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Abstract

The main aim of this paper is to discuss two issues in analyzing depictive constructions. The first issue is related
to Modern Standard Arabic (MSA), where there is an overlap between depictives and adverbs. This paper
distinguishes between depictives in MSA, where the word in accusative case is adjective and adverbs, where the
word in accusative case is a verbal noun. The second issue that is discussed in this paper is the syntactic analysis
of depictives. In this regard, we contribute a new analysis within the Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG)
framework, in which depictives are analyzed as single adjuncts that modify participants in the main predicate in
the same way as adjectives, when they function as modifiers, do.

Keywords: depictive, small clause, adjunct, Lexical Functional Grammar
1. Introduction

Depictive constructions are defined in the literature as a structure that modifies a participant in the main
predicate throughout the duration of the event in the main predicate (see Schultze-Berndt & Himmelmann, 2004;
Bruening, 2018). However, in some languages, depictive constructions are overlap with close constructions, such
as adverbs, where a modifier characterizes an event in the main predicate, rather than a participant. The main
reason behind this confusion between the two constructions is that a modifier in depictive constructions modifies
a participant that is involved in the event and the adverb in adverbial constructions modifies an event that has
some participants. In both constructions, the challenge is to outline the border between events and participants.
This problem in Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) is worse than other languages, because MSA exhibits two types
of adverbs and the difference between both is in morphology level. The first type of adverbs contains a
preposition preceding a verbal noun, as shown in (la), while the second type is a verbal noun carrying an
accusative case marking, as shown in (1b). The second type is mixed with depictives in traditional grammar and
other analyses, because depictives in MSA carry the same case marking and this added a new complication to the
fact that a depictive in somehow may characterizes the event with a participant in this event, in which the
participant is its main target.

(1) a. gara salim-un  bi-gadab-in.
come.PFV.3SGM Salem-NOM with-anger.VN-GEN

‘Salem came angrily’

b. haraga zayd-un  bagtat-an.
leave.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM suddenly.VN-ACC

‘Zayd left suddenly’

In addition to this semantic issue in analyzing depictive constructions, there is another problem in the syntax.
The main syntactic analyses in the literature analyze depictives within the generative grammar frameworks. In
such analyses, depictives are analyzed as small clauses by Chomsky (1981), Stowell (1982) and Hoekstra (1988)
or as simple adjuncts by Williams (1980) and Winkler (2011). Both analyses had to deal with two issues in
analyzing depictives. The first one is the relationship between the main predicate and the depictive and the
second issue is the relationship between the controller and the depictive. This paper will discuss the two issues
and provides a new analysis of depictives, using the Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG) framework.
Additionally, the location of depicticves in the constituent structure (c-structure) is an important issue in
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generative syntax frameworks, but it is less important in LFG, which has two levels of presentations: c-structure
and functional structure (f-structure). The second structure should deal with the two relationships in depictive
constructions and therefore this paper will focus on f-structure in syntactic analysis of depictives.

Section 2 in this paper displays dpictives in MSA. It shows the type of words that can be used in this structure,
the case marking that should be carried by depictives and the functions of controllers. Section 3 gives general
explanation of the difference between depictives and adverbs and then uses them for distinguishing depictives
from adverbs in MSA. Section 4 provides a syntactic analysis of depictives within the LFG framework.

2. Data

This section is devoted to the date of depictives in MSA and describes some important characteristics of this
phenomenon in MSA. It is divided into two subsections: the first describes depictive constructions in MSA and
shows the type of words that can function as depictives in MSA and the case marking of depictives. The second
subsection is devoted to the controller in depictive constructions, showing the relationship between the controller
and the depictive in MSA. Also, it shows that the controller in MSA is different in that it has no specific syntactic
functions or thematic roles.

2.1 Depictives

The depictive construction in MSA was discussed in traditional grammar and called alhal. Alhal was defined in
Ryding (2005) as a word in accusative case that represents the circumstances under which an action occurs.
Depictives are illustrated in the following examples and they are written in italic font, carrying an accusative
case marking:

(2) a. gara salim-un  gadib-an.
come.PFV.3SGM Salem-NOM angry.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Salem came angry’

b. haraga zayd-un  baki-an.
leave.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM crying.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Zayd left crying’

