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SEMANTIC PROFILING OF VERBAL MARKERS OF BASIC EMOTIONS:
A CORPUS-BASED ANALYSIS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR LARGE LANGUAGE MODELS

The article aims to identify the semantic, syntactic, and discourse-pragmatic parameters of verbal markers
of basic emotions in contemporary English and to demonstrate how such parameters can support a more fine-grained
representation of emotional meaning in large language models. The analysis focuses on verbs that encode joy, anger,
sadness, fear, and disgust, because verbal encoding reveals not only the naming of an affective state but also its dynamic
unfolding, causation, target orientation, aspectual behavior, and typical argument structure. The study is grounded in
corpus linguistics and draws on the British National Corpus and the Corpus of Contemporary American English.

The methodological toolkit combines the extraction of target verbs, frequency and genre distribution analysis,
collocational analysis, concordance reading, and the comparison of recurrent syntactic patterns. The corpus findings are
interpreted through functional-semantic and discourse-pragmatic analysis in order to reveal preferred combinatory patterns,
complementation types, constraints on tense and aspect, and different degrees of emotional intensity. Scientific novelty.

The novelty of the article lies in treating verbal markers of basic emotions not as isolated lexical items but as
multidimensional semantic profiles integrating lexical meaning, grammatical behavior, collocational preferences,
and recurrent discourse scenes. The paper also offers a systematic cross-category comparison of five emotional domains
specifically from the perspective of their relevance for large language models: synonym disambiguation, control
of argument structure, modelling of intensity, and preservation of emotional coherence in generated discourse. The analysis
demonstrates that emotion verbs display stable and differentiated profiles. Joy verbs tend to construe reactive, event-
bound, and often communal evaluation; anger verbs activate metaphors of internal pressure, heat, and explosion; sadness
verbs foreground processual loss and ritualized contexts, fear verbs divide into anticipatory-cognitive and physiological-
reactive subtypes,; and disgust verbs encode high-intensity moral aversion toward a direct object.

These results can be used in corpus-based lexicography, the construction of linguistically informed benchmarks
for LLM evaluation, prompt design, and further research on the interaction of lexical semantics, syntax, discourse,
and artificial intelligence.

Key words: verbal emotion markers; basic emotions; corpus linguistics, semantic profiling; Large Language Models (LLM).
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OleCniBHUX MapKepie 0A308UX eMOYill Y CYUACHIU AHeTIICHKIL MOBI Ma 3 ACY8AHHIO MO0, AKUM YUHOM MAKi napamempu

19



AKTyasbHi NUTaHHs iHO3eMHO1 (inosnorii, Bum. 24, 2026

MOJACYMb OYMU UKOPUCIAHT 0I5 MOYHIUIO20 MOOETIOBAHHS eMOYILIHO20 3MICIY V' 8EIUKUX MOGHUX MOOelsx. Y yenmpi
yeaeu nepedysaroms 0i€C08a, WO penpe3eHmyioms eMoyii padocmi, 2Higy, CMYMKY, CHpaxy ma 8iopasi, OCKiIbKu came
Olecnignuil cnocio K0OYBaHHA eMoyill 0ae 3M02y NOOAYUMY He Tulle HA3UBAHH CMAHY, a U 11020 OUHAMIKY, KaAy3amue-
HiCMb, CHPAMOBAHICG HA 00 €KM, ACNEKMYAIbHY OP2AHI3AYII0 MA MUNOBY aPSYMEeHMHY CIPYKIMYpPY.

Hocnioocenns UKOHAHO 6 Mexcax KopnycHoi JniHesicmuku 3 onopoiw na British National Corpus ma Corpus
of Contemporary American English. 3acmocosarno memoou cyyinoHoi 8udipku yinbosux 0i€cis, ananizy 4acmomHocmi
mMa Heauposo2o po3nooiny, KONOKAYIIHO20 AHANI3Y, OOCIIONCEHHA KOHKOPOAHCIE | 3iCmA6len s, MUNo8UX CUHMAKCUUHUX
mooenei. Onuc npo@inie dieciié NOEOHAHO 3 OYHKYIUHO-CEMAHMUMHUM MA TIHeBONPASMAMUYHUM AHATIZOM, WO 0A10
3MO2y BUABUNIU MUNOBI NAMEPHU CHOTYYYBAHOC, MOOELl Kepy8aHHs, 0OMEJICEHHS HA BCUBAHHS BUOO-UACOBUX (DOpM
i pi3HULL CMYNiHb IHIMEHCUBHOCIE eMOYIlIH020 NePeNCUBAHHSL.

