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 More Remarks on Control

 Jarmila Panevová

1. Introduction

 In the present paper we will discuss an interpretation of a certain type of "empty slots", e.g. deletions, in Czech sentences, especially in the positions where the deletions seem to be conditioned grammatically. These issues are often discussed in present day formal linguistics within Chomsky's framework of Government and Binding (GB). It appears, however, that the theory of control, which is a component part of GB, is understood by Chomsky in a very narrow way. Růžička (1983) showed clearly that with a certain modification of the assignment of cases and theta roles it is also possible to explain cases of well-formed sentences which Chomsky (1980) himself "for some courious reasons", cannot explain. A theory of control is present not only within GB, but also within other formal frameworks, e.g. GPSG (Sag and Pollard 1991), (extended) categorial grammar (Bach 1979, Chierchia 1983, Chierchia and Jacobson 1986, Jacobson 1982). Discussions of these issues are directly or indirectly connected with those of anaphora and its kinds (local, long distance, forward, backward, etc.). A critical survey of present-day approaches to this domain is given by Koktová (1992).

 To a certain extent, the above mentioned discussions concern phenomena we will examine below. However, we are interested first of all in a classification of empirical phenomena where grammatical control is at stake. Our discussion is based on Functional Generative Description (FGD, see Sgall 1967, 1992, Sgall, Hajičová and Panevová 1986). We use the following terms known from GB: verb of control, controller (C-er), controllee (C-ee).1 From the empirical point of view, we are concerned with syntactic positions related to a certain type of predicate which contain two coindexed (correferential) expressions, a C-er and a C-ee, where in the outer shape of the sentence a C-ee either (a) cannot be expressed (obligatory control), or (b) need not be expressed (optional control). In either case, C-ee can be grammatically reconstructed.

 We deal here particularly with the relevant phenomena as they are exhibited by Czech; Russian and Polish examples are casually discussed to demonstrate the principal similarities as well as some marginal differences between the respective languages.

 We pose the following questions: (i) what is the range of control (infinitive constructions - all or some of them?, nominalizations - which of them?)2, (ii) what are the syntactic positions of various nominalized forms (including infinitives) with deleted participants, and (iii) how to specify C-ers and C-ees in relation to (ii). Empirical solutions of these questions will be proposed in a shape suitable for the formal framework of FGD (see Section 5.2 below).

2. Prerequisites as laid down by the formal framework

 We work with the following assumptions: (a) the relation between an embedded predication and (at least some of) its nominalizations is that of synonymy or, as the case may be, semi-synonymy, (b) the values of participants and free modifications are assigned on the basis of the valency theory as elaborated in FGD (Panevová 1974, 1994). Let us briefly summarize this theory: With one-argument verbs the position of Actor (Act) is necessarily present; with two-argument verbs, the same is true for both the positions of Act and Patient (Pat). If the verb has three arguments, the label of the third position is specified in the lexicon as Addressee (Addr), Origin (Orig), or Effect (Eff). While the labels Act and Pat normally have a semantic character, they are specified here as close to surface syntax. The criteria for the specification of the other arguments are principally of a semantic character; they are partly supported by prototypical forms of expression (cases) or by criteria such as animateness (see Panevová 1980, Sgall 1993, Panevová and Skoumalová 1992).

3. Infinitive and control

3.1 Infinitive in the position of Patient and Intent. The narrowest domain discussed by many authors in terms of control is that of infinitive (Inf) in the function of Pat and also (in our terminology) in that of Intent. These issues were discussed in more detail in Panevová (1986b, 1991). For the purpose of completeness, we will adduce here some representative examples of four groups of verbs with different properties of C-er. The examples will also illustrate the fact that C-ee is a member which would have the surface shape subject (Sb) in the case of full predication (structurally excluded in the case of obligatory control). 3.1.1 Group V1 are verbs where C-er = Act.3

Sentence (2) documents the need to formulate the condition on C-ee in terms of surface syntactic functions.

(1) Jani (Act) se bojí /Sbi/ zůstat doma sám.

 Ivani (Act) boitsja /Sbi/ ostat'sja doma odin.

 Johni (Act) is afraid /Sbi/ to stay at home alone.

(2) Jani (Act) si přeje /Sbi/ být zařazen do seznamu čekatelů.

 Ivani (Act) želaet /Sbi/ byt' vključen v spisok ožidajuščich.

 Johni (Act) wishes /Sbi/ to be included into the waiting list.

3.1.2 Group V2 are verbs where C-er = Addr.

(3) Redaktori (Act) doporučil autorovij (Adr) /Sbj/

 provést několik změn v textu.

 Redaktori (Act) rekomendoval avtoruj (Adr) /Sbj/

 provesti neskol'ko izmenenij v tekste.

 An editori (Act) urged the authorj (Addr) /Sbj/

 to make several changes in the text.

There are also examples like (4), involving the so-called arbitrary control (in terms of GB) or a general participant (in terms of FGD, see Panevová 1992, denoted by gen), in this case the Addr of the governing predication is generalized; however, a reading with a coindexed Act of the governing predication with the Sb of the dependent one is also possible:

(4) Profesori (Act ) navrhl /Addrgen / /Sbgen/i / popisovat

 i tyto jevy pomocí kalkulu.

