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Abstract

The present paper contributes to the long-term
linguistic discussion on the boundaries be-
tween grammar and lexicon by analyzing four
related issues from Czech. The analysis is
based on the theoretical framework of Func-
tional Generative Description (FGD), which
has been elaborated in Prague since 1960’s.
First, the approach of FGD to the valency of
verbs is summarized. The second topic, con-
cerning dependent content clauses, is closely
related to the valency issue. We propose to
encode the information on the conjunction of
the dependent content clause as a grammati-
cal feature of the verb governing the respec-
tive clause. Thirdly, passive, resultative and
some other constructions are suggested to be
understood as grammatical diatheses of Czech
verbs and thus to be a part of the grammati-
cal module of FGD. The fourth topic concerns
the study of Czech nouns denoting pair body
parts, clothes and accessories related to these
body parts and similar nouns. Plural forms of
these nouns prototypically refer to a pair or
typical group of entities, not just to many of
them. Since under specific contextual condi-
tions the pair/group meaning can be expressed
by most Czech concrete nouns, it is to be de-
scribed as a grammaticalized feature.

1 Introduction

Theoretical approaches to natural languages, regard-
less of which particular theory they subscribe to,
usually work with grammar and lexicon as two basic
modules. The delimitation between these modules

is not given by the language itself, the “balance” be-
tween the modules is “entirely an empirical issue”
(Chomsky, 1970). There are core grammatical and
lexical topics, such as agreement or lexical meaning,
respectively, whose classification as belonging to the
grammar on the one hand and to the lexicon on the
other is shared across languages and linguistic theo-
ries, while classification of borderline cases as either
grammatical or lexical ones is strongly theory-de-
pendent.

A brief overview of selected approaches laying
more stress either on the lexical or on the grammat-
ical module is given in Sect. 2 of the present paper;
the approach of Functional Generative Description,
used as the theoretical framework of our analysis, is
briefly presented. In Sect. 3 to 6, the delimitation of
information between the two modules is exemplified
by four topics, which have been studied for Czech.

2 Grammar vs. lexicon in selected
theoretical approaches

The interplay between grammar and lexicon has
been discussed for decades in linguistics. Although
the former or the latter module plays a predominant
role in particular frameworks, the preference of one
of the modules does not mean to exclude the other
one from the description, they are both acknowl-
edged as indispensable.

According to Bloomfield (1933), the lexicon has
a subordinated position.! The grammatical rules are
the main component either within Chomskyan gen-
erative (transformational) grammar, though the im-

'“The lexicon is really an appendix of the grammar, a list of
basic irregularities.” (Bloomfield, 1933)
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portance of the lexical component was strengthen by
the decision to treat certain types of nominalizations
within the lexicon rather than within the transforma-
tional (grammatical) component (Chomsky, 1970).

On the other side of the scale of grammatically
vs. lexically oriented approaches,” there is the lexi-
calist approach of Meaning-Text Theory by Mel’¢uk
et al. Within this framework, a richly structured
lexicon, so-called Explanatory Combinatorial Dic-
tionary, has been systematically compiled for indi-
vidual languages; the Dictionary is considered as a
central component of description of language, cf.
(Mel’¢uk, 1988; Mel’cuk, 2006). Lexicon plays a
crucial role in categorial grammars (Ajdukiewicz,
1935) as well as in the lexicalized tree adjoining
grammar, see Abeillé — Rambow (2000), just to give
two further (chronologically distant) examples.

Functional Generative Description (FGD) works
with both grammatical and lexical modules since the
original proposal of this framework in 1960’s (Sgall,
1967); nevertheless, the main focus has been laid on
grammatical, in particular syntactic, issues (Sgall et
al., 1986). FGD has been proposed as a dependency-
based description of natural language (esp. Czech).
The meaning—expression relation is articulated here
into several steps: the representations of the sen-
tence at two neighboring levels are understood as the
relation between form and function. The “highest”
level (tectogrammatics) is a disambiguated repre-
sentation of the sentence meaning, having the coun-
terparts at lower levels. On the FGD framework the
multi-layered annotation scenario of Prague Depen-
dency Treebank 2.0 (PDT 2.0) has been built.

