of the past tense of the verb stat’ ‘begin’)
followed by the wordform byt (the infinitive of the verb byt ‘be’).

p= stalo_byt.tgt - Structure Editor =10] %
File Edit Sentence Tools Opfions View Help

EETRECEEEE

Sentence [ | MicroSynt

# 3aanme 1910 ropa, opuH us My TOPOBLIX NACCEXEH NPEAPEEOMOLNORHON NOPH, TOXE “HCMHTCR B cn... (1] (crano 6bis {19:cTano. 20:6ms})
‘ Crano BTk, GOTHHKN MOCKBHYA MMM MOCTA CTONLL!, NOCBEIWErD MYXCKOE 38B6/JeHWE, HAXOARTCA Ha To...  [2] (crane Guire{1:Crano.. 2:6uTe})
# V1 xaxim G yovacheim ok Hi oxasancs, Bce e STOT 00pa3 GyAeT MaTepianeH, a, cTano OuiTh, NPOTHS Hero... [3] (cTano Gbimh,{14:cTanc...15:66me})
‘ CTano GuiTe, HE 0 YEM TOBOPHTE. [4] (crano Oerre,{1.CTano...2.0uTe})
. Crano GuiTe, Tonsko Maromegoe. 3] (cTano 6uiTe,{1:CTano.. 2:6uiTs})
‘ Crano GaiTh, Mbi - BEAMKAA CTPaHA, Mbl HE NOSBONNM PaSTOBaPUBATE C oGO ASbiKoM WaHTaxa W Nposokay,.. [6] (crane GuiTs,{1:Crano... 2:6uiTs})
# Crano 6us, ero BRacTs 1 ETOPKTET SABHCAT, BO-NEPSBIX, OT 5ECA W ABTOPKTETA NPESHAEHTA (a BCH Hea... [7] (crano bbrTe,{1:CTano.. 2:66Ts})

[ YCrano Guivs, TEepaOKamentbii Llentk KnANETCS, He WagA CBOEH XMIHH, SALMETS rpAXaHCKIE (cTane 6uTs,{1:CTan 3

# Ovreneny, Aonyckacman & ToM W MHOM OBLEME, HEOTACTHMA OT PACLIMPEHNS SOHS CBOBOAG! HHGOPMAUN... (9] (crano 6uTs,{15:cTanc. .. mbl)
‘ ToNBKD Mbl GOMYHLI NPABHNLHO NOHHMATEL MX LUENH, @ CTaN0 BbiTh - HX BOIMOKHLIE ASHCTEMS. [10] (cTano 6uiT,{9:cTano...10:60ime})
§ HusTo uenoseueckoe, CTano GaiTs, WM He YyXA0,  Befls B IPUPO/iE YENDBEKA JAN0KEHO CEONCTEO owHbaT... [11] (cTano e {3:cTanc... 4:66Te})
# CTano 6uTe, HsyueHie NPABOCNAEHA NOMOXET WKONEHWKAM MyULUE YCEOMTS WCTOPUIO i KYNETYPY CE08i CT... [12] (cTano 6erTs {1:CTano.. 2:66Ts})
# crano BuTs, Gatka WS-N0A yTanHHA HALIBAETCR "GHTE" [13] (cTano 6biTs {1:CTano.. 2:66Tb})
§ crano 6ur, enb MomeT T CEOI "JERTENLHOCTL™. 4] (crano brtb,{1:CTano.. 2:66Tb})
‘ Crano GuiTh, NOCNEWHOCTL MPH PEWEHIH upeBaTa NOCNEACTEMAMM. (18] (cTane bt {1:Crano.. 2:66Tb})
‘ 3agava we o6WecTsa, Ha MOIl BIMAL, COCTOMT B TOM, 4T00L PasyMHO NOOWPHTL STO CTPEMNEHNE K pasHo... [16] (cTano BT, {28:cTano...29:66mb})
. 1 3|

Fig. 3. Microsyntactic Markup of SynTagRus sentences with the unit stalo byt’

As seen from the screenshot, all 16 sentences satisfying the search query were
tagged for the unambiguous microsyntactic unit stalo byt’. This means that, within
the corpus, no sentences could be found in which the string stalo byt” meant
something different (a random juxtaposition of the two wordforms, or a different
phrase). It can be conjectured that this binary unit is very stable in the language,
effectively excluding other lexical competitors. This hypothesis is easily confirmed
by a search for the same string in a much larger corpus (the Russian National Corpus
at www.ruscorpora.ru): we could find, using rather sophisticated contexts,
only a very few sentences in which this string proved to be unrelated to our syntactic
idiom. One such sentence, No kogda by ni zil, nado vo c¢to by to ni stalo byt’ cestnym
celovekom (Venedikt Erofeev) ‘“Whenever one lives one needs by any means to be an
honest man’ happened to have a phrase boundary between stalo (which, amusingly,
was part of a different syntactic idiom — vo ¢fo by to ni stalo ‘at whatever cost, by
any means’) and byt’. Actually, all other occurrences of the string in the large corpus
followed the same pattern as found in SynTagRus.

