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Abstract
This paper introduces EVOKE (Emotion Vocabulary of Korean and English), a Korean-English parallel dataset of
emotion words. The dataset offers comprehensive coverage of emotion words in each language, in addition to
many-to-many translations between words in the two languages and identification of language-specific emotion words.
The dataset contains 1,426 Korean words and 1,397 English words, and we systematically annotate 819 Korean
and 924 English adjectives and verbs. We also annotate multiple meanings of each word and their relationships,
identifying polysemous emotion words and emotion-related metaphors. The dataset is, to our knowledge, the most
systematic and theory-agnostic dataset of emotion words in both Korean and English to date. It can serve as a
practical tool for emotion science, psycholinguistics, computational linguistics, and natural language processing,
allowing researchers to adopt different views on the resource reflecting their needs and theoretical perspectives. The
dataset is publicly available at https://github.com/yoonwonj/EVOKE.
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1. Introduction

Emotion words reveal how humans conceptualize
and communicate emotional experiences through
language (Wierzbicka, 1999). They also provide a
foundation for lexicon-based sentiment analyses
and emotion detection (Liapis et al., 2025; Raji and
De Melo, 2020). Yet, emotion words are diverse
and notoriously difficult to identify (Fehr and Rus-
sell, 1984; Wierzbicka, 1999; Wu and Zhang, 2025).
While some words transparently denote emotional
states (e.g., sadness, anger), others evoke or re-
flect bodily sensations, cognitive evaluations, or
physiological or behavioral expressions that may
or may not indicate emotional states proper (e.g.,
tense, captivating, blushing). Consequently, exist-
ing datasets of emotion words vary in how they
define and annotate emotion words, reflecting a
range of theoretical positions and methodological
frameworks (Clore et al., 1987; Fehr and Russell,
1984; Hong and Jeong, 2009; Johnson-Laird and
Oatley, 1989; Lee, 2006; Park and Min, 2005).

A maximally useful dataset of emotion words
in a language would have a few features. First, it
would be comprehensive–covering all words that
could be, on any theory, emotion words. Second, it
would explicitly identify selection criteria that estab-
lish whether words are or are not emotion terms,
and would allow users to apply their preferred cri-
teria to create bespoke theory-driven views on the
data. However, existing datasets generally cover
subsets of the possible emotion words in any lan-
guage. Moreover, they often apply different criteria
to identify emotion words based on specific theo-
retical frameworks, which makes it challenging to
integrate or compare datasets (Fehr and Russell,

1984; Baron-Cohen et al., 2010; Clore et al., 1987;
Hong and Jeong, 2009; Johnson-Laird and Oatley,
1989; Lee, 2006; Park and Min, 2005).

Cross-linguistic datasets extend the value of
monolingual resources, as comparisons of emo-
tion words can reveal emotions that may be shared
or specific across cultures (Jackson et al., 2019;
Russell, 1991). To date, however, the coverage
of words in cross-linguistic datasets is limited. Be-
cause meanings do not always translate one-to-one
across languages (Catford, 1965; Thompson et al.,
2020), a word in one language may not have any
direct translation in other languages (and thus cre-
ate lexical gaps), or might align with multiple words
in another language. For example, while English
dismay does not have an exact translation in Ko-
rean, English sad can correspond to multiple, subtly
distinct Korean words (i.e.,서럽다 (sŏrŏpta)1 and
슬프다 (sŭlpŭta)2, each of which also has several
different English correspondents of its own. This
underscores the need for cross-linguistic datasets
of emotion words with comprehensive lexical cov-
erage in each of the languages and many-to-many
translational mappings.

Lastly, emotion words are complex in that they
are often polysemous. For example, Korean부끄럽
다 (pukkŭrŏpta) encompasses the meaning of both
shy or shameful. Other polysemous senses are
often metaphorical. One example is the emotional
and spatial senses of low in English. Metaphor-
ical relations among senses of emotion words,

1To be sad and depressed (National Institute of Ko-
rean Language, 2025a).

2Sad and sorrowful enough to make one cry (National
Institute of Korean Language, 2025b).

https://github.com/yoonwonj/EVOKE
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and polysemy more generally, reveal how emo-
tion semantics are organized within and across lan-
guages (Kövecses, 2003; Sauciuc, 2009), yet they
are rarely documented in emotion word datasets.

In light of these gaps, we present a dataset of
emotion words in two languages with (1) compre-
hensive lexical coverage and annotations by native
speakers based on several different theories to ac-
commodate diverse views and uses, (2) many-to-
many translational mappings established by bilin-
gual experts using existing lexicographic resources,
and (3) identification of polysemous words and
metaphorical relations among word senses.

2. Background

2.1. Theories Defining Emotion Words
Psychological and linguistic work has produced var-
ied methods to define emotion words. Some early
studies relied on unguided intuition, with raters judg-
ing words as emotional or not without explicit criteria
(Fehr and Russell, 1984; Storm and Storm, 1987).
More recent work uses acceptability judgments on
emotion words, placing them in frame sentences
for expressing emotions like “I feel X” or “I am X” to
evaluate whether they sound acceptable in those
contexts (Baron-Cohen et al., 2010; Clore et al.,
1987; Johnson-Laird and Oatley, 1989). Another
recent approach uses exclusion criteria, asking if a
word describes bodily sensation or epistemic state
without emotionality, to filter out some obvious non-
emotion words (Baron-Cohen et al., 2010; Johnson-
Laird and Oatley, 1989; Park and Min, 2005).