PDT 2.0 is a collection of Czech newspaper texts
from 1990’s to which annotation at the morpholog-
ical layer and at two syntactic layers was added,
namely at the layer of surface syntax (so-called an-
alytical layer) and of deep syntax (layer of linguis-
tic meaning, tectogrammatical layer) (Haji¢ et al.,
2006).> At the morphological layer each token is as-
signed a lemma (e.g. nominative singular for nouns)
and a positional tag, in which the part of speech and
formal-morphological categories are specified (e.g.

2For this opposition, the terms ‘transformationalist’ vs. ‘lex-
icalist’ approaches are used, the former ones are called also
‘syntactic’ or simply ‘non-lexicalist’ approaches, depending on
the theoretical background.

3See also http://ufal.mff.cuni.cz/pdt2.0

case, number etc. for nouns). At the analytical layer,
the surface-syntactic structure of the sentence is rep-
resented as a dependency tree, each of the tree nodes
corresponds exactly to one morphological token and
is labeled as a subject or object etc. At the tec-
togrammatical layer, the linguistic meaning of the
sentence is captured as a dependency tree, whose
nodes correspond to auto-semantic words only.* The
nodes are labeled with a tectogrammatical lemma
(which is often different from the morphological
one), functor (semantic role, label; e.g. Actor ACT)
and a set of grammatemes, which are node attributes
capturing the meanings of morphological categories
which are indispensable for the meaning of the sen-
tence.> The tectogrammatical representation is fur-
ther enriched with valency annotation, topic-focus
articulation and coreference.

The lexical issues have been becoming more cen-
tral in the FGD framework for the recent ten years
as two valency lexicons of Czech verbs based on the
valency theory of FGD (Panevovd, 1974/75) have
been built; cf. the VALLEX lexicon (Lopatkova et
al., 2008) and the PDT-VALLEX (Hajic et al., 2003),
which is directly interconnected with the tectogram-
matical annotation of PDT 2.0.

The approach of FGD to valency is summarized
in Sect. 3 of the present paper. The delimitation of
information between grammar and lexicon in FGD
is further illustrated by the description of depen-
dent content clauses in Czech (Sect. 4), grammatical
diatheses of Czech verbs (Sect. 5) and representa-
tion of a particular meaning of plural forms of Czech
nouns (Sect. 6).

3 Valency

The problem of valency is one of most evident phe-
nomenon illustrating the interplay of lexical and
grammatical information in the language descrip-
tion. Lexical units are the bearers of the valency
information in any known theoretical framework.
The form of this information is of course theory-
dependent in many aspects, first of all in (i) to (iii):

“There are certain, rather technical exceptions, e.g. coor-
dinating conjunctions used for representation of coordination
constructions are present in the tree structure.

*Compare the related term ‘grammems’ in Meaning-Text
Theory (Mel’Cuk, 1988).
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(i) how the criteria for distinguishing of valency
and non-valency complementations are deter-
mined,

(i1) how the taxonomy of valency members looks
like,

(iii) how the relation between the deep valency la-
bels (arguments in some frameworks, inner
participants in FGD) are reflected (see also
Sect. 4).

3.1 Valency approach of FGD

In FGD we use the valency theory presented in
Panevova (1974/75; 1994) and Sgall (1998) and in
its application in valency dictionaries (VALLEX,
PDT-VALLEX). Valency complementations enter
the valency frame as an obligatory part of lexical
information. The empirically determined set of in-
ner participants (Actor ACT, Patient PAT, Addressee
ADDR, Origin ORIG and Effect EFF) and those free
modification which were determined as semantically
obligatory with the respective verb (by the criterion
of grammaticality or by the so-called dialogue test
see (Panevova, 1974/75)) are included in the valency
frame.

FGD avoids the concept of a wide number of
valency positions known, for instance, from the
Meaning-Text Model (recently see Apresjan et al.
(2010)), where e.g. the verb vyzvat’ ‘to call’ has six
valency slots, cf. ex. (1). In FGD the valency frame
of the corresponding verb povolat consists of three
slots: ACT(Nom) PAT(Acc) DIRS.

(1)  vyzvat’ kogo-libo iz Peterburga v Moskvu po telefonu
na soveshchanije
‘to call somebody from Petersburg to Moscow by

phone for the meeting’

3.2 Valency in the lexicon and grammar

In FGD functors are defined with respect to their lan-
guage patterning and to their position in the valency
frame (a verb with two valency slots includes ACT
and PAT, a verb with three valency slots includes
ACT, PAT and its third position is determined ac-
cording to its semantics). Inner participants are di-
vided into obligatory and optional, this information
is a part of the valency frame in the lexicon.