The two examples above show that depictives in MSA are always accusative. The active participle gadib-an
‘angry’ in example (2a) and baki-an crying’ in (2b) carry an accusative case marking. Both are active participles
and this type of words usually function as adjectives in MSA (see Ryding, 2005) and using participles as
adjectives is not only in MSA, but it is possible in other languages, such as European Languages, as shown by
Berger (2005). Thus, we can state that the class of word that can be used as depictives in MSA is adjective that is
derived from verbs, meaning that depictives in MSA should be deverbal. Some traditional grammarians argue
that all types of deverbal can be used as depictives including verbal nouns (see Alaqili (nd)). A verbal noun that
is analyzed as a depictive in this analysis is shown in the following example:

(3) hadara farissun  bagtat-an.
attend.PFv.3sGM Faris-NOM suddenly.VN-ACC

‘Faris attended suddenly’

Bagtat-an ‘suddenly’ in example (3) is a verbal noun that cannot function as an adjective in MSA. This word is
similar to depictives in that it carries an accusative case marking and functions as a modifier, but in this paper we
will argue against analyzing such examples as depictives in MSA. We will argue that bagtat-an ‘suddenly’ in
example (3) functions as an adverb and adverbs are different from depictives in spite of that they are analyzed as
one category in traditional grammar and in Ryding (2005) as well. Ryding (2005) classified alhal as a type of
adverbs. The term in Ryding (2005) may mean adjunct, but it causes an overlap between depictives and adverbs.
The difference between adverbs and depictives in MSA will be discussed later in section 3.

In addition, there is an important difference between depictives, which were shown in (2), and a verbal noun
such as the one in example (3), supporting analyzing it as an adverb. This difference is that depictives in (2a) and
(2b) agree in gender and number with their controller. In (2a), the controller of the depictive gadib-an ‘angry’ is
Salem and both are masculine and singular. The same agreement occurs between the depictive and the controller
in example (2b). If we change the controller to feminine, as shown in (4a), or plural as shown in (4b), the
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examples will be ungrammatical with the same depictive.

(4) a. *garat layla gadib-an.
come.PFV.3SGF Layla.NOM angry.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Layla came angry’

b. *haraga al-tullab-u baki-an.
leave.PFV.3SGM DEF-student.PL-NOM crying.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘the students left crying’

In contrast, changing the expected controller to feminine as shown in (5a), or plural as shown in (5b) is possible
with the same verbal noun in (3).

(5) a. hadarat layla bagtat-an.
attend.PFV.3sGF Layla.NOM suddenly.vN-ACC

‘Layla attended suddenly’

b. hadara al-tullab-u bagtat-an.
attend.PFv.3sGM student.PL-NOM suddenly.VN-ACC

‘The students attended suddenly’

These examples show that there is a difference between adjectives in accusative case and verbal nouns in
accusative case in MSA. Based on that, we will argue that depictives or alhal in MSA should be adjectives.
Other structures, such as the one in (3), will be analyzed as adverbs, as will be shown in details in section 3.

Adjectives and adjectival phrases are usually the main category that functions as depictives in MSA and in other
languages. A number of authors, such as Van der Auwera and Malchukov (2005), Miiller-Bardey (2005),
McGregor (2005), Berger (2005), Simpson (2005) and others, who discuss depictives in a variety types of
languages restrict their discussion of depictives to adjectives. In this paper, we argue that a word in accusative
case that functions as a real depictive should be an adjective. However, depictive function in MSA can be
fulfilled by a clause headed by a verb or a nominal sentence preceded by a conjunction. The same example of
depictive in (6a) can be paraphrased as (6b) or (6¢) and all the three examples deliver the same semantic content.

(6) a. gara salim-un  dahik-an.
come.PFV.3SGM Salem-NOM laughing.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Salem came laughing’

b. gara salim-un  yadhaku.
come.PFV.3SGM Salem-NOM laugh.IPFV.3SGM

¢ Salem came laughing’

c. garta salim-un  wa huwa dahik-un.
come.PFV.3SGM Salem-NOM and he  laughing. APTCP.SGM-NOM

‘Salem came laughing’

In example (6a), an active participle, which is an adjective, is a single word functioning as a depictive and it
carries an accusative case marking. The function of depictive in (6b) is done by a verb in the imperfective form
and the subject of the main clause Salem controls the subject of this verb in the imperfective form. In the last
example in (6¢), the function of depicive is done by a nominal sentence, which is a verbless sentence in MSA.
The subject or topic in this sentence is the pronoun huwa ‘he’ that takes the subject of the main verb as its
antecedent and the predicate is the active participle dahik-un ‘laughing’. This paper will focus on adjectives that
function as depictives in examples such as (6a). However, this kind of depictive in MSA may require an cbject
that has no controller in the main clause. When an adjective is derived from a transitive verb, it usually requires
an object carrying an accusative case marking. The following examples illustrate:
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(7) a. hadara halid-un mumattil-an
attend.PFV.3sGM Khaled-NOM representing. APTCP.SGM-ACC
mudir-a al-sarikat-i.