Research on Korean emotion words classifies
emotion-related predicates into different types:
state-oriented (a state experienced by an animate
subject), evaluation-oriented (properties of external
entities), and expression-oriented (behavioral ex-
pressions and responses) (Hong and Jeong, 2009;
Lee, 2006; Park and Min, 2005). The distinction be-
tween stative and evaluative predicates is closely
tied to causality, echoing the proposal to distinguish
externally caused emotions (e.g., “I am saddened
by his death”) from those concerning internal goals
(e.g., desire) (Johnson-Laird and Oatley, 1989).

2.2. Cross-linguistic Studies
The majority of existing cross-linguistic studies of
emotion words prioritize the prototypicality of emo-
tion over exhaustiveness, focusing on small sets of
emotion terms presumed to be universal (typically
fewer than 30) across large numbers of languages
(e.g., List et al., 2018), or utilize restricted sets
of words from bilingual studies (e.g., Bromberek-
Dyzman et al., 2021; Tang et al., 2023). These
approaches limit the exploration of finer-grained
distinctions of emotion words within a language.

Another line of research highlights culture-
specific emotion words, captured as words lacking
equivalents in other languages (i.e., lexical gaps).
For example, Korean words정 (chŏng) or한 (han)
lack equivalents in English, and are expressible
only with longer descriptions, like “long-lasting af-
fection and caring based on perceived closeness”
(Choi and Choi, 2002) or “Unresolved resentment,
grief, and anger, or a negative and long-lasting emo-
tion encapsulating the grief of historical memory”
(Kim, 2017), respectively. Cross-linguistic lexical
gaps signal how different language communities
represent and express emotions differently (Lomas,
2018; Lupyan, 2012; Rissman et al., 2023; Winawer
et al., 2007). However, they are often discovered
in small numbers through case studies (e.g., Choi
and Choi, 2002; Kim, 2017; Schmidt-Atzert and
Park, 1999), and are rarely identified at scale within
a broader lexicon of emotion in one language in
relation to other languages.

2.3. Semantic Relations and Metaphors
The meanings of polysemous emotion words are
often connected through metaphorical extension
from one meaning to other meanings (Bartsch,
2002). Comparing patterns of such emotion-related
metaphors across languages can reveal how emo-
tional meanings are structured similarly or differ-
ently across cultures (Kövecses, 2003). Identifying
these multiple senses thus provides a basis for
cross-linguistic studies on emotion semantics.

Existing annotation work on polysemous words
mainly targets resolving general lexical ambigu-
ities, not emotion words specifically (Haber and
Poesio, 2024; Passonneau et al., 2010; Rumshisky
and Batiukova, 2008). Similarly, cross-linguistic
studies of emotion-related metaphors often focus
on a small set of recurrent metaphorical map-
pings (e.g., “emotion as force” or “anger as a con-
tainer”; Lakoff and Kövecses, 1987; Sauciuc, 2009;
Türker, 2013), rather than examining metaphori-
cal structures across a wider variety of emotion
words. These gaps leave open questions about
how emotion words develop multiple meanings and
metaphorical extensions, and how such patterns
distribute within and across languages.

3. Objective of the Dataset

We introduce EVOKE (Emotion Vocabulary Of
Korean and English), a Korean-English paral-
lel dataset of emotion words with comprehen-
sive coverage in both languages plus cross-
linguistic mappings (publicly available at https://
github.com/yoonwonj/EVOKE). The dataset is
constructed by compiling lists of words to anno-
tate from prior studies on and datasets of emotion

https://github.com/yoonwonj/EVOKE
https://github.com/yoonwonj/EVOKE
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Korean–English Mappings

Many-to-many translational mappings

Kor Eng

수치스럽다 (suchi’sŭrŏpta)

부끄럽다 (pukkŭrŏpta)

수줍다 (suchupta)

bashful

shameful

shy

Annotations for
Korean Words

Annotations for
English Words

Figure 1: The structure of the Korean–English parallel emotion word dataset. Words in both languages are
connected through many-to-many translational mappings, with annotations for Korean and English words.

words. Those words are then annotated accord-
ing to multiple criteria used in earlier studies to
investigate their characteristics as emotion words.
The dataset also provides many-to-many transla-
tions of words between Korean and English, which
enables discovering emotion concepts specific to
each language. Lastly, the dataset identifies pol-
ysemous words and annotates the relationships
between their senses, enabling the identification of
emotion-related metaphors.

We focus on Korean and English for several rea-
sons. English serves as a well-studied reference
point, yet there does not yet exist a comprehensive
resource with structured annotations like the one
constructed here. Korean, meanwhile, is spoken
in distinct cultural settings, and contains purport-
edly unique, culture-specific emotion terms (e.g.,
정 (chŏng),한 (han)) that lack direct English equiv-
alents (Choi and Choi, 2002; Kim, 2017). Compari-
son of the two allows for the investigation of both
shared and culture-specific aspects of emotion lex-
ica. Additionally, the research team’s expertise in
linguistics, cognitive science, and knowledge as
native speakers of English and Korean makes it
feasible to construct a reliable dataset.

4. Dataset Construction

The dataset consists of three separate components
(see Figure 1): (1) Korean-English mappings, (2)
annotations for Korean words, and (3) annotations
for English words.

4.1. Word Selection and Translation
Candidate words were gathered from previous work
on emotion words in English (Baron-Cohen et al.,
2010; Morgan and Heise, 1988; Storm and Storm,
1987) and Korean (Jeon et al., 2022; Park and Min,
2005; Rhee and Ko, 2013).