 Professori (Act) predložil /Addrgen / /Sbgen/i/ opisyvat'

 daže eti javlenija s pomošč'ju lambda isčislenija.

 Professori (Act) proposed /Addrgen/ /Sbgen/i/ to describe

 even these phenomena by ​calculus.

3.1.3 Group V3 is relatively small; in Czech, more markedly than in other languages (Russian, Polish, English), these verbs offer the possibility for C-er to be either Act or Addr of the head verb. The following Czech verbs belong here: slíbit (promise), odepřít (refuse), nabídnout (offer), odmítnout (refuse):

(5) Rodičei (Act) odepřeli synovij (Addr) kvůli jeho špatným  známkám /Sb/ hrát fotbal.

 Roditelii (Act) zapretili synu (Adrj) iz-za ego plochich  otmetok /Sbj/ igrat' v futbol.

 Rodzicei (Act) nie pozwolili synowij (Addr) z powodu jego

 zlych stopni /Sbj/ grac w pitka nozna.

 *The parentsi (Act) refused their sonj (Addr) /Sbj/ to  play football because of his bad grades.

(6) Rodičei (Act) odepřeli synovij (Addr) /Sbi/ jít s ním do  kina.

 Roditelii (Act) otkazali synuj (Addr) /Sbi/ idti v kino  vmeste s nim.

 *Rodzicei (Act) odmówili synovij (Addr) /Sbi/ isc z nim

 do kina.

 *The parentsi (Act) refused their son (Addrj) /Sbi/ to go  to the movies with him.

(7) Pasažéri (Act) odepřel revizorovij (Addr) /Sbi/ ukázat  jízdenku.

 Pasažiri (Act) otkazal revizoruj (Addr) /Sbi/ pokazat'

 bilet.

 *Pasazeri (Act) odmówil kontrolorowij (Addr) /Sbi/ okazac

 bilet.

 *The passengeri (Act) refused the controllerj (Addr) /Sbi/  to show the ticket.

(8) Veliteli (Act) odepřel vojínovij (Addr) /Sbj/ jet navštívit  nemocnou matku.

 Dowódcai (Act) nie pozwolil zolnierzowij (Addr) /Sbj/ jechac

 odwiedzic chora matka.

 *The commanderi (Act) refused the soldierj (Addr) /Sbj/ to  go to visit (his) sick mother.

 The Czech sentence (6) is more natural than (5); all the English equivalents of (5) to (8) are not well-formed. The Russian equivalents of (5) and (6) differ in the head verb. It seems that also Czech odepřít has two different meanings: (i) zakázat někomu dělat (prohibit sb. to do sth.) in (5) and (8), and (ii) odmítnout dělat (refuse to do sth.) in (6) and (7). A comparison of (9) and (10) points, on the one hand, to a converse relation of the participants of the infinitive between Czech and Russian in (9), and on the other, to a possibility that even in Czech the variant (10)(b) is a more acceptable structure for rendering the given cognitive content than (10)(a) is.

(9) Kamarádi (Act) mij nabídl (Addr) / Sbi/ půjčit mi své auto  na weekend.

 Drugi (Act) mnej predložil (Addrj) /Sbj / vzjat' ego mašinu  na vychodnye dni.

 *Przyjacieli (Act) zaproponowal mij (Addr) /Sbi/ pozyczyc mi

 swój samochód na weekend.

 A friend of minei (Act) offered mej (Adr ) /Sbi/ to lend  his car for a weekend.

(10)(a) Kamarádi (Act) mij (Addr) nabídl /Sbj/ pronajmout si  jeho byt na půl roku.

 Drugi (Act) mnej (Addr) predložil /Sbj/ snjat' ego  kvartiru na polgoda.

 *Przyjacieli (Act) zaproponowal mij (Addr) /Sbj/ wynajac od  niego (jego) mieszkanie na pól roku.

 A friendi of mine (Acti) offered mej (Addr) /Sbj/ to  rent his flat for a half of a year.

(10)(b) Kamarádi(Act) mij (Addr) nabídl /Sbi/ pronajmout mi  svůj byt na půl roku.

 Drugi (Act) predložil mnej (Addr) /Sbi/ snjat' mne svoju

 kvartiru na polgoda.

 *Przyjacieli (Act) zaproponowal mij (Addr) /Sbi/ wynajac mi

 swoje mieszkanie na pól roku.

 In (11), the Czech sentence has no structurally analogous equivalents in Russian or in English, while for the same head verb in (12) such equivalents exist.

(11) Rodičei (Act) slíbili dětemj (Addr) /Sbj/ užít si  prázdniny ve stanu u rybníka.

 *Rodzicei (Act) obiecali dzieciomj (Addr) /Sbj/ spedzic

 wakacje pod namiotem nad jeziorem.

 Lit.: The parentsi (Act) promised (their) childrenj (Addr)  /Sbj/ to enjoy the vacations in a tent by a lake.

