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Functional Control is an instance of structure sigawhere there is equality of the
controller and the control target. Either syntaoti¢exical constraints require an
argument of the matrix clause to occupy the pasitiban argument of a subordinate
or modifying adjunct clausestructure sharing results in a single element ogiogpmultiple
syntactic spots (Ash Asudeh. Control and Semantic Resource Sengijtiihis can be either
lexically determined such as raising and equi stmes, or structurally determined
such as open adjuncts and long distance dependaifibtie control target can be
totally absent or have some sort of realizatiorhsagagreement features attached to
the verb in the subordinate clause or a resumptioeoun, such as the case in long
distance dependencies.

Much of the talk within the literature on the cantttheory has been on whether
certain cases exhibit functional or anaphoric adnirhis has been even led to more
confusion in languages where the English infiniisveeplaced by a complementizer
followed by a verb that carries the agreement featof the subject. This made some
researchers to assume that they are closed fusgtistead of open functions. The
assumption here is that when control is obligatbiy functional control and when it
is optional it is anaphoric control.

Raising and equi constructions as control functjgmos’e to be inline with traditional
Arabic grammarian views of specific phenomena.Ht®dnalysis captures
generalizations about Arabic and provides a goachéwork for the analysis.

The purpose of this study is to investigate theimeadf control in Modern Standard
Arabic within the framework of Lexical-Functionar&nmar and to provide practical
solutions to the different aspects of the phenomeno

The aim of this research is not to add to the #tgzal discussions on what can be
functional or anaphoric control, but to show how thain phenomenon of structure
sharing (which involves both functional control dodg-distance dependencies) is
dealt with in an LFG Arabic grammar. My aim is ateaeconcile as much possible
between LFG as a theory and the main tenets ofiétedditional grammar.

Raising
In raising construction only one thematic role is involved: Peter beatfseanatic
relation to ‘study’, but not to ‘seem’.
seem V { PRED)= ‘seem<( XCOMP)> (1 SUBJ)’

(1 XCOMP SUBJ) =1 SUBJ)
The verb “seems” takes a non-thematic subject.sTifsgect is not semantically
selected by the verb (outside the angle bracketseiverbs a-structure) but the
XCOMP is, yet the SUBJ is syntactic argumensasin as well as of the XCOMP.

“The relation between the infinitival clause and the controller is
one of predication: the infinitival clause can be seen as a kind of

predi cate, predicated of the SUBJ of seem ” (Falk. LFG: an intro)



The controller ishot a semantic argument of the verb
» They take propositional-themes

seem ___ < propositional-theme >

expect < experiencer propositional-theme >

believe < experiencer propositional-theme >
» Control is lexically determined

Raising to Subject
He looks nice

Raising to Object
make: takes verbal/non-verbal complements
expect, believe: takes verbal complements
find: takes non-verbal complements

Types of predicational Constructions involved irsireg in English
* Verbal XCOMPs
— Infinitives with to
* He seems to sleep
— Infinitives withoutto
* Isaw himgo
* He kept playing
* Non-Verbal XCOMPs

— Adjectives

* We found him nice
- PPs

e He seems in a bad mood
— NPs

* The pills made him a monster

Arabic Raising Construction

Arabic Nominal (Verbless) Sentences
The man [is] happy
— ol A dal
The man [is] in the house
— cubda)l
The man [is] a doctor
—  Osalill by da )l
The man watches TV
Governors of Subject-Predicate Constructiong:{) & s)

Raising to Subject
1. Verbal/non-verbal complementsi(sal s 0\S)
(osds Shy Jbay mual 5 OS)
— ama Al S The boywas happy

— Ryl s The boywas studying



— s A xul The boybecame happy

— sl il sy A4l mual  The boybecame to love reading
— e AN Jha The boyremained happy

— Syl dhs The boyremained studying

2. Only non-verbal complements
— umu Al gy The boy seems happy

3. Only Verbal complements
| P R PPIE K PC C- W N g P
— iAo
The boy nearly slept
— by o A e
The boy nearly slept
Ol Ll 58 axe ang <ol cJan a1 cp 5 e 5 al Juadl
— DA Qs el A4
The man kept study[ing] the decision.
— Al Al Ja ) 8
The man undertook with studying the decision.

