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Abstract

The annotation of the Prague Dependency Treebarghklized in two sub-collections which differ ireteubtlety of
annotation (the large collection and the modelectibn). In the present paper, we focus on delstioh
complementations of verbs, postverbal nouns arectdgs, from the point of view of the annotatof$he model
collection. We inquire into the issues of deletiofiparticipants of verbs with respect to the cerefitial relations
between the restored node and its antecedent, amtraduce the new type of deletion where thetddlaode has
no concrete antecedent (we call these restoredsnatpie, unspecified anaphoric elements). We alscifg the
differences between the newly introduced lemomesp(ecified)and the lemmasen(eral) used for deletions of
General Participants. After analysing the procdseominalization, we extend the description of feticular
types of deletions also to the postverbal nounstifgnaction.

1. Three-layer system of tags

The annotation of the Prague Dependency TreebddK (R the sequel) is basically conceived of in
accordance with the theoretical assumptions ofRhectional Generative Description (FGD in the
sequel, see Sgall, H&iva, and Panevova, 1986; Hapja, 1993). The present paper deals with the
current phase of annotation of PDT at the so-caéetbgrammatical level (which captures underlying
syntactic structures of sentences). This levelnpiogation, in contrast to the two preceding phages
annotation, namely the morphemic and the so-calteditical levels (for a description of the anriotat
scheme of PDT see e.g. Hagt al., 2001, Hajova et al., 2001), is realized in two steps (in sub-
collections) which differ in the subtlety of anniida. The first, basic step of annotation is repntéed by
the so-called basic or large collection (LC; todayontains about 25,000 sentences). The secopdfbte
annotation, the so-called model collection (MC)oudd provide full, detailed information about the
underlying structure of the sentence. Due to tle flaat this way of annotation is more detailed,
therefore more elaborate, the model collectionaiostonly about 400 sentences today.

2. General principles of annotation at the tectognamatical level

Tectogrammatical tree structures (TGTSs) are basedependency syntax; they have the shape of a
dependency tree with the verb as the root of #eednd its daughter nodes representing nodes degend
on the governor (on each layer of the tree). The dimensions of the tree represent the syntactic
structure of the sentence (the vertical dimension) the topic-focus articulation of the sentenesel

on the underlying word order (the horizontal dimenps

The tagging at the tectogrammatical level candsetibed by the following principles:

(a) a single node of a TGTS may be a representafiomore than one word; only autosemantic words
have a node of their own, while the correlatesupicfional words (auxiliaries, prepositions etcg ar
attached to the autosemantic words to which the&ynggauxiliary verbs and subordinating conjuncsion
to the verbs, prepositions to nouns, etc.);

(b) in the cases of deletion in the surface shap¢éh® sentence, nodes are introduced into the
tectogrammatical tree to ‘recover' a deleted word,;

(c) no non-projective structures are admitted attéttogrammatical level (projectivity is a couptat
to continuity of constituents; non-projectivity &aping in the surface shape of some sentences is



supposed to be handled by movement rules betweetetitogrammatical tree and the morphemic
string);

(d) not only the direction of the dependence ongiiwerning node (dependence to the left, dependence
to the right) is taken into account, but also sistales are ordered (from left to right); theirardeflects
the scale of communicative dynamism which is raief@r the description of topic-focus articulation.

3. Complex tags

Each label of a node consists of the following sart

- the lexical value proper of the word (represerited preliminary way just with the usual graphemic
form of the word, théemma),

- the values of themorphological grammatemes (corresponding primarily to the values of
morphological categories such as modality, tenspea with verbs, gender and number with nouns,
degree of comparison with adjectives),

- the values of the attribufanctor, corresponding to (underlying) syntactic functig¢Astor, Objective,
Means, Locative, etc.);

- the values of the attributgyntactic grammateme (i.e. a more subtle classification of functors),
accompanying some of the functors according to aensoibtle (semantic) differentiation of these
syntactic relations that is rendered on the surfmseof all by prepositions and cases of nouhss t
concerns the functors with participants (argumeAtSY (Actor) and PAT (Patient); e.deni pedz
‘(There) is no money’ ACT.GNEG/ody ubyvdWater (Genitive) is running low’ ACT.GPART; then i
concerns the functors with the meaning of locati@C, DIR-1, DIR-2 and DIR-3 (corresponding to the
questions ‘where?', ‘from where?', 'through whieltg®' and ‘where to?', respectively); thus e.gCLO
(expressed in Czech by several prepositions whichbme either with the locative (Loc) or with the
instrumental (Instr) case of the noun) is subcatego intonat+Loc (‘on":na stole'on the table")y+Loc
(in"), utLoc ('by"), nad+instr. (‘above")podtinstr (‘'under’)zatinstr (‘behind)mezil+instr (‘famong’),
mezi2+instr (‘between’), etc. As for functors havingemporal meaning, a similar subcategorization is
established with the functor TWHEN (with the grantemaes AFT ‘after’, BEF ‘before’, NIL 'on
Monday', 'next year'). A positive or negative graameme is attached to ACMP (‘with' vs. ‘without’),
REG (‘with regard' vs. 'without regard’) and BERNI{'vs. ‘against);

- the values of a special attribute capture thechaformation about th&opic-focus articulation (TFA)
of the sentence;

- the values of the attributdel(etion) are specified for nodes restored in the tectogratical tree
structure and correspond to the different charaifttre deleted item, often depending on its antece
When the antecedent of the node is an expandedioelad then the restored node gets the index ELEX.
If this is not so, then the restored node geténithex ELID;

- the values of the attributesref(erence) cornum (number of antecedent)orsnt (coreference in the
sentence) andntec(edent) (functor of antecedent with grammatical corefeegnwhich reflect the
linking of sentences to each other and to the gbofesituation. The value of the attribute CORERhe
lexical value of the antecedent of the given andpimmde (this node itself may be present on thiace

or deleted). The value of the attribute CORNUMdsia to the serial number of the antecedent of the
given node (to avoid uncertainty in case of twoun@nces of the same word in the sentence). The
attribute CORSNT indicates whether the antecedgint the same sentence (it gets the value NILpor i
the preceding context (it gets the value PREVi, PREV1 if the antecedent is in the immediately
preceding sentence, PREV?2 if the antecedent iearsécond sentence preceding the given sentence,
PREV3...)