(12) Jani (Act) slíbil matcej (Addr) /Sbi/ vrátit se domů před  půlnocí.

 Ivani (Act) obeščal materij (Addr) /Sbi/ vernut'sja domoj  ran'še polunoči.

 Jani (Act) obiecal matcej (Addr) /Sbi/ wrócic do domu

 przed pólnoca.

 Johni (Act) promised his motherj (Addr) /Sbi/ to return  at home before midnight.

 There are also sentences such as (13) and (14), each of which has two readings, with either Act or Addr functioning as C-er, in accordance with pragmatic preferences:

(13) Dětii (Act) slíbily rodičůmj (Addr) /Sbi/ strávit  dovolenou ve stanu u rybníka.

 Dziecii (Act) obiecaly rodzicomj (Addr) /Sbi/ spedzic wakacje

 pod namiotem nad jeziorem.

 The childreni (Act) promised (their) parentsj (Addr) /Sbi/  to spend the holidays in a tent by a lake.

(14) Dětii (Act) slíbily rodičůmj (Addr) /Sbj/ strávit letos  dovolenou na francouzské Riviéře.

 *Dziecii (Act) obiecaly rodzicomj (Addr) /Sbj/ spedzic

 tegoroczne wakacje na francuzskiej Riwierze.

 ?The childreni (Act) promised (their) parentsj (Addr) /Sbj/  to spend the holidays this year on the French Riviera.

It seems then that the so-called splitting control is an idiosyncratic property of a few Czech verbs, the Russian and English equivalents (mostly, or all of them?) of which belong to groups V1 or V2.4

3.1.4 The group V4 comprises the verbs with the infinitival complement in the function called Intent in FGD (see already Poldauf 1959). The role of C-er is fulfilled by Pat.

(15) Oteci (Act) poslal služebnouj (Pat) /Sbj/ přinést noviny  ze schránky.

 Oteci (Act) poslal domrabotnicuj (Pat) /Sbj / prinesti  gazetu iz jaščika.

 Fatheri (Act) sent a maidj (Pat) /Sbj/ to bring a  newspaper from the mailbox.

(16) Sedláki (Act) vyhnal stádoj (Pat) /Sbj/ pást se na obecním  pozemku.

 Krestjanini (Act) vygnal stadoj (Pat) /Sbj/ pastis' na  obščem lugu.

 The farmeri (Acti) sent some cattlej (Pat) /Sbj/ to graze  on the village common.

3.2 Infinitive in subject position

3.2.1 The infinitive occurs as the subject of the copula with an evaluative or modal adjective. With an eye to the discussion of tough-adjective constructions in English (see Jacobson 1992), in which either adjective control or raising is preferred, we want to characterize similar issues concerning certain Czech sentences.

 Let us start with a typical English example of tough-movement (cf. Jacobson's p. 272). She speaks about identical truth conditions with (17)(a) and (b), rather than about synonymy.

(17)(a) It is impossible for John to move the rock.

 (b) The rock is impossible for John to move.

Comrie (1991) supports Postal's understanding of the operation of raising and looks for corresponding sentence pairs in Russian. Though there is no clear counterpart of the pair of sentences (18)(a) and (18)(b) in Russian (as well as in Czech), the former being a basic one and the latter derived, the Russian construction (18)(c) according to Comrie, "might seem to be ... an analogon of English Object-to-Subject Raising". However, Comrie himself argues against this point, because word order rather than syntactic relations is changed with (18)(c) in contrast to (18)(a) in Russian (and in Czech, too). We want to add that the change of word order reflected in the truth conditions of this pair of sentences is another reason, why the relation between them should not be regarded as that of derivation. Even in English (cf. (19) and (20)) the occurrence of quantifiers leads to the loss of the identity of truth conditions.

Partee (1977) explains the semantic difference illustrated here by ex. (19) and (20) by the fact that only free variable (present in (18)(a) and (b), but not in (18)(c)) can be moved (underwent a tough-movement).

(18)(a) It is easy to read the book.

 R. Legko čitat' etu knigu.

 Cz.Je snadné číst tu knihu.

 (b) The book is easy to read.

 R. *Eta kniga legka čitat'.

 Cz.*Ta kniha je snadná číst.

 (c) Eta kniga legka dlja čtenija.

 Cz. Ta kniha je snadná ke čtení.

 Lit. This book is easy for reading.

(19) It is easy for me to learn two languages (simultaneously).

(20) Two languages are easy for me to learn (namely French

 and Latin).

In (18)(a) the easiness of reading the book is being asserted while (18)(b) introduces the easiness, accessibility as one of the properties of the book. The two sentences differ also in their topic-focus articulation, which leads to the difference in the scopes of quantifiers in (19) in contrast to (20).

 It is possible to look for a relationship determined by different derivations with such Czech sentences as those in (21), which have an identical topic-focus articulation:

(21)(a) Je obtížné, aby Jan pohnul tím kamenem.

 Lit.: It is difficult that John should move that stone.

 (b) Je obtížné pro Jana pohnout tím kamenem.