Any grammatical module, whatever its aim is (be
it analysis, or generation, or having determinative
or declarative character) is based on the combinato-
rial nature of the verb (as a center of the sentence)
with its obligatory valency slots. If the valency re-
quirements are not fulfilled, the sentence is in some
sense wrong (either as to its grammaticality or as
to its semantic acceptability). The surface deletions
are checked by the dialogue test or by the contextual
conditions.

4 Dependent content clauses in Czech

The next topic concerns the description of depen-
dent content clauses in Czech. Dependent content
clauses are object, subject and attributive clauses
that express a semantic complementation of the par-
ticular governing verb (or noun, these cases are not
addressed in the paper).

4.1 Dependent content clauses in FGD

Within the valency approach of FGD, dependent
content clauses are inner participants of a verb, they
(more precisely, main verbs of these clauses) are
classified as PAT and EFF with most verbs, less of-
ten as ACT and rarely as ADDR or ORIG in the tec-
togrammatical structure of the sentence according to
the PDT 2.0 data.

Dependent content clauses are connected with
their governing verbs by subordinating conjunctions
or by pronouns and pronominals (cf. ex. (2) and
(3)).5 Pronouns and pronominals are considered
as semantically relevant parts of the tectogrammati-
cal sentence structure and thus represented as nodes
in the tectogrammatical tree whereas subordinating
conjunctions are not. Conjunctions introducing con-
tent clauses are listed within the dictionary entry of
the particular verb in the PDT-VALLEX, VALLEX
as well as in Svozilova et al. (1997).

(2)  Rozhodl se, Ze ziistane.
Decided.3.sg.pst.anim REFL, that stays.3.sg.fut.

‘He decided to stay.’
(3) Otec Casto vypravel,
Father.nom.sg.anim often recounted.3.sg.pst.anim,

jak jezdival EFF autem.
how drove.3.sg.pst.anim car.instr.sg.neut.

‘Father often recounted how he drove a car.’

%The Czech examples are translated literally first, followed
by a standard English translation.
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4.2 Modality in dependent content clauses

Since conjunctions introducing dependent content
clauses correspond to the modality expressed by
these clauses, it seems to be theoretically more ad-
equate to interconnect the choice of the conjunc-
tion with the modality information and to handle it
within the grammatical component of the linguistic
description. A pilot study based on the valency the-
ory of FGD was carried out by Kettnerova (2008),
who suggested a classification of selected Czech
verbs of communication into four classes of as-
sertive, interrogative, directive and “neutral” verbs.
Though Kettnerovd’s approach concerns just
verbs of communication (and so do nearly all
theoretical studies dealing with dependent content
clauses in Czech, e.g. Bauer (1965)), Danes (1985),
according to our preliminary analysis of dependent
content clauses in the tectogrammatical annotation
of PDT 2.0 clauses of this type occur with a num-
ber of other verbs. Besides verbs of communication,
a dependent content clause is governed by verbs
classified as verbs of mental actions according to
(Lopatkova et al., 2008) (e.g. docist se ‘to learn by
reading’, prehodnotit ‘to rethink’), further by verbs
of “preventing” somebody or oneself from an action
(odradit ‘to discourage’, predejit ‘to prevent’) and
many other which do not share a common semantic
feature (usilovat ‘to aim’, divit se ‘to be surprised’).

4.3 Interconnecting lexical and grammatical
information

Aiming at an extension of Kettnerovd’s approach, all
the verbs governing a dependent content clause were
analyzed in order to find a correspondence between
the conjunctions introducing the respective depen-
dent content clause and the modality expressed by
this clause. As the dependent content clause is
closely related to the meaning of the governing verb,
the repertory of modality types of the dependent
content clauses and the conjunctions used is mostly
restricted:

Most of the analyzed verbs occurred only with
a dependent content clause expressing assertive
modality; assertive dependent content clauses are
mostly introduced by the conjunction Ze ‘that’ (less
often also by jestli, zda, zdali or -li ‘whether/if’ —
see the next paragraph). Substantially fewer verbs

governed only either an imperative or an interrog-
ative dependent content clause; imperative clauses
are introduced by aby or af ‘that’, the interrogative
ones by jestli, zda, zdali or -li ‘whether/if’. Only
with a restricted number of verbs dependent con-
tent clauses of more modality types (and thus with
several introducing conjunctions) occurred, most of
them belong to verbs of communication;’ the con-
junctions corresponded to the modality in the same
way as with verbs with dependent content clauses of
only a single modality type.