manager-ACC DEF-company-GEN

‘Khaled attended representing the manager of the company’

b. gadara zayd-un  darib-an “amr-an.
leave.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM striking. APTCP.SGM-ACC Amr-ACC

‘Zayd left striking Amr’

In example (7a), the depictive is mumattil-an ‘representing’, which is an active participle, and it requires an
object function that is filled by the noun mudir-a ‘manager’, which carries an accusative case marking. The same
issue is in example (7b), the active participle darib-an ‘striking’ is the depictive and it requires an accusative
object, which is the proper noun Amr.

2.2 Controller

The depictive is analyzed as a second predicate in many accounts of this phenomenon and the second predicate
is usually related to the main predicate by a controller in the main predicate. The controller should control the
subject of a depictive if we assume that it is a second predicate. In some languages, including English, there are
syntactic and semantic restrictions on the controller in depictive constructions. In English, depictives are
controlled by the subject of the main clause if the verb in the main clause is intransitive, or by the subject or the
object if the verb in the main clause is transitive. Also, there are restrictions on the thematic roles of the
controller in depictive constructions in the English language, restricting controllers to specific thematic roles,
such as agent, patient and theme (For discussing these syntactic and semantic restrictions in English, see
Williams, 1980; McNulty, 1988; Miiller, 2002; Bayer, 2013). However, languages are not the same in imposing
these restrictions on the function of controllers and they differ in which participants are accessible as controllers
(see Nichols, 1978; Miiller-Bardey, 1989).

Laughren (1992), Miiller (2000) and Schultze-Berndt and Himmelmann (2004) argue that grammatical functions,
such as subject or object, should be avoided when we discuss controllers, because languages are different in
using controllers filling syntactic functions. Also, in some languages, controllers may be covert, meaning that
they do not overtly fill any grammatical function in the main predicate. Therefore, they conclude that the relation
between depictives and the main predicate is not a syntactic relation, but it is a semantic relation. This means that
controllers in depictive constructions are semantic participants. In this paper, we suggest that MSA has a special
status regarding syntactic functions and thematic roles of controllers. In MSA, the controller has no specific
syntactic functions, meaning that depictives can be controlled by any function in the main predicate. Thus, the
controller can be a subject, an object, an object of a preposition, or an adjunct. All these functions can be
controllers in MSA. Similarly, any thematic role in the main predicate can be controlling depictives in MSA. The
following examples show different types of controllers in MSA, in which the controller is written in bold font
and the depictive written in italic font:

(8) a. gara ?ahmad-u gadib-an.
come.PFV.3SGM Ahmad-NOM angry.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Ahmad came angry’

b. ?Pakal-tu al-fakihat-a nadigat-an.
eat.PFV-18G DEF-fruit-ACC mature.APTCP.SGF-ACC
‘I ate the fruit mature’

c. sallam-tu ‘ala fatimat-a dahikat-an.
say.hi.PFV-1sG on Fatemah-GEN laughing.APTCP.SGF-ACC
‘I said hi to Fatemah and she was laughing’

d. hada al-hilal-u tali¢-an.
this DEF-crescent-NOM rising. APTCP.SGM-ACC

“This (is) the crescent rising’
(=]
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e. Panta mugtahid-an Paht.
2sGM diligent-APTCP.SGM-ACC brother.my.NOM

“You (are) (diligent) my brother’

f. taib-tu al-ta“ab-a sadid-an.
get.tired. PFV-1SGM DEF-tiredness-ACC intense.ADJ-ACC

‘I get tired and the tiredness was intense’

g. sir-tu al-layl-a muzlim-an.
walk.PFV-1SGM DEF-night-ACC dark.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘I walked the night dark’

In example (8a), the controller is the subject of the main predicate Ahmad, while in (8b), the controller is the
object of the main predicate al-fakihat-a ‘the fruit’ and in (8c), the controller is the proper noun Fatemah, which
is preceded by the preposition “ala ‘on’. Example (8d) and (8¢) contain verbless sentences which begin with a
topic and are completed by a comment. In the former, the controller is the comment al-hilal-u ‘the crescent’,
while the controller in the latter is the fopic Panta ‘you’. Finally, the controllers in (8f) and (8g) function as an
adjunct. The verbal noun al-taab-a ‘the tiredness’ in (8f) is the controller and the temporal adverb al-layl-a ‘the
night’ is the controller in (8g). This means that MSA does not impose any restrictions on the syntactic functions
of controllers and controllers of depictives can be any syntactic function. Also, the thematic roles of controllers
differ in MSA and can be agent, patient, experiencer, recipient, or other thematic roles.