- some other indices f@hrasemesdirect speechetc.



4. Two sub-collections: Large collection and Modetollection

The two sub-collections of the tectogrammaticaklesf annotation (namely the large collection (LC)
and the model collection (MC)) differ especiallytire entirety of filling in the values of the dtiites
mentioned above. After the first automatic procedwhich allows for a transduction of the analytic
trees to the tectogrammatical ones the main tagkmdtators of LC is to revise the syntactic stmecbf
the given sentence, to restore the deleted nodetdabel all nodes in the tree with functors. Tin
task of annotators of MC is to restore remainirigegl nodes, to fill in the values of the attributes
mentioned above which have not been derived bynaatio transduction from the analytic level and to
capture the transposed use of forms (historicagmtetense and the prespnd futurg singular validity

of pluralia tantum etc.).

5. Deletions of complementations of verbs, postvesbnouns and adjectives

One of the most difficult issues within corpora aet@tion on an underlying syntactic level is the
restoration of nodes omitted in the surface shapdhe sentence, but present on the level of
tectogrammatical structure (TGTS). We would like iltastrate the complexity of the task of the

annotation of the “model” collection on some of tlssues concerning the restoration of nodes for
semantically obligatory complementations (valerloys$ of verbs, postverbal nouns and adjectived, an
on the issues concerning coreference relatiortseafastored nodes to their antecedent.

5.1. Deletions of complementations of verbs

5.1.1. Classification of deletions

We have already mentioned that in the cases ofialelm the surface shape of the sentence, no@es ar
introduced into the tectogrammatical tree to 'recoa deleted word. Some of the papers mentioned in
the list of references deal with the issues of timle, i.e. with the general principles of the
reconstruction of deletions. According to theseepgpthe following types of deletions should be
recognized (see esp. Hajva and Ceplova, 2000; Hapva and Sgall, 2000):

(i) deletions licensed by the grammatical propsrtef sentence elements or sentence structure
(grammatical identification of the deleted item).

Within group (i), two situations may obtain:

(a) only the syntactic position itself in the satte structure is predetermined, but its lexictinge
is free" (esp. the zero form of a subject pronaiven by the pro-drop character of Czech, e.g.
Predseda vladyekl, Ze pedioZi navrh na zenu volebniho systénilihe Prime-minister said th&dwill
submit a proposal on the change of the electosikesy - The “dropped” subject of the vertegloZi
“will submit” may refer to the Prime-minister, tbe Government, or to somebody else identifiable on
the basis of the context)

(b) both the position and its ,filler” are predetened (as with verbs of “control”, e.§7edseda
vliady slibil predloZit navrh na z#mu volebniho systémi@The Prime-minister promised to submit a
proposal on the change of the electoral systemhe- ifientification of the underlying subject of the
infinitive is “controlled” by the Actor of the maiverb, in this example it is “the Prime-minister”)

A specific type of deletion is that of the so-edliGeneral Participant (see Dane$ 1971, Panevova
1973). Its “filler” may be paraphrased as “thosepvilhgeneral are competent to do it” or “that wimat
general is used to be done in such a case” and,sa@Nas chlapec uéte ‘Our boy already reads’. —
What does he read? That what in general is usee tead.

(i) deletions possible only if the preceding comtée it co-text or context of situation) exhibasrtain
specific properties (contextual identification betdeleted item); this type of deletion may beechll
textual (“occasional”) deletion (e.Botkal jsi Jirku? Potkal:Have you met Jirka? (I-) Met (him).")



From the other point of view, considering the fufty / impossibility of restoration of the
respective node at the surface layer of the seateve can differentiate three possibilities witgnoup
(i):

(ia) It is possible to restore the deleted node.

(iba) In constructions with the obligatory “contral is “forbidden” to restore the deleted nodernfro
clear grammatical reasons: it is simply imposstbleestore it. Also in passive reflexive constroict
with the general Actor a word expressing the At@axcluded.

(ibb) In sentences with general Patient it is dfethidden” to restore the deleted node. F. Dartates
that in sentences with this type of participantdbgect is not expressed and it is not possiblegtore it
(e.g.Tenhle pes nekouS€his dog does not bite’; Danes, 1971, p. 133)e Bhintactic position for the
Patient is here, of course, open; however, angrfiincluding various paraphrases of the notion of
generalization) changes the meaning. Paraphr&seielinhle pes nikoho nekou3dis dog does not bite
anybody’, Na$ chlapec uZte vSechno, co je moz@ést ‘Our boy already reads everything that is
possible to be read’ are neither common, nor etprivéo the empty surface form.