"Interestingly, not all raising predicates acce@OMPs of all categories. For example, in Standard
American Englisteeem cannot take an NP (or DP) complement. In somaeL G literature,
categorically restricted XCOMPs are called VCOMEOMP, ACOMP and PCOMP. However, this
is formally illicit, since it expresses c-structyoategory) information in f-structure. A bettempapach

would be to include the ... specification in the teatientry ofseem.” (Falk. LFG: an intro)

"In addition, verbs that allow verbal/clausal XCOM#ypically impose morphological restrictions on
the XCOMP: most commonlip infinitive ... or present participle.
a. The geneticist seertsclone dinosaurs.

b. The geneticist kemtoning dinosaurs." (Falk. LFG: an intro)

Raising to Object ;
A )y a g da gy ale 55l ys oda il Al s
believe, see, know, find, reckon, claim
| believe the boy happy
— ‘)S\A:\ J])S\ GETIVEN
| reckon the boy study
| saw the boy happy
—  Shyaldl caag
| found the boy study

Equi
The controllelisa semantic argument of the verb that lexically aheilees the identity
of the controllee
Control is lexically determined
* to-infinitive
— | promised him to go
e gerund



— He began playing

Example
* Subject Controller
— Try: He tried to go

Promise: He promised to go

Begin: He began to go

Start: He started to go

* Object Controller
— Persuade: | persuaded him to go
— Gesture: | gestured to him to go
— Convince: | convinced him to go
— Teach: | taught him to play

" The grammatical function XCOMP is an open functomplement, i.e. one
missing a subject function in the c-structure. Tdentity of this subject is resolved by
functional control equation, which makes XCOMP’sERldct informationally
equivalent to the matrix SUBJect.
try Y (1 PRED)= ‘try<(t SUBJ) ¢ XCOMP)>’

(t XCOMP SUBJ) = { SUBJ)
" (Falk. LFG: an intro)

Arabic Equi Construction

* Verbal complement
— el o ae
| promised him to/that go
— e gall S35l a\_\ur;\:\oi«j_\c)
| promised him that he bill will be paid on time.
* Verbal noun complement
| promised him of going
— 2 gall A5 glal) alaw adae
| promised him of paying the bill on time
d)l.: 63\)‘
Aol A Jsla
Span Al el da )l
datal) Jsh of Al
sl JS1 2 g1y
sl e Aalill g g a1 8
o ) Gadlly exe
Ol G Al axdl
caly Al

"Next, we need some way to establish the relatfqpredication. Within the existing formalism of f-
structure, this can be done by establishing aioslaif token identity between the controller and th
infinitival SUBJ. That is to say, the same entitygltaneously fills two functions: SUBJ eéem and

SUBJ ofclone... This relation of identity which is the LFG analysf predicational constructions is

calledfunctional control. The usual notation is to draw a line connecthegttvo functions.'(Falk.
LFG: an intro)



In Arabic this relationship can be establishedezithrough token identity or token
equality

s e pui ) S of da b J sl (token equality)

s sex e il R3 Ja sl Jsls (token identity)

In the first the subject of the subordinate classsstablished as a pro-drop
(unexpressed pronoun) and the subordinate verbda®gender and number
information about the subject. The control relasioip here equates the number and
gender of the subject of the subordinate clause thitse of the subject of the matrix
clause.

In the second example the subject of the embedddxalnoun is entirely provided
by the control relationship as the same subjett@mmatrix clause.

" since verbs can have a COMP/XCOMP alternatiomgdoa functional control verb
does not necessarily rule out an alternative witxecal SUBJ." (Falk. LFG: an
intro)

G ) 35l S ol Ja i ol
i) Sl a1

Contrary to(Dalrymple, Mary (2001). Lexical Functional Graminabelieve that both raising
and equi verbs are instances of functional control.

"There is no constituent structure distinction be#w/P complements that are functionally controlled,
bearing thexcompfunction, and those that are anaphorically coretbnd bear theome function;
xcompand anaphorically controllecbmpappear in the same position relative to adverbsdinedt
objects.

Thus, it is only the functional annotations on thke that distinguish the two case¢Dalrymple, Mary
(2001). Lexical Functional Grammar)

" Recall the Serbo-Croatian sentence (18):
(18) Petar je  pokutao da  dodje

Petar Aux tried Comp come(Pres)

Peter tried fo come.
Zec (1987) noted this as a problem for the propipry because the clausal equi
complement is clearly a CP with a null subject
This verb optionally specifies iJBJ PREDaS ‘pro’, since Serbo-Croatian is a pro-
drop language. When the null subject is contriblgthe verb, the semantics of the
null pronominal is also contributed

The entry for the subject equi verb poku“sao iediint from the entry for the
English verb try in (20) above. Its clausal compeiris acomP, Not anXCoMmP,
because the complement has its own subject rdthrrthe subject being structure-
shared with another GF by functional control. lastethe control relationship is
anaphoric as indicated by the equation requiriag poku”sao’€omMmpP suBiandsuBJ
be coindexed.