Additionally, all syntactic functions or thematic roles are the same in the degree of accessibility as controllers,
meaning that no syntactic functions or thematic roles take priority over others in being a controller. Therefore, a
sentence can be ambiguous if it has two possible controllers, as shown below. This example contains two
arguments functioning as a subject and object (both are written in bold font) and both are possible controllers for
the depictive (written in italic font). There is no priority for the subject or its thematic role to be a controller. In
this case, the context should specify the right controller.

(9) daraba zayd-un Camr-an baki-an.
hit.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM Amr-ACC crying.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Zayd hits Amr (crying)’

Importantly, as mentioned before, the agreement between controllers and depictives in gender and number is
obligatory. However, there is no agreement between them in person. The following examples show the
agreement between controllers and depictives (the controllers are written in bold and the depictives written in
italic).
(10) a. hadara cali-un gadib-an.
attend.PFV.3SGM Ali-NOM angry.APTCP.SGM-ACC
‘Ali attended angry’
b. hadar-tu gadib-an.
attend.PFV-1SGM angry.APTCP.SGM-ACC
‘I attended angry’
c. hadarat layla gadibat-an.
attend.PFV.3SGF Layla.NOM angry.APTCP.SGF-ACC
¢ Layla attended angry’
d. hadara al-tullab-u gadibin.
attend.PFV.3PLM DEF-student-NOM angry.APTCP.PLM.NOM
‘The students attended angry’
Example (10a) has a third person, masculine and singular controller and in example (10b), the controller differs
in that it is in first person. Because depictives do not agree in person with the controller, the same depictive

modifies both controllers. In (10c), the controller is feminine and in (10d), the controller is plural, and the two
depictives agree with both controllers in gender and number.
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3. Depictives vs. Adverbs

This section discusses the similarities and differences between depictive and adverbial constructions. It focuses
on semantic meaning of both constructions. It starts with general similarities and differences between both
constructions and then tries to relate them to MSA, which is the topic of this paper. The main characteristic of
depictives is that they modify a participant in the main predicate, while the main characteristic of adverbs is that
they modify the event of the main predicate, but there is a shared area between both constructions, because
adverbs may modify a participant in some constructions and the following lines explain this issue. This section is
divided into two subsections: the first explains general differences and similarities between depictives and
adverbs, while the second discusses these differences and similarities in MSA.

3.1 Depictives and Adverbs in General

The main characteristic of depictives is that they are participant-oriented, modifying a participant in the main
predicate. In other words, depictives express a state that holds during the reference time of the main predicate for
a participant in the main clause. The following examples illustrate depictives in the English language (the
depictives are written in italic font and their controllers in bold font):

(11) a. John bought the chicken fresh.
b. Sue left angry.

In example (11a), the depictive is fresh and the controller is the chicken. Importantly, this depictive is
participant-oriented, modifying the object of the main predicate the chicken. Example (11b) is different in that
the participant that is modified by the depictive is the subject of the main predicate Sue. If we compare this
semantic meaning of depictives with a typical adverb modifying an event in the main predicate (event-oriented),
such as the one in example (12a) below, we find that the adverb angrily, which has a different morphological
form, modifies the event /ef?, rather than the participant Mary. In this example, the anger is in the way of leaving,
rather than the person who left. In the same way, the adverb stupidly modifies the event spoke and this means
that the adverb ascribes the stupidity to the way Mary spoke, rather than Mary.

(12) a. Mary left angrily.
b. Mary spoke stupidly.