However, since there are semantic nuances in the
modality of the dependent content clauses that can-
not be described by means of the common inventory
of modality types, the inventory has to be extended
or revised; cf. ex. (4) and (5) that both are classified
as assertive but the difference between them consist
in the fact that in the former example the content of
the dependent content clause is presented as given
and in the latter one as open.

4) Ovérime, Ze robot
Check. 1.pl.fut, that robot.nom.sg.anim
mistnost uklidil.

room.acc.sg.fem cleaned_up.3.sg.pst.anim.

‘We check that the robot had cleaned up the room.’
(5)  Ovérime, zda robot

Check. 1.pl.fut, whether robot.nom.sg.anim

mistnost uklidil.
room.acc.sg.fem cleaned_up.3.sg.pst.anim.

‘We check whether the robot had cleaned up the

room.’

After a solution for this question is found, at
least the following issues have to be discussed be-
fore modality of the dependent content clauses is in-
cluded into the grammatical module of FGD:

o the differences between conjunctions introduc-
ing dependent content clauses of a particular
modality type have to be determined in a more
detailed way,

o the impact of the morphological characteristics
of the governing verb on the modality of the
dependent content clause should be clarified.

"They are classified as “neutral” verbs of communication by
Kettnerova (2008).
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5 Grammatical diatheses of Czech verbs

The number of the diathesis proposed for the modi-
fied version of FGD as well as for the new version of
Prague Dependency Treebank (PDT 3.0) was broad-
ened in comparison with the previous version and
with the usual view considering namely passiviza-
tion; see Panevovd — Sev&ikovd (2010). We exem-
plify bellow three types of grammatical diatheses
with their requirements on syntax, morphology and
lexicon.

5.1 Passivization

Passivization is commonly described as a construc-
tion regularly derived from its active counterpart
by a transformation or another type of grammatical
rule. However, though this operation is productive,
there are some constraints blocking it and require-
ments how the result of this diathesis looks like. It is
very well known that, at least for Czech, passiviza-
tion cannot be applied for intransitive verbs, more-
over it is not applicable for some object-oriented
verbs and for reflexive verbs in Czech (ex. (6) to (8),
respectively).

(6) spdt — *je spdno
sleep.inf — is.3.sg.pres slept.nom.sg.neut
‘to sleep” — ‘it is slept’

(7)  premyslet o nécem — *je
think.inf about something.loc.sg.neut —is.3.sg.pres
premysleno 0 nécem
thought.nom.sg.neut about something.loc.sg.neut
‘to think about something’ — ‘it is thought about some-

thing’

(8)  rozloucit se — *je se
say_good_bye.inf REFL —is.3.sg.pres REFL
rozlouceno

said_good_bye.nom.sg.neut
‘to say good bye’ — ‘it is said good bye’

There are also constraints on passivization which
are lexical dependent: Some verbs having direct ob-
ject in Accusative cannot be passivized, e.g. mit ‘to
have’, zndt ‘to know’, umét ‘to know’ at all, with
some verbs this constraint concerns only their im-
perfective form (e.g. jist ‘to eat’, potkat ‘to meet’).
From the other side, the passivization is not re-
stricted only on the verbs with direct object in Ac-
cusative (e.g. vérit komu ‘to believe + Dat’, plytvat
¢im ‘to waste + Instr’, zabrdnit cemu ‘to avoid +
Dat’).

The operation of passivization is based on the
shift of the certain verbal participant to the position
of the surface subject. However, reminding the the-
ory of valency in FGD sketched briefly in Sect. 3,
which participant is shifted, depends on the type of
the verb. Sometimes it is PAT (ex. (9)), with other
verbs it is ADDR (ex. (10)), or EFF (ex. (11)). These
constraints and requirements concerning passiviza-
tion have to be marked in the lexicon.?