3  FIRST RESULTS

Even though regular microsyntactic tagging of the SynTagRus corpus was started
only a few months ago, a number of linguistically interesting results could already
be found.

1. Despite the fact that SynTagRus has a relatively small size, it proved to be
quite representative of microsyntactic phenomena. Most microsyntactic elements
tagged according to the second tactics of preliminary search for promising occurren-
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ces could actually be detected (although some of them could naturally be represented
by several examples only).

2. The extent of ambiguity of microsyntactic elements was found to vary signi-
ficantly from one unit to the other.

Some elements proved to be quite homogenous. In addition to the case
considered above (with stalo byt’), another microsyntactic unit, kak byt’ (s chem-
libo) ‘what to do (about something)’ shared the same property of being (almost)
unambiguous, and never occurring in extraneous contexts in the SynTagRus corpus
(in fact, it requires a lot of linguistic inventiveness to find relevant examples of kak
byt falling outside of the syntactic idiom considered (see [10] for more detail).

At the same time, other microsyntactic units proved to be highly ambiguous
within the corpus. Moreover, words constituting them occurred in contexts totally
unrelated to any of the unit’s senses, providing many false positives during the
markup. An illustrative example is the ramified set of microsyntactic units kak by,
which had a number of senses and generated a host of false positives (see the
screenshot of Fig. 4 below).

On the one hand, there is a microsyntactic unit which we will refer to as kak by
1 =‘sort of’: this is a discourse particle with the semantics of comparison or
uncertainty, as in sentence (97) from the screenshot in Fig.4: Takim obrazom,
nastupalo kak by ravnovesie ‘Thus, a kind of balance was established’.

On the other hand, there is an entirely different microsyntactic unit, the
conjunction kak by 2, which is only used as a strongly governed word with many
predicates sharing the semantics of apprehension, such as the verbs bojat sja ‘to be
afraid’, opasat’sja ‘to fear’, ispugat’sja ‘to be scared’, sledit’ ‘to make sure’, the
nouns bojazn’, strax, opasenie ‘fear’, and the predicative adverbs strashno, bojazno
‘fearful’, as in sentence (109) from the same screenshot: Potom ja zamatyvalas
Sal’yu i uxodila ne oboracivayas’, boyas’, kak by mne ne predlozili deneg za nisciy
vzgljad (1.Grekova) ‘Then I wrapped myself in a shawl and left without turning
around, being afraid that I would be offered money for my beggarly look’.

Yet another syntactic idiom composed of kak and by is a modal sentential
adverb that implicitly expresses the speaker’s wish — kak by 3. It is represented in
such corpus sentences as Kak by v kamennyj vek ne skatit sja ‘It would be good not
to slide back into the stone age’ or Kak by obojtis’ bez etogo, ostaviv samuju sut’
[A.Bitov] ‘I wish we could manage without it, leaving only the most crucial thing’.

In addition to these senses (plus a set of microsyntactc units which are longer
than kak by and have to be distinguished from the above units), SynTagRus has
a number of sentences that do not involve microsyntactic units formed with kak by
despite the fact that physically this string is present. In particular, some sentences
contain the construction with the emphatic particle ni: Kak by nam ni xotelos’
povysit’ kacestvo Skolnogo obrazovanija, na eto potrebuetsja esce mnogo let
‘However much we want to improve the quality of school education, this will require
many years yet’. We believe that in such cases a good solution is to leave the sentence
marked-up, introducing a “false positive” tag. Such a solution may seem
a controversial one as it is not routinely applied in corpus annotation. I believe,
however, that it may be very helpful not only as a provisional step at preparatory

5
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stages of corpus annotation but as a clear indication of the fact that the respective
string does not form an idiomatic unit and represents a free juxtaposition of words
otherwise belonging to such a unit. It may be viewed as a sort of negative linguistic
material (in the sense of the Russian scholar Lev Shcherba), which can provide
interesting linguistic insight for the grammarian and the lexicographer alike.

3. Normally, SynTagRus is representative enough of the most syntactic idioms
having the same “lemma” name. However, to be sure that we have not missed
anything, additional search is recommended for really ambiguous entities. For the
kak by host of idioms, we were able to find one more interesting microsyntactic
idiom formed with kak and by beyond the material of the corpus. It can be illustrated
by a sentence present in the Russian National Corpus:

— Kak by ne burja moskovskaja sobiraetsja, — pokrutil golovoj storoz
i povernul s pogosta von. [B.Evseev]. ‘Isn’t it the case that the Moscow tempest is
approaching? — The watchman twisted his head and went away from the cemetery’.