" Ash Asudeh. Functional Identity and Resource-Sigitgiin Control

Regardless of the type of the complement (COMP©@OKIP) control is decided by
functional annotation on the lexical entry of thexlv. The presence of a
complementizer does not stop the relationship fo@mng classified as control.



Moreover the phrase structure of the CP in a corgtationship is different in its
distribution from other CPs.

Liea el ) 3 ale
Sy dal o a5 ple
* Suglyyale

* e Guadl) O 393 Jsla
* Sy da gl asdss
Sy ol vy dss

“The answer of Dalrymple (2001) to the questioffiupfctional vs. anaphoric analysis
of equi is that anaphoric control is most apprdprfar the analysis of equi.
Dalrymple (2001) presents two kinds of anaphoritticr). Obligatory anaphoric
control is proposed for sentences suchlas John tried to yawnbecause the
anaphor is assigned an antecedent by the rulentdree grammar. Indeed, no
understood subject except John is possible focangrolled sentence, and therefore
such restriction can be represented as a functenation in the verb’s lexical entry
(Dalrymple, 2001, p. 334):

(33) try V (* pred)="try<subj,comp>’
(t comp subj pred) = ‘pro’

((* comp subjy antecedent)=( subj)c

The additional functional equation establishess#mantic relation between the
understood subject and its antecedent in the s@n{anstructure. However, this
relation originates from a syntactic property af ttontrol verb and it can be realized
as functional control in the f-structure as well.

Dalrymple favors anaphoric control analysis becdhsee are no overt syntactic
restrictions that the controlled verb imposes sniitderstood subject. For example,
in Icelandic it is possible for a controlled vedorestrict the case of its controller.
Control constructs that allow such restriction @nalyzed using functional control
and constructs that do not impose such restrietieranalyzed using anaphoric
control.

However, this observation only means that we msstfunctional control to analyze
the restricting constructs. It does not mean thabwst use anaphoric control when
the restriction is not imposed. In fact, it is gbksto simply omit the functional
equation that imposes such restriction from conteob’s lexical entry since the
infinitival form of the control verbs in English de not impose agreement restrictions
on the understood subject. However, in secilidn4| show that in English the
semantic number property imposes a syntactic céstnion the controller in both
equi and raising constructs, which favors the fiometl control analysis.

As a result, | conclude that while we can use aoapltontrol instead of functional
control, there is no immediate benefit in doingaag some phenomena, such as
semantic number restriction, may be better desgnitseng functional control.

The relevance of semantic number restrictions tdrobis exemplified by the
difference between the two sentencesin):(

(40) (a) * John tried to meet in the afternoon

(b) The committee tried to meet in the afternoon



These restrictions are unique in the fact that tiregs the boundaries of the
controlled sentence and influence directly the ma@ntencé.Genady Beryozkin.
2005. Plural semantics for control sentences in’sF@ue” interface. Research Thesis

Open Adjuncts

“There is also a different kind of functional casitthat concerns "open" adjuncts.

37 She went to bed hungry, ashamed of herself

38 We met him in the park yesterday, happy andspiga
Which arguments can be controllers of an XADJ stewary between languages; in English,
they include at least subjects and objects, a3 ian@i38. This kind of functional control
cannot be lexically induced, because an XADJ camowith any kind of verb. Instead,
control is constructionally induced, an XADJ is ggped with an equation which says that its
subject is in the set of grammatical functions thatlanguage specifies as possible
controllers.

(1 GF) = (| SUB]) GFe& {SUBJ, OBJ ...}

" Helge Ladrup. Functional Structure

"The control of XADJUNCTSs is determined by a ruleisthannotates a control relation to a c-
structure (at least in English). For example, astainitial adjectival adjunct is obligatorily coolled
by the subject of the clause.

Sure of winning, Mary entered the competition yeidg.
Functional control is structurally determined

S— (AP) XP VP
(t XADJUNCT) =| (1 SUBJ) =| 1=
(1 SUBJ) = ( SUBJ)

" (Sells. Lectures)

"John discusses peeling navel oranges.
Peeling navel oranges, John watched the game.
Gerunds are \'ag clauses that have nominal functions such as stjlgjeect, or
prepositional object,
Participial clauses are Mg (or V-en) clauses that have sentential (adjunct or
complement) functions.

