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On Verbal Frames in Functional Generative Description
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0. In the present paper we attempt to analyze some impor-
tant questions concerning the structure of the sentence nucleus,
1,04 of the relstions between the verb and its participants.

To allow for an sdequate gpecification of verbal frames, a
generative description must employ clear criteria distinguish-
ing

(i) inner participants (their use being determined by
the given verbj they belong to the verbal frame) from free
adverbials (Tesniére’s "ecirconstsnts ™)

(i1) degrees of obligatoriness (obligatory and non=de=
letable, obligatory and deletsble, optionazl but determined
by the verbal frame, free = or other degrees);

(iii) individusl participsnts (types of dependent sen=-
tence parts)y how many of them should he specified, and on
what basej

(iv) what formsl framework generasting the seantence nuclei
according to the chosen verbsl frames and to the chosen degrees
of obligatoriness, etc. should be used.

We consider (i) and (ii) to be the baslic questions; the
hypotheses accepted as solutions of these two questions may
then serve as a point of departure for an analysis of (iii)
and (iv)e. Several other interesting theoretical questions are
still open to discussion snd must be considered in this con=
text, namely as the possibility of several participants of the
same type with a single verb token, the possibility of coordi-
nation of individual types of participants, the relationship
between a verbsl and a nominalized fom of a participant, etc.
Most of these questions certainly cannot be solved here, but
we attempt at least to respect the bearing of possible solu-
tions on the problems of verbal frames.



As for the terminology, we use the term participant for
any element depending on a verb token (subject, complement,
adverbial), distinguishing inner and free participants or mo=-
difications (the former being determined by the verbal frame as
obligatory or optional for the given verb, the latter not being
affected by the frame of a given verb)y this dichotomy is, from
a certain viewpoint, relativized to particular verbs (since a
certain type of adverbials can be obligatory for a given verb,
and free, i.e. optional, for others). We shall use also another
partition, concerning types of participants ss such, without
any direct relationship to particular verbs and their frames,
viz, the trichotomy of actor (agentive, deep subject), comple-
ments and sdverbials. (These terms are used here for relational
elements from the tectogrammaticsl level — from the semantic
representations of sentences).

1. The problems of the verb and its participants belong
to the most intensively discussed questions of contemporary
linguistics., The writings of Fillmore (1968a, 1968b, 1969, 1970,
1971), whose welle=known ‘Theory of Case’ departs, in a certain
sense, from Tesniére’s (1959) spproach, have been followed by
many other scholars (cf. e.g. Anderson, 1971, for Englishy
Zimmermann, 1967, for Russianj Zoeppritz, 1972, etc.). Some
eritical comments to Fillmore's theory have been formulated by
Poldauf (1970), Szall (1972) and others. We want to comment he-
re upon some other approaches, which are quoted less frequently.

In Czechoslovak linguistics, the term intence slovesa
( “verbal intention"), which we translate as verbal frame, has
been introduced in the pioneer work by Pauliny (1943), who
clagsifies verbs from a semantic point of view, respecting the
distinctions of the expression of the semantic elements denoted
as actor and gosle. Pauliny’s theoretical view was extended and
applied to the description of the Slovak language esp. by
RuZidka in the volume Morfologia ... (1966, Pp. 389=396),
Oravec (1967), and - as for adverbials « Miko (1972).

Let us also remark that even in the so=-cslled traditional
syntax these problems have attracted attention. Most often they
have been studied from the viewpoint of verbal government {as
one of the ways of expressing syntsctic dependency), as well as
from the viewpoint of the boundary between object (direct




complement) and adverbislssy thus they have been studied rirst
of gll with respect to surface syntax. Even in this context

one can easily see that in the pairs (i) govermment = (ii) no
government, (i’) object - (ii’) adverbisl, (i°’) obligatory =-
(ii’’) optional, the former and the latter members do not
correspond to each other in the seme manner. Thus, for 1lnstance
Smilauer (1966, p. 257) says that "an adverbial sometimes is
ees Obligstory, but not determined by verbal governments Cz.
usadili se v Lechdch (they settled in Bohemia), choval se hrubé
(he behaved rudely)"™; similsrly with Kopedn¥ (1958, p. 45):
“The term government (vazba) is ambiguous, some are inclined

to understand it as including every necessary expansion of the
vaerb, even if its form is not determined (e.g. the necessary
expansion of the verb bydlit (reside)e..)". Bauer and Grepl
(1972, p. 66) also conceive verbal frames as including obli-
gatory adverbials. The existence of obligatory adverbial expan=-
sions of the verb follows, even on the level of surface syntax,
from the fact that in grammatical sentences such verbs gs Cz.
choval se (he behaved), octl se (he found himself) cannot occur
without an adverbial of manner and of place, respectively. (In
English, a deletion rule must probably asccount for this possi-
bility with behave)e KP¥{Zkovs (1968) noted that in the sentence
patterns of Dane# (1963) adverbials are regarded only as (free)
expansions, not as inner elements of the sentence patternyg
Ki+i2kové brought examples showing that the obligatoriness of
adverbials is determined by verbal frames, so that such adverb-
igls are to be considered elements of the sentence patterns;
ghe argued that other (free) adverbials are of transformational
origin,

The obligatoriness of an sdverbial with certain verbs is
duly respected in Miko s (1972) attempt at a generative descrip=
tion of adverbisls, where classes of verbs are distingulished
that govern individual types of adverbials. Obligatory and free
adverbials are held apart from each other in a consistent wsy
here, but no overt criteria for this dichotomy are given, and
in the respective lists also some cases deserving further dis=-
cussion can be found.

A similar question concerning the lack of overt criteris
is connected with the classification of semantic types of
complements (objects. Oravec (1967, ppe 25f), who -~ departing
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from PTrévniek s (1951) approach ~ gives the most detailed
clagsification of objects in Czechoslovak linguistics, attempts
to substantiate that his clagsification is not based on “"the
relationship of the object to the content of the verbal action”
(cf. Kopedny, 1958, pe 20&4), i.e, on the cognitive or ontolo-
gical content only, but on phenomena belonging to the linguistic
structure, He works with five classes of objectlz (1) concern
(zdsshovy), (2) effect (vfsledkovy), (3) goal (cilov§),

(#) content (obsahovy), (5) relation (vztahovjy). He characteri-
zes these clasges by means of structursl features, some of
which, however, scarcely might be considered as criteria in an
operational sense; for instance, (1) and (2) do not differ in
linguistic structure, though the suthor says (p. 73) that
especially between these two clssses & clear boundary can be
found. But this boundary, far from beirng conditioned or mani-
fested by syntactic criteria, consists in the fact that (1)
expresses & thing or person concerned by the action, while
with (2) things or phenomena are caused by the given action,
called forth by it. Alsoc (&) and (5) have the structural
fesatures in common, and, moreover, the features quoted by Ora-
vec in some cases 4o not characterize all the listed verbs, e,
g0 the criterion of the synonymy between the accusative and

the object infinitive can hardly be applied with all verbs of
the class (&), i.e. with those connected with a content object;
cfs Czech verbs potregtat (punish), zajistit (emsure), 21skst
(gain)e Thus we must state thet, for the accusative complement,
neither individual structural features, nor their combinations
sre sufficient, Al)l what remains sre sgain mere semantic chae
racterizations, lecking the needed clarity and strictness. We
attempt in the sequel to find whether some of the often quoted
semantic distinctions are really linguistically relevant, and
with which syntactic facts they are connected,

It is not difficult to show, however, that the questions
are more complex than their analysis from a syntactic viewpoint
(end from the viewpoint of unclear semantic criteria) could
revealj the questions of verbal frames must be viewed from a
standpoint distinguishing two levels of the structure of the
sentence . in the terminology of the Prague group of algebraic
linguistics these are the semantic (tectogrammsticsl) and the



surface (phenogrsmmatical) levels. Such a standpoint helps to
clarify various problems, such as the objectless use of tran=-
sitive verbs (cf. e.g. Kopedny, 1958, p. 31, about the
"indefinite" object = involving plurslity = of such verbs as
Cz. poklidit (tidy up), zamést (sweep). How could this
"indefinite" object, which need not be expressed, be accounted
for if we worked with a8 single level of the structure of the
sentence? Kopelny (ibid,) c¢laims that the so-called determined
verbs, such as jit (be going), bdZet (be running), tdhnout

(be pulling), nést (carry) necessarily are accompanied by a
direction of the action or by an object. But how can one then
explain that the sentence D&ti bZZely pdl hodiny (The children
were running helf an hour) is a grammatical sentence in Czech?