 It is difficult for John to move that stone.

However, here again the general identity of truth conditions (for different lexical settings) is absent; while (a) asserts that it is difficult (in general, i.e. hard to obtain) that John moves the stone, (b) states that this achievement is difficult for John. This leads us to prefer an independent derivation for (21)(a), recognizing the Benefactor of the head verb as the C-er (cf. below on this type of control). The Czech sentences in (22) appear to allow for a similar handling.

(22)(a) Je pro vládu neúnosné kupovat pro státní podniky jen  zahraniční suroviny.

 Lit: It is for the government unacceptable to buy for  state enterprises only foreign raw materials.

 (b) Je neúnosné, aby vláda kupovala pro státní podniky jen  zahraniční suroviny.

 Lit: It is unacceptable that the government buys for

 state enterprises only foreign raw materials.

(23)(a) Je pro vládu neúnosné, aby se pro státní podniky  kupovaly jen zahraniční suroviny.

 Lit: It is for the government inacceptable that for

 state enterprises should be bought only foreign raw

 materials.

 (b) Je pro vládu neúnosné, aby státní podniky kupovaly  jen zahraniční suroviny.

 Lit: It is for the government inacceptable that state  enterprises should buy only foreign raw materials.

 As for the valency slots (types of complementation of the verb), the construction with pro (for) is a Benefactive, having (in Czech) the same grammatical form as the expression of the Actor (corresponding to the cognitive role of Agentive) of the Infinitive. It is not quite clear whether the sentence (22)(a), alongside a reading identical with that of (22)(b), has those corresponding to (23)(a) and (b) as well.

 One of the specific features of these constructions is the fact that it is a circumstant, a free complementation, which functions as C-er here, namely Benefactive (Benef in the sequel). If this complementation is absent in a sentence, then we can speak of arbitrary control (or that with a general participant, cf. above). Such an interpretation is sometimes acceptable under certain pragmatic factors even with presence of Benef, see (26) and the discussion of ex.

(22) and (23).

(24) Pro staré lidii (Benef) bylo zajímavé /Sbi/ pozorovat

 ruch na bulváru.

 Dlja starikovi (Benef) bylo interesno /Sbi/ sledit'

 za dviženiem po bul'varu.

 For old peoplei (Benef) it was interesting (Pat) /Sbi/  to observe the traffic on the boulevard.

(25) /Sbi/ Chodit všude pozdě je pro Táňui (Benef) typické.

 /Sbi/ Prichodit' vsjudu pozdno dlja Tanii (Benef) tipično.

 Lit.: /Sbi/ To arrive late everywhere is for Tanyai (Benef)

 typical. (26) Je příjemné /Sbgen / chodit odpočívat na jaře do parku,  že ano?

 Prijatno /Sbgen/ otdychat' vesnoj v sadu, ne pravda li?

 It is agreeable /Sbgen/ to rest walking in the park in  spring, isn't it?

The fact that a free modification can function as C-er is no insurmountable obstacle for FGD; it just makes the requirements on the lexicon stronger. In fact, also Jacobson's solution is based on "lexical entailment", cf. Section 5.2 below.

3.2.2 A few verbs, which can be enumarated and which behave atypically in formal rendering of their complementations, can have the Infinitive as their Sb; these are e.g. líbit se (please), rozzuřit (make sb. mad), rozčílit (make sb. angry), napadnout (occur to sb.). Their animate Pat is the C-er.5

(27) Zbývá mii(Pat) /Sbi/ najít dodací lístky z květinářství.  (P.Kohout, Sněžím, s.195)

 Lit.: It remains to mei (Pat) /Sbi/ to find the receipts  from the flower shop.

(28) Vási (Pat) ve snu nenapadlo /Sbi/ zkusit, jestli vám  náhodou neporadím? (P.Kohout, Sněžím, s.238)

 Lit.: To youi (Pat) it in a dream never (has) occurred  /Sbi/ to try if by chance I do not give you an advice?

(29) /Sbi/ Chodit bosa po trávníku se dívencei (Pat) líbilo.

 Lit.: /Sbi/ To walk barefooted on the lawn to the girli  (Pat) pleased.

(30) /Sbi/ex/ Být souzen za domnělý přestupek hoi (Pat)  rozzuřilo. (Petkevič, ms.)

 Lit.: /Sbi/ex/ To be sentenced for an assumed offence himi  (Pat) made mad.

 This type appears to be beyond the range of control in the sense of GB, but, empirically it is the grammaticality of the conditions for infinitivization which is at stake here.

3.2.3 There are cases with some verbs where another type of complementation can function as a C-er. Although the occurrence of such C-ers may be surprising, everything holds here what was stated in Section 3.2.2 about the grammaticality of the control.

(31) /Sbi/ Zůstat v té chvíli sama sebou od níi (Orig)  vyžadovalo značné úsilí. (Petkevič , ms.)

 Lit: /Sbi/ To remain in that timepoint herself required  from heri (Orig) considerable effort.

(32) /Sbi/ Být dobře zapsán u šéfa v němi (Loc) vyvolávalo

 pocit hrdosti. (Petkevič, ms.)