However, there is an overlap between depictives and adverbs in syntactic and semantic levels in many languages.
In the semantic level, adverbs are not only event-oriented and can show orientation towards a participant in the
main predicate (see Jackendoff, 1972; Platt & Platt, 1972; Bartsch, 1976, McConnell-Ginet, 1982; Dik &
Hengeveld, 1991; Ernst, 2000). This fact makes an overlap between depictives and adverbs in semantic meaning.
Geuder (2002) and Himmelmann and Schultze-Berndt (2006) discuss some of this kind of adverbs, which
exhibit participant-orientation. In English, the position of the adverb can help in specifying the semantic meaning
that is conveyed by it. For example, the same adverbs that are shown in (12) can give different meanings if they
are placed in different positions. The following examples, which are taken from Geuder (2002, pp. 29-34), show
the adverbs angrily and stupidly preceding main verbs and conveying different meanings. In both examples, the
adverbs give something about the manner of performing the action, but they do not convey the manner in the
same way as the examples in (12) do. The two examples in (13) add statements about participants in the main
predicates. In (13a), the anger is not only in the manner of breaking the door and the subject /e is angry while he
is breaking the door. The adverb in (13b) is called agentive by Geuder (2002), because it ascribes a characteristic
to the agent John on the basis of answering the question. As mentioned by Himmelmann and Schultze-Berndt
(2006, p. 8), this example can be paraphrased as ‘it was stupid of John to answer the question’ and this
paraphrase clearly indicates that the adverb modifies both the subject and the verb. This means that both adverbs
in both examples are event-oriented and participant-oriented at the same time.

(13) a. ‘He angrily broke the door open’.
b. ‘John stupidly answered the question’.

We conclude that orientation towards a participant in the main predicate is a feature that is shared by depictives
and adverbs. However, there is a semantic difference between the two constructions, namely, depictive
constructions differ from adverbial constructions in that they do not show any evaluation of the event in the main
predicate. For example, the depictive fresh in example (11a) or angry in (11b) do not describe the events bought
and /eft in both sentences. In other words, they should be only interpreted with one of the participants in the main
clause. In contrast, adverbs should be event-oriented, meaning that they should convey some description about
the manner in which the event occurs. For example, angrily in example (12a) and stupidly in (12b) do not convey
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anything towards the participants in both examples. They only modify the events left and spoke. However, as
stated above, adverbial constructions can exhibit a participant orientation, but they should be with
event-orientation. In other words, they should describe a participant on the basis of the event that is performed
by the participant. Examples of these adverbs are shown in examples (13a) and (13b) above. In languages like
English, as shown in the previous examples, there is an important morphological difference between depictives,
which are usually in adjectival forms and adverbs, which are usually ended by /y. This difference may reduce the
overlap between the two phenomena. However, the case in MSA is different in relation to morphology, as will be
shown in the remainder of this section.

3.2 Depictives and Adverbs in MSA

MSA is the same as other languages in the semantic difference between depictive and adverbial constructions.
This means that depictives in MSA are participant-oriented and adverbs are event-oriented. However, there are
two types of adverbs in MSA and the difference between them is in the morphological form. They can be
prepositional phrases or verbal nouns in accusative case.

Adverbial constructions in MSA can be prepositional phrases that contain a preposition preceding a verbal noun.
The following examples show prepositional phrases functioning as adverbs in MSA:

(14) a. haraga hamid-un bi-gadab-in.
leave.PFV.3sGM Hamed-NOM with-anger.VvN-GEN

‘Hamed left angrily’

b. ga?a zayd-un  bi-surat-in.
come.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM with-quick.VN-GEN

‘Zayd came quickly’

In both examples above, the prepositional phrases function as adverbs. In semantic level, they show the manner
of performing the event in both sentences. In example (14a), the prepositional phrase bi-gadab-in ‘angrily’
shows the manner of leaving. In this example, Hamed left in angry” way and this does not mean that he is angry
(he may pretend that he is angry). It is possible that Hamed is angry, but the prepositional phrase does not ensure
that and this interpretation may be understood from the manner of leaving, because if you leave in angry manner,
you should be angry. Similarly, the prepositional phrase bi-sur€at-in ‘quickly’ in example (14b) modifies the
verb g'd’a ‘came’ and shows how it is performed. The main evidence that supports our interpretation in both
examples is that the verbal nouns in both examples do not agree with any participant in the main predicate. For
example, gadab ‘anger’ in example (14a) does not agree in gender or number with the proper noun Hamed and
the second example is the same. This means that the prepositional phrases in both examples are different from
depictives in MSA, which agree with the controller in gender and number and therefore, they are
participant-oriented. This point will be used in distinguishing between two types of alhal in MSA below.