Hayxosa nosusna npayi nonseae 8 momy, wo OlECHi6HI MapKepu 6a308ux eMOyitl ONUCAHO He AK [301b0BAHI IeKCeMU,
a AK 6a2amosuMipHi ceManmuyni npogini, y AKUX NOCOHYIOMbCA NeKCUYHE 3HAUEHHS, SPAMAMUYHA NOBEOIHKA, KONOKA-
Yilini nepegazu ma munoea OUCKYPCUBHA CYEHA BXICUBANHS. Yhepule 8 Medcax 0OHiel po36ioKU CUCMEMHO 3iCIagneHo
n’amb eMOYiliHUX NOJi6 came 3 no2s0y NPUOAMHOCE OMPUMAHUX NPOQPINiG 0I5l 3a0ay eUKUX MOBGHUX MOOeLel. PO3-
NI3HABAHHS. MOHKUX GIOMIHHOCIMEU MINC CUHOHIMAMU, OOMPUMAHHS APZYMEHMHOI CMpPYKmypu, 8i0meopenHs. 2padayitl
IHMeHCUBHOCII Ma 3a0e3neyentss eMOYitiHOL KoeepeHmMHOCMI ) 32eHePOBAHOMY MEKCIL.

Josederno, wo diecrosa 6azosux emoyiti maroms uimko ougepenyiiiosani npogini: dieciosa padocmi majxiciooms 00
PeaxmugHo-nooie80i ma KOMYHATbHO-OYIHHOI MOOeli; 0I€CI08a eHIBY AKMYAri3ymb Memagopu 6HympiuHb020 MUCK),
HAepieanus i 8UOYX080Cmi, OIECI08A CMYMKY MO8 A3AHI 3 NPOYECYATbHICMIO 8MPAmMU ma pumyanizo8aHumMu KOHmMeK-
cmamu, 0ieco8a cmpaxy po3uenaiioiomsbCsa Ha OYiKY8aNIbHO-KOCHIMUGHUL | COMAMUYHO-PeaKmusHull niomunu, 0iecioea
8I0pasu GUPA3HO KOOYIOMb THMEHCUBHY MOPATbHO-0YIHHY asepcito. Ompumani pe3yibmamu Moxcyms Oymu 6uUKopuc-
mawi O YKIAOAHHS KOPNYCHO 6EPUQIKOBAHUX CLOBHUKIE eMOYINHOL J1eKcuKy, nody0osu JiHeGICIUYHO MOMUBOBAHUX
benchmark-nabopie onsa LLM, yoockouanenus npomMnmis, a maxoxic 015 NOOAmbuuX 00CIiONCeHb 83AeMOOI TeKCUUHOT
CEeMAHMUKY, CUHMAKCUCY MA WMYYHO20 THMENEKMY.

Kntouosi cnosa: sepoanvhi mapkepu emoyitl; 6a308i eMoyii; KOpHycHa NiHeGICMUKA, ceMaHmuune npoQpinoeanHs,
senuxi mosui mooeni (LLM).