 Lit.: /Sbi/ To be well marked by his head evoked in himi  (Loc) a feeling of pride.

3.2.4 Further functions of Infinitive:

3.2.4.1 The so-called Slavonic Accusative with Infinitive represents a special issue because of the large number of readings whose synonymity requires a detailed inquiry (cf. Panevová 1980, prep.), something that is made particularly hard by the unclarity of the boundary between base structures and derived ones.

3.2.4.2 Cases based on the operation of raising in the narrowest sense are marginal in Czech. Comrie (1991) analyzes this phenomenon in Russian and concludes that it is not justified to speak about Sb-to-Sb raising in Russian.6 Czech differs only slightly from Russian in this respect. Russian has no clear analogous construction for the English sentence (33)(a) ((33)(b) being ungrammatical), while Czech allows for the sentence (33)(c):

(33)(a) Victor seems to be clever.

 (b) *Viktor kažetsja byt' umnym.

 (c) Viktor se zdá být chytrý. However, with some lexical setting some Czech sentences with copula (and with supposed Subject-to-Subject Raising) do not sound naturally, cf. e.g. (33)(d):

(33)(d) *Vypadal být klidný.

 Lit.:He seemed to be quiet.

This example just shows, that (in consonance woth Comrie's

statements for Russian) there is no reason to postulate an

underlying structure corresponding to (33') for Czech which

would yield (33)(a) and (c) by means of an operation of raising:

(33')(a) It seems, that Victor is clever.

 (b) Zdálo se, že je Viktor chytrý.

Moreover, the synonymity of (33)(a) and (33)(c) with (33')(a) and (b) is doubtful (see also Partee (1971) and her examples with the verb to appear).

3.2.4.3 The infinitive in the function of Attribute in some cases seems to offer an interpretation involving grammatical coindexing, but grammatical prediction may be wrong here. The

situation in (34) to (37) seems to be different. A more detailed analysis of complex noun groups (NG) with an embedded infinitive is needed. If the head of such a NG is a nominalized control verb, the grammaticality of coreference seems to be more obvious, but cf. (36), where neither coindexed readings are of a grammatical nature, but rather a matter of pragmatic preference. With a non-derived noun as a head of such a NG we face clearly a textual phenomenon, cf. (37).

(34) Idea (Act) /Sbj / uspořádat další kolo aukce hoj  (Pat) neopouštěla ani po dvou kolech neúspěšných.

 Lit.: The idea (Act) /Sbj/ to organize a further round

 of the auction himj (Pat) did not leave even after two  rounds unsuccessful.

(35) Viktori (Act) nesmí propást nejbližší šanci (Pat) /Sbi/  pořídit fotky, jež by usnadnily identifikaci Majora.

 ( P.Kohout, Sněžím, s.170)

 Lit.: Viktori (Act) may not miss the next occasion (Pat)  /Sbi/ to arrange for snaps which would help the  identification of Major.

(36) Kamarádi (Act) se s Janemj (Addr) bavil o pokusu  /Sbi/j/gen/ex/ opustit zemi.

 Lit.: A friendi (Act) talked with Johnj (Addr) about an attempt

 /Sbi/j/gen/ex / to leave the country.

(37) S ideou /Sbi/j/gen/ex/ uspořádat dobročinný koncert kamarádi  u komisej neuspěl.

 Lit.: With the idea /Sbi/j/gen/ex/ to organize a charitable  concert the friendi at the committee did not succeed.

4. Deletions with nominalizations

The verbs which we understand as displaying the control of the Sb of a nominalized construction have one point in common, viz. the grammatical recoverability of the deleted Actor/Subject. The difference between these verbs and the Inf constructions is substantial; it consists in the fact that Sb cannot be expressed with Inf, whereas it can be expressed in the case of a nominalization. In the constructions where we see grammatical control, we can find a recoverable deletion, although often further readings are possible (the arbitrary, or, extrasentential ones, as the case may be). The last of these types, i.e. the textual reading, a discourse conditioned deletion (called 'aktuální elipsa' in Czech) is always possible whenever pragmatic conditions allow for it (however, cf. Section 4.4 below). It is not an infrequent view to understand control as inherent in nominalizations. In many publications sentences with the English gerund or with another type of nominalization are analyzed in that way; an example of this kind of broadening the notion of grammatical control can be found in Roeper (1993). In (i) and (ii) John plays the role of the Object of the nominalization embedded under the verbs to seek and to like, respectively.

(i) John seeks help.

(ii) John likes advice.

During the derivation, the verb does not lose the track of how its arguments are controlled. Certain properties may suppress the univocality of the reading including control, cf. the differences between (iii),(iv) and (v),(vi), discussed by Roeper:

(iii) John enjoyed falls from the airplane.

(iv) John was in control of the army.

(v) John enjoyed the falls from the airplane.

(vi) John was in the control of the army.

As Roeper points out, while (iii) and (iv) each have a single, Agentive reading, with (v) and (vi) the presence of the article restricts this reading into the position of just one of the possibilities. Chierchia and Jacobson (1986) give the following representations of the gerunds (for (vii) to (ix)):

(vii) [Playing poker]i would bother Sami.