(9) vykopat jamu.PAT — jama .PAT
dig.inf hole.acc.sg.fem —hole.nom.sg.fem
je vykopdna
is.3.sg.pres dug.nom.sg.fem

‘to dig a hole’ — ‘the hole is dug’

(10)  informovat nékoho. ADDR 0

inform.inf somebody.acc.sg.anim about

nécem —nékdo . ADDR
something.loc.sg.neut — somebody.nom.sg.anim

Jje o nécem

is.3.sg.pres about something.loc.sg.neut

informovdn

informed.nom.sg.anim

‘to inform somebody about something’ — ‘somebody
is informed about something’

(11) o zemétieseni napsal
About earthquake.loc.sg.neut wrote.3.sg.pst.anim
repordz . EFF -0 zemétieseni
report.acc.sg.fem. — About earthquake.loc.sg.neut
byla napsdna
was.3.sg.pst.fem written.nom.sg.fem
repord?.EFF
report.nom.sg.fem.

‘He wrote a report about an earthquake.” — ‘A report

was written about the earthquake.’

5.2 Resultative constructions

The other constructions understood as the gram-
matical category of diathesis are less productive
than passivization, but they are produced by a reg-
ular grammatical operation, which fact points out
to their systemic (grammatical) nature. Resultative
constructions display this character in both of their
forms: so-called objective (Giger, 2003) and pos-
sessive forms. The auxiliary byt ‘to be’ and passive
participle are used for the former type (ex. (12) and

8The technical means how to mark this information is left
aside here. We can only say that the feature reflecting the rela-
tion between the type of the participant and the surface subject
must be included in the lexicon.
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(13)); the auxiliary mit ‘to have’ and passive partici-
ple constitute the latter type (ex. (14)).

(12) Je otevreno.
Is.3.5g.pres opened.nom.sg.neut.
‘It is opened.’

(13) Je zajisténo, Ze
Is.3.sg.pres arranged.nom.sg.neut, that
dékan na schiizi
dean.nom.sg.anim for meeting.acc.sg.fem
prijde.
come.3.sg.fut.

‘It is arranged that the dean will come for the meet-

s

ing.

(14)  Dohodu o spoluprdci
Agreement.acc.sg.fem about cooperation.loc.sg.fem
uz mdme podepsdnu.

already have. /.p.presl signed.acc.sg.fem.
‘We have an agreement about the cooperation

signed.’

The form for objective resultative is ambiguous
with the passive form. However, the slight semantic
difference is reflected here by the grammateme val-
ues passive vs. resultative1 (see Table 1); cf. the ex.
(15) and (16):

(15) Bylo navrZeno, aby se
Was.3.sg.pst.neut proposed.nom.sg.neut, that REFL
o zméné zdkona

about change.loc.sg.fem law.gen.sg.inan

hlasovalo ihned.

voted.3.sg.cond.neut immediately.

‘It was proposed to vote about the change of the law
immediately.’

(16)  Tento zdkon se porad
This.nom.sg.inan law.nom.sg.inan REFL still
pouZivd, ackoli byl

uses.3.sg.pres, though was.3.sg.pst.inan

navrien 74 ddvno.
proposed.nom.sg.inan already long_time_ago.

‘This law is still used, though it has been proposed

long time ago.’

These constructions are rarely used for intransi-
tives and for verbs in imperfective aspect (ex. (17)
and (18)) (Naceva Marvanovd, 2010). The syntactic
rules for the objective resultative are based either on
the shift of the PAT into the position of the surface

These constructions studied from the contrastive Slavic
view are called “new perfect constructions” by Clancy (2010);
see, however, the description of these constructions given by
Mathesius (1925).

subject, or on the surface deletion of the PAT. In the
possessive form either ACT or ADDR converts into
surface subject.'® The mark about compatibility of
the verb with the resultative meanings (grammateme
values resultative1, resultative2) must be introduced
into the lexicon, see Table 1.

(17) md nakroceno
has.3.sg.pres stepped_forward.nom.sg.neut
‘he has stepped forward’

(18) Toto tizemi mdme

This.acc.sg.neut area.acc.sg.neut have. l.pl.pres
chrdnéno pred  povodnémi.
protected.acc.sg.neut against floods.instr.pl.fem.

‘We have this area protected against the flood.’