The meaning of this idiom (kak by 4) can be explained as follows: ‘There are
signs that the Moscow tempest is approaching, which is undesirable’. Importantly, in
such cases a semantically void negation must be present — just like in the case with
kak by 2.

i* Kak_by.tgt - Structure Editor

File Edit Sentence Tools Options View Help

D[|@| »[%(@] &(2]0] +]

Sentence [ | Microsynt -
. Takum 0Gpasom, HACTYNANO Kak Gbl pABHOBECHE. /7 (xak Obl PART,{4:kaK...5:6m1})

. Cepreii NogyMan o NPeSCTORUMX EMY TAKHX NPOCTHIX W PeArHX 4. [98] (xak Obl PART {30:kaK...31:68})

. OH UCKAN HENPOMOKAEMOE MECTO ONLITHLIM NyTeM, Kak Gul Ha ow... [99] (kaK Gui PART{7 kaK...8:6u}(Tonbko yTo,{21:TONLKD. .22
‘ Ha cerogta sakpbie STy nasoury, kak Gbl sarHas e saron ece nen...  [100] (xak Gol PART,{6:xak...7:66i) )(xax Gol PART {38:kax...39:6t
. Paspewenne, Tamm 06pasom, Gbino kax Gbl HE PAspPeEHNEM, 8 101 (xax 6ol PART {5 xax._6:661})

. W xak Bul HeyBepexHo i TpyaHo buino mxe, ecnu 6 8 Bwin 8 3TOT [102) (xax bei false positve {2:xax_ . 3:6u})

. YneH-KOpPECNOHAEHT! - NPOCKTENLHO CKA3aN 0TEY, HO Chbit Kak Bbl.. [103] (kak Oul PART{7 Kak...8:661})

‘ Bce B KOHUE KOHUOS N0 KAKWM-TO NPHYNHEM, CKPbITLIM 0T JleBbl ...  [104] (xak Gul PART,{25:kaK...26:66})

. Ona peanack Ha none, W, Noka, B HouM, MoHaxos ewe mor ee kak ... [105] (kax 6ol PART.{13:xaK...14:6m1})

. - Twi yTo! - kak Gbl He noxan Moxaxos. [106] (xak Obl PART{3:xaK...4:661})

. Benyx Gsl O STOO HUKOTGA HE NPOMSHEC: 0X, kak Bl uzganeka pa... [107] (kaK Gui Gui false positive {9:kax...13:66(})

. KonoHHbl BbICOKH, MECCHBHLI, CNENka YTONWEHb K cepeauue, kak ... [108] (kaK 6w PART, {8 kax... 56w}

. MoTom 7 3amMaThiBaNach Wans0 ¥ yxoguna He obopauneance, Go... [109] (kax 6ol CONJ {10:xaK...11:6m1})

. TopLKO TONLKG, YTO BbI, BETEPaH, APOrHYNK: kaK Ol yero He Bolw...  [110] (xak 661 = xopowo 6ol {7:kak...B:6ui})

. BepHo, METANNa Ha KEXAYI WAET HEMHOTD, HO, BIATHIE BMeCTe, ... [111] (kaK Gul PART{1Z:xakK...13:661})

. Pemtywan kpomka 8 oTnnume ot obbiunoro cnocoba Tovenns skav... [112] (xak 6ol PART,{14:xax...15:6ui})

. B ero koscTpyrummn pUpYOLWil k2K Dbl nogop .. [113) (xak bui, {6xax . 7:661})

. W, koneuno, kak Bbl i Geina Benuka NpaKTHYeckan 0TAZYA KocMo... [114] (sonpmect + COCN {3:xak._.4.60))

‘ PeweTra HaxoguTcA kak 6ol 8 WK YRS ... [115] (kak Go PART{3:xaK...4:6u})

. Opnaxo, kak Obl Hi GbINK XOPOLIM KAYECTEA KaHAWAaTa B genyTart... [116] (Bonpmect + COCN {2:xax...3:0n1})

. JKu3Hb CBHAETENLCTBYET, YT, KaK Obl HiW PACNMHANCA WHOW Glop... [117] (sonpmect + COCI {4:xax...5:001}) t
il I Ml

Fig. 4. Microsyntactic markup of a SynTagRus fragment containing sentences with the string kak by

4. The material of syntactic idioms present in SynTagRus provides us with
valuable data on linear variations of these idioms, their syntactic structure, their
obligatory and optional valencies, and most importantly, their unique semantic
features, which should be thoroughly accounted for in the resources like
Microsyntactic dictionary. We intend to use this opportunity to the fullest extent
possible.
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