5.1.2. Possible lemmas of restored nodes with respé&o the type of coreference

All types of deletions mentioned above are accolggaby a specific type of coreferential relations
between the restored node and its antecedent -wibeyparaphrased by such expressions like “lexical
setting” or “filler” there. This coreferential r¢ian may be again grammatical or textual (cf. Eag,
Panevova, and Sgall, 2000). Annotators have td febtored nodes with special lemm@&s( “control”

for the cases of grammatical coreferer@@en(eral)for General Participantga ‘I', ty ‘you’, on‘he’ etc.

for the cases of textual coreference) accordirthadype of deletion and the type of coreferennd,ta
specify the values of the attributes (i.e. att@éisUCOREF, ANTEC, CORNUM and CORSNT, cf.
above).

Thus the coreferential relation between the regtaode and its antecedent may be:

a) Grammatical, as that between an argument of the verb of dofftnactioning as the controller) and
the subject of the embedded verb (functioning asctimtrollee) (the group (ib) above), e.g. in ti&TH
for the sentencBodnik hodla zvysit vyrobiThe company intends to increase the productiomode is
restored depending on the verySit‘increase’ with the lexical labeCor and the functor ACT; the
attributes of the coreferential relations get #levant values.

b) Textual, as with the zero form of a subject pronoun gilegrthe pro-drop character of Czech (the
group (ia) above) or with the deletion of the respe node in the surface shape of the sentenaehvisi
conditioned by the preceding context rather tharstsyne grammatically determined conditions (the
group (ii))-

¢) Transition from textual coreference to coreferentidrelations without a concrete antecedent

It seems to be necessary to distinguish also degetvhich do not refer to any concrete antecedens,
the attribute COREF with the restored node getsvéthge NA (=non-applicable). This is not only the
case of General Participant (belonging to the gr)p but it concerns also restored nodes with
pronominal lemmas, especially with “deconcretizéti"and 3' person plural (cf. also Panevova 1998,
e.g.V cestie mame sedm pédin Czech we-have?ipl seven casesTady dobe vai ‘Here well they-
cook: 3 pl"). Analysing the sentences from PDT, we finsoasentences where the restored node refers
to the “contents” of the preceding text rather ttaeome particular element.

1 We do not capture coreferential relations in casedeletions with pronominal lemmas for th& dand the %
person (the lemmaa ‘', ty ‘you’, my‘we’, vy ‘you’), even not in the sentences where the refezan be delimited
from the context, e.dNa hristé priSel i Honza.'Also Honza has come to the playgroun@kusis (ty ‘you’ ELID,
i.e. Honzajto taky?", zeptal se Petr a ukazal na Honaill (you ELID) try it too?’, Petr asked and paed at
Honza.,Jen to peska@is (ty ‘you’ ELID, i.e. Honza)a podlezesS.*(You) will just jump over it and crawl under it.’.



5.1.3. Introduction of a new lemmaJnsp

While discussing the issues of “deconcretized” ip@ents, J. Panevova postulated warspecified,
vagueanaphoric elemertni ‘they’ for labelling this type of nodes restored ttve underlying level (see
Panevova, 1998). The vagueness of this elemeseflected by the introduction of the special lemma
Unsp(ecifiedjnstead of clear anaphoric character of the lemméne’ (see also Hajbva et al., 2001)).
According to Markova and Panevova (in press) themlaUnspis used when the node refers to some
not exactly specified group of people / objectsnb@Unspserves only for those cases of deconcretized
Actors which do not include the speaker (thereforly for those constructions where the form of the
verb is in agreement with the zero subject forffl f@rson plural, animate”). Markova and Panevova
mention also one of the distinctions between tweckp types of deletions, hamely between the lemma
Gen and the lemmaJnsp The possibility of a (at least) probable deliiia of the referent
distinguishes the lemmidnsp from the lemmaGen which is used for a node referring to all Actors /
Patients typical for the respective situation.

The specification of criteria for distinction bedan the lemm&enand the lemmé&nspseems to be
a very delicate issue. We will inquire into thesiéeda analysing individual participants, namelgtér,
Addressee and Patient.

For the differentiation of the compared lemmashveill these participants two properties, serving
also as the different points of view for classifica of deletions, are crucial:

(i) typical surface realization (cf. section 5.aldove);
(i) possibility / impossibility of delimitation o& referent (cf. section 5.1.2 above).

5.1.3.1.Unsp with Actor

According to Markova and Panevova also the exausfahe speaker can differentiate between the two
investigated types of deletion when Actor is conedr Table 1 illustrates possible criteria for the
distinction of the lemm&enand the lemméinsp

Lemma of the |Exclusion of | Typical surface realization Delimitation of the referent

node the speaker

Gen It does not say| Reflexive passive construction|  All Actors typical the

anything respective situation

Unsp Yes The verb is in agreement with | A not exactly delimited group of
the zero subject form “Bperson| people, but we can estimate the
plural, animate” possible referent from the

context

Table 1: Differences between the lemr@nand the lemm&nspwith ACT

Deletions with General Participants:
(1) Tato potvrzeni se vydavaji GACT GenADDR na pakani
(1) ‘These receipts Refl issuépl upon waiting’

Deletions with unspecified elements:
(2) Ukradli UnspACT nam auto

(2)) ‘They-stole the car from us’

(3) Vypnuli UnspACT proud

(3) ‘They-cut off electricity’



For constructions with unspecified Actors it isaatypical, but not necessary, to use some adverbia
with the meaning of location delimiting the grouppsople from which we can assume the possible
referent, e.g.:

(4) Na post.LOC zaviraji UnspACT v Sest hodin odpoledne
(4’) ‘At the post-office.LOC they-close at six ok p.m.’