Relevance of the Research Problem. The does not merely name an emotion; it organizes
linguistic representation of emotion remains the emotion as something experienced, displayed,
one of the most productive fields of contempo-  directed, caused, intensified, prolonged, or resisted.
rary philology because it lies at the intersection =~ Compare, for example, the difference between
of lexical semantics, grammar, discourse stud-  the noun phrase a feeling of fear and the verbal
ies, cognitive linguistics, and digital language pattern fo dread the consequences: the first labels
technologies. In recent years, the problem has a state, while the second construes an anticipatory
acquired renewed relevance for at least two rea-  cognitive stance directed toward a projected event.
sons. First, corpus linguistics has made it possi-  Similarly, fo mourn a loss and to grieve for some-
ble to describe emotional meaning on the basis  one are close in meaning, yet they differ in their
of attested usage rather than introspection alone;  preferred discourse environments and degrees
this shift allows researchers to identify colloca-  of ritualization. Such distinctions matter for lin-
tional preferences, genre distribution, and recur-  guistic theory and for computational applications
rent syntactic patterns that are invisible in purely  alike.
dictionary-based descriptions. Second, the rapid For this reason, the present study treats verbal
development of large language models has inten-  markers of basic emotions as semantically rich
sified the need for explicit linguistic knowledge  units whose meaning unfolds through a com-
about subtle meaning differences within emo-  bination of lexical content, argument structure,
tional vocabulary, because statistically plausi- collocational behavior, aspectual preferences,
ble generation does not automatically guarantee  and recurrent discourse frames. This perspective
semantically precise or pragmatically appropri- 1is particularly relevant for computational systems.
ate emotional wording (O’Keeffe & McCarthy, Recent benchmarks in emotional intelligence
2022; Sabour et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2024). and empathy, including EmoBench and Emotion-

Whereas nouns such as anger, fear, grief or dis-  Queen, show that the evaluation of LLMs has
gust and adjectives such as angry, afraid, sad or moved beyond coarse sentiment polarity toward
delighted have received extensive scholarly atten-  the modelling of nuanced emotional reasoning,
tion, verbs remain comparatively underdescribed  empathic adequacy, and emotionally coherent
despite the fact that they are central to the verbal-  response generation (Sabour et al., 2024; Chen
ization of emotional events and processes. A verb et al., 2024). A philologically grounded account
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of emotion verbs can therefore serve as an empir-
ical bridge between corpus semantics and Al-ori-
ented language modelling.

Analysis of Recent Research and Publi-
cations. The study of emotion in language has
developed through several converging traditions.
In the cognitive-semantic tradition, emotions are
examined as culturally structured and conceptu-
ally organized meanings rather than mere psy-
chological labels. Wierzbicka argues that emotion
terms are deeply embedded in language-specific
conceptual systems and therefore require careful
semantic explication instead of intuitive equiv-
alence across languages (Wierzbicka, 1999).
Kovecses, in turn, demonstrates that emotional
meaning is systematically shaped by metaphori-
cal models such as heat, pressure, burden, move-
ment, or containment, which are especially visi-
ble in the verbal domain, for example in patterns
such as to seethe, to boil with anger, or to tremble
with fear (Kovecses, 2000).

A second line of research concerns the linguis-
tic categorization of emotions. Ekman’s model
of basic emotions remains influential as a heuristic
framework for selecting a limited but representative
set of emotional domains, while prototype-based
approaches show that emotion categories are inter-
nally graded and organized around central exem-
plars rather than strict boundaries (Ekman, 1992;
Shaver et al., 1987). From a philological perspec-
tive, this is important because the semantic center
of a category is not distributed evenly across parts
of speech. Some emotions are more prototypically
nominalized, others adjectivized, whereas verbs
often encode the experiential or eventive dimen-
sion of the same category.

A third strand of scholarship comes from cor-
pus linguistics and usage-based approaches. Cor-
pus-based methods make it possible to move from
abstract lexical definition to patterns of actual use.
As O’Keeffe and McCarthy emphasize, corpus
linguistics is not only a repository of examples
but also a methodology for identifying recurrent
phraseology, grammar-in-context, and discourse
regularities (O’Keeffe & McCarthy, 2022). This
insight is directly relevant for emotion verbs,
since their meaning is strongly conditioned by
the constructions in which they occur. In this
respect, Levin’s verb-class approach and Gold-
berg’s constructional perspective remain method-
ologically valuable: verbs should be interpreted

21

alongside the argument structures and construc-
tions that activate their typical meanings (Levin,
1993; Goldberg, 1995).