As shown above, alhal is a term that was used in traditional grammar to cover all nouns that carry an accusative
case marking and show the circumstances under which the action occurs and in Ryding (2005), a/hal is analyzed
as a type of adverbs. In this paper, we argue that there are two types of alhal: the first one is participant-oriented
and we will assume that it is a depictive and the second is event-oriented and we will assume that it is an adverb.
As shown above, what is called alhal can be in an adjective form or in a verbal noun form. The following
repeated examples show both:

(15) a. gata salim-un gadib-an.
come.PFV.3SGM Salem-NOM angry.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Salem came angry’

b. hadara faris-un bagtat-an.
attend.PFV.3sGM Faris-NOM suddenly.VN-ACC

‘Faris attended suddenly’

Example (15a) contains the active participle gadib-an ‘angry’, which is used as an adjective in MSA. We argue
that this word is functioning as a depictive, because it is a participant-oriented and this interpretation is based on
that the depictive agrees with the controller Salem in gender and number. We assume that the agreement shows
that there is a relationship between the depictive and the participant in the main predicate. In contrast, the word
bagtat-an ‘suddenly’ in accusative case in example (15b) is not a depictive, because it is not a
participant-oriented and this can be inferred from the fact that this verbal noun does not agree with any
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participant in the main predicate in gender and number as depictives do. Instead, we argue that the semantic
function of this verbal noun is to modify the event and therefore it is event-oriented. Thus, this paper argues that
alhal in MSA is two types: the first is a depictive and the second is an adverb. It is a depictive if it is a
participant-oriented and this happens when it is in an adjective form agreeing with a participant in the main
predicate. Otherwise, it is an adverb and in this case, it is a verbal noun that does not agree with any participant
in the main predicate, but it modifies the verb, meaning that it is event-oriented.

However, what we analyze as depictives in this paper may show orientation towards the event in main predicate
depending on their semantic meaning. For example, a depictive such as nahim ‘insatiable’ with a verb, such as
Pakala ‘ate’, as shown in the following example, does some kind of modification to wards the manner of
performing the event. In this case, this paper assumes that the main function of this adjective is to modify the
participant and the orientation of the event is understood from the semantic meaning of the adjective. Therefore,
we assume that this adjective is a depictive and a participant-oriented. Also, the same overlap can be with verbal
nouns, which are assumed to be adverbial constructions, meaning that some verbal nouns that function as
adverbs can show orientation towards a participant based on their semantic meaning.

(16) Pakala faris-un  nahim-an.
ecat.PFV.3sGM Faris-NOM insatiable.ADJ.SGM-ACC

‘Faris ate insatiable’
4. Analysis

This section discusses the syntactic analysis of depictive constructions. It opens by a brief introduction about the
LFG framework, which is used for the analysis in this paper. Then, this section discusses the syntactic analysis
of depictive constructions. It shows two possible analyses for this phenomenon in generative syntax, where
depictives are analyzed as small clauses or single adjuncts. In this paper, we argue for analyzing depictives as
single adjuncts, but with some differences in the analysis. In generative syntax, another difficulty comes from the
debate about the structural position of depictives in the tree, whether depictives are immediate constituents of the
clause or they are constituents of the VP (see Williams, 1980; Andrews, 1983; Rothstein, 1983; Himmelmann &
Schultze-Berndt, 2005). This paper will not discuss this problem, because it uses the LFG framework, where the
c-structure is less important in analyzing depictives. Therefore, we will focus on the f-structure in LFG, which
should represent the syntactic function of depictives.

4.1 An Overview of LFG

In this section, we should give a brief overview of LFG, which is the framework that will be used in analyzing
depictive constructions. The Lexical Functional Grammar theory is lexical, because the lexicon is central in
analyzing many phenomena that are analyzed in the syntax in other frameworks. It is functional because the
grammatical functions are very important in the formalism of LFG and they are shown in a separate structure
named functional structure (f-structure). LFG is the same as other theories in that words form constituents which
are shown in a tree and licensed by rules and in making use of the principle of x-bar theory (for more
information about x-bar theory, see Jackendoff, 1977; Chomsky, 1986; Dalrymple, 2001). LFG has the
advantage of containing two levels of presentation. Beside the constituent structure in LFG, there is another
structure in this framework representing syntactic function called f-structure and the syntactic discussion in this
paper will focus on this structure. The f-structure in LFG shows a function from ATTRIBUTES to their
VALUES. The following f-structure (quoted from Dalrymple, 2001, p. 30) illustrates:

(17) |ATTRIBUTE 1 VALUE 1
ATTRIBUTE 2 VALUE 2

Governable grammatical functions, such as SUBJ, OBJ, COMP, XCOMP.etc, modifiers, such as ADJ or XADJ,
or morphosyntactic features, such as NUM or TENSE can be attributes in an f-structure. The values of these
attributes are atomic elements, such as FUTURE for the attribute TENSE. Also, the value may be a semantic
form that is presented in single quotes showing that this value is unique, such as ‘John’. The following
f-structure in (18b) represents the sentence in (18a):

195



ijel.ccsenet.org

International Journal of English Linguistics

Vol. 9, No. 3;2019

(18) a. John saw Mary.

b. [PRED ‘see < (SUBJ, OBJ)>"|

TENSE past

PRED ‘JOHN’
SUBJ

NUM  SG

PRED ‘MARY’
OBJ

NUM  SG

The first attribute in the f-structure above is PRED and its value is a semantic form containing the argument list,
which shows the arguments that are required by the verb saw. The verb in this example requires two arguments:
SUBJ and OBJ. The second attribute in this f-structure is TENSE and its value is PAST, which is the tense of
this sentence. The following attributes are SUBJ and OBJ and their values are embedded f-structures showing
information about the subject and object in this example.

4.2 The Analysis of Depictives

The syntactic analysis of depictives should represent two relationships in this construction. The first relationship
holds between the main predicate and the depictive. The second relationship is between the depictive and the
controller, which is usually used to support analyzing depictives as predicates. In general, there are two main
analyses that are proposed for depictives in generative grammar. The first analysis treats depictives as small
clauses. In other words, a depictive is analyzed as a subordinate clause functioning as an adjunct and this
subordinate clause has an empty category PRO functioning as the subject of this clause. The PRO in this case is
controlled by the subject of the main clause in the construction. This proposal has been supported by Chomsky
(1981), Stowell (1982) and Hoekstra (1988).

The second possible analysis for depictives is as a simple adjunct. In this analysis, the control relationship
between the controller and the depictive is still there, but it is represented by co-indexing, meaning that the
depictive is analyzed as a single word that modifies a controller in the main clause (see Williams, 1980; Winkler,
2011).

As for the first analysis, which is the small clause analysis, there is some criticism in the literature against this
analysis. For example, Bruening (2018) argues against analyzing depictives as small clauses. He compares
depictive constructions with other constructions that should be analyzed as small clauses, suggesting that
depictives are different from these constructions. Resultative (19a), caused motion (19b), particle verb (19¢) and
double object (19d) constructions (all the examples below are quoted from Bruening, 2018, p. 1) are suggested to
be small clauses by Kayne (1985), Folli and Harley (2006), Kayne (1985) and Harley (1997), respectively.

(19) a. ‘Martha hammered the metal flat’.
b. ‘Jerome waltzed Matilda across the room’.
c. ‘They sponged the water up’.
d. ‘Melinda wrapped her friend a present’.

The main point behind suggesting that depictives are different is that the semantic meanings of these
constructions should be reflected by the syntactic analysis. For example, in the resultative construction in (19a),
the meaning is that Martha did hammering and the result is that the mental is flat. This example is analyzed in
the syntax as follows: the Martha is the subject of the verb hammer. This event caused a result, which is the
mental is flat. This result is analyzed in the syntax as a small clause. This means that the mental is not an
argument of the first predicate hammer, but it is a part of the result. Bruening (2018) argues that depicitves are
different from resultatives and other constructions in this regard. In depictive constructions, the controller is an
argument of the main predicate, meaning that analyzing depictives as small clauses is based on wrong semantic
analysis, because the controller is a part in the main event and the depictive modifies this controller at the time of
event occurrence. Also, there are important syntactic differences between both structures. For example,
resultatives can predicate an NP that is not an argument of the main predicate, while the NP in depictive
constructions must be an argument of the main predicate, because a depictive modifies a property of a participant
that holds through the event (see Rothstein, 2008; Pylkkdnen, 2008; Bruening, 2018). However, as mentioned
above, MSA is different in this characteristic. This means that a participant can be involved in the event even if it
is not an argument.
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The most important point in the previous discussion against analyzing depictives as small clauses is that the
controller semantically is a participant in the main event and this makes depictives different from other
constructions that are analyzed as small clauses, such as resultatives, where the subject of the result semantically
is not involved in the main event. However, it is possible to analyze depictives as small clauses in syntax by
suggesting that the depictive clause has a PRO functioning as a subject of the depictive predicate, as mentioned
above, but the problem will be in the semantic face of this analysis. Analyzing depictives as small clauses can be
represented in LFG by the following f-structure, in which the f-structure in (20b) provides an analysis for the
example in (20a):