(5) TadyLOC dobe vai UnspACT

(5) ‘Here.LOC well they-cook’

5.1.3.2.Unsp with Addressee

Considering the Addressee indicates very often saiawe or group of people it is obvious that some

adverbial with the meaning of location delimitatihg group of people from which we can predetermine
the possible referent is characteristic also foteseces where deletions of Addressee can be rdstore
with the newly introduced lemmansp e.g.:

(6) DomaLOC slibil UnspADDR, Ze pijde brzy, ale kamaraiin ekl reco jiného.

(6") ‘At home.LOC he promisefJto come soon, but he told his friends somethisg’el

(7) Cely den o tom jednal UngfDDR ve via@.LOC.

(7") ‘The whole day he negotiaté@about that in the cabinet.LOC’

In contrast with the same type of deletion withiokcthe zero position can be treated as typical
surface realization of deletion of vague, unspedifAddressee. Of course, the criterion charadtejist
for Actor (exclusion of the speaker) is missinghia table describing the criteria for distincticeteen
the lemmaJnspand the lemm&en(cf. also example (1) above) with Addressee (sd#€r2):

Lemma of the node| Typical surface realization Delimitation of the referent

Gen Zero All Addressees typical for the respective
situation

Unsp Zero A not exactly delimited group of people, but
we can estimate the possible referent fro
the context rT

Table 2: Differences between the lemr@enand the lemménspwith ADDR

5.1.3.3.Unsp with Patient

Two investigated types of deletion with Patientnsde be distinguishable only with difficulty. Thern
object position is the typical surface realizatiamh both of them. However, the possibility /
impossibility of delimitation of an referent (sonmegs just from the context, but sometimes also by
some adverbial with the meaning of location idgmig the group of possible referents) helps to
differentiate the lemm&enfrom the lemmaJnspalso with Patient (see Table 3):

Lemma of the node| Typical surface realization Delimitation of the referent

Gen Zero All Patients typical for the respective
situation

Unsp Zero A not exactly delimited group of Patients,
but we can estimate the possible referent
from the context

Table 3: Differences between the lem@&nand the lemméanspwith PAT



Deletions with unspecified elements:

(8) Ptdme se na vrcholnou sezénu: ,Kdy je nejlepggépna safari?".

(9) ,,Od poloviny prosince do poloviny Unora, vybraligssi UnspgPAT dobe”, chvali UnspPAT John.
(8") We ask about the peak season: “What is tisétirae to come to safari?”

(9") “From the middle of December to the middleFeforuary, you have chos&well”, commend$J
John.

Sticha (1987) describes several types of objeetferénts) which can be referred to within
constructions with an unexpressed object. Somdarhtcan be also classified as deletions with the
lemmaUnsp

(10) Jakmile ndla trochucasu, uz gruntovala, vynaSela UiBAT, prestavovala UnspAT...

(10") ‘In her spare time, she was always tidyinddarrying outd rearrangindd..’

(11) Kdyz se téila u plotnyLOC, michala UnsgPAT, prisypavala UnsgPAT, prilévala UnspPAT...
(11") ‘When she was spinning around the kitchergeanOC, she was mixing) addingd pouringd..’

According to Sticha, there are also some verbsiwhre commonly used without its object; the
intransitive usage is very usual (fixed) with thérheir object can be almost explicitly determinedgn
though it is not specified in the preceding contexg.:smeknouttake off’, zaparkovat ‘park’, utracet
‘overspend’,zapdlit si ‘light (a cigarette) for oneselfzawsit ‘hang up’. The zero object position can
refer to a single specific object, esuichatkoreceiver’ with zawsit ‘hang up’, or to a limited group of
objects, e.gpokryvka hlavyheadgear withsmeknout ‘take off’, vozidlo ‘vehicle’ with zaparkovat
‘park’.

There are three possibilities of capturing thigetpf deletion in FGD (PDT):

1. The verb will have two meanings in the lexicfpthe transitive verb with the possibility of ngi of
the object; (ii) the intransitive verb;

2. The construction may be considered as a tegtlation, therefore the node will be restored \tlih
pronominal lemma and the attribute COREF will Hiedi in by the lemma of the respective word,
although this referent is not expressed in thequliag context;

3. The construction may be captured by the new letdmsp and in this way we will indicate the
idiomatic intransitive verbs.

The selection of one of these possibilities ibati open question.

5.2. Deletions of complementations of deverbativeoons

The restoration of deletions includes not onlyritoration of all obligatory participants and ghtory
free modifications of verbs deleted for varioussme at the surface shape of the sentence, buthalso
restoration of obligatory members of valency frampostverbal nouns and adjectieBescription of
particular types of deletion with postverbal noans adjectives is a very specific task and to be tab

2 Al obligatory dependents of verbs deleted at tivfase shape of the sentence are restored in L&rA®uns, the
situation is more difficult. Only obligatory depeds of nouns derived from verbs by productive redaith the
suffix -ni, -ti; so-called "verbalni (slovesna) substantiva”, iéfgt — létani- ‘to fly — flying’; pokryt - pokryti- ‘to
cover - covering’) are restored in LC. Nouns deafifeom verbs by non-productive means (so-calledd§patna
jména @jova", e.glétat - let- ‘to fly - flight’) get their dependents only in ® Also the deleted obligatory members
of valency frames of postvebal adjectives are redtonly in MC.



manage it, we must, first of all, understand theaglexity of the process of nominalization. In thiart
of the paper, we focus on deletions of complemiemtsiof deverbative nouns denoting action.