To construct translational mappings (illustrated
in Figure 1), two Korean-English bilingual speakers
judged whether each word had translational equiv-
alents in the other language. A manual translation

approach was adopted to capture nuanced and pre-
cise meanings that are difficult to obtain through
automatic translation. The translators consulted two
bilingual Korean-English dictionaries (one Korean-
to-English and one English-to-Korean) for transla-
tion (National Institute of Korean Language, 2025c;
NAVER, 2025). In addition, definitions from Korean
(National Institute of Korean Language, 2025e)
and English monolingual dictionaries (Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2025; Cambridge University Press,
2025) were compared to ensure accurate and se-
mantically rich matching, especially when transla-
tions provided in bilingual dictionaries varied across
sources or when forward and backward translation
yielded inconsistent results.

A word is considered to have a translational
equivalent when it can be translated to a single
word form (i.e., one or more words exist in both lan-
guages to denote the same meaning). Accordingly,
lexical gaps were identified when (1) bilingual dictio-
nary queries for words in one language only yielded
multi-word expressions or idiomatic phrases in the
other language,3 or when (2) back-translation pro-
duced inconsistent results. In the latter cases, the
translators consulted additional native speakers
and monolingual dictionaries to determine whether
the dictionary equivalent reflected a true transla-
tional match that fully captured the meaning of the
query word.

Moreover, lexical gap was defined as the ab-
sence of a word for a concept in one language when
such a word exists in the other (e.g., Janssen, 2004;
Li et al., 2024). Therefore, gaps arising at the mor-
phosyntactic level were not included, as those do
not indicate the absence of conceptual or seman-
tic content (Ivir, 1977; Lomas, 2018; Wierzbicka,
1999).4

3Hyphenated forms were treated as single lexical
items (e.g., cliché-ridden). Korean words that may ap-
pear either as single words or with internal spaces were
treated as single-word entries and were not considered
as lexical gaps (e.g., 사려 깊은 (saryŏkipŭn) ‘consider-
ate’).

4Some Korean verbs and nouns are systematically
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ID Label Annotation Question

Part 1. Acceptability judgments

acpt1 1st person “feel” Does “I feel X” sound acceptable?
acpt2 3rd person plural “feel” Does “They feel X” sound acceptable?
acpt3 Inanimate subject “feel” Does “It feels X” sound acceptable (inanimate “it”)?
acpt4 1st person “am” Does “I am X” sound acceptable?

Part 2. Semantic experiencer judgments

exp5 Subjectivity of experience In “It feels X”, can the sentence express what “it” experiences?
exp6 Evaluation as experience In “It feels X”, can the sentence express my evaluation of “it”?
exp7 Caused experience In “I am X”, does X denote a caused state of its associated noun/verb?
exp8 Causing experience In “I am X”, does X denote a causing state of its associated noun/verb?

Part 3. Exclusion criteria

excl9 Pure bodily sensation Does X describe a pure bodily/physical sensation?
excl10 Behavioral expression Does X denote a behavioral expression?
excl11 Pure epistemic state Does X denote a non-emotional epistemic state?

Part 4. Multiple meanings

poly12 Additional Meaning Does X have another distinct meaning to annotate separately?
→ If yes: create a new row for that sense and complete annotations in
Parts 1–3.

poly13 Distinctiveness Are the two senses of X in different domains?
poly14 Relatedness Are the two senses of X systematically related?

Table 1: Codebook for the annotation scheme. Part 1 collects acceptability judgments of the target
word in four different sentences. Part 2 includes two follow-ups for acpt3 (exp5–6) and acpt4 (exp7–8)
each. Part 3 applies exclusion criteria to filter relatively obvious non-emotion terms. Part 4 documents
polysemy and links senses via distinctiveness and relatedness judgments. All questions used two binary
labels (acceptable/unacceptable in Part 1, yes/no in Parts 2–4), with an additional option to choose
unsure. acpt1, acpt2, acpt3, exp5, and exp6 were only applied to adjectives, and the rest of the others
were applied to both verbs and adjectives, with modifications for verb annotations. Annotation criteria
were translated into Korean for Korean word annotations with appropriate modifications applied.

4.2. Annotation Objective and Process
We annotated words whose part-of-speech is iden-
tified as adjectives and verbs in each language.
Adjectives linked to identifiable lexical roots5, either
nouns or verbs, were annotated as noun–adjective
or verb–adjective pairs. Adjectives without such
identifiable lexical roots, along with all verbs, were
annotated independently. Nouns were not anno-
tated because the sentence contexts most com-
monly used for acceptability judgments in the lit-
erature are designed around predicative uses of
words (Baron-Cohen et al., 2010; Clore et al., 1987;
Johnson-Laird and Oatley, 1989), and several ex-
isting annotation criteria target semantic properties
specific to predicates (see Section 4.3.2; Hong and
Jeong, 2009; Lee, 2006; Park and Min, 2005).

translated into English using be- constructions (verb) and
being- constructions (noun). This creates gaps in verbs
and nouns for English relative to Korean in a systematic
way. See Bentivogli et al. 2000 for additional examples
and discussion of morphosyntactic gaps.

5A form commonly perceived as a base form without
its morphological derivation.