(viii)[Making a fool of herself]i was rude of Maryi.

(xi) Johni liked [winning money at poker]i

However, it is not clear about these examples whether this reading is the only one possible with each of them, or whether there are also other possibilities. According to the authors, control is a property of lexical entailment triggered by the lexical items. Sentences (vii) and (viii) exhibit a lexical control assigned to properties (in the logical sense); in (xi) the operation SuperEqui is applied to propositions.

4.1 In the followig group we face the verbs with a nominal in the position of Pat, where Act seems to play a role of C-er; however the control of deleted participants of nominals with this group of verbs is more a question of semantic preference than a question of their grammatical abilities, in contrast to verbs in 4.2. Mostly, several readings (including the extrasentential

one) are present here (cf. esp. (39). This group comprises verbs coming close to the verbs of saying, such as popsat (describe), informovat (inform), zmínit se (mention), připsat (assign), vepsat (inscribe):

(38) Rodičei (Act) popsali dětemj (Addr) /Sbi/gen / putování  po zahraničí.

 Roditelii (Act) opisali detjamj (Addr) /Sbi/gen /  putešestvie po zagraničnym stranam.

 Lit.: Parentsi (Act) described the childrenj (Addr)  /Sbi/gen/ the travels abroad.

(39) Sousedéi (Act) hoj (Addr) informovali o /Sbi/gen/ex/  prosbě /Sbj/ vyklidit půdu.

 Sosedii (Act) egoj (Addr) informirovali o /Sbi/gen/ex/

 pros'be ubrat' čerdak.

 Lit.: Neighborsi (Act) himj (Addr) informed of /Sbi/gen/ex/  the request to vacate the loft.

(40) Autori(Act) jíj (Addr) vepsal do knihy /Sbi/ srdečné věnování.

 Avtori (Act) ejj (Addr) napisal v knigy /Sbi/ serdečnoje

 posvjačšenije.

 Lit.: The authori (Act) herj (Addr) inscribed into the book  /Sbi/ a cordial dedication.

4.2 Verbs from the semantic group of causing a change of a physical and/or mental state, with control of the participant of the nominals in the position of the Pat. Usually the feature of causation is present here. C-er is mostly the Addr; cases with Act functioning as C-er seem to be rare, cf. (50). Although nominalization lacks the diathesis in Czech, it is suitable here, too, to specify the C-ee as the (surface) Sb, as is documented by example (49).7

(41) Rodičei (Act) odvykají dítěj (Addr) /Sbj/ obavám z návštěvy  lékaře.

 ?Roditelii (Act) otučivajut rebenkaj (Addr) /Sbj/ ot stracha

 s posečšenija vrača.

 Lit.:The parentsi (Act) disaccustom the childj (Addr) /Sbj/  the fear from a doctor's visit.

(42) Policajtii (Act) přinutili zločincej (Addr) k /Sbj/

 přiznání.

 Policejskiei (Act) prinudili prestupnikaj (Addr)  k /Sbj/ priznaniju.

 The policei (Act) forced the trespasserj (Addr) to  /Sbj/ a confession.

(43) Soudi (Act) nakonec přisoudil zločincij (Addr) /Sbj/

 okradení všech postižených.

 Sudi (Act) nakonec pripisal prestupnikuj (Addr) /Sbj /  ograblenie vsech postradavšich.

 The courti (Act) finally convicted the trespasserj  (Addr) /Sbj/ of a robbery of all those involved.

(44) Její chováníi (Act) hoj (Addr) zbavilo /Sbj / pocitu viny.  (M.Kundera, Nesmrtelnost, s. 30)

 Eje povedenijei (Act) egoj (Addr) izbavilo ot /Sbj/ čuvstva

 viny.

 Lit.: Her behaviori (Act) himj (Addr) freed from /Sbj/ the  feeling of guilt.

(45) /já-Acti / Přisuzuju židůmj (Addr) i /Sbj/ odpovědnost za

 rostoucí arogantnost státu Izrael. (P.Kohout,Sněžím, s.38)

 Jai (Act) pripisyvaju evrejamj (Addr) /Sbj/ otvetstvennost'

 za vozrastajučšuju arogantnost' gosudarstva Izrail'.

 Lit.: /I-Acti/ assign the Jewsj (Addr) also /Sbj/ the  responsibility for the growing arrogancy of the state of  Israel.

(46) Dcerai (Act) rozesmutnila matkuj (Addr) /Sbi/ odjezdem bez

 rozloučení.

 Doč'i (Act) opečalila mat'j (Addr) /Sbi/gen/ ot'ezdom bez  proščanija.

 Lit.: The daughteri (Act) grieved motherj (Addr)  /Sbi/gen/ by departure without taking leave.

(47) Vyšetřovateléi (Act) osočili studentyj (Addr) ze /Sbj/  zneužití (Pat) situace.

 Sledovatelii (Act) obvinili studentovj (Addr) v /Sbj/

 zloupotreblenii situaciej.