5.2.1. The process of nominalization
By nominalizations we understand:

a) Nouns derived from verbs by productive meang. @zhodnuti‘decision making’,obzZalovani
‘accusing’ or nouns derived from verbs by non-paithe means or by the zero suffix (ergda
‘advise’, slib ‘promise’);

b) Nouns derived from a predicative adjective (ergje schopen wutht ‘he is able to do sth- jeho
schopnost napsat knikbis ability to write a book’on je povinen udat ‘he is obliged / required to do
sth’ — jeho povinnost vydat majetéks duty / obligation to release possession’);

¢) Nouns which primarily are a part of an analytipgedicate (e.gPetr ma Sanci vyhrafPeter has a
chance to win'— Petrova Sance vyhraPeter's chance to winRPetr ma pravo odvolat s€eter has a
right to appeal— Petrovo pravo odvolat sPeter’s right to appeal’);

d) Deverbative adjectives (e.divka usiluje studovatthe girl intends to study— divka usilujici
studovat'a girl intending to study’'dopis, ktery napsal Petletter that Petr wrote’> dopis hapsany
Petrem'a letter written byPeter’).

5.2.1.1. Types of derivation during the word-formaibn process

While describing valency frames of nouns derivedrfiverbs, Panevova (2000) differentiates, according
to J. Kurylowicz, two basic types of word-formatiyirocess:syntactic derivation and lexical
derivation. While in syntactic derivation only syntactic faion of derived word changes, in lexical
derivation not only syntactic function, but alse lexical meaning of the derived word changes (see
Kurytowicz, 1936).

a) Syntactic derivation can be exemplified by ti®Wing nouns derived from verbs:

Cten& si owruje danou informaci v jinych zdrojich Owovani dané informaceétend'em v jinych
zdrojich ‘The reader verifies the given information in ottesurces— Verification of the given
information by the reader in other sources’;

Odbornici sta¥ji katedralu — stawhi chrAmu odborniky / stavba chrdmu odborrikyperts build the
cathedral- building of the cathedral by experts’;

b) Nouns derived by lexical derivation are représgespecially by actor names (augjit — wditel ‘to

teach - teacher’), names denoting the place of action. (@gyvat -~ umyvarna‘to wash -

washroon’) and names denoting a tool (efgzavat— orezavatkato sharpen a pencik a pencil
sharpener’).

5.2.1.2. Incorporation of participants or free modiications

It is typical for nouns derived from verbs by lediclerivation that one of the inner participantgree
modifications of the source verb is incorporatei ithe meaning of the noun itself, as the Actohwit
actor names, the place of action with names depdti@ place and the tool with names denoting a tool
(cf. Panevova, 2000). When incorporation of innatipipants is concerned (not only the incorporatio
of Actor, but also that of Patient (edfirek mé se& ADDR ‘the gift to my sister'vyrobek firmyACT

‘a product of the firm’) or Effect (names of artefi&which can be understood as a result of anitgctiv
e.g.hra o Zivoe.PAT ‘the play about life’), the meaning of the noitself occupies one of the valency
slots of the source verb.



5.2.1.3. The process of substantivization

The incorporation of participants can be accompuhalgo by the process of substantivization. Wiiée t
noun with an incorporated participant can keep roplagticipants from the valency frame of the source
verb (cf. the examples in the section above) asdslmnly the incorporated one, during the procéss o
substantivization the noun loses gradually allpisticipants (the syntactic function of the depemnde
expressed by a possessive pronoun / adjective ebdrmgn Actor (ACT) to Appurtenance (APP)).

So we can differ several stages with the same:noun
1) noun derived from verb by syntactic derivatiooun denoting action (cf. examples (12), (14), and
(16))
2) noun derived from verb by lexical derivation:
2a) noun with an incorporated participant (cf. egbe® (15), (17), and (18))
2b) noun after the process of substantivizationgicdmples (13), (15), and (18)).

(12) Psani dopistPAT PetremACT trvalo asi 3 hodiny

(12') ‘Writing a letter.PAT by Peter.ACT took hinbaut three hours’
(13) PetrovoAPP psani leZelo na stole

(13) ‘Peter’s.APP letter lay on the table’

(14) PetrovaACT vyhra milionuPAT Sokovala celou rodinu

(14’) ‘Winning of one million.PAT crowns by PeteiGY shocked the whole family’
(15) PetrovaAPP vyhracinila milion korun

(15’) ‘Peter’s.APP win was one million crowns’

(16) NaSeACT vyplata dividendPAT klientzm. ADDR

(16’) ‘Our.ACT payment of dividends.PAT to clierADDR’

(17) Nema na vyplaty zafstnanam.ADDR

(27 lit. ‘(He) has not for payment to employeeBDR’ (‘He has no money for employee wages’)
(18) To je mojeAPPprvni vyplata!

(18’) ‘This is my.APP first wage-packet”’

These stages correspond to the particular meaoinie lexeme and express the transition of this
lexical unit from a noun denoting action to a hdemoting substance.