We would like o substantiaste that it is necessary to
distinguish between the obligstoriness of a participant st the
semantic level and the necessity of the presence of an element
that reslized this participant at the level of surface syntax.
Qutside the domain of generative description, this opinion has
been pronounced by Daned (1971s), Dane$, Hlavsa and Kofensky
(1973), Helbig and Schenkel (1969), Helbig (1971). Dane3 (1971a)
speaks about oblizatory, potentisl and optional elements; these
are, however, terms from the level of surface syntax; Danes
attempts to find "how the transitivity of a verb manifests
itself on the grammatical and on the semantic level". He ana-
lyzes in detail the relationships between the semantic pattern
and the grammatical pattern of the sentences with the so-czlled
general object, since the notion of genersl object (parallel
to that of general subject, "mgn-S&tze") makes it possible to
surmount serious obstacles connected with the "potenmtiality"
(deletebility) of objects. This concerns first of all such
sentences as Cze Jirka u2 zadal 3fst (George began to read
already); Trouba pele dobie (The oven bskes well).

It is not quite clear from Dane3’formulations whether he
classes under his "systemic ellipsis” slso the genersl object,
or only such examples as the following: JestliZe se do detby
pustite, nerFestenete Efst, pokud... (If you take up the read-
ing, you“ll not stop reading until...), Co d&l4 otec? = lte
(What is Father doing? = He”s resding). Both types must be
differentiated clearly, snd, if we understand well, the




distinction between them could be formulated in such a way that
in both cases the obligatory presence of elements of the seman-
tic level would be admitted, while the conditions of their sur-
face realization would differ: in the case of the general
object the surface reslization is zero, in the other case the
element can, but need not be reaslized by a surfsce unit (which
thus is potential from the viewpoint of the surface level).

In any case, also the potentislity from the viewpoint of the
two levels should be distinguished: cfe. Cze chlubit se (né&im)
(boast Gof something)), zmdnit se (v ndco) (change (into some-
thing)) for the semsntic level, and what is said below about
pPijit (come), odejit (lesve), for the surface syntax. This
means that an element that is obligatory from the viewpoint of
the gsemantic level can also be obligatory at the surface level
{potkal nékoho - he met somebody, if an "actual ellipsis”,
conditioned by the context of the utterance, is not present,
c¢f, Dane#, 1971a), or it is potential at this level (neru$ ho,
on &te (n&co)) = don’t disturb him, he reads (something)), or
elge it cannot be realized on the surface, i.e. it is necessar-
i1y realized by zero (in the "absolute" use: K4S chlapec ui
&te (Our boy already reads). Thus it sppears that to achieve

a clearer distinction between obligatory, potential and optio-
nal participant, it should be distinguished (also in the ter=-
minology) which level is concerned, and to find a framework
pernitting to define the possible combinations of festures on
the two levels.

Kacnel’son (1972, p. 196) also notes that the distinct-
ion between obligatory and optional participants is connected
with questions of the level of content and that of expression,
between which there is no complete parsllelism, Similarly
Apresjan (1969) speaks about a semantic and s ayntsctic govern-
ment, which may be either strong or wesk, with several possible
combinations (semantically strong, but syntsckically weak,
etce)e _ '

Helbig (1971), commenting on Tesniéré’s approsch, shows
that it is not quite clear whether his verbal frames concern
primarily the "formal® or the "notional” level., To distinguish
obligatoriness and optionality in syntex, relatively reliasble
methods can be used, which however is not sufficent, because




only surface structure is concerned. In his model (which pro-
vides also for the possibility of adverbials occupying the po-
sitions of inner participants), there is a relevant distinction,
at the semantic level, between the inner participants ("enge
Verberglnzungen") and the free modifications ("freie Verber=-
gdnzungen®), whereas at the syntactic level there is g relevant
distinction between optionality and obligatoriness (i.e. an
inner participant can be deleted by a transformation)j Helbig
illustrstes this by a sedence contsining = in the teminology
used in Czech linguistics = an "actual ellipsis": Er wartete
auf seinen Freund, where the complement need not be present

at the syntactic level, though with the given verb it is an
inner participant.

In Helbig's writings attempts can be found to formulate
operational criteria for distinguishing the types of parti-
cipants (¢f. the questions formulated in § O above). Some of
his criteris are teken over from Bierwisch (1963, p. 50),
according to whom only free adverbials can accompany sny verbd
(criterion 1), only free sdverbials masy, in a German sentence,
be taken out from the "sentence frame™, while the inner part-
icipants stay inside the frame (criterion 2, see Helblg, 1969,
Pe 32)s ©.8. {8) is a grsmmatical sentence, but (b) is not,

(#) Du hegst das Buch dorthin gelegt am Vormittag.

(b) ®pu hast das Buch am Vormittag gelegt dorthin,

Another criterion, formulated by Helbig (1969, p. 333
1971, p. #6), is connected with the position of negation in
Germsn sentencesy an inner participant (similsrly as a detach-
able verbal prefix) stands always after nicht (if it realizes
the sentence negation), while with frse adverbials the relative
position of nicht and the adverbisl is free, i.e. both orders
are possible (criterion 3).

Helbig’s (1971, pp. 37f) further eriterion consists in the
possibility to paraphrase a free adverblal by a clsuse, while
with inner participants this is never possible (criterion 4);2
¢f. the impossibility of a transformation of this kind for
(¢) and ifts presence in (d). _

{¢) Er wohnte in Dresden, é-'*ﬁr wohnte, 8ls exr in Dres-~

den war,

(d) Er starb in Dresden. = Er starb, als er in Dresden

war,




Helbig (1969, p. 31) mentions also the fact that with a
single verb token, there can be accumulated an indefinite num-
ber of free modifications of the same type. We shall make use
of this fact, taking into account that the accumulation can
be, in the actual performance, constrained by various factors
(including the stylistical etc. restrictions comnected with
the necessity to cumulste the same grammstical means, if the
given language has, say, only a single preposition realizing
the adverbial in question)j it will be referred to as criter=
ion S.

The criterion 1 will be used here in the formulation of
our point of derarture , see § 2, The criteria 2 and 3, which
can be checked on German sentences only, are commsented on by
Fiderové and Stuchléd (in press), irp connection with a broader
examination concerning also other cases of violation of the
sentence frame. Such a violation is often conditioned by sty-
listic factors (e.g. with regard to the length of the sentence
part taken out of the frazme), the authors of grammsrs differ
in evaluating the acceptability (or "correctness") of the sen-
tences with these violations. The gquoted analysis has led to
the necessity to conceive the criterion 2 only as an auxilisry
charscteristics.A similar conclusion has been reached for the
criterion %, which holds (as for the position of inner partie
cipants following nicht) in the case of short, relatively simp-
le sentences. Furthermore, also in negative sentences a free
sdverbial can be taken out of the sentence frame and be placed
et the end of the sentence (8o that the criteria 2 amnd 3 inter-
fere with each other),

As for the criterion &, a more strict formulation seens
to be necessary. The paraphrssing of an adverbial by & clause
could be understood aleo in such a way, that a coordinating
conjunction could be used in the paraphrase (the bigger distine
ion between the given adverbial dnd the inner participsnts, the
closer to coordination thig adverbial stands). But this is a
domain still waiting for further empirical study. We therefore
do not use criterion & in our analysis below, even if we &are
aware of the importance of questions of this kind.