Finally, recent research at the intersection of lin-
guistics and natural language processing highlights
the growing importance of affective meaning for
contemporary Al systems. Surveys of affective
linguistics and NLP demonstrate that emotional
language cannot be reduced to simple polarity
or lexicon lookup, because it involves figurative
meaning, contextual modulation, intensification,
interpersonal stance, and discourse positioning (Ji
et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2026). Work on LLMs
further shows that current models often approxi-
mate emotional language statistically while still
struggling with fine distinctions among near-syn-
onyms, with control of complementation patterns,
and with emotionally appropriate text generation in
context (Bender et al., 2021; Sabour et al., 2024).
Nevertheless, despite the growing number of stud-
ies on affective computing, emotion recognition,
empathy, and sentiment classification, the seman-
tic profiling of verbal markers of basic emotions
remains insufficiently elaborated. This gap moti-
vates the present article.

Purpose of the Study. The aim of the article is
to construct corpus-based semantic profiles of ver-
bal markers of the basic emotions of joy, anger,
sadness, fear, and disgust in contemporary English
and to determine how these profiles can inform
linguistic interpretation and improve the treatment
of emotional language in large language models.

Presentation of the Main Research Findings.

Corpus Base, Material Selection, and Profiling
Procedure. The empirical basis of the study con-
sists of two reference corpora that provide comple-
mentary coverage of present-day English usage:
the British National Corpus and the Corpus of Con-
temporary American English. The use of these cor-
pora enables comparisons across British and Amer-
ican data, spoken and written registers, and fiction,
news, popular magazines, and academic discourse.
The analysis focuses on a compact but represent-
ative set of high-prototypicality verbs: rejoice,
delight, exult, cheer; fume, rage, seethe, bristle;
grieve, mourn, lament, sorrow; dread, fear (Fig.1),
tremble, quake; loathe, abhor, detest, revolt. The
units were selected because they function as main
verbs denoting emotional experience, expression,
or causation, and because they are sufficiently fre-
quent to yield stable usage profiles in the corpora.
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SEARCH FREQUENCY

SHOW SAMPLE: 100 200 500 1000
PAGE. 4 b 111000 3

[] cLick FOR MORE CONTEXT

12012 BLOG forum.tribalwars.us a&qQ
2 2012 BLOG creators.com & Q
3 2012 BLOG cryptomundo.com & Q
4 2012 BLOG dailykos.com o®Q
5 2012 BLOG dailykos.com o&Q
6 2012 BLOG dailypaul.com a&qQ
7 2012 BLOG dailypaul.com oeQ
8 2012 BLOG dailypaul.com oeQ
9 2012 BLOG dailypaul.com & qQ
10 2012 BLOG dailypaul.com 2&Q
11 2012 BLOG kellymrivard.com & Q

(® Corpus of Contemporary American English Bl ®

ACCOUNT

ENTRIES: 54336 TEXTS &

LIMITS: NONE

SORTING: YEAR ¥, GENRE

SAVE (@) TRANSLATE [B)ANALYZE HELP [ 3

Al: patterns

. # Well actually they are torn and are more afraid to leave storm in fear of being attacked, but only 1 persan out of all thinks i did soemthing

laughter and tears in his descriptions of the radiation table, # Forget about the fear and the boredom and the way your bady twitches when you are tryir
!1f | say bigfoot... you say: suuuuuuuuuuure. # Somebody, | fear you are right. The human species is ill equipped to deal with squatches as

. seems to be a right-winger lawyer reassuring reactionary pastors that they have nothing to fear from the bloviating lefties. He ends with an exhortation
money they have. And if something might expose them, it's something they fear. That's one theory of mine anyway. # He's run for President

find many christians who will say anything bad about israel or jews. (they fear being struck by lightening or that the devil has taken over their body or the
but | understand them... Free Market Baby!... that and his level of fear mongering... although who am | to say how close we are to tyranny?

are ta tyranny? Maybe | should be more concerned? # In my view FEAR is the worst kind of prison. The ONLY thing | fear anymore are the

In my view FEAR is the worst kind of prison. The ONLY thing | fear anymore are the jackbooted thugs that hide around my city waiting to bust my ass
waiting to bust my ass for some non crime. And | do nt really fear them... | loath them and their ears must burn everytime | see them.