5.2.1.4. “Overload” of the valency frame of a nomialized (condensed) verbal structure

Panevova (2000) presumes the “middle” position artigular types of deverbal nouns on the virtual
axis: nouns derived from verbs by syntactic deidva{nouns denoting action) — nouns derived from
verbs by lexical derivation (nouns denoting sulistan Since the nominalized structure may get
“overloaded”, the partial process of substantivirgti.e. the weakening of “action usage”, may be
accompanied by a reduction of the number of stothe valency frames in comparison with the frames
assigned to the source verbs, although the regpewiun still denotes action, e.g.:

(19) On.ACT) dokéazal piteli.ADDR svou nevinlPAT - jehoACT diikaz nevinfPAT ?priteli.ADDR

(19’) ‘He.ACT proved his innocence.PAT to (his)efnid.ADDR — his.ACT proof of innocence.PAT
?to (his) friend.ADDR’



5.2.2. Deletions of complementations of deverbativeouns with respect to the type of
coreference

It is already a very well-known fact that any oé tparticipants of deverbative nouns can be omited
the surface layer. It is typical for Czech sentenicenewspaper articles that the writer uses aflot

deverbative nouns denoting action as the tool oflensation of information involved in the text. To
exemplify that, let us present one paragraph fr@m:P

(20) Roz&tenina vychod je podminkou stabil(title)
(21) Dansky ministr zahradi pro Lidové novinysubtitle)

(22) Jednim z hlavnich tém#ady rozhovai danského ministra zahrafiiNielse Helvega Petersena v
Praze byla krombilateralnich_vztali i sowasna situace v Evropské unii.

(23) Danska cesta kijeti Maastrichtské smlouvy nebylabec snadna: prvni celonarodni_hlasovani
smlouvu odmitlo.

(24) Bylo zapatebirady nesia: preswdcovani aby se v opakovaném hlasovBidinové nakone@snou
vetSinou vyjadili pro Maastricht.

(20") ‘Extensionto the east is the condition for the stability’
(21") ‘The Danish minister of foreign affairs fdre¢ newspaper “Lidové noviny*

(22) ‘One of the main topics during the seried@fcussionf the Danish minister of foreign affairs
Nielse Helveg Petersen in Prague was, besidegtailatlationsalso the contemporary situation in the
European Union.’

(23) ‘The Danish road to acceptanae“Maastricht agreement” was not easy at all:firgt nationwide
voting refused the agreement.’

(24’ lit. ‘It-was necessary many months_of-persngdn-order-to Refl in repeated votiriganes in-the-
end by-slight majority expressed for Maastricht.’

(‘It was necessary to persuadimany months, so as, in the end, Danes duringefreated voting by a
slight majority agreed with “Maastricht”.’)

As we can see in above examples, deverbative nfgsrozSieni ‘extension’, preswdcovani
‘persuading’ hlasovanivoting’) are very often used without their partiants, while author assumes the
reader will understand connection between thesetidies and their referent from the context. In the
same vein as with verbs, we can differentiate #szibed types of deletions (cf. section 5.1 abais®
with deverbative nouns. Considering specific properof valency frames of nouns, deletions of
complementations of nouns should be specified mpawison with those of verbs. We will inquire into
these rather subtle differences analysing all @petts together, taking into account again coeeitil
relations between the deleted node and its referent

5.2.2.1. Transition from textual coreference to c@ferential relations without a concrete
antecedent

Considering specific and limited properties of aoef expression of valency slots of deverbative sioun
the first criterion important for distinction of piular types of deletions with verbs — the typmarface
realization of a construction with the respectiypet of deletion — yields the same results with all
participants. The only typical realization of dades with nouns is the zero position.

For the distinction between deletions with the lyamtroduced lemm&nsp(cf. example (24)) and
the cases of General Participant (cf. examplesd28)26)) the possibility of delimitation of theferent
is still very important.



It is typical for sentences illustrating Generattigipants with nouns that the zero positionsrrage
all possible Actors, Patients or Addressees; theses are used generally, e.g.:

(25) Tento tuk je vhodny na ¢Eni GenACT GenPAT

(25’) ‘This fat is good for baking’

(26) Pri vareni GenACT GenPAT je tFeba zapnout také digesto

(26’) ‘During cooking it is necessary to switch aiso the fume chamber’

As was shown in the newspaper article in the @ed&i2.2 above, many deverbative nouns are used
without their complementations. To understand tinection between the zero position and its referen
we must search into the context. We can exactigatel the referent in case of the actual deleisrin
(20). It is clear from the context thatozSieni Evropské uniBCT” ‘extension of the European
Union.ACT’ is concerned. So the node with the promal lemma should be restored and the attribute
COREF gets the lemma “unie”.

(20) Rozstenina vychod je podminkou stability
(20") ‘Extensionto the east is the condition for the stability’

However, with most of the nouns the referent carohly partly delimited from the context, so we
propose to mark the restored nodes with the letdnsa

(24) Bylo zapotebirady nesiai preswdcovani aby se v opakovaném hlasovBxdinové nakone@snou
vetSinou vyjadili pro Maastricht.

(24’ lit. ‘It-was necessary many months _of-persngdn-order-to Refl in repeated votiriganes in-the-
end by-slight majority expressed for Maastricht.’

(‘It was necessary to persuadimany months, so as, in the end, Danes duringefieated voting by a
slight majority agreed with “Maastricht”.’)

It seems to be obvious that Danes are the refefetite Addressee of the noywiesdcovani
‘persuading’. We can guess from the context they tlvere being persuaded that it would be good to
vote for the European Union, but we do not knows thxactly. Also, we do not know, even not from the
context, who was persuading Danes. Danish politicieould be referred by the ACT as persuading
them, but again, we do not know it exactly. Sohwilite nourpresvdcovani ‘persuading’ we propose to
restore two nodes for unspecified elementsspPAT and UnspACT, and one node with the
pronominal lemman ‘he’ and the functor ADDR (the attribute COREFgjite lemmaDanes).