2. We have already pointed out that it is necessary, in
snslyzing the nucleus of the sentence, to distinguish between
the inner participants of the verb and its free modifications.
not determined by the frame of the given verb.°? We have also
seen that it is not sufficient for a complete description of
language (including its semantic structure) to work with the
syntactic notions of strong and weak government, of obligatory
and optional modifications, but that it is necessary to take
into account the two levels of the structure of the sentence
= the tectogrammatical, or semantic, and of the surface syntax.
Our analysis is based on the functional generative framework,
which works with the mentioned two levels and uges dependency
gragmar (the latter fact also appears as advantageous: since
Fillmore’s abandoning of the dichotomy of the sentence into
KP + VP even the transformationsl grammar can be said to per-
nit an effective formulation in terms of dependency; see alsc
Robinson, 1970).

2.1 In looking for s proper statement of the boundary
between the inner and the free modifications at the tectogram-
matical 1ev013, we try to anawer two. following questions:
(1) Can the given type of participsnt depend on every
verb? (This is the criterion 1 from § 1)

(2) Can the given type of participant depend more than
once on & single verb token (c¢f. the criterion § in
§ 1)7%

For the participants that csn be included under the hesd-
ing "complement® (object), we essily come to a negative anzwsr
to both the gquestions. This answer c¢lesrly substantiastes ius
classification of complements as ioner participants (mee § 1).
If we accept this conclusion, we are faced with another prcb-
lem, namely the obligatory or optional character of comple
ments at the tectogrammatical level. Leaving the latter poiant
to be discussed in the sequel (§ &), let us return to questions
(1) and (2) with regard to other types of participants.

With the actor” the answer to the first question is
positive, t0 the second question = negatives. More detailed
analysis of actor and some possible objections see in Panevové
(in prep.).

The adverbials are, as we have slready noted, differ o



a great extent in their semantic aspects, and thus it is
necessary to snaglyze them in more detail, taking into account
the individual types (in the functional generative description
treated in the form of the gzrammatemes, see Note 5).

After an examination of a sample of Czech verbs, con=-
sisting in 15 verbs with highest frequency (according Jelinek,
Belka, Té%itelovd, 1963), the group of verbs of motion (about
20), verbs of saying (sbout 60), verbs of simple working
sctivities (about 50), we have found that the following adverb=-
ials can occur with each of the examined verbs:

when (He came yesterday.)

since when (It has lasted since Christmas,)

till when (It lasted until Christmas)

how long (It lasted for two years,)

mesns ( He writes with a pen.)

criterion (He recognized her aceording to_her voice.)
regard (As for his figure, he ig a tall man.)

cause (She swert fer joy.)

condition (With higher tempersture this liquid boils.)
concession (I% happened in spite of hig objectionms,)
aim’ (Is there anything to eat here?)

consequence (He was ill, therefore he didn’t come.)
manner (He sings beautifully.)

outcome (It went to pieces,)

comparison (He is like me.)

extent (He spent his money to the last penny.)
restriction (Nobody was late except me,)
accompaniment (sociastive) (He csme with his daughter.)
interest (benefit) (The letter is for my father,)
substitution (He ascts for his father,)

where® (He is at school.)

More questionable is the occurrence of the modifications
from where, which way, to where with sll verbs; it seems that
the exceptions, i.e. the verbs not being accompanied by these
directional tyres, sre more numerous (not only such verbs as
sedét (sit), stat (stand)g, but alsc prestat (cease), pPipoz-
a1vé se (it gets late), vzpomenout (remember) have been found
not to tgke all these directionsl adverbiasls). But we regard




also the directional adverbials as combinable with all verbs
(as far as the combipnatorics of the language system is concern-
ed), since in the quoted and other csses it can be stated that
the adverbials can be combined with any verb, as far as the
conditions of the cognitive or ontologicsl content make it
possible. It is difficult to exclude a priori that some speci-
fic context can be found for this or that verb, in which the
given type of adverbizl can be present (8. g. Natdhli jswme
provaz tak, Ze leZel ode dvef{ pres koberec aZ k oknu., We
stretched out the rope so that it lay from the door over the
carpet up to the window). Furthermore, the positive answer

to the question (2) substantistes the possibility to consider
the directional adverbials as free.

In the previous versions of the functional generative
description we distinguished, with a single functor Bm, several
tectogrammatical units accounted for as grammatemes (instrue
ment, manner, condition, etc.), See here Note 5. With some
grammgtemes a further semantic differentiation ("variety") is
present, e.g., the grammateme where is differentiated according-
ly to the semantics of the preposition (in, on, above, under,
etc., see Sgall, 1967, p. 993 Pitha, 1972), the grammateme
when is differentisted into whenesimultaneously, when-after,
when-before, when-parallel (see Panevova, 1967). An slierna=
tive proposal, which could be supported by arguments from the
dowain of verbal frames, consists in sccounting for the tecto-
grammatical distinctions of the former type by syntactic means
of the tectogrammatical level, i.es by different functors
(thus splitting the functor R, in several new functors), the
distinctions of the latter type (the gsemantic variety) being
treated in the shspe of morphological grammztemes (i.e. in a2
way similar to such distinctions as number, tense, etc.).

It is necessary to examine whether such two degrees (one
cencerning the combinztorics of the semsntic level, the other
semantic distinctions inside 2 class with the same combinato-
ric properties) are present also with types of adverbials
other than those of place and time. One of such domains, whe=
re semantic varisty could be united by a single syntactic
function, might be the adverbials of cause, but it appears
that for instapee the posgibility of free coordination of se=-




veral elements of the same syntactic function is much greater
with place and time thsn with cause: (e) snd (f) sre possible
and quite acceptable, while in the latter domain cause snd
aim can be coordinated, cf. the scceptability of (g), but a
coordination of aim with concession = as in (h) = appears
questionable, and cause and condition cannot be combined at
all, as the unacceptability of (j) shows.
(@) Véci leZely na stole, vedle stolw i pod stolem.
(Things lay on the table, beside the table, and even
under it,)
(f) Budu v Praze pfed vdnoci, o vénocich i po nich,.
(111 be in Prmgue before Christmas, during Christmas
and also after Christmas,)
(g) Udélam to kvili vam & abych uZ méla konednd pokoje
(I°11 do it because of you and to have peace, at last.
(k) {(?) PPfes svou naprostou vylerpanost, ale pro své zdra-
vi odjel na venkov uZ viers.
(In spite of hig total exhaustion but for the sake of
his health he went to the country already yesterday.)
(H *pri zvysené opatrnosti v jizd& s pro dobry stav ko=
munikeci se nemtZe nic stét.
(With an incresged csutiousness in driving and because
of the good state of the roads nothing can happen.)

On the other hand it sppears that the grammsteme "regard"
should be divided into seversl semantic units (cf. Stuchl4,
1974, some of which mizht be asssigned the ssme syntactic po=-
sition on the tectograsmmstical level, di‘fering e.g. in a po-
sitive and a negative value of the given fupction, c¢f. (k).

(k) Gvod lze formulovat se zPetelem na zasviécend Gtendre

nebo bez zPetele k jejich zasvécenostie.

(The Introduction can be formulated with regard to
well-informed readers or without regard to their
knowledge.,

A similar question is that of accompaniment and its negative
counterpart (with such prepositions as without).

Thus, in a certairn sense, a type of adverbial that would
receive, in this alternative solution, the shape of a functor,

would correspond to Fillmore’'s (1971) "hypercase”.lo




With all quoted adverbials we also get a positive answer
to question (2), Certainly, it is difficylt in some cases to
find an occurrence of a verb with two (not to speak about theee
or more) adverbials of the same type, since it is not simple
to find an acceptable lexical setting and a stylistically plaus-
ible combination of morphemic mesnss. This, however, is connect-
ed with the recursive properties of the language as a whole and
with its potential infiniteness, which contrasts with the
restricted and finite charagter of performsnce, We assume that
the possibility of sccumulstion of free adverbiasls of the same
type is connected with the recursive properties of linguistic
competence; at lesst in some cases a distinction between a
closer and looser connection between the adverbials and the
verb might be relevent (cf. Panevovd (in prep.); but in actual
utterances the number of such sdverbials is restricted by such
stylistical factors as the lenght of the sentence, its balance,
its understsndability, etc. Let us quote some examples:

cause: Z bidy umiralo hodnd 1id{ na tuberkuldzu, protoZe

Jedd lédeni bylo ndkladné.
(From poverty many people died on tuberculosis,
gince its treatment was expensive.)

aim:  Za G8elem rychlého zésobovdnl rozvezli zboz{ do

obchodl, aby se ukdzalo, Ze je ho dostateke.