» With gerunds the missing subject is a PRO

» With participials the missing subject is identifieg a control equation .. (

SUBJ) = { SUBJ)

" (Mohanan. 1983. Functional and Anaphoric Control)

" Walking the dog, Chris saw David

The SUBJ of the adjunetalking the dog is functionally controlled by the SUBJ of
the matrix claus€hris

" Dalrymple, Mary. 2001. Lexical Functional Grammar

Arabic Adjuncts



Subordinating conjunctions are not omissible. Coajions express adverbs
of time (when, while), place (where), reason (bseasince), condition (if,
provided), concession (although, even if), purpésein order to), result (so
that)
Subordinating conjunctions are followed by finirlys or infinitival nouns of
action ;
—dmaall ) cad aal i SIA o s
After the boy studied, he went to the park.
— Al ) Al caad 6 SIl) ailed) aa
After him finishing studying, the boy went to thark.
—  Agaall (;\ aY ¥l “la\)';x@;.ﬂ\ sl A
After finishing preparations, the boys went thekpar
Control is arbitrary anaphoric control
When adjuncts are not preceded by Subordinatingu@otions, the clause is
headed by a noun agent, patient or noun of actiot control seems to be
functional. Adverbs here express either manneesumption.
Noun Agent (active participle)
— A jlaall ol Lasdl  eoladpall ) 2 @Y a8
He introduced the proposal to the parliament, tejgd¢he reservations
of the opposition
— 3 paal Y Of lias (5 sie il o) JB
He said that the situation is deteriorating, addivad reform had
become a necessity
— i) )l a8 cddud ge U jee
Expressing his regret, the minister offered hisgresion.
Noun Patient (passive participle)
He came out of the elections defeated.
— el ) e
He came home devastated.
— g el A ey hea s Unina
Frustrated and defeated, the people took to tketstr
Noun of Action
— ?cﬂ\ e C\AJZ\JAJL’.A\ ¢LAS:) J\j
He visited opposition leaders, [searching for/iarsh for] support
— A sal) bl anzad ) 1asl as Ly &l
He cancelled his visit, [confirming/as a confirneatiof] his rejection
of the country’s policies
— A N Gl 7 A pal e | s
[Expressing/as an expression of] rejection, thepfeetwok to the street.
With subordinating conjunctions, control is anaptior
Tenseless clausal adjuncts without subordinatimjucetion are functionally
controlled.



English Verbal Nouns

English gerunds can be classified into nominal\athal
— The meeting was useful. (Nominal)
— Meeting new people is useful. (Verbal)

English gerunds can have various subcategoriz&tomes

— meeting
— meeting new people
— his meeting with them

— the meeting between him and them

Verb Verbal Noun (Gerund) Nominal Noun (Participial
Meet Meeting Meeting

Confront Confronting Confrontation

Assist Assisting Assistance

Enrol Enrolling Enrolment

Break Breaking Break

Lead Leading Leadership

Analyze Analyzing Analysis

The Arabic Verbal Noun System

In Arabic there is a class of nominals derived fregnbs. They are assumed to
inherit some or all of the verb’s argument struetur
The derivation process uses non-concatenative mtapics: unlike English

—ing, or —en suffixes

Verb Verbal Noun Nominal Noun
Bt AR AN
NP (FENEY (PENEY
e L Bac L Bac L
L8 od\.:\ﬁ od\.:\ﬁ
s s a3
A word on subcategorization
1. SUBJ:
X deteriorating/deterioration
2. SUBJ,OBJ
o Ju killing ...
3. SUBJ,0OBJ,OBL
e &34 informing ... of ..
4. SUBJ, OBL
o 34 failingin ...



5. SUBJ,COMP

e i  proving that ...
6. SUBJ,0OBJ,0OBJ2

e ¢lkel giving ... ...
7. SUBJ,0OBJ,COMP

« 4alk comforting ... that ...
8. SUBJ,OBL,COMP

« <l appealingto ... to ...
9. SUBJ,OBL1,0BL2

e (W  agreeing with ... on ...
10.SUBJ,0OBJ,0OBL1,0BL2

e Jissi transferring ... from ... to ...
11.SUBJ,OBL1,0BL2

« Jd=, moving from ... to ...
12.SUBJ,OBL1,0BL2

* z3al reconciling between ... and ...
13.0BL1,0BL2,0BL3

« (3wl agreement between ... and ... on ...