In the given sentence one more deverbative nowsed without its complementations, the noun
hlasovanivoting’. As for the Actor, we can guess from thentext, that Danes voted, but, the adjective
celonarodni‘nationwide’ was used as the dependent of the rdasovani ‘voting’ in the preceding
sentence, so we do not know if the author wantesdyahat “Danes voted” or “the whole nation voted”
Therefore we propose to restore the node for Agttir the lemmadJnsp Similarly, we can understand
from the context that the matter of the voting wlees “prijeti Maastrichtské smloutyacceptance of
Maastricht agreement’, but again, the author cavéaht to say that “Danes voted for the European
Union” - we do not know exactly since the pronoas hot been used. So we propose to restore also the
node for Patient with the lemnnsp

Since the process of substantivization (see seéti®.1.3 above) can be partial, some deverbative
nouns may have as their dependents not only tlaeticipants and free modifications but also some
modifications typical for nouns denoting substanshen the dependent is expressed by an adjective
and it is not any of the free modifications, ihist clear if the function of the dependent is a&mal slot
of the given noun or just the restrictive attributaerefore we propose to restore deleted particspaf
the given noun and to mark one of them (the onk paissible connection to the attribute expressed by



the adjective) with the lemmiansp (especially in case when no other participanthef given noun is
expressed at the surface layer of the sentenge), e.

(27) soudni rozhodnutjudicial decision’UnspACT
(28) izraelsko-palestinska jednétsrael-Palestine negotiationshspACT, UnspADDR
(29) clenské evidencenembership registratiotdnspPAT.

5.2.2.2. Grammatical coreference: Control with nomrmalizations

Restoration of all obligatory members of valen@niies of postverbal nouns in MC has brought also a
lot of interesting examples concerning the casedetdtions with the grammatical coreference. In (30
there occurs two postverbal nouns (kb ‘promise’ andomezenireducing’) the complementations of
which have to be restored. While the two deletetigi@ants of the nouslib ‘promise’, (i.e. nodes for
the Actor and the Addressee) represent types efideldescribed in the preceding section, theioslat
between the restored node for the Actor of the rmonezenireducing’ and its antecedent (i.e. the Actor
of the nourslib ‘promise’) can be classified as a case of the gratical coreference.

(30) Kazdy vystavovatel musel letos podepsat slib ornbhé.
(30’) ‘This year, every exhibitor had to sign themise of reducing of noise.’

In the present section we concentrate on nodeshvdre omitted due to the phenomenon usually
called grammatical control with regard to theimpestive anaphoric relations (cf. Panevd¥éznttkova,
and UreSova, 2002). In particular, we extend thioonoof control to nominalization and demonstrate
how this relation is captured in PDT.

In FGD, on the underlying or tectogrammatical lewentrol is a relation of an obligatory or an
optional referential identity betweencantroller (antecedent) and eontrollee (empty subject of the
nonfinite complement (sontrolled iten). The controller is one of the participants ie tralency frame
of the governing verb (Actor (ACT), Addressee (ADDRr Patient (PAT)). The controlled item
functions also as a filler of a dependency sldhavalency frame of the governing verb, being lkzdbe
as Patient or Actor. The empty subject of the abedl item may have the function of different
dependency relations to its head word (the infig)ti Actor, or, with passivization of the contralléem,
Addressee or Patient (cf. Koktova, 1992).

5.2.2.2.1. Classification of verbs of control witlzontrolled infinitive

Panevova and Koktova classify the verbs of comtcobrding to the type of its valency frame anchio t
functions of the controlled infinitive and the cailer in the valency frame of the verb of contfeée
Panevova 1986, 1996, and Koktova, 1992). Accorttirthis classification the following basic grougds o
verbs of control should be recognized (we leavehent some groups with rare types of verbs of ogntr
e.g. verbs with the so-called Slavonic Accusativil Wfinitive, e.g.Vidél Karla prichazet(lit. ‘He saw
Charles to-come?)):

1. The controlled infinitive functions as Patiettiree groups of verbs of control in Czech can be
distinguished, namely verbs in the valency framelath the controller is:

i) ACT (e.g.Jan se bojistat doma sarfdohn is afraid to stay at home alone’)

i) ADDR (e.g. Redaktor doporéil autorovi provést ekolik znen v textu’An editor recommended the
author to make several changes in the text’)

iii) ACT or ADDR (the verbslibit ‘promise’ with the controller functioning as AC&:g.Jan slibil matce
vratit se doni pred pilnoci ‘John promised his mother to return at home befoidnight’; the same
verb with the controller functioning as ADDR eRodkte slibili dttem uZit si prazdniny ve stanu u
rybnika(lit. ‘The parents promised (their) children to@nihe holidays in a tent by a lake’)



2. The controlled infinitive functions as Actor:pesially the “predicate” of control (expressed by a
copula with an evaluative or modal adjective) ieetainto account (e.gle snadn&ist tu knihu'lt is
easy to read the book’)

3. The controlled infinitive can have also anothection, as with raising (e.§/iktor se zda byt chytry
‘Viktor seems to be clever’) and the function dfibtte (e.gViktor nesmi propéast Sanci vyhrétiktor
may not miss the occasion to win’).

5.2.2.2.2. Extension of verbs of control with “angtical predicates”

The most typical verbs of control (belonging to tineup (1)(i)) are the “phase verbs” (ezgdit ‘begin’,
zistat ‘stay’, prestat‘stop’). While describing the phenomenon of contibkeems to be necessary to
take into account also more or less synonymoussvasbccurring with pure modal verbs (the latter are
analysed as values of a grammateme in the TGT8E) position is occupied not only by “modal verbs
in the wider sense”ufret ‘be able’, dovést'know how to do sth’,dokazat‘manage’, zdrahat se
‘hesitate’,odmitat‘refuse’ etc.) but also by “analytical predicategth a modal meaning (the verbit
‘have’ plus a certain noun, e.mit schopnosflit. ‘have an ability’), dar (lit. ‘have a gift / talent’),
potrebu‘have an urge to do sthjyileZitost'have an opportunity’Sanci‘have a chance’; the veltyt

‘be’ plus a modal adjective, elgyt schoperbe able’,ochotenbe willing’, povinen'be obliged’).