her past. Yet, she's so great at seizing the moment despite her fear. # Simplicity. Rory doesn't need a lot to be happy. Companionship

Fig. 1. Contextual Patterns of Fear in the Corpus of Contemporary American English

The semantic profile of each verb was recon-
structed through several mutually complemen-
tary procedures: frequency and genre obser-
vation, collocational analysis, concordance
reading, and the examination of preferred syn-
tactic frames. The goal was not to reduce mean-
ing to a single dictionary gloss but to describe
how each verb behaves in authentic discourse.
Special attention was paid to transitivity,
the presence or absence of clausal complements,
preferred semantic types of subject and object,
aspectual preferences, adverbial modification,
and metaphorical extensions. This procedure
follows a usage-based principle: stable co-oc-
currence and grammatical patterning reveal
which dimensions of emotional experience are
linguistically foregrounded.

Joy: Reactive Eventfulness and Communal
Evaluation. The verbs of joy reveal that positive
emotion in English is not encoded as a homo-
geneous semantic field. Rejoice and exult typi-
cally construe joy as a reactive event, that is, as
an affective response to a preceding stimulus or
change in circumstances. They prefer intransitive
or complement-taking patterns such as rejoice
at the news, rejoice in the outcome, or rejoice that
someone is safe. A concordance-type example,
such as The community rejoiced at the announce-
ment illustrates the eventive and socially shared
nature of the experience. The verb does not merely
indicate that the participants were happy; it frames
joy as a public, often collective reaction to news,
recovery, victory, or deliverance.
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Delight shows a different profile. In verbal use
it frequently enters a causative frame: The perfor-
mance delighted the audience; The result delighted
her. Here, pleasure is construed not as a spontane-
ous emotional eruption but as an eftect produced by
an external stimulus. This makes delight especially
important for distinguishing experiencer-subject
from stimulus-subject configurations. An LLM
that treats rejoice and delight as freely interchange-
able may generate grammatically acceptable but
semantically distorted sentences because the verbs
activate different mappings between participant
roles and emotional perspective.

The aspectual behavior of joy verbs is equally
revealing. Progressive forms such as was rejoic-
ing are comparatively restricted and usually occur
in deliberately elevated, narrative, or ceremonial
contexts. This suggests that the core construal
of rejoice is bounded and reactive rather than
durative. The collocational environment confirms
this interpretation: success, victory, return, news,
salvation, and togetherness are typical semantic
attractors. Thus, the verbal profile of joy in Eng-
lish is organized around event-triggered evalua-
tion, frequently with a communal dimension. This
profile differs markedly from the adjectival coding
of positive affect, where happy or pleased may
describe a stable, less event-bound state.

Anger: Internal Pressure, Heat, and Esca-
lation. The field of anger is one of the clearest
examples of how verbal semantics interacts with
metaphorical conceptualization. Verbs such as
fume, seethe, and rage are strongly associated with
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the metaphor of internal heat and pressure. They
often appear in intransitive frames and combine
with adverbials or prepositional phrases that spec-
ify duration, cause, or direction: He was left fuming
for days after the decision; She seethed with resent-
ment;, The minister raged against the measure.
Such constructions foreground anger as a develop-
ing process of internal accumulation and outward
release rather than as a static property.

Even closely related verbs within this field
are not synonymous in a simple sense. Seethe
typically profiles restrained but intense inward
agitation, frequently compatible with an image
of suppressed emotional boiling. Rage, by con-
trast, is more externalized, often associated with
overt verbal or behavioral manifestation, conflict,
and public confrontation. Fume occupies an inter-
mediate position: it can denote visible irritation,
but it also retains the idea of unresolved internal
pressure. Bristle differs still further, as it often
marks a shorter reaction of offended defensive-
ness or instant resistance, for example She bristled
at the remark. In discourse, bristle is compatible
with face-threatening interaction, whereas seethe
more often describes prolonged internal emotion.