(Por the sake of fast supply they distributed the
goods into the shops, to show that there is
£00ds enough.)

when: VEera prisel veder domd o pil gedmé.,

(lit. Yesterdsy he came - in the evening =~ home
gt half past six.)
condition: Za horka stoupd p¥i nakaZlivjch nemocech polet
nemocnych velmi rychle.
(1it, In hof, the numbes of patients rises very
quickly, in case of infectious diseases.)

Among the grammstemes regarded generally ss adverbisls,
only origin and result are characterized by a negative answer
both to the questions 1 and 2. The verbs on which origin or
result can depend are not numerous, and neither of these par-=
ticipants can accumulate with a single verb token, Thus, they
both could be characterized as the complements (cf. below §



4.2)s After all, slso in the classical syntactic literature
these two participants occupy a specific position smong the
sdverbialsy Bmilauer (1966, p. 329) characterizes them ss two
specific types of adverbials that do not belong to sny of his
four basic types (place, time, manner, cause)j Kopedn¥y (1958,
Pe 204) states that, among thé adverbizls, result and origin
more than others resemble the complements (but sccording to
Kopedny this concerns also instrument, aim, partly also regard).
Klemensiewicz (1¢54, quoted from the 6th ed., 1969, p. 45f)
includes origin (bu% slso instrument) fully into the class of
ob jects (complements),

We can state, then, that the adverbisls, with the except-
ion of orizgin and result, are free, recursive participants,l1
excert such cases, where the given adverbisl is an obligatory
modification (and thus an inner participant) of the given verb.
"Oblizatory"® means here necessarily present at the tectogram-
matical level ; on the surface level, it may be also necessar-
ily realized . (octnout se nékde - find oneself somewhere), or
deletable (prijit néksm = come somewhere), The objective of the
next part of this paper is an analysis of means that make the
specification of the semsntic obligatoriness possible.

3¢ Such sentences as Qctl se (He found himself), Bydlel
(He resided) are understood (in Czech) ss incomplete, and
possible only in case of an "actusl ellipsis® conditioned by
the context, first of all in snswers to yes=no guestions with
the same verb: Bydlel tehdy v Praze? (Did he live in Frague
then?) = Bydlel (here the English equivalent would be He did);
cf. also Daned (1¢71a), This type of deletion guite clearly
concerns the relationship between the level of semzntic repre-
sentations and some lowerlevel, i.e. it must be described in the
(transformational or other' transductive parts of the descript-
ion, But we would like to show that also such sentences 38
Préavé pfi¢li (They have just come), Privé se vrdtili (They
have just returned), where one cannot speak sbout actual ellip-
sis, have an obligstory directional modification at the tectoe
grammatical (semantic) level. One can check the presence of
such a deleted but semanticslly obligstory participant by the
method of "given and new irnformation", which wes briefly sketch-
ed by Sgall and Hajicovd (1970, § 3.1), and which can be cha=




racterized as follows:

If someone utters the sentence Moji znam{ pravé pirigli
(My friends have just come), and the hearer asks Ksm? (Where
to?), then his gquestion, in a certsin sense, digresses from
the given diaiogue; it is not such 2 natursl continuation as
e.2. the question 0dkud? (From where?) would be., The distinct=-
ion between these two tyres of situations consists in the fact
thet in a "natural continustion" the question concerns new
information,i.e. data that have not yet been mentioned in the
dialogue and are not obvious in the given situationj on the
other hand, the "deviating" question concerns an item of given
information, it could be uttered either in case the hearer was
not attentive enocugh, or the relevant part of the preceding
dialogue was not formulsted properly, was disturbed by some
intervening factor, noige, etc., so that the hearer lacks an
item from the information assumed as given. (As regards the
example in question, the hesrer probably assumes that the de-
leted element is not herz - e.g. since the sentence is a part
of a story - but he does not know which place is meant before,
s0 that it is not sufficient for him to interpret the deleted
item as there.) If the question concerns the informaticn assumed
(by the spesker) as given, then, evidently, the spesker must
be able to give an appropriate answer., (He can answer something
as To my place, or Why - didn”t I tell you that I was then at
Magz's?) He simply cennog¢ answer I don’t know, since in doing
80 he would deny the premises of his message, and interrupt
thus the given dialcgue. On the other hand, if the question
concerns new information, as with Qdkud? (From where?), the
speaker certainly can answer something as Well, I don’t know
for sure where they hsd been before, which has no disturbing
effect on the discourse as a whole.

To sum up the discussion on the criterion and its use,
we resume the distinctions between the two tyres of dialogues:

A: My friends returned,

B: Where to?

A1 I don t know. = Qr:; To Belgium.

Such a piece of discourse is not a continuous dialogue;
if A gives s definite answer, he reminds an item of information
he assumed to have been already given (and thus deletable in



the first wttersnce); if he says he cannot answer the guestion,
then the dislogue is disturbed, since he says he doesn’t know
an information he previously assumed to be given. Thus, the
directional adverbisl is a semantically obligatory psrticipant
with the verb return,

As Helen knits a sweater.

B: From what?

A+ I don’t know. ~ Ors From wool.

In this case, the dialogue is gquite smooth and continuousy
the answer to the question, if nttered, brings new informationg
As contingent ignorsnce in this respect does not disturd the
disloguey the given participant is not obligatory with this
verb,

A general formulation might bes If A uses a sentence S
and B asks him a.!g;quostibn concerning the participsant P,

A's answer might be "I don”t know" (without disturbing the
dialogue) if and only if the participant P is not semantically
obligatory in S, {(If S contsins an embedding, it must be
gpecified which verb is expanded by P in the question, and

the answer must not, of course, switch to another verb.)

This test shows thst the Czech verbs vejit (enter),
pfijet (arrive), pitibiiZit se (approach) all hsve the obli-
gstory adverbisl of the type where to, that odejit (go off)
has the obligatory adverbvial from where, etc. stc.

The rules of transduction must then distinguish those
cages in which a semauntically obligatory participant can be
deleted, ir surface syntax, only under actual ellipsis (the
type octl se - he found himself} sméfoval « he aimed ety
plsobil -~ he acted), from those in which such a participant
can be deloted even under other eonditions (which should be
gpecified in connection with the structure of the discourse)

- the type pfis#el (he came), odeSel (he went off), vrétil se
(he returned). 8imilarly e.g. Daned, Hlavsa and Kofensky (1973)
infer that with odejit (go off) the denote of the modification
of the type from where “necesssrily is known to the speaker”,
but is expressed by a potential sentence perty but they do

pot present a method identifying this type of obligatoriness.




The quoted method of the given and new informstion was
checked (in a slightly different form) by Beranovd (1972) on
directional participants of Rusgian verbs of movement. Every
vert connected hypotheticglly with an obligatory directional
participant was tested as for the preceding context (often it
was necessary to go through a longer piece of text), where the
glven item was looked for. The suthor has shown that if a
semantically obligatory psrticipant was not present in the
surface form of the text,the resder of the given written text
had alwsys been acquainted with such a participant in advance.

The proposed method of identification of semantically
obligatory participants permits to avoid extreme approaches,
which are connected, on the one hand, with a restriction of
the analysis to surface structure only (i.e. the impossibility
of deletion), and, on the other, with a confusion of linguistic
structure and cognitive (ontological), "notional” relations,
as with the spproach according to which every sction (and
state) finds plzce somewhere, at some time, in some manner,
because of something, and, perhaps, also¢ to some purpose
(aim), etce (In this way - without & proper linguistic moti-
vation, as far as we can judge = some authors work with s
broader understanding of the sdverbial of time, considering
it obligatory with many or all verbs; cf. e.g. Miko, 1972,

Pe 75 for such verbs ag vzniknout ~ come t0 existence,
zenfit - die.)