Also some verbs from other semantic groups of syeftbcontrol can be expressed by an analytical
predicate. For example verbs expressing intenthedjat‘intend’, snazit sétry’, can be paraphrased by
predicatesnit v umyslu (Gmysl), zém(lit. ‘have an intention’)mit v planu (plan)lit. ‘have a plan’),
mit tendenc(lit. ‘have a tendency’) etchyt pipraven‘be ready’,odhodlan‘be determined’ etc. (they
belong also to the group (1)(i)). Verbs expressirggmeaning Umoznit @komu udlat néca’” ‘make it
possible for somebody to do something’ can be paesed by analytical predicatddt rekomu Sanci
(prilezitost) udlat neco (lit. ‘give somebody a chance (an opportunity) ¢osth’) (these verbs belong to

the group (2)(ii)).

5.2.2.2.3. Types of nominalized constructions of ol

Panevova (1996) deals not only with controllednitifre verb structures but also with certain typés
nominalizations where the omission of an argumertiso based on the control properties of the head
(governing) word and must be interpreted as cagaf@lity. The group of verbs that offer the positib

for controlled nominalization includes for examplerbs such agrisoudit ‘adjudge’, osa’it ‘accuse’,
podezirat‘suspect’: Pani podezira komornou z kradezZeéilshych pibori ‘The lady suspects the
chamber-maid of the theft of silver covers'.

Considering the possibility of a nominalizationbafth the governing as well as the dependent verb,
we deal with four types of constructions of control

1. The infinitive depends on a finite verb (ergdil nechodit'he advised not to go'slibil napsat'he
promised to write’);

2. The infinitive depends on a nominalization dihite verb (e.grada nechoditan advice not to come’,
slib napsata promise to write’);

3. The nominalization of the embedded verb depemda finite verb (e.gobvinil nrekoho z vyvolani
problému‘he charged a person with a raising of a problemZadoval odpu&bi dani‘he claimed
exemption of the taxes’);

4. The nominalization of the embedded verb depends nominalization of a finite verb (eapvireni
z vyvolani problémuan accusation of a raising of a problerahaha o podplacertan attempt for
corruption’).

However, it is necessary to say that not all gsonipverbs of control mentioned in section 5.212.2.
allow for their nominalization or for a nominalizat of the controlled infinitive:



Verbs of control from the groups (1)(i), (ii),iYiand (2) may occur in all four types of constioics
of control (e.g. verbslibit ‘promise’, vyZadovatrequire, claim’,snaZzit sétry’: slibit napsatto promise
to write’, slib napsata promise to write’slibit napsanito promise writing’,slib napsanfa promise of
writing’).

Verbs from the group (3) do not allow nominalieatin constructions of control.

Verbs such agisoudit ‘adjudge’, osait ‘accuse’, podezirat ‘suspect’ may occur only in
construction types (3) and (4) (empdezirat z krddez#o suspect of theft'podeZeni z kradezéa
suspicion of theft’, butpjodezirat krasto suspect to steal’,podezeni krasta suspicion to steal’).

Some of the nouns derived from analytical predicatith the meaning of intent do not always
express obligatory grammatical coreference,répad vydat knihtan idea to publish a book’ (cf. also
Panevova, 1996).

5.2.2.2.4. Coreferential relations in nominalizedanstructions of control

Nominalized constructions retain those coreferentiations between the controller and the coreell
which were realized in constructions with the cepa@nding verbs of control. Thus, e.g. the nomiedliz
constructions of verbs from the group (1)(iii) mened in section 5.2.2.2.1 offer the possibility foe
controller to be an Actor or an Addressee. Theatifes are illustrated in the following examples:

1. Constructions in which the Actor of the goveghpostverbal noun and the Actor of the dependent
noun (derived from the predicate expressed by alaapth an adjective) are identical:

(31) jeho slib posluSnosthis promise of obedience’
(derived from the constructiastibil, Ze bude posludriye promised to be obedient’)

The controllee in the valency frame of the depahda®un (i.e.posluSnostobedience’) gets the
lemma Cor and the functor ACT. Its attributes for corefer@ntelations get the following values:
COREF:0on‘he’, ANTEC: ACT.

2. Constructions in which the Actor of the depernndeun (derived from the predicate expressed by a
copula with an adjective) is identical to the ADDRhe governing postverbal noun:

(32) slib beztrestnosta promise of impunity’

(derived from the constructioslibili mu, Ze bude beztrestfthey promised him to be exempt from
punishment’)

The controllee in the valency frame of the depahd®un (i.e.beztrestnostimpunity’) gets the
lemmaCor and the functor ACT. Its attributes for coreferantelations are filled in by the following
values: COREFon ‘he’, ANTEC: ADDR.

6. Conclusion

The decision on the boundary lines between thererfft types of deletions linked to the choice among
the lemmas of the restored nodes is not an edsyQ@as strategy is to mark the difficult cases iway
that allows for their relatively simple identifioah and thus for preparing resources for furtheguistic
research. We believe that this solution offers ssility of further linguistic inquiries into thesues of
coreferential relations because it leaves a trpeeifying the problematic cases.
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