From a grammatical point of view, anger verbs
show a strong affinity with progressive forms such
as ‘is seething’ or ‘was fuming’. This pattern is not
incidental. It encodes anger as temporally extended
and internally active, which distinguishes it from
verbs of disgust, which usually resist the progres-
sive. The collocational network of the anger field
also contains morally and politically charged nouns
such as injustice, insult, humiliation, resentment,
and indignation. Accordingly, anger verbs in Eng-
lish frequently mediate between emotion and eval-
uation: they not only express negative feelings but
also index a perceived violation of norms, dignity,
or expectation.

Sadness: Processual Loss and Ritualized Con-
texts. The verbal marking of sadness is structured
around loss, duration, and social ritual. Mourn
and grieve are semantically close, yet corpus
evidence suggests that they occupy different dis-
course scenes. Mourn strongly gravitates toward
explicitly named loss events, especially death
and public commemoration: The nation mourned
the death of the writer; The family mourned
their loss. The verb is therefore compatible with
collective and ceremonial settings, where grief
becomes socially visible. Grieve, in contrast, more
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often emphasizes the internal and protracted pro-
cess of suffering: She continued to grieve for her
mother; They were still grieving after the accident.
In this way, English distinguishes between public
mourning and personal grieving without turning
the two into fully separate categories.

Lament broadens the field by connecting sadness
to evaluative commentary. The object of lament
is not always a deceased person or an irrepara-
ble loss; speakers may lament a decline, a fail-
ure, a missed opportunity, or the state of society.
As a result, lament occupies a borderline position
between sadness and criticism. Sorrow as a verb
is less frequent and more stylistically marked, but
precisely for that reason, it reveals the literary
elevation of emotional diction. The relative rarity
of some items within the field is methodologically
important: semantic profiling must account not
only for core frequency but also for register mark-
edness and stylistic distribution.

The sadness field also illustrates how preposi-
tional patterns help specify the direction of emo-
tion. Combinations such as grieve for, mourn
for, and lament over identify the target or cause
of the emotion and often add a durative nuance.
Compared with nouns such as grief or sadness,
verbs make the processuality of loss more explicit.
They encode the emotion as something one does,
undergoes, or remains engaged in over time. This
makes the verbal profile of sadness particularly
valuable for discourse analysis and for narrative
generation, where temporal unfolding is crucial.

Fear: Anticipation versus Physiological Reac-
tivity. The field of fear is internally stratified into
at least two major subtypes: anticipatory-cognitive
and physiological-reactive. Dread and fear in ver-
bal use often construe the emotion as an orienta-
tion toward a projected negative scenario: / dread
the thought of going back; She feared that the plan
would fail. The direct object or clausal comple-
ment is typically future-oriented and undesirable.
In other words, the semantics of dread are bound
to anticipation and the construction of mental
scenarios. This distinguishes it from mere nam-
ing of an emotional state and explains why dread
strongly favors complements referring to possibil-
ity, obligation, or forthcoming consequence.

By contrast, tremble and quake foreground bod-
ily manifestation. Their subjects are experiencers,
but the verbs themselves encode visible somatic
response rather than the abstract emotional eval-
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uation that motivates it: Her hands trembled with
fear; He quaked at the sound of the explosion.
These verbs, therefore, connect the semantics
of emotion with embodiment. They are also com-
patible with a broader range of causes, including
fear, cold, weakness, excitement, and shock, sug-
gesting that emotional interpretation depends more
heavily on collocates and contextual cues.

This internal division has important conse-
quences for semantic precision. A system that treats
dread, fear, tremble, and quake as interchangeable
members of a single fear set will flatten the dif-
ference between cognitive anticipation and physi-
cal reaction. For philological analysis, the contrast
shows that the language distributes one emotional
domain across distinct layers of experience. For
LLM design, the contrast can be operationalized
in benchmark items that test not only emotional
category recognition but also the ability to match
the correct subtype to the appropriate syntactic
and discourse context.

Disgust: Moralized Aversion and Object Ori-
entation. The field of disgust is characterized
by strong object orientation and high evaluative
intensity. Verbs such as loathe, detest, and abhor
are predominantly monotransitive and encode sus-
tained aversion toward a direct object: She loathed
the hypocrisy of the political class; They abhor
cruelty in any form,; He detested violence. Unlike
many anger verbs, these units do not usually depict
emotional build-up or explosive release. Instead,
they profile a stable, categorical stance of rejection.
This explains their strong preference for the pres-
ent simple and their comparatively weak compati-
bility with the progressive.