We recruited three native English speakers and
three native Korean speakers as annotators6, who
had backgrounds in cognitive science or linguis-
tics. Annotators completed one week of training
followed by ten weeks of annotation. During weekly
meetings, researchers and annotators discussed
questions and edge cases. Those discussions re-
sulted in modifications to the annotation guidelines
meant to improve the robustness of subsequent
annotations.

Annotators made binary judgments
(acceptable/unacceptable; yes/no) for
each annotation criterion, with the option to
choose unsure. We chose binary judgments over
graded ratings because some of the questions
are intrinsically categorical. Binary ratings also
avoid subjectivity introduced by continuous scales
(e.g., differential use of Likert scales per annotator)
and allow for easier combination of annotation
results from the different criteria to select words
that qualify as emotion words (see Section 6.1 for
an example of a use case).

6Annotators received course credits as compensation.
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Items marked unsure were reviewed in weekly
meetings. Cases that could be resolved through
group discussion were annotated again with bi-
nary labels. However, given the subjective nature of
emotion word judgments, we did not force consen-
sus. When annotators continued to find it difficult to
make a binary decision, we kept the unsure label.

The dataset was split so that each annotator re-
ceived a unique 30% of the words, while an addi-
tional 10% of the words were assigned to all three
annotators for inter-rater reliability assessment.

4.3. Annotation Criteria
The annotation criteria used features of emotion
words identified from the existing literature. Those
criteria were selected to include or exclude candi-
date words from the category of emotion words.
The full list is presented in Table 1.

Adjectives were annotated on all 14 criteria, while
verbs were annotated on 9, excluding acpt1, acpt2,
acpt3, exp5, and exp6. In addition, acpt4 was mod-
ified to suit part-of-speech differences. Because the
criteria differ by language and by part-of-speech,
Table 1 reports the annotation scheme for English
adjectives, which encompasses all 14 of the crite-
ria we devised. For Korean annotations, the criteria
were translated and adapted to Korean syntax and
usage patterns. Details of the modifications to Ko-
rean word annotations are in Appendix A.

4.3.1. Part 1: Acceptability Judgments

The first part of the annotation collected accept-
ability judgments to elicit native speakers’ usage
patterns of the words.7 Annotators judged whether
target words sound acceptable or unaccept-
able in given sentences, with an option to choose
unsure. The sentences served as standardized
contexts for evaluating each emotion word’s ap-
propriateness for expressing emotion. When the
word alone sounded unnatural, annotators could
suggest an alternate phrasal structure, which was
then adopted for the annotation (e.g., “I feel cared”
could be replaced by “I feel cared for”).8

The sentences for acceptability judgments were
selected based on their previous adoption as inclu-
sion criteria for emotion words (Baron-Cohen et al.,
2010; Clore et al., 1987; Johnson-Laird and Oatley,
1989), from psychological and linguistic studies of
emotion (Hong and Jeong, 2009; Liu, 2016; Lee,
2006; Niedenthal, 2008; Paul et al., 2020).

acpt1: 1st person “feel”, acpt2: 3rd person
plural “feel”, acpt3: Inanimate subject “feel”

7We ground the acceptability judgments in pragmatic
acceptability instead of grammatical acceptability.

8This was in response to differences between English,
which commonly uses phrasal verbs, and Korean, which
instead tends to use morphological derivation.

Three sentence contexts based on “I feel X” but
with varying subjects were used to assess whether
words activate subjective feelings of emotion (Lee,
2006; Niedenthal, 2008; Paul et al., 2020): “I feel X”
(acpt1: 1st person “feel”), “They feel X” (acpt2: 3rd
person plural “feel”), and “It feels X” (acpt3: Inani-
mate subject “feel”), where X is a target word. Par-
ticipants were instructed to interpret “I” and “they”
as animate experiencers (1st person and 3rd per-
son plural), and “it” as an inanimate object. If a
word denotes a subjective feeling, it is expected
to be judged as acceptable with animate subjects,
but not with inanimate ones (Baron-Cohen et al.,
2010; Clore et al., 1987; Dowty, 1991; Lee, 2006;
Liu, 2016).

acpt4: 1st person “am” “I am X” (acpt4: 1st
person “am”) was used to contrast with “I feel X” (1st
person “feel”) and capture words denoting states
versus evaluations. For example, caring fits “I am
caring” but not “I feel caring”. This contrast helps
reveal whether words refer to internal states or exter-
nal evaluations. However, some words (e.g., pretty)
can still be acceptable in both “I feel X” and “I am X”.
Follow-up questions in Section 4.3.2 further clarify
these cases (Clore et al., 1987; Hong and Jeong,
2009; Lee, 2006; Park and Min, 2005).

4.3.2. Part 2: Semantic Experiencer
Judgments

The second part introduced semantic experiencer
judgments as follow-up questions to acpt3 and
acpt4. These questions aimed to handle patterns in
acceptability judgments like those for pretty. Specif-
ically, these questions helped determine whether
words describe subjective experiences or external
evaluations, reflecting the contrast between stative
and evaluative words (Choi, 2008; Hong and Jeong,
2009; Lee, 2006).

exp5: Subjective experience, exp6: Evalua-
tion Annotators judged whether the word in “It feels
X” (acpt3: Inanimate subject “feel”) could express
what the inanimate subject “it” experiences (exp5),
and whether it could express the speaker’s evalua-
tion of “it” (exp6). These follow-up judgments clarify
whether acpt3 acceptability stems from evalua-
tive readings. For instance, “it feels merciless” may
sound acceptable if “it” refers to a fighter jet, but
such usage reflects evaluation rather than the inan-
imate subject’s feelings. These follow-up questions
ensure the frame captured the intended semantics
and help sort out such exception cases.

exp7: Caused, exp8: Causing Follow-up ques-
tions for acpt4 (1st person “am”) were designed
to complement the distinction between experien-
tial and evaluative words, following the “caused
emotion” distinction of Johnson-Laird and Oatley
(1989). Annotators were asked to judge whether the
target word describes a “caused” (exp7) or “caus-
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ing” (exp8) state within the “I am X” sentence con-
text. Korean annotators were allowed to adjust the
subject to consider additional naturalistic contexts,
incorporating the annotators’ suggestions for more
comprehensive evaluation.