 Lit.: The investigatorsi (Act) imputed to studentsj (Addr)  /Sbj/ a misuse (Pat) of the situation.

(48) Řidiči (Act) způsobil chodcij (Addr) /Sbj/ trvalé poškození  na zdraví.

 Voditel'i (Act) pričinil pešechoduj (Addr) /Sbj/

 prodolžitel'nyj uščerb dlja zdorov'ja.

 Lit.: The driveri (Act) caused the walkerj (Addr) /Sbj/  a long term health damage.

(49) Paníi (Act) podezírá komornouj (Addr) z /Sbj/ krádeže (Pat)  stříbrných příborů.

 Damai (Act) podozrevaet gorničnujuj (Addr) v /Sbj/ kraže

 serebrjanych stolovych priborov.

 The ladyi (Act) suspects the chamber-maidj (Addr) of /Sbj/

 the theft (Pat) of silver covers.

(50) Řidiči (Act) ohrožuje kolemjdoucíj (Addr) /Sbi/ rychlou  jízdou.

 Voditel'i (Act) podvergaet opasnosti prochožichj (Addr)

 /Sbi/ bystroj ezdoj.

 The driveri (Act) endangers passers-byj (Addr) by /Sbi/  quick drive.

4.3 There are also rare cases of nominalizations where another participant functions as C-er; in (51) the Orig plays the role of C-er :

(51) Vanesai (Act) ode mnej (Orig) očekávala /Sbj/ rozhodnou  pomoc. (P.Kohout,Sněžím, s.138)

 Vanesai (Act) ot menjaj (Orig) ožidala /Sbj/ rešitel'nuju

 pomošč'.

 Lit.: Vanesai (Act) from mej (Orig) expected /Sbj/ decisive  help.

4.4 With nominalizations there exists a sytematic possibility to reinsert the deleted item. Such insertion may then lead to (a) a single well-formed sentence, (b) more than one sentence, corresponding to the ambiguity connected with deletion, (c) at least stylistically dubious sentences.

(a) The first possibility can be found as a sort of redundancy

in the following examples:

(38') Rodiče popsali dětem své putování po zahraničí.

 Roditeli opisali detjam svoe putešestvie po zarubežnym  stranam.

 Lit.: The parents described the children their travels

 abroad.

(50') Řidič ohrožuje chodce svou rychlou jízdou.

 Voditel' podvergaet opasnosti prochožich svoej bystroj

 ezdoj.

 Lit.: The driver endangers passers-by by his quick drive.

(51') Vanesa ode mne očekávala mou rozhodnou pomoc.  Vanesa ot menja ožidala moju rešitel'nuju pomošč'.

 Lit.: Vanesa from me expected my decisive help.

(b) The second alternative can be illustrated with the following examples:

(39') Sousedéi hoj informovali o jejichi/ex /svéi prosbě vyklidit  půdu.

 Sosedi ego informirovali o ichi/ex/svoeji pros'be ubrat'

 čerdak.

 Lit.: Neighbors him informed of theiri/ex/their-Reflexivei  request to vacate the loft.

(45') Přisuzuju židůmi i jejichi/ex odpovědnost za rostoucí

 agresivitu státu Izrael.

 Ja pripisyvaju evrejam ich otvetstvennost' za  vrastajuščuju agresivnost' gosudarstva Izrail'.

 Lit.: (I) assign the Jewsi also theiri/ex responsibility  for the growing arrogancy of the state of Israel.

(c): The third case is represented by the followig dubious examples:

(41') ?Rodiče odvykají dítě jeho obavám z návštěvy lékaře.

 Roditeli otučajut rebenka ego strachu ot poseščenija vrača.

 Lit.: Parents disaccustom the child his fear from  a doctor's visit.

(42') ?Policajti přinutili zločince k jeho přiznání.

 ? Policejskie prinudili prestupnika k ego priznaniju.

 Lit.: The police urged the trespasser to his confession.

(47') ?Vyšetřovatelé osočili studenty z jejich zneužití situace.

 ?Sledovateli obvinili studentov v ich zloupotrblenii  situaciej.

 Lit.: The investigators imputed to students their misuse  of the situation.

(48') ?Řidič způsobil chodci jeho trvalé poškození na zdraví.

 ?Voditel' pričinil pešechodu ego prodolžitel'nyj uščerb

 dlja zdorov'ja.

 Lit.: The driver caused the walker his long term damage  of health.

The fact that type (c) is by far not rare corroborates the plausibility of the hypothesis that the dicussed constructions display grammatical control. This is also supported by the unacceptability of such sentences as (48''),

(49'') and (51''):

(48'') *Řidič způsobil chodci chlapcovo trvalé poškození na

 zdraví.

 Lit.: *The driver caused the walker the boy's long

 term health damage.

(49'') *Paní podezírá komornou ze sousedovy krádeže příborů.

 Lit.: The lady suspects the chamber-maid of neighbor's

 theft of silver covers.

(51'') *Vanesa ode mne očekávala matčinu rozhodnou pomoc.