Another important feature is the object’s mor-
alization. While one may casually dislike a film
or a meal, to loathe or abhor something typically
implies that the object violates the speaker’s eth-
ical, aesthetic, or ideological standards. Corpus
contexts frequently include nouns such as Aypoc-
risy, violence, cruelty, corruption, or injustice.
Thus, the verbal semantics of disgust overlap with
moral judgment more strongly than many diction-
ary definitions suggest. It is not merely affective
repulsion but value-laden rejection.

The verb revolt occupies a more complex posi-
tion because it may function transitively, intran-
sitively, and within constructions that foreground
either the source of aversion or the experiencer’s
reaction. Precisely because of this flexibility, it is
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useful for demonstrating that semantic profiling
cannot rely only on synonym lists. What matters
is the recurrent structural behavior of the verb in
context. In the disgust field, therefore, semantic
description must integrate intensity, object type,
moral framing, and aspectual restriction.

Implications for Large Language Models. The
corpus profiles described above have direct impli-
cations for large language models. Recent work on
the evaluation of emotional intelligence and empa-
thy shows that LLMs are increasingly assessed not
only on sentiment classification but also on emo-
tional reasoning, emotional application, empathy,
and the ability to produce contextually appropriate
responses (Sabour et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2024).
Yet these higher-order tasks still depend on low-
er-level linguistic distinctions. If a model confuses
rejoice with delight, or dread with tremble, its out-
put may remain superficially fluent while becom-
ing semantically misaligned with the situation it
describes.

Three implications are especially important.
First, semantic profiles can be used to construct
benchmarks. Items may be designed to test whether
a model respects complementation patterns, for
example, the preference of dread for a future-ori-
ented object or clausal complement, or the resist-
ance of abhor to the progressive.

Second, the profiles can support data curation
and fine-tuning by providing linguistically moti-
vated minimal pairs and near-synonym contrasts.
Third, they can improve prompt design, since
prompts that specify emotional dynamics, tempo-
ral structure, and participant roles are more likely
to elicit precise language than prompts that request
only a general emotional tone.

At the same time, the article does not claim that
corpus profiles alone solve the problem of affec-
tive modelling in Al. As Bender et al. note, large
models may generate plausible sequences with-
out possessing explicit grounded understanding in
a human sense (Bender et al., 2021). Nevertheless,
usage-based profiles are valuable because they
externalize precisely those regularities that remain
implicit in purely distributional training. In this
respect, corpus philology and Al research are com-
plementary rather than competing domains.

Conclusions and Prospects for Further
Research. The study has shown that verbal mark-
ers of basic emotions in contemporary English
form differentiated semantic profiles that cannot
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be reduced to broad affective labels. Joy verbs are
predominantly reactive and frequently communal;
anger verbs foreground internal pressure, heat,
and outward escalation; sadness verbs encode loss
as a process and often interact with ritualized or
socially framed contexts; fear verbs divide into
anticipatory-cognitive and physiological-reactive
subtypes; disgust verbs express high-intensity,
object-centered, and morally charged aversion. In
all five fields, the interaction of lexical meaning
with argument structure, collocational preference,
aspectual behavior, and discourse setting proves
crucial for interpretation.

These findings confirm that the verbal domain
offers a particularly informative entry point into
the study of emotional meaning, because verbs

make visible the dynamic, relational, and eventive
organization of emotion in language. The article
also demonstrates that corpus-based semantic pro-
filing can contribute not only to linguistic theory
but also to current work on large language mod-
els by supplying empirically grounded distinctions
that matter for emotional coherence and precision
in generated discourse.

Prospects for further research include expand-
ing the verbal inventory beyond high-prototypical-
ity items, including spoken interaction and digital
discourse in greater detail, comparing English data
with Ukrainian and other languages, and devel-
oping benchmark resources that test LLM perfor-
mance on emotionally nuanced verb semantics
rather than on polarity alone.
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