4, The method proposed in § 3 carn be applied not only to
adverbisls; but also to complements. It is to be noted, of
course, that the complements cannot function as free parti-
cipants (while adverbisls can, see § 2); none of them is con=-
nected with all verbs.

Let us tske such s sentence as Syn mapssl matce srdedny
dopis (The son wrote a hearty letter to his mother). If someone
asks O 3dem? (About what?), then the anawer Nevim (I don’t
know) can be quite appropriate in an acceptable dialogue,

Thus the participasnt of the type sbout what cannot bée under-
stood as semantically obligstory with the verb psat (write).
But the answers to the questions (1) and (2) from § 2.1 are,
of course, negative, so that the given participant is not freej
there is only 2 limited set of verbs taking this complement.




Compl ements of many verbs can be characterized in a gsimi-
lar way. One can state that the complements, which are cha=
racterized negatively with respect to the questions (1) and
(2), only in part are semantically obligatory, being optional
in other cases. (Cf. also the table given in Psnevova, in
prep., as for the features connected with the boundary between
inner and free participants.) The method of given and new
information can be used here also as a means for checking the
distinction between obligatory and optional participants.

4,1 With a complement such as the objective (patient)
there are also cases where the speaker and the hearer have
a general understanding of the deleted object, which, however,
cannot be exrressed by s particular word without difficulties.
Dane3 (197la) speaks about a general object (or about a
"systemic ellipsis") in such sentences as Né¥ chlapec uZ &te
(Qur boy already reads),but he quotes also other types, the
surface expression of which is "potential" (EdyZ jsem 3etl
asi deset minut, nékdo zazvonil -~ When I was reading for about
ten minutes, somebody rang the bell).

We have come to the conclusion that the following types
of constructions must be distinguished in which the patient
is semantically obligatory, but its realization must not or
need not appear at the level of surface syntax (even if the
case of actual ellipsis is left out of consideration):

(1) The type Né&3 chlapec uZ &te (Our boy already reads),
Zdci této tiidy dobie poditajf{ (The pupils of this class reckon
well), Chlapec pékné pi%e (The boy writes well), Dédelek dobPe
vyprévi (Grandfather recites well), where cokoli (anything)
ought to be inserted, if we want to find a pacsaphrase in which
the patient would not be reslized by zeroi but even this pa-
raphrase is not strict enough, It is assumed that a specific
type of modality is present, and the aspect can only be imper-
fective (more exactly, processual, c¢f. Hajidovd, Panevova,
1966). With some exceptions (such as viddt - see, slySet -
hear) there is a more or less synonymous expression imcluding
a modal verb: N48 chlapec uZ umf &ist (Our boy can read alrea-
dy), Zéci této t¥1dy umsjf dobie podftat (The pupils of this
class-can reckon well), etc. We propose therefore to denote
this type of general patient by a specific symbol, e'g‘[\abil'




which could be combined only with the verbs belonging to a
specific c¢lass, only in case the verb has the aspect processual
and the modal grammatemes of modality dernoted by Benedova
(1972) as 1a~P (i.e. facultstive, or possibilitive with the
identity of the actor snd the source of modality). On the
surface syntax level this type of patient has only a zero
realization,

(1i) The type Nerus ho, on &te (Don’t disturb him, he is
reading), KdyZ jsem ¢etl deset minut, nékdo prisel (When I
was reading for ten minutes, somebody came), UCitel piZ%e ng
tabuli, 24ci pf3{ do sefitu (The teacher writes om the blacke=
beard, the puprils in their copy-books), where no patient can
be implemented from the context, and no pronominal complement
can be regarded as synonymous with the zero complement, i.e.
in the semantic representation of these sentences no patient
is present. Thus, with the Czech verbs ¢ist (read), psat (write),
kreslit (draw), etc., the patient or objective is only optional,
But the absence of pstient here is possible only if the verb
is connected with the aspect grammateme processual, 80 that
the frame of such verbs differs according to aspect. This so=-
lution is connected with the sssumption that alse for other
types of complements optionality can be stated if no lexical
unit can be inserted (synonymous with the zero complement:
Bikal, Ze prijde vias (He said he’ll come in time = to whom
did he say so?), Zvolal, Ze musf rychle odejit (He exclaimed
that he had to leave quickly)). It would perhaps be worth while
to consider also an alternative solution, with such pronouns
&5 something, somebooy teing considered equivalent to the zero
complement, i.e. yielding psraphrases., But this insertion of
sonething (i.e. the assumption thet it was deleted in the
above exanples) could be applied also to other constructions,
including free sdverbials that we up to now have considered
to be ortional. One can say, certsinly, that everything happens
somewhere, at some time, by some cause, with regard to some-
thing, etc., But to understand something as synonymous with
zero in all these cases would just mean to identify the
"Jeleted something" with a free place (c¢f. e.g. Boguslawski,
nimso, p. 25). And, moreover, with some verbs the complement
gomething is not in genersl deletable (e.g. potkat, mest)}




the most decisive argument consists in the lack of a complete
synonymny between something and zero; the sentence KPilel do
skal (He shouted to the rocks) is not exchangeable with K¥idel
na nékoho do skal (He shouted at someone to the rocks), and
each of them must have another semantic representstion.

(1ii) with the type zamést (sweep), ustlat (make the bed),
uvaPit (cook) the patient can often be left out, since its
renge is specified enough by the verb itself (if a regular
activity = often concerning the household -~ is meant, it is
possible to say only Wsit, first 1°11 sweep, in the sense of
"do my sweeping”, "sweep, what there is to sweep this time").
These cases are more or less lexicalized (and idiomatic), but
they can be tramnsferred (imside the individual semantic domain:
to other tyres of regular activities expressed by primarily
transitive verbs, For this type of "regular usage" we have
chosen another dummy symbol,[&,‘s. It can be combined with
verbs belonging to a specific class only, but < unlike in
(1) and (ii) =~ with any gremmateme of aspect, cf. Hospodyné
sypala (nasypals) dribeZl (The housewife geve (grain) to the
fowls),

(iv) The last type of a "genersl patient", realized by
zero on the surface level, can be charscterized by such senten-
ces as Timhle noZem se dob¥e krdjf (1it. One cuts well with
this knife), V téhle troub& se dobre pede (lit. One bakeswell
ik this oven), Z téhle viny se mi dob¥e plete (I can knit
well from this wool). It is a type of syntactic construction
called dispositional by Grepl in Bauer and Grepl (1972, rpr.
61f), since they express "a positive or negative disposition
(relationship) of the agentive to the action", The agentive
is realized either by a dative, in Czech (Matematika se mi
studuje lehce = It is essy for me to study mathematics), or
it is general (Ta kpiha se dobie &te ~ The book reads well;
TY{mhle noZem se dobfe krédjf = One cuts well with this knife).
Dokulil (1981) chracterizes such constructions as those in
which the "quale” of the activity is foregrounded, i.e. the
manner of performing the action is in the centre of interest;
furthermore, the "quale" of the activity is neither strictly
passive, nor active herej in such sentences the specific se-
mantic aspect consists in "an evaluation of the easiness or




difficulty, agreableness or unagreablenegs, with which the
action is performed by the speaker or some other actor."” We
would like to add that in these constructions the pétient is
often left out, as our first three examples show. We shall
denote the patient in these constructions by a third dummy
symbol, viz, £\ disp* (This symbol must be connected with a
specific modality of the verb, which is present also in those
cases in which a specific patient is realized on the surface
level, cf, Matematika se mi studuje lehce = It is easy for me
to study mathematicsy the patient is reslized as subject here,
which relates these constructions with the passive.)

The choice of this symbol is constrained asgsin to a sgpe-
¢ific class of verbs, to a specific modality, and to verb
tokens expanded by one of the evaluation sdverbs such as doble
(well), Spatné (hard), gnadng (easily), pesnadno (uneasily).
When emphatical intonation is present, these evalustion adverbs
probably can be omitted.