The Problem of Obliques: Solution #1
OBL1, OBL2, OBL3

Disadvantages:
1. Obliques can easily exchange places with no defadér
speak with ... about ... / speak about ... with ...
travel from ... to ... / travel to ...from ...
2. No packed features can be expressed
put ... on/in/above/under/besides ...
Advantage:
1. Grammatical functions are expressed in a way thdistinct from both lexical
and semantic levels
2. Easytodo

The Problem of Obliques: Solution #2
OBL-on, OBL-from, OBL-to

Disadvantages:
1. Lexical forms are expressed in the grammaticallleve
2. No packed features can be expressed
put ... on/in/above/under/besides ...

Advantage:
1. Easytodo

The Problem of Obliques: Solution #3
OBL-topic, OBL-source, OBL-medium

Disadvantages:
1. Semantic terms are expressed in the grammaticall lev
2. Hard to do

Advantage:




1. Packed features can be expressed:
- direction (origin/path/destination)
- temporal (start/completion)



L ong Distance Dependencies
"a. Which book do you think | put on the shelf?
b. That theory, she told me she had never heard of.
» A phrase belongs in two different clauses simulbaiséy
* The top end Hiller = discourse function
— Question = FOCUS
— Topicalized phrase and relative pronoun = TOPIC
» The lower end gap = grammatical function
* Process ®=xtraction
* Unlimited number of clauses between the filler #melgap
= long distance dependencies/unbounded dependencies
" Yehuda N. Falk. 2001. Lexical-Functional Gramn#an: Introduction to Parallel
Constraint-Based Syntax

"Extended Coherence Condition:
FOCUS and TOPIC must be linked to the semanticipagsl argument
structure of the sentence in which they occur eeibly functionally or by
anaphorically binding an argument.

The clause ‘anaphorically binding’ is related teeswhere the domain of extraction
IS not a gap in c-structure, but rather some kingronominal form.
" Dalrymple, Mary. 2001. Lexical Functional Grammar

* "The functional control involves structure sharing.
* OQutside-in functional equation
(1 DF) = (t COMP* GF)
* Aninfinite number of possible COMPs interveningunctional uncertainty

Subjectsvs. nonsubjects
» extraction of subjects is different from the extiae of nonsubjects
* In English
— No inversion
* Who put the book on the shelf?
— No overt complementizer
* *Who do you think that __ put the book on the shelf
* In Arabic/Hebrew
* resumptive pronouns are generally more likely taded for
non-SUBJ gaps than SUBJ gaps
* Explanation: SUBJ is an overlay function and natlesively related to its
governing predicate

" Yehuda N. Falk. 2001. Lexical-Functional Gramn#an: Introduction to Parallel
Constraint-Based Syntax



Topicalization Constructions
* Phrase Structure

— NP:Chris, | like.
aal )

— PP:To Chris, | gave a book.

— AP: Happy, Chriswill never be.

— CP:That Chriswas a movie star, | never would have guessed.
NO

English TopicP = {NP | PP | VP | AP | CP}
Arabic TopicP = {NP | PP | VP | AP}

* Topic Path ;

— Aslall Jshda )l s (Topicalized subject, not an SVO order. Only heere
resumptive pronoun is not allowed)

— Chris, welike. (from the object position)

aan Jayll 13a

Q) d;)l\ RV

— Chris, we want to thank. (from the xcomp object position. A
grammatical function contained in xcomp)

o K& o i Ja ) 13

— Chris, we think that David saw. (from the comp object position. A
grammatical function contained in comp)

of I of dai a4l fda

— Chris, we saw a picture of. (extracted from the (* obj obl obj) position.
A grammatical function contained in obj)

a3 ) e il ) Ja )l 138

— This hammer, we smashed the vase with. (from a nontensed adjunct
function. A grammatical function contained in a tearsed adjunct)

— ol 5 AIDAT axiny 4l ae j@llia Ja ) 128 (noun island constraint)

— olul, Ledie Lie 3 Ja )l 138 (tensed adjunct clause)

English TOPICPATH:

[xcomp| «comp | oBr }* {(aDs = ) (cF) | cF}
(— LDD}== — (— TENSE) —{— TENSE)

Relative Clauses
* Phrase Structure

— NP:amanwho | selected
45 il gl da

— PP:amantowhom| gave a book
NO (No pied piping)

— AP: thekind of person proud of whom | could never be
NO (No pied piping)

— AdvP: thecity wherel live
NO (No pied piping)



English RelP ={NP | PP | AP | AdvP}
Arabic RelP = {NP}