To guide these judgments, adjectives were paired
with their identifiable root nouns or verbs (e.g.,
sadness–sad), and were asked to judge whether
each adjective is a caused state or a cause of the
paired root nouns or verbs. For example, annota-
tors judged whether sad refers to the caused state
of sadness or its causing state. For the remain-
ing adjectives, annotators were asked to imagine
hypothetical noun forms.

These causality judgments clarify whether a word
denotes an internal state or an external evaluation:
internal states typically correspond to caused forms
(e.g., depressed), while evaluations often align with
causing forms (e.g., depressing). A word may en-
compass both caused and causing meanings, or
words may represent each meaning separately.
Moreover, words with similar meanings in different
languages may capture these caused and caus-
ing meanings differently. Such differences could
help reveal varying semantic properties of emotion
words across languages.

4.3.3. Part 3: Exclusion Criteria

The third part applied exclusion criteria (Park and
Min, 2005; Baron-Cohen et al., 2010; Lee, 2006).
While emotions involve coordinated mind–body
processes, most theories distinguish them from
pure bodily sensations (e.g., thirsty) or cognition
(e.g., enlightened) (Anderson and Adolphs, 2014;
Johnson-Laird and Oatley, 1989; Lee, 2006; Paul
et al., 2020). Many also separate emotional states
from physical expressions (e.g., cry), which are
byproducts rather than core states (Anderson and
Adolphs, 2014; Johnson-Laird and Oatley, 1989;
Hong and Jeong, 2009; Lee, 2006; Paul et al.,
2020). These judgments are used to guide the ex-
clusion of non-emotion words.

Annotators judged whether each target word de-
scribes pure bodily or physical sensations (excl9),
behavioral expressions (excl10), or pure epistemic
states (excl11). These criteria were designed to
flag words that primarily fell into these categories for
potential exclusion from the set of emotion words.
This procedure provides a direct way to filter out
non-emotion terms according to widely shared the-
oretical assumptions, still allowing researchers to
retain those as emotion words if desired.

4.3.4. Part 4: Multiple Meanings

poly12: Additional meaning The fourth part of
the annotation was introduced to capture whether
each word had other meanings distinct from its

primary emotional meaning (poly12). When anno-
tators identified an additional meaning, they were
instructed to complete annotations in Parts 1–3 for
the additional meaning identified. To further spec-
ify semantic relationships among multiple senses,
two follow-up questions assessed the relationship
between the identified meanings.

poly13: Distinctiveness, poly14: Related-
ness Annotators judged whether the two senses
concern different domains or concepts (Distinctive-
ness; poly13), and whether they are connected
in a systematic way (Relatedness; poly14). For
example, the word low exemplifies a prototypical
metaphorical relationship. Its physical and emo-
tional meanings belong to distinct domains yet re-
main systematically linked through the conceptual
mapping between spatial position and emotional
valence. In contrast, blue demonstrates a looser
connection in that its color and emotional senses
are distinct, but their association lacks systematic
grounding. Although the metaphorical status of blue
is debatable, it does not exhibit the systematicity
typical of metaphors.
(1) a. “The ceiling is low.” → height

b. “I am feeling low today.” → feeling
c. → POLY13: yes, POLY14: yes

(2) a. “The sky is blue.” → color
b. “I feel blue.” → feeling
c. → poly13: yes, poly14: no

These dimensions derive from conceptual
metaphor theory, and specifically the Metaphor
Identification Protocol (Declercq and van Poppel,
2023; Group, 2007; Kovecses, 2010), to annotate
words that could have emotional meaning through
metaphorical extension (e.g., low). The annotation
results could help reveal how emotional meanings
emerge and relate to other meanings.

5. Dataset Analysis and Evaluation

5.1. Word characteristics

5.1.1. Part-of-Speech Statistics

Summary word statistics are in Table 2. A total of
1,426 Korean words and 1,397 English words were
included. Translation equivalents were identified
for all of these, forming many-to-many mappings
across Korean and English (Figure 1).

5.1.2. Translational Equivalence

The majority of words had corresponding transla-
tions in the other language. For Korean words, 574
nouns (97.12%), 587 adjectives (96.86%), and 213
verbs (93.01%) had one or more translational equiv-
alents in English. For English words, 495 nouns
(97.44%), 630 adjectives (93.89%), and 213 verbs
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Nouns Adjectives Verbs Total

Korean words 591 606 229 1,426
With translation(s) in English 574 (97.12%) 587 (96.86%) 213 (93.01%) 1,374 (96.35%)
Without translation(s) in English 17 (2.88%) 19 (3.14%) 16 (6.99%) 52 (3.65%)

English words 508 671 218 1,397
With translation(s) in Korean 495 (97.44%) 630 (93.89%) 213 (97.71%) 1,338 (95.80%)
Without translation(s) in Korean 13 (2.56%) 41 (6.11%) 5 (2.29%) 59 (4.22%)

Table 2: The statistics of Korean and English lexical entries with and without translational equivalents.
Words without translational equivalents indicate lexical gaps. Polysemous words with either (1) multiple
parts of speech, or (2) one of the meanings having translations in the other language but not in the other,
were counted as separate lexical entries. See Appendix B for policies regarding counting polysemous
word entries.