It is probsble that the third dummy symbol is, in fact,
dispensable, its presence being deducible from the specific
modslity of the verb, the presence of the adverb and the ver-
bal framej it is necessary to use this fact in the set of ru-
les (genersting the sentence nucleus)., But in the examples we
use the dummy symbol, to get 2 more perspicuous representation.

On the other hand, it is necessary to use a new grammgteme
for the dispositional modality, since such sentences as Mate-
matiku mohu studovat dobie (I can study mathematics well) and
Matematika se mi studuje dobre (It is easy for me to study
mathematics) are not psraphrasesj they differ among other by
the fact thst with the former it is not clear whether the spea-
ker already studies mathematics or not, while with the latter
he already studies nowe

In the semantic representation of the sentence Z téhle
vlny se mamince dobfe plete (It is eagy for mother to knit
from this wool) the verb has the dispositional modality, the
noun Mother figures here as the actor (agentive),/\ disp 8
patient (objective), wool as origin., The semantic representa=-
tion of the sentence Z téhle viny se dobPe plete (It is easy
to knit from this wool ) differs in one point only, viz, the
actor is "general". Such congtructions as Tshle trouba doble




pele (This oven bakes well) and V_téhle troubd ee dobie pele
(It is eagy to bake in this oven ) are not paraphrases in
Czech, since their truth conditions differy with the former
the result of baking must be good, well baked, but to work
with the oven need not be an essy matter, while with the
latter sentence the work is essy, and nothing specific is ssid
about the result of the bsgking, This semantic distinction is
accounted for, with our approach, by the difference between
the types (i) and (iv) sbove; s similar distinction can be
found between Tahle pralka dobife pere (This washing-machine
washes well ) and Touhle pradkou se dobbe pere (It is easy
to wash with this wsshinge-machine ). e

4.2 From the fact that severzl functionslly distinct com-
plements can accompsny a single verb token it follows that in
such casgses we should count with different types of complements
(cf. also Konednéd, 1966), As we have alresdy seen, origin and
result have a similar position snd we class them at the tecto-
grammatical level as complements. We $huws work here with four
types of complements (as for other alternative solutions,
cfe below):

(1) patient or objective, including the complement of
the type ¢ em (about whst, with verbs of saying), denoted
Paty we class the direct complement under this heading
(the poal, the object affected by the action, but not the
so=called resulting or effected object, cf. (IV)ls); examples
of patient: uvafit brembory (cook potatoes), dotknout se dré=-
t8 (touch the wires), hledat brjyle (look for spectacles),
dogéhnout tGspéchu (aschieve success), pomoci s ukolem (help
with the task), mluvit o dovolené (speak sbout the holiday),
psét o katagtrofé (write about a catastrophe), ptét se ns vas
pdzor (ask your opinion)j

. (II) addressee or dative, denoted as Addr, well known
from traditional syntax (also under the heading of indirect
object); examples: Pfci nékomu (tell someone), otédzat se
nékoho (ask someons), pronalet k n&komu Ped etc. (address
someone with a speech etc.), prinést nékomu néco (bring siu.
to someone), zaplatit nékomu (pay someone), uéit nékoho
{teach someone);




(IIT) origin, denoted as Orig . a psrticipant that is |
never obligatory (according to our meterisl)j it must be under-
stood as a specific type of participsnt (and cannot be classed
under any other o¢f our tentative types), since there are such
strings as odevzdat néco ndkomu od nékoho (hand something over
to someone from somecne), where we have Pat, Addr and Orig
(the Czech dative case cannot be understood here as realizing
the free adverbial of benefit, since pro nékcho = for someone =
can be added, and has snother functionsl meaning), ménit néco
z n&leho na néco (change something from something to something),

cde mma se dovédél o té véci plnou pravdu (from me he learged =
about that matter - the whole truth), where Pat, Orig and Eff
cooccury examples of Origs védét néco od nékoho (know something
from someone), 2jistit to od nékoho (learn about it from some-
one), néco vyrostlo z nééeho (something grew out of souwething),
tvorit z néleho néco (create something from something), mlfit

2z neceho neéco (grind something from something), stavét z nééehg
néco (build something from something)

(IV) result, effected object, denoted by BEBff (but not
idsntical with the free adverbisl called outcome, for which
such means of realization as $0 _that are typical)i we class
under this heading the so-called second (inanimate) object,
further (with the verbs of saying) the direct snd indirect
discourse, the predicative complement (with such verbs as
elect, nominate, promote) and the traditioral sdverbial of
result; we are aware that this psrticipasnt has, from the view-
point of cognitive structures, s rather heterogernecus charac=
ter, but its unified trestment is perhaps substantiated
sufficlently by the identical syntsctic propertiesy as for
the so-called effected object with verbs having no (other)
patient (kopat jému - dig s hols), it could be classed from
the cognitive viewpoint, but there are also other possibilities,
as we shall see below; examples of Eff: vyprdv&l tuto pPihodu
(he narrated this event)j vyslovil to pfdni (he uttered that
wigh)y vysvétlil, Ze tc nemlZo udélat (he explained that he
could not do it)j Fekl pravdu (he ssid the truth)j znal viech-~
0o (he knew everything); roztrhal tc na kousky (he tore it
into pilsces)y postavil kostky v pyremidu (he built the cubes
in the shape of a pyrswld)s umlel to na prasek (he ground it




~into powder); ufinili ho piedsedou (they made him the chair-
man) .

It appears questionable to class the direct and indirect
speech (and their equivalents) under (IV)s our treatment is
based on the fact that the speech is the result of the action
referred to by s verb of saying, while the object of the type
o dem (about what) is most siamply accounted for as Pat. If we
class Rekl, e piijede (He said that he would come)'to Eff,
we must class there also Rekl pér slov (He said a few words);
similarly, fetl knihu (He read a book) must be classed with
Tetl, %e na Nilu jsou povodné (He read that there ere inunda=
tions on Nile), and Psal dopis (He wrote a letter) must be
classed with Psal, Ze se ma dobPe (He wrote he was going on
well). The sppurtensnce of both these sets of constructions
to the same participsnt is corroborated first of all by the
fact that they cannot be combined with a single verb token,
while both of them can be well combined with Pat of the type
about what, cf. 0 svém pdbytu v laznich psal, Ze se md dobie
(About his stay in the spa he wrote that he was going on well
and 0 svém pobytu v ldznich psal dopis (About his stay in the
spa he wrote & letter). With verbs having the frame Ag (Pat)
(addr) (Eff), i.e. all complements being optional (e.ge Vypré-
vét - narratey povidat, vyklédst - recite), we assume the
following assignment of participants to be appropriate: Vypra-
vél smutny pfibéh (He narrated a sad story) = Effy Vypravél
o mamince (He narrsted about Mother) - Paty Vypravél o svém
odjezdu {He narrated about his departure) is ambiguous, being
the surface realization (nominslization) corresponding either
to Vypravél, Ze odjede or Ze odjel (He narrated that he would
leave = Oor .eothat he left) = Bff, or to Vyprévél o tom, Ze
odjede (He narrated about the fact that he would leave) =
- Pat (in the latter case the sentence can continue with
snother that-clause, functioning sas Bf£).2* we assume that
it is not necessary to distinguish two different participants
{(on the tectogrammstical level) for such sentences as Rekl mi
své tajemstvi (He told me his secret) and Rekl mi, Ze...

(He told me that...), cf. Daned’ distinction between the
frame (rdmec) and the content (obssh) of the messagej but it
ig necessary to distinguish between Rekl mi své tajemstvi




(He told me his secret) and Rekl mi o svém tajemstvi (He told
me about his secret), which is accounted for by the distinction
between Eff and Pat,

An advantage of this approach consists in the possibility
to distinguish between the so=-~called effected object and the
proper (sffected) direct object. However, for such cases as
kopst jamu (dig a hole) and &istit koberec (to sweep a carpet)
- i.e. for cases where the effected and the affected object
do not cooccur -~ we prefer to treat them as a single parti-
¢ipant, Pat, i.e. to distinguish only between a primary Pat
and a cognitive effected object, shifted at the tectogramma=-
tlcal level into the position of Pat (cfe. below to this kind
of shifting).ls

We have already mentioned several objections against
this solutiony it is therefore necessary to consider also
possible alternative trestments of Pat and Eff.