5.3 Recipient diathesis

The recipient diathesis is a more limited cate-
gory than the resultativness, see also Dane$ (1968),
Panevovd — Sev&ikovd (2010) and Panevova (in
press); however, it is again a result of the syntactic
process constituting a recipient paradigm. An ADDR
of the verb is shifted to the position of surface sub-
ject, the auxiliary verb dostat ‘to get’, marginally mit
‘to have’ with passive participle are used in recipient
diathesis (ex. (19)). The semantic features of verbs
(such as verb of giving, permitting etc.) are respon-
sible for the applicability of this diathesis rather than
the presence of ADDR in the verbal frame (ex. (20)).
The mark about a possibility to apply the recipient
diathesis will be a part of the lexical information
within the respective verbs (see Table 1).

(19)  Pavel dostal za
Paul.nom.sg.anim got.3.sg.pst.anim for
posudek zaplaceno.
review.acc.sg.inan payed.acc.sg.neut.
‘Paul got payed for the review.’

(20)  Fikal nékomu
told.3.sg.pst.anim somebody.dat.sg.anim
néco — *dostal
something.acc.sg.neut — got.3.sg.pst.anim
néco FeCeno

something.acc.sg.neut told.acc.sg.neut
‘he told somebody something’ — ‘he got told some-

thing’

1The shift of the ADDR into the subject position is a syntac-
tic operation and it is not connected with the participant shift-
ing; however, the subject has a function of the possessor of the
resulting event rather than an agentive role.
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PLATIT-1 ‘TO PAY-1"

Formal morphology: Vf-------- A----
Aspect:

processual (— complex ZAPLATIT)

Valency frame:
Semantic class:

communication

Grammatemes: +passive: PATS?

+resultative1, +resultative2, +recipient
Reflexivity: cor3
Reciprocity: ACT — ADDR
Valency frame: ACT(Nom) (ADDR(Dat)) PAT(Acc) (EFF(od+Gen/za+Acc))
Semantic class: exchange
RICI-1 ‘TO TELL-1’
Formal morphology: Vi-------- A----
Aspect: complex (— processual RIKAT)
Grammatemes: +passive: EFF5?

+resultative, -resultative2, -recipient
Reflexivity: cor3
Reciprocity: ACT - ADDR

ACT(Nom) ADDR(Dat) (PAT(o+Loc)) EFF(4/V-ind(assert/deliber),imper)

Table 1: Examples of lexical entries in the lexicon — a preliminary proposal

5.4 Grammatical diatheses in the lexicon and
grammar

The exemplified diatheses belong to the gram-
matemes in FGD, representing the morphological
meanings of specific analytical verbal forms. They
differ from fully grammaticalized paradigmatic ver-
bal categories (such as verbal tense or mood) in
this respect that they use for their constitution not
only morphemic means, but also syntactic opera-
tions. Due to this fact they are not applicable for all
verbs and for their application a lexical specification
in the lexicon is needed as well as general syntactic
rules in the grammatical module.

Examples of lexical entries according to the sug-
gestions in Sect. 3 to 5 are given in Table 1. In the
Table the following notation is used:

- the number accompanying the lemma delimits the
particular meaning of an ambiguous lexical item,

- formal morphological features of the lemma are
described by the positional tag,

- processual and complex are the tectogrammatical
values of the grammateme aspect corresponding to
the imperfective and perfective aspect, respectively;
a link to the aspectual counterpart is included,

- +/- with a grammateme value indicate the
non/applicability of this value,

- for passive the participant converting into subject
of the passive construction (if present) is marked as
the upper index,

- resultative1, resultative2, and recipient (objective
resultative, possessive resultative, and recipient, re-
spectively) are proposed as the values of selected
grammatical diatheses whose non/applicability is
expressed with +/-,

- the reflexivity value cor3 means that reflexive bind-
ing ACT — ADDR is possible with the verb,

- the reciprocity ACT — ADDR is to be interpreted as
indicating that syntactic operation of reciprocity can
be applied if ACT and ADDR play both roles in this
event,

- as for the valency frame, obligatory participants are
without brackets, optional participants are in brack-
ets; the morphemic realization of noun participants
in brackets is attached to the functor; the verbal par-
ticipant filling the role of PAT or EFF is denoted as
V with the possible modalities compatible with the
verb (assert — factual indicative, deliber — nonfac-
tual indicative, imper — imperative).