(97.71%) had one or more corresponding words in
Korean.

The analysis of translational equivalents revealed
a relatively similar degree of mapping complexity
between the two languages. Korean words had an
average of 1.61 translational equivalents in English
(SD = 0.93), and English words had a nearly iden-
tical average of 1.65 translational equivalents in
Korean (SD = 1.15). A total of 472 words in English
(33.79%) and 542 words in Korean (38.01%) had
two or more translational equivalents in the other
languages. Some words demonstrated particularly
rich translational mappings. The Korean adjective
우울하다 (uulhata) exemplified this complexity with
six English equivalents: depressed, dismal, gloomy,
low, down, and blue, capturing a range of physical
and emotional states that Koreans express through
a single word.

5.1.3. Lexical Gaps

Among Korean words, 17 nouns (2.88%), 19 ad-
jectives (3.14%), and 16 verbs (6.99%) lacked
translational equivalents in English. In English, 13
nouns (2.56%), 41 adjectives (6.11%), and 5 verbs
(2.29%) had no corresponding translations in Ko-
rean.

These lexical gaps may indicate conceptual gaps,
though this is not always the case. For example,
some of those words indicate areas where each lan-
guage expresses emotion concepts uniquely, like
답답하다 (taptaphata)9 (Schmidt-Atzert and Park,
1999). No single English word is equivalent, nor is
there a conventionalized phrasal way to express
the concept it denotes. However, other lexical gaps
do have phrasal equivalents, like moody, which has
a multi-word equivalent to “having ups and downs”

9Feeling dissatisfied and uncomfortable when some-
one’s behavior or the situation makes it hard to meet
one’s expectation (National Institute of Korean Language,
2025d; Schmidt-Atzert and Park, 1999).

(기분변화가심한 (kipun byŏnhwaka simhan)) in Ko-
rean. Systematically distinguishing these instances
from each other is beyond the scope of this pa-
per. However, because the identified lexical gaps
include both cases, this dataset can be utilized to
further explore empirical questions regarding the
relationship between lexical gaps and conceptual
gaps and the effects–if any–of the conventionality
of multi-word descriptions for emotion concepts.

5.2. Annotation Results
A total of 819 Korean words (602 adjectives, 217
verbs) and 923 English words (678 adjectives, 245
verbs) were annotated.10

Annotation criteria differed by part of speech,
which made averaging results across adjectives
and verbs infeasible. We thus report results for
adjectives, which constitute the largest portion of
the dataset, and use all criteria (see Section 4.3 for
details). Results of verb annotations are provided
in Appendix C, and Figs. 5 to 7.

5.2.1. Agreement Scores

Agreement scores were calculated for the anno-
tation criteria in Parts 1–3, as not all words had
multiple meanings to be annotated. See Figures 3
and 4 in Appendix for the full pairwise annotation
scores.

Overall, Korean annotations showed higher relia-
bility (mean Cohen’s κ = 0.74) than English annota-
tions (mean κ = 0.60) in average. This pattern may
reflect greater consistency in the features of Korean
emotion words or, alternatively, additional training
adjustments introduced for the Korean word anno-
tation after the annotation of English words.

10Discrepancies between the number of words anno-
tated and those included in the translational mappings
arose from post-hoc corrections to part-of-speech coding
and translation mappings.
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Figure 2: The percentages of annotation values for each annotation criterion for adjectives in Korean
and English. The percentages for poly12 indicate the ratio of words annotated as having more than
one meaning in each language. The percentages for poly13 and poly14 were calculated among items
annotated as having more than one meaning in poly12. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Agreement also varied by criterion and cross-
linguistically. Exclusion criteria produced the high-
est agreement in both languages (mean excl9–
11: Korean κ = 0.89, English κ = 0.82). Causal-
ity criteria showed the lowest agreement across
both languages (exp7–8: mean Korean κ = 0.52,
mean English κ = 0.45), with the “causing” crite-
rion (exp8) being particularly challenging (Korean
κ = 0.46, English κ = 0.45). For the acceptability
judgments (acpt1–4), Korean annotators reached
substantial agreement (mean κ = 0.73), while En-
glish annotators reached moderate to substantial
levels (mean κ = 0.58). The sub-criteria for subjec-
tive experience and evaluation (exp5–6) achieved
higher agreement in Korean (mean κ = 0.76) than
in English (mean κ = 0.47).

These inter-annotator agreement patterns high-
light both the subjective nature of emotion concepts
and the theoretical disagreements that surround
them. In particular, the relatively low agreement on
causality judgments likely reflects the abstract and
complex reasoning required. Annotators likely re-
lied on their subjective judgments that relied on per-
sonal experiences and their language use. As such,
criteria like exp7 (“Caused”) and exp8 (“Causing”)
should be applied cautiously in making inclusion or
exclusion decisions when defining emotion words.

5.2.2. Annotation Trend

A summary of annotation trends for all annotated
adjectives is presented in Figure 2. Annotations in
the agreement set were adjudicated using major-
ity vote to produce a single combined dataset for
analysis.