One possibility would consist in taking the direct and
indirect discourse (and their equivalents) as a specific par=-
ticipants In this case, however, it would be difficult %o
find a clear boundary between the equivalents of direct speech
and some other actant: Vyslovil dvé véty (He pronounced two
sentences) can be considered sn equivalent of direct or in=-
direct speech, with Napsal &lének (He wrote an article) we
have already a specific name of a type of discourse (text),
and with Rekl pravdu (He said the truth) we are faced with
an evaluation, not a mere name of a discourse; but should
these distinctions be included as relevant inm a8 linguistic
description? = Other difficulties of this solution, which are
typical also for the next one, are discussed in the next
rarsgraph.

A third soluti~n would be connected with a treatment of
the object of the form about what as a specific surface resli-
zation of a part of the indirect speech: Rekl o mamince, Ze
bezy prinese obéd na stll (He said about Mother that she would
soon serve the lunch) would have then tnhe same semantic repre-
sentation as Rekl, Ze maminka brzy piinese ob&éd na stil (He
gaid that Mother would soon...)$ similarly Tvrdil o Karlovi,
Ze ho dnes ulitelks dvakrdt napominala (He claimed about
Charles that the teacher reproved him twice today) would be




derived from the same underlying structure as Tvrdil, Ze Karla
dnes ulitelka dvakrat napominala (He asserted that Charles was
reproved twice by the teacher today), etc. These sentences
would contain only Pat, not Eff at the tectogrammatical level,
i.e. the indirect speech would not then be trested as Eff, It
would be left to by the transduction rules to specify under
what conditions (probably connected with the dichotomy of to=-
pic and comment or focus, cf, Benescva, Hajidovd and Sgall,
1973) the sentence part with about what can be taken out of

the indirect speech, Such a sentence as  slovese napsal mono-
grafii (lit. About a verb he wrote a monograph ) ought then

to be understoocd as containing, in its surface (morphemic)
shape, &8 non=-projective word order, snd, in its semantic re=
presentation, an adjunct (as in ... a monograph (which deals)
about verb). If this unprojective word order were a result of
transduction rules applying in case such a noun phrase is di-
vided between the focus and the topic of the sentence (in our
example the hesd noun belongs to the focus, the adjunct to
the topic), then what about such sentences in which the surface
word order is projective, but still does not correspond to

the transduction rules concerning noun phrases, such as

Napsal o slovese monografii (lit. He wrote about verb a mono-~
graph)? There are also other cases in which the object of the
type about what cannot be included in the semantic representa-
tion of the indirect speech without hesitationj one such
example has been already given above (see the sentence transla~
ted as About his stay in the sps he wrote that...)j there are
also examples without indirect speech (cf« above such sentences
as He told me about his secret). = On the other side, this
solution has also several advantagces: The element that becomes
subject with passivization in Czech is always clazssed as Pat
here (nddobi se myje = dishes are washed; kpiha je tens =

the book is read); some statements that must be repested,

with the first alternative, for Pat and for Eff, can be pro.
nounced only with Fat under the present sgolution {e.g. the
statements about "general patient”, cf. § 4.1,

It seems that also the relationship between a verbal constructe-
ion and a corresponding nominglization can be more easily tras-
ted in this third solution were chosen, since this would




rermit to speak gbout the same participsnt then in all the
four following sentcnces: Qznédmil ndm, Ze p¥ijedete (He an-~
nounced us that you would come)y Oznadmil ném vd8 pifichod

(He announced us your arrival)j Bekl ném, Ze prijdete (He tol<
us that you would come)s Rekl ném o va3em pPfchodu (He told ue
about your arrival). Furthermore, the sentence Rekl nim o
mamince, Ze p¥ijde (He told us about Mother that she would
come) can be nominalized into Rekl ndm o mamindiné piichodu
(He told us sbout Mother s arrival), and not into okl ndm

o mamince jejl prichod (lite.s He told us about Motheér her
arrival), i.e. the sentence part about Mother is included in
the nominalization, which corroborates the view according to
which this sentence part is derived from s psrt of the indirec
speechs When genersting these sentences, we do not need, with
this alternative solution, complicated rules ensuring the
referential identity between the object of the type mbout what
and the corresponding element inside the indirect speech:

Rekl o Kariovi, Ze Karel odeZel (He said about Charles that

he (Charles) went off); Bekl o Kariovi, %e se na n&j (Karla]
zlobi (He said sbout Charlies that he was angry with him
(Charles)), etc. 0 The shifting of participants of some verbs,
discussed in Part II, will yield a further support for the
present solution.

We have chosen at present the first soclution (for an
account of the given set of verbs, also in the form of rules
generating the nucleus of the sentence), since for the third
solution some prerequisites are still lacking (such as the
elaboration of an appropriste choice of the part that can be
taken out of the indirect speech). In further research it will
be necessary to consider the srguments for each of these alter-
native solutions, and to gnalyze more thoroughly also the
phenomena of languages other than Czeche

5. The approach characterized above avoids the extreme
standpoints of Tesniere as well as of Fillmore. We attempt
t2 avoid the subjective or impressionistic classification of
"cases" by looking for operational criteria conditioned by the
lanzusge system, but we also accept a broasder understsnding
of "actant” (inner participsnt) snd try to class the modif-
ications having the same relationship to the action under the



heading of s singie participant, as far as this appears to
be corroborated by the facts of linguistic structure. The
(more accessible) surface structure supplies here s certain
supporty for claiming a new tectogrammatical distinction (a
new participant), we consider it necessary to have relevant
syntactic~-semantic arguments.

While with Fillmore the instrument or objective remains
instrument or objective with most different surface reslizate
ions (in The key opens the door the noun key is regarded as
instrument, in The book sppeared the noun bhogk is regarded
as objective), with Tesniere the assignment of a certain
"actant" depends on the number of participants of the verb,
and accordingly both key and book would be classed es the first
"actant", the actor. In this point our approach coincides
with that of Tesni%re, understanding the surface subjects in
the following sentences as realizing the actor, or actor/
bearer: JePdb zvedd ndklad (The crane lifts the load)j Podditad
rozbird text (The computer analyzes a text); Mlynek mele kévu
(The mill grinds coffee). Since there ig no clear criterion
sllowing us to distinguish between (Fillmore’s) agentive ang
instrument in such cases, we prefer to remain as close to
the surface structure as pOSBileol

Thus we assume the participants to be defined, egsentially
on a semantic basis, but if the verb does not have all the
non-adverbial inner participants (i.e. the actor snd the four
types of complement) in its frame, then the tectogrammatical
participants differ from the cognitive units in a way that can
be illustrated by thae following shifts" (in Fig. 1 they are
denoted by numbers, in the exampkes the tectogrammaticl part-
icipant is illustrated by means of one of its surface reali-
zations): .

l: FPat =>» Ag : Kniba vy8la (The book appeared)

23 Addr -p Pat ; oglovit nékoho (address someone),
rozumét nékomu (understand someone)y
slouZit nékomu (attend on someone)

3: Orig -~y Pat : Jmenovat se po nékom (be called after
someone)y zlstat po nékom or z nélsho
{remein after someone or from gemething)

4; Eff «» Pat ; doporudit, aby... (recommend to do...)3
kopat Jjdme (dig a hole)

- s




/ Addr
A% — ! Patg 3 orig
\

BEff

Figo i

If, in the cognitive stratum, an action has not among
its elements an item that could be the base of Ag and/or Fat
(for the tectogrammstical level), then the "free position™ is
filled, in its frame, according to the grrows from Pig. l.
In case of a possible choice, the position of Pat is occupied
by what oterwise (with a verb having a larger number of
participants) would function ss Bff, while Addr and Orig remzin
unshifted: Doporudili mi (Addr),abych odjela (Pat) = They
recommended me (Addr) to leave (Patdy Udélali z nékoho (Orig)
piedsedu (Pat) = They made someone (Orig) the chairman (Pat).