6 Pair/group meaning of Czech nouns

The last issue that we use to exemplify the intercon-
nection of grammar and lexicon in FGD is related to
the category of number of Czech nouns. For this cat-
egory some “irregularities” occur in their paradigms.
The pluralia tantum nouns as nuizky ‘scissors’, bryle
‘glasses’ perform the formal deviation — they use
the same form (plural) for singular as well as for
the plural. They constitute a closed class and the
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feature for their number deviation must be included
into the morphological zone of their respective lexi-
cal entry. With the nouns denoting collectives such
as listi ‘leaves’, mlddez ‘young people’ the plural
forms are semantically excluded; however, they rep-
resent again the closed class, so that their semantic
deviation have to be included into the semantic zone
of their respective lexical entry as a feature blocking
the plural value of the grammateme number in their
prototypical usage.

6.1 Nouns with pair/group meaning

There are many nouns in Czech that refer by their
plural forms prototypically to a pair or typical group
of entities and not just to many of them, which is
acknowledged as the ‘proper’ meaning of plurals in
Czech. This is the case for nouns denoting the hu-
man body parts occurring in pairs or typical groups
(e.g. ruce ‘hands’, prsty ‘fingers’), nouns denoting
clothes and accessories related to these body parts
(ponoZky ‘socks’), further nouns denoting objects
used or sold in collections or doses, such as klice
‘keys’ and sirky ‘matches’.

In contrast to other languages (Corbett, 2000), in
Czech the pairs or groups are expressed by com-
mon plural forms of these nouns, these nouns are not
formally marked for the pair/group meaning. How-
ever, the pair/group meaning manifests in the form
of the numeral in Czech. When denoting pair(s) or
group(s) of entities, the nouns are compatible with
so-called set numerals only (cf. jedny ruce ‘a pair of
hands’, patery sirky ‘five boxes of matches’), while
if they refer simply to a number of entities, they are
accompanied with cardinal numerals (dvé rukavice
‘two gloves’, pét sirek ‘five matches’).

The primary meaning of the set numerals is to
express different sorts of the entities denoted by
the noun (cf. dvoje sklenice — na bilé a cCervené
vino ‘two sets of glasses — for the white and red
wine’). However, the same set numerals, if com-
bined with pluralia tantum nouns, express either the
amount of single entities (i.e. the same meaning
which is expressed by cardinal numerals with most
nouns), or the number of sorts, cf. troje niiZky ‘three
types//pieces of scissors’. The set numerals in com-
bination with he nouns which we are interested in
in the present paper express the number of pairs
or groups; it means that the set numerals are used

O.
t-In94207-32-p2s1C
root
byt
PRED
povest ruka
ACT LoC
sg.single sg.group
mocnost Clovek
APP\ APP
sg.single sg.single
kosmicky velky jediny
RSTR RSTR RSTR

Figure 1: Tectogrammatical tree of the sentence Povést
velké kosmické mocnosti je v rukdch jediného clovéka.
‘Reputation of the big space power is in the hands of a
single man.” For each node the tectogrammatical lemma,
the functor and the values of the number and typgroup
grammatemes are given.

here instead of cardinal numerals while the cardi-
nals combined with these nouns express the number
of single entities (cf. troje boty ‘three pairs of shoes’
vs. tFi boty ‘three shoes’).

When considering how to treat the pair/group
meaning within the framework of FGD, the fact
was of crucial importance that this meaning is still
connected with a list of typical pair/group nouns in
Czech but not limited to them: If a set numeral co-
occurs, the pair/group meaning can be expressed by
most Czech concrete nouns, cf. ex. (21).!!

(21)  Najdeme-li  dvoje  velké
Find. 1.pl.fut-if two_sets big.acc.pl.fem
stopy a mezi nimi

traces.acc.pl.fem and between them.instr.pl.fem

"Unlike the common co-occurrence of set numerals with
nouns for which the pair/group meaning is not frequent, for the
above mentioned nouns ruce ‘hands’, klice etc. the ‘bare’ plu-
ral form is commonly interpreted as pair(s)/group(s) and the set
numeral is used only if the concrete number of pairs or groups
is important.
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jedny mensi, Fekneme  si:
one_set smaller.acc.pl.fem, say.1.pl.fut REFL:

rodina na vyleté.

family.nom.sg.fem on trip.loc.sg.inan.
‘If we find two sets of big traces and one set of
smaller ones between them, we say: a family on a

trip.”