Words in both languages exhibited higher accep-
tance in “I am” (acpt4; Korean: 91.83%, English:
86.85%) than in “I feel” (acpt1; Korean: 82.13%,

English: 67.23%) or in “They feel” (acpt2; Korean:
84.28%, English: 71.91%) sentences. Most words
were annotated as unacceptable in “It feels” (acpt3)
in Korean (83.36%), but not in English (55.14%).

Responses for causality criteria were more
evenly distributed in both languages (exp7 Korean:
69.18% yes, English: 51.56% yes; exp8 Korean:
46.69% yes, English: 51.82% yes). Exclusion crite-
ria (excl9–11) showed a highly consistent rejection
rate (around 90%) in both languages.

More English adjectives had multiple meanings
annotated (12.68%) than in Korean (7.48%). Cross-
linguistic differences also appeared in related-
ness judgments (poly14; Korean 87.37%, English
55.00%), whereas distinctiveness judgments con-
verged (poly13; Korean 89.47%, English 92.22%).
Annotation of additional meaning was correlated
positively with bodily meanings in both languages,
though more strongly in Korean (r = 0.46) than En-
glish (r = 0.26), suggesting a pattern of metaphori-
cal extension from physical to emotional domains.

6. Future Applications

6.1. Theory-Driven Selection of Words

This dataset is theory-agnostic, as it does not com-
mit to a single theoretical stance on how emotion
words should be defined. Researchers can apply
their preferred annotation criteria to select emotion
words that align with their theoretical perspectives
and research needs, enabling the curation of ex-
perimental stimuli for both emotion research and
computational studies of emotion word semantics.

A conservative approach to selecting words from
the dataset applies decision criteria from prior stud-
ies. Specifically, (1) a word should be acceptable in
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“I feel”, “They feel”, and “I am” sentences, but not
in “It feels” context (Part 1; yes for acpt1, acpt2,
acpt4; no for acpt3); (2) if acceptable in “It feels”,
it should express human evaluation rather than an
inanimate subject’s experience (Part 2; no for exp5
and yes for exp6); and (3) it should not denote pure
bodily sensations, behavioral expressions, or non-
emotional epistemic states (Part 3; no for excl9–
11).

Applying these criteria yields 425 single-word
emotion adjectives in Korean and 317 in En-
glish. Examples of excluded words include mean
(못되다 (mottwaeta) in Korean), which feels un-
natural in “I feel X”, and clueless (어리둥절하다
(ŏritungchŏlhata) in Korean), which denotes a non-
emotional epistemic state.

6.2. Emotion Concepts and Metaphors
Moreover, this dataset supports both computa-
tional and behavioral research on emotion con-
cepts. Emotion word embeddings could be uti-
lized to conduct computational analyses of lexical
gaps, revealing how multilingual language mod-
els represent language-specific words. Emotion
word embeddings also enable the investigation of
foundational questions about emotion structure,
such as whether shared dimensions (e.g., valence
and arousal) organize the emotion lexicon across
languages (Niedenthal, 2008; Yik et al., 2023).
High-quality translation mappings provided by the
dataset, validated by bilingual speakers of both lan-
guages, offer a reliable gold standard for machine
learning approaches.

Behavioral studies can further examine how con-
ceptual gaps influence the communication or in-
terpretation of those emotions (Rissman et al.,
2023) using the emotion terms in this dataset. Fi-
nally, the annotations of multiple meanings in this
dataset (poly12–14) supports cross-cultural in-
vestigations of emotion-related metaphors. Com-
paring the identified metaphorical extensions, re-
searchers can assess the universality versus speci-
ficity of emotion-related metaphors (Kövecses,
2003; Sauciuc, 2009).

7. Conclusion

The present dataset includes 1,426 Korean words
and 1,397 English words, with many-to-many trans-
lational mappings documented between the two
languages. Using a feature-based annotation ap-
proach, the dataset provides a theory-agnostic
set of adjectives and verbs that can be selected
as emotion words based on criteria drawn from
prior studies. The dataset captures both within-
language and cross-linguistic features of emotion
words. Beyond documenting linguistic variation, the

dataset provides several principled bases for se-
lecting emotion words and for comparing emotion-
related metaphors across languages. It can serve
as a resource for linguistic research, computational
analysis of emotion concepts, and empirical studies
of emotion.

8. Ethical Considerations and
Limitations

The dataset does not involve serious ethical con-
siderations, as it contains no personal or identi-
fiable information. All annotators were assigned
anonymized coder IDs.

Despite the dataset’s contributions, this study
has certain limitations. Although the dataset was
constructed to cover more than one language, there
are many other languages to investigate for their
emotion words. Regarding the annotation, the ma-
jority of the data was annotated by a single trained
annotator, and the agreement set (about 10% of ad-
jectives and verbs) has three annotators’ judgments
adjudicated. This percentage was chosen to prior-
itize the annotators’ effort put into the large num-
ber of emotion words in the dataset with complex
annotation criteria that required specific training
with adequate domain knowledge. Future research
could extend the approach to a broader range of
languages and include a larger proportion of items
annotated by multiple annotators.
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A. Modifications to Korean word
annotations

For the Korean word annotations, the core instruc-
tions were provided in English, consistent with
those used for the English word annotations. The
sentence frames for acpt1–4 and exp5–8 were
translated into Korean as follows (For exp5–8, the
sentences and subjects were translated identically
to those used in acpt1–4).