When we spesk about shifting in these cases, we have in
mind - frow the heuristic point of view = first of all a
compsrison with Fillmore’s system, which does not include such
shifting (his participants being specified more or less direct-
ly on the cognitive base, disregarding the number of particip—
ants of the given verb). At the same time this shifting can
be understood as one aspect of the relationship between lin=-
guistic meaning and cognitive contents It can be said that the
“unshifted" units correspond rather to the cognitive or catow-
logical content, while individual languages "shift" them
according to relevant conditions, i.e. every language classifies
them with regard to its structure, so that at the level of lin-
guistic meaning there appear "shifted" (glready classified)
participantse

6. To sum up, we dicstinguish, at the tectogrammstical
level, semantically obligatory and optional participants
(both being inner participants, determined by the frame of the
verb), and free participsnts (independent of the verbsl frames).
At the level of surface syntax, the semsnticslly obligatory



participants can be realized either by a syntactically obli~
getory sentence part (potkat nékoho - meet Someone; dostat
se p¥kap ~ get scmewhere), or by a potential sentence part

( Ef‘i Iiit - COR8).,

Examples of verbal frames specified on this basis

(together with a discussion of questions arising with certain
verbs) and the rules of a context-free phrase-structure gram-
mer generating the verb with its inner participants will be
presented in Part II of this peper.

Notes

1

2a

Cf. Horecky (1969) for an account of these semantic types
of pbjects in the form of phrase structure generative

rules,

A similar criterion can be found.with Apresjan (1969)
and with Manykyan (1972).

Even though we do not consider the semantic representa-
tions to be necessarily the same for all 1anguéges, we
dare to base our analysis on Czech examples, the number
of speakers noi being decisive for the properties of
linguistic etructure, On the contrary, every consideration
of a non-English linguistic item may be expected to bring
some new insight with more probability than the usual
regard to Englieh, For the convenience of the non-Czech
readers, nevertheless, the Czech examples are accompanied
by their English counterparts (when necessary, a literal
translation is given).

Reapecting the fact that the inner participants comprise
complements as well as adverbials,our considerations
concern elements that, at the tectogrammatical level, are
connected with the verb by means of the functors R_, R.,
Bn and Rm (under the last functor various adverbiag me -
difications, treated as grammatemes, are classed ~ those
of place, time, manner, cause, means, etc.). For the role
of functors and grammatemes cf, Sgall, Nebesky, Goralli-
kovd, Hajidovd (1969). Similarly as Pauliny, Tesnieére,




Fillmore and others, we regard also the actor (i.e. ele-
ment connected with the verb by means of functor Ra) as
an inner participant (for the discussion of the actor
cf. Part II1),

We do not, however, refer here to a cumlation having
the form of coordinated or appositional strings.

Pauliny speaks here about the left-hand side of verbal
intention (with regard to the usual position of the actor
before the action).

Saying that they are combined with “all verbs", we are
aware of exceptional groups or individual verbs with which
the given participant is not used; it appears as a rule
thet such a combination is not grammetically excluded

but is unusual due to cognitive or ontological reasonst
for instance, aim is combined neither with a verb of
change of state (but cf. Zhrbat&l, aby byl potrestdn za
svou pychu - He got hunch-backed to be punished for his
pride) nor with verbs rendering states of mind not con-
trolled consciously (Radéii mi nerozumél, aby se vyhnul
odpovédnosti - He preferred not to understand me in or-
der to avoid the responsibility); accompaniment is not
combined with impersonal verbs (pifipozdivd se -~ it gets
late; pr81 - it rains); meens is not combined with verbs
of unconscious activities; furthermore, similar reascns
lead to combinatoric restrictions of the lgxical units.
Such cases can be considered as not contradicting the
general possibility, which is at the speaker’s disposal,
similarly as e.g. some groups of adjectives usually do
occur in comparative, but if one needs, such forms as
greener, more wooden can be used, which possibility is ac -
counted for bythe general rule of comparison of adjectives
as such.

Besides aim also another unit should be distinguished, as
Paldauf’s zgmér (intention), to account for the difference
between Jjit na ryby (go fishing) and jit pro ryby (go for
fish); we owe this point to a personal communication of

Dr L. RehdZek. The given criterion (question (1) in § 2.1),
however, leads to considering this specifie participant as
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11

13

14

an inner one, determined by the frames of verbs of
motion and some other.

We work here essentially with the types of grammatemes
discussed within the framework offunctional generative
description by Sgall, Nebesky, Goraldikovd, Hajidové
{1969). Most of the illustrative exampleshere are taken
over from the quoted book, see p. 99f.

Sedésl u okna od Londyna &% do Doveru (He sat at the win-

dow from London to Dover) includes adverbials that can
be determined as temporal thther tham local.

Pillmore (1971, p. 30) speaks about "hypercases” with
such units as duration and distance, which cover the
cases of source and goal., We cannot accept Fillmore's
analysis of these constructions, but the idea of a se-
mantic hierarchy of participants is certainly useful;

it is applied also by Zoeppritz (1972); in the fraue-
work of functional generative description it is connect~
ed with the distinction betiween functer and grammateme
(cf. here § 2,1 and Note 3)., When Fillmore spesks about
the necessity of rendering the semantic distinctions
between locative prepcsitions, this concerns what we cal.
semantic variety inside & single participant.

This means that in a generstive description they c¢an be
derived by means of & single rule scheme, which has a
recursive character, cf. Sgall’s (1967) original proppsa

Cf, also Poldauf (1969), who deals with cunstructions of
kkis typs ag transformations of an evalusiive predicat-
iom and specifies the conditiomas under whish this {trange
formation can be performed {(e.g., The book sesls well

but pot *The rule knows eagily; the evaluation in the
former example refers t¢ some resistance whick mugt be
overcome in realiziug the asstivity im question).

For the reluilicnships between them from the point of viey
of linguistic meaning c¢f. § 5.

Similarly also PremySlel, zda md odejft (BEff) - He was
reflecting whether he should leave; PfemiSiel o mamince

(Pat) -~ He reflected upon Mother; PremyZlel o mamince (P
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16

17

zda ji bude moci nav3tivii (Eff) ~ He reflected upon

Mothery whether he would be able to visit her; FiemySleld

o _svém odjezdy (Pat or Eff) - He reflected upon his
departure,

We shall show below that this ®"shifting™ can be interpret-
ed a3 an aspect of the relationship between cognitive
content and linguistic meaning. There are, however, also
verbs that can be combined with a complement belonging
cognitively to the result (valfit ob&d - cook lunch;

péci dert ~ bake a cake) and also with that belonging

to affected objeet {vaXit brambory - cook potatoesj.

It eppears that this distinction belongs only to the
cognitive stratum and that the Czech language claseifies
both types as a single linguistic category (after all,

a cake may bhe referred to before bheing baked, e.g. as

a mass which is to be baked).

This, however, concerns the anaphorical relations in ge-
neral (the last sentence probably should be considered

as ambiguous). As we have already remsrked, the sentences
of the type Bexl o své rodinZ, %e rodile u} ddvno ztratil
a_star¥{ bratr je lékarem ve Vidni (He said about his
family, that he lost his parénts long ago &and his brother
is a doctor in Vienna), where a certain identity of re-
ference is present,but not expressed linguistically, are
connected with difficulties in such a treatment.

The position of Ag is from time to time occupied by
participants having cognitively & character other than
instrument, e.g. Noviny pf{3{ ... (The newspapers 83y ...},
Roghlas hlésil ... (The radio announced ...)., Tesnitre’s
statement that if the verd has a single participant it

is necesgsarily the first one, i.e. the actor, cannot bhe
taken literary, since there are impersonal verbs with an
obligatory participant, such as Neteklo do sklepa (Water
ran into the cellar); Kouf{ se z komfna (lit, It is smo-
king from the chimney). It would be perhaps more sppro«
priate to list such cases of this type in which the adverb-
ial c¢an function as the first participant.
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