6.2 Pair/group meaning as a grammaticalized
feature

This fact has led us to the decision to treat the
pair/group meaning as a grammaticalized category,
namely as a special grammatical meaning of the plu-
ral forms of nouns (besides the simple plural mean-
ing of several single entities), and to include it into
the grammatical component of the description. If
we had decided to capture the pair/group meaning
as a lexical characteristic, it would have implied
to split lexicon entries (at least) of the prototypi-
cal pair/group nouns into two entries, an entry with
a common singular—plural opposition and an entry
for cases in which the plural of the noun denotes
pair(s) or group(s); the potential compatibility of the
pair/group meaning with other nouns, though, would
have remained unsolved. The economy of the lex-
icon seems to be the main advantage that can be
achieved when preferring our solution to the lexi-
calist one in this particular case.

As a (newly established) grammatical meaning,
the pair/group meaning has been introduced as a new
grammateme typgroup in the grammatical module of
FGD. For this grammateme three values were dis-
tinguished: single for noun occurrences denoting a
single entity or a simple amount of them, group for
cases in which pair(s) or group(s) are denoted, and
nr for unresolvable cases.

The typgroup grammateme is closely related to
the number grammateme (values sg, pl, nr). The
following six combinations of a value of the gram-
mateme number (given at the first position) with a
value of the grammateme typgroup (at the second
position) are possible according to the pilot manual
annotation of the pair/group meaning carried out on
the tectogrammatically annotated data of PDT 2.0:
sg-single, pl-single, sg-group, pl-group, nr-group,
and nr-nr, cf. ex. (22) to (27), respectively, and the
tectogrammatical tree in Fig. 1.

(22)  NMNa stole lezi kniha.sg-single
On table.loc.sg.inan lies.3.sg.pres book.nom.sg.fem.
‘A book lies on the table.’

(23)  Na stole leZi knihy.pl-single
On table.loc.sg.inan lie.3.pl.pres books.nom.pl.fem.
‘The books lie on the table.’

(24) Namaloval to vlastnima
Draw.3.sg.pst.anim it own.instr.pl.fem
rukama.sg-group
hands.instr.pl.fem.

‘He draw it by his hands.’

(25) Déti, zujte K
Kids.voc.pl.fem, take off.2.pl.imp REFL
boty.pl-group!
shoes.acc.pl.fem!

‘Kids, take off your shoes!’

(26)  Vydistil si boty.nr-group
Cleaned.3.sg.pst.anim REFL shoes.acc.pl.fem.

‘He has cleaned his shoes.’

(27) Odnes boty.nr-nr do opravny!

Take.2.sg.imp shoes.acc.pl.fem to repair.gen.sg.fem!

‘Take the shoes to a repair!’

7 Conclusions

In the present contribution we tried to illustrate
that the balanced interplay between the grammati-
cal and the lexical module of a language description
is needed and document it by several concrete exam-
ples based on the data from the Czech language. In
Sect. 3 the valency was introduced as an issue that
must be necessarily included in the lexical entry of
particular words; however, the valency is reflected
in the grammatical part of the description as well,
where the obligatoriness, optionality, surface dele-
tions etc. must be taken into account.

Content clauses as valency slots of a special kind
need a special treatment: The verbs governing con-
tent clauses classified as PAT or EFF require certain
modality in the dependent clause (assertive, imper-
ative, interrogative expressed on the surface by the
subordinated conjunctions), only few verbs are com-
patible with more than one type of modality, e. g.
rici ‘to tell’. These requirements (sometimes mod-
ified by morphological categories of the respective
governor) are a part of valency information in the
lexicon, while the rules for their realization by the
conjunctions Ze, zda, jestli, aby, af are a part of the
grammar (Sect. 4).
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Selected grammatical diathesis as a type of mean-
ings of the verbal morphological categories are ana-
lyzed as to the constraints on their constitution (as
a piece of information to be included in the lexi-
con) as well as to the regular syntactic operations
applied on their participants (as a part of grammar;
see Sect. 5). The arguments for an introduction of
a new morphological grammateme (typgroup) con-
nected with the category of the noun number are pre-
sented in Sect. 6. This meaning (with values single
vs. set) is considered to be a grammaticalized cat-
egory rather than a lexical characteristic of typical
pair/group nouns.

Our considerations presented in Sect. 3 to 6 must
be reflected within the technical apparatus of FGD
both in the realization of lexical entries within the
lexicon and in the shape of grammatical rules within
the corresponding module.
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