For acceptability judgments, the sentence con-
texts were translated as: “내가/나는 X고 느낀다.”
(acpt1), “그들이/은 X고/(이)라고 느낀다.” (acpt2),
“이것이(은)/저것이(은)/그것이(은) X고/(이)라고느낀
다,’ (acpt3), and “나는 X다.” (acpt4). As Korean
doesn’t have a single word equivalent to the English
it, three different types of subjects were allowed (이
것 ‘this thing’,저것 ‘that thing over there’,그것 ‘that
thing’) in acpt3. If any one of these subject forms
yielded an acceptable judgment, the item was
coded as acceptable.

Additionally, annotators were allowed to use
whichever word ending felt most natural in each sen-
tence context, as Korean lexical items can appear

with different inflectional endings depending on the
context. Additional columns were provided for anno-
tators to indicate the most appropriate word form for
each frame. For example,슬프다 (sŭlpŭta) feels nat-
ural as슬프다고 in “내가/나는 X고느낀다.” (acpt1)
context, and therefore the annotator recorded슬프
다고 in a separate column as a natural word form
for acpt1.

B. Policies on Counting Polysemous
Word Entries

Polysemous words are counted as two separate
entries under two conditions: (1) has meanings
spanning multiple parts of speech (e.g., worry as
a noun and verb were counted as two separate
entries.), or (2) one of the meanings having trans-
lations in one language but not in the other (e.g.,
needy was counted as two entries, as one sense
had a Korean equivalent and another did not). This
approach was adopted to ensure that the total num-
ber remained interpretable; otherwise, the sum of
the number of words across categories would not
correspond to the total number of words in each
language. Tables 3 to 5 summarizes the number of
words overlapping across two conditions.

Table 3: Overlaps Across Parts of Speech in Korean

Translation Noun Verb Adjective

With Noun – 0 0
Verb – 1

Without Noun – 0 –
Verb – 0

Table 4: Overlaps Across Parts of Speech in English

Translation Noun Verb Adjective

With Noun – 35 14
Verb – 2

Without Noun – 1 –
Verb – 0

Table 5: Overlaps Across Translational Status
Within Parts of Speech

Part of Speech Korean English
Noun 2 4
Verb 2 3
Adjective 3 11

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0701644104
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0701644104
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C. Verb Annotation Results

C.1. Agreement Scores
The pairwise kappa scores, along with the aggre-
gated scores across all pairs, of the verb agree-
ment set are presented in Figs. 5 and 6. Overall,
annotations of Korean verbs (mean Cohen’s k =
0.82; aggregated across all annotation criteria and
coders) showed higher reliability than annotations
of English verbs (mean Cohen’s k = 0.69; aggre-
gated across all annotation criteria and coders),
which mirrors the agreement pattern of adjective
annotations.

Across individual criteria, questions in the exclu-
sion criteria produced higher agreement (excl9–11;
Korean k = 0.88, English k = 0.83). In contrast, an-
notations on causality criteria exhibited lower and
more variable agreement, particularly for Korean
verbs across the questions (exp7–8; Korean k =
0.72, English k = 0.48). While the agreement on
the “causing” question was at an “almost perfect”
level (mean k = 0.92), the “caused” question (exp7)
produced lower agreement (mean k = 0.52) for
Korean verbs. This pattern contrasts with that ob-
served for adjectives, where “causing” criteria were
challenging for both Korean and English annota-
tors (Korean k = 0.46, English k = 0.45). Overall,
agreement on exclusion criteria was similarly high
for both verbs and adjectives, whereas agreement
on causality annotations was higher for verbs than
for adjectives.

The agreement patterns of verbs also highlight
the subjective nature of emotion concepts, partic-
ularly for causality judgments. At the same time,
higher agreement on causality annotations for
verbs indicates relatively less variation for verbs.
The very high level of agreement for “causing” cri-
terion suggests that the causative properties of
Korean emotion verbs may be more consistently
interpretable than those of English emotion verbs.

C.2. Annotation Trend
A summary of annotation trends is in Figure 7. An-
notations in the agreement set were adjudicated
using majority vote to produce a single combined
dataset for analysis.

In the causality criteria, the general trend of
Korean adjectives showing higher acceptance for
exp7 but lower acceptance for exp8 than English
adjectives remains the same for verbs as well,
but the difference between the two criteria was
larger (exp7 acceptance: Korean 68.51%, English
51.15%; exp8 acceptance: Korean 7.23%, En-
glish 43.08%). Exclusion criteria (excl9–11) also
showed highly consistent rejection in both lan-
guages, achieving around 90% rate of no response.

Unlike the discrepancy across languages for

adjectives, verbs had a similar rate of addi-
tional emotion-related meanings being annotated
(poly12; 7.76% in Korean, 7.83% in English). This
rate is similar to that found for Korean adjectives,
but remains lower than the rate for English ad-
jectives. These findings may suggest a relatively
higher degree of polysemy among English adjec-
tives.
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Figure 3: Agreement scores across annotation criteria for the English adjective agreement set.

Figure 4: Agreement scores across annotation criteria for the Korean adjective agreement set.
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Figure 5: Agreement scores across annotation criteria for the English verb agreement set.

Figure 6: Agreement scores across annotation criteria for the Korean verb agreement set.

Figure 7: The percentages of annotation values for each criterion for verbs in Korean and English. The
percentages for poly12 indicate the ratio of words annotated as having more than one meaning in each
language. The percentages for poly13 and poly14 were calculated among items annotated as having
more than one meaning in poly12. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals.
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