 *Vanesa ot menja ožidala maminu rešitel'nuju pomošč'.

 Lit.: Vanesai (Act) from mej (Orig) expected /Sbj/

 mother's decisive help.

The apparent counterexamples poited out by B.Partee could be understood as marginal cases conditioned by the common ontological features (not exactly coreference in the strict sense) between the supposed C-er and the C-ee, cf. (52) and (53):

(52) Vanesa očekávala od své rodiny alespoň synovu rychlou

 pomoc.

 Vanesa ožidala ot svoej sem'ji po krajnej mere bystruju  pomošč' syna.

 Vanesa expected from her family at least her son's quick help.

(53) ?Paní podezírá komornou z krádeže příborů jejím snoubencem.

 ?Dama podozrevaet gorničnuju v kraže serebrjannych stolovych

 priborov eje obručennym.

 ?The lady suspects the chamber-made of her fiance's theft of

 silver covers.

5. Conclusions

5.1 The general character of the phenomena examined

The aim of the present contribution was to show that deletions in the sentence syntax are of different kinds. We were interested above all in those types of deletions which indicate a clear interpretation of the deleted element without taking recourse to pragmatic factors. Within the set of such deletions which can be described in terms of grammatical control, we may again recognize two different types: (a) coreference of two items one of which (C-ee) can or must be deleted and is recoverable in the above mentioned sense, and (b) coreference of two items both of which remain unexpressed in the outer shape of the sentence and refer to a general participant (Act, Addr); this means that arbitrariness (generalization) is understood here as one of the cases of grammatical control. In other cases of coreference, where it has a textual character (connected with the discourse patterning), the deleted item is not recoverable on the basis of grammatical rules; pragmatic factors (inferencing) are then at work.8

5.2 The solution in FGD

To account for the deletions of the types (a) and (b) from Section 5.1 we assume, that if A is a control predicate (verb, adjective etc.), its lexical entry has the following features: (i) it has its frame (argument structure), (ii) its type of control (indicating the syntactic position of the controlled nominalization, e.g. Object/Patient, Subject, Intent) is identified, (iii) the argument functioning as a C-er is denoted in the frame, (iv) the argument which can get the position of (surface) subject (in the case of passivization of a full predication) is marked in the frame, (v) an additional part of the lexical entry is introduced to specify the respective free comlementation which can function as a C-er with particular lexical item (cf. Benef, Locative in (25), (32)).

The application of the lexical information described above is controlled by the rules of grammar and it is conditioned by the realization of the items shown in (i) to (v) in the underlying representation of a particular sentence.9 

Notes

1 The use of this terminology appears to be convenient for  describing these phenomena, although we do not apply the  formal framework in which it has been introduced, neither  do we evaluate it.

2 In GB and in other formal frameworks control is assumed  not only with infinitives, but also e.g. with some gerunds  (Chierchia 1983, Chierchia and Jacobson 1986, Roeper 1993;  cf. Section 4 below).

3 C-er is understood here as one of the participans of the  governing (head) verb. C-ee is always the subject of the  dependent verb.

4 B.Partee pointed out that this kind of control is satisfied  by some English constructions as in (i), see also a discussion  about a uniquness of the controller in Jackendoff 1972, 212f:

 (i) The childerni (Addr) were promised (by their parentsj)

 (Act) /Sbj / to be able to stay up past their bedtime

 on this birthday.

5 This group of verbs, alongside grammatical control

 displays also extrasentential anaphora ("textual control",  marked by the subscript ex). We comment upon the cases of

 extrasentential readings in the sequel, though this type of  coreference is beyond the scope of the present paper.

6 A detailed discussion on raising in Russian can be found  in Růžička (1980). Comrie (1991) does not share the  orthodox approach to raising, broadening the notion in  accordance with Postal's view. In Czech we do not see any  empirical reason for distinguishing between basic and  derived structures with any of the three types of  constructions analyzed by Comrie (Sb-to-Sb, Sb-to-Obj  and Obj-to-Sb raising).

7 Because of the absence of the overt passive here, the

 question seems to be a little curious. Transitivity of the  verb under nominalization is not, perhaps, the sufficient

 condition for passive reading, cf.(a) and (b) below with

 the active and passive readings, respectively:

 (a) Zemětřeseníi (Act) způsobilo Janovij (Addr) /Sbj/ ztrátu  paměti.

 Lit.: An earthquakei (Act) caused Johnj (Addr) /Sbj/ (his)  loss of memory.

 (b) Zraněníi Janovij způsobilo /Sbj/ odklad vojenské služby.

 Lit.: The injuryi caused Johnj /Sbj/ postponing of (his) army  service.

8 We have not discussed here those phenomena of grammatical  coreference which are connected with binding, i.e.  reflexivization. We have analyzed them elsewhere (Panevová  1986a), and they are the objective of many studies and  arguments devoted to an elaboration of GB and of other  frameworks.

9 I would like to thank B.Partee for her critical comments and  for the stimulations for the further development of the topic.

 My thanks belong also to A.Boguslawski for the discussion of  Polish examples.
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