(20) a. John left angry.

b. |PRED ‘leave < (SUBJ)>’
TENSE past
SUBJ [PRED 'JOHN']

PRED ‘angry < (SUBJ)>’
ADJ

SUBJ [PR.ED ‘PRO’]

The f-structure in (20b) shows that the main clause in example (20a) contains the verb left, which requires a
subject and this requirement is fulfilled by the embedded f-structure that contains the noun John, which functions
as the subject of the main clause. The relationship between the main predicate and the depictive is shown in
terms of adjunction, meaning that the subordinate clause functions as an adjunct. The relationship between the
depictive and the controller is a control relation, where the empty PRO is controlled by the subject of the main
predicate John (see Winkler, 2011) for more details about control relation).

However, in this paper, we agree with the point that depictive constructions are different in the semantic level
from constructions that should be analyzed as small clauses and this motivates a different analysis. Another
argument against the small clause analysis comes from the semantic meaning of depictives as well. As stated
above, depictives in MSA and other languages are morphologically adjectives and we suggest that they do the
same function that is done by adjectives. The only difference between depictives and normal adjectives is that
depictives modify the noun in the time of event only, while adjectives usually do that for long time. We suggest
that depictives and adjectives should have the same analysis.

In LFG, modifiers including adjectives are represented at f-structure as members of a set of adjuncts ADJ,
because there is no limit to the number of these modifiers that can occur in a phrase. This is an important
difference between arguments and adjuncts. If we try to represent the adjectival modifier British in example
(21a), it should be a member of the adjunct set named ADJ. This set modifies the noun woman, which can be
modified by more than one adjective. The following f-structure shows this analysis:

(21) a. British woman

b. [PRED ‘woman’
ADJ {[PRED ‘British’]}
In a phrase that has more than one modifier, each modifier appears in a separate f-structure that appears as a

member of the modifying set ADJ. The following f-structure in (22b) represents the example in (22a), which
contains two adjectives short and British modifying the noun woman:

(22) a. short British woman
b. |PRED ‘woman’

[PRED 'sllort']

[PRED 'British’]
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The same analysis is suggested for depictives in this paper, because they have the same function as stated.
Depictives are similar to adjectives in that they have the same morphological forms and they do the same
syntactic functions. The adjective modifies a noun and depictives do the same thing to a participant in the main
predicate. The only difference between them is in the length of the period of modification and this is a semantic
issue should be treated in semantic level. In this analysis, the set of ADJ, which represents the depictive, should
appear in the f-structure of the controller. For instance, the example in (2a) (repeated in (23a)), should have the
analysis in the f-structure in (23b). In this f-structure, the depictive gadib-an ‘angry’ is represented in a set that is
located inside the f-structure of the subject, because the depictive here modifies this subject, which is the
controller. Importantly, the f-structure shows the agreement between the controller, which is masculine and
singular, and the depictive, which is masculine and singular as well.

(23) a. gara salim-un  gadib-an.
come.PFV.3SGM Salem-NOM angry.APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Salem came angry’

b. [PRED  ‘come < (SUBJ)>’
TENSE past
[PRED ‘SALEM’ ]
GN M
NUM  SG
SUBJ 2
PRED ‘ANGRY
ADJ GN M
NUM  SG

This analysis can cover more than one depictive too. Like adjectives, depictives can be multi-ple. The following
example shows two depictives modifying one participant. The second depictive baki-an ‘crying’ in this example
is represented in a separate f-structure inside the set, which is inside the f-structure of the subject.

(24) a. gara salim-un  gadib-an
come.PFV.3SGM Salem-NOM angry.APTCP.SGM-ACC
baki-an.

crying. APTCP.SGM-ACC

‘Salem came angry and crying’

b. [PRED  ‘come < (SUBJ)>’ ]
TENSE past
[PRED ‘SALEM’ ]
GN M
NUM  SG
[PRED ‘ANGRY’
SUBJ GN M
[INUM  SG
ADJ - :
PRED ‘CRYING
GN M
[INUM  SG

However, examples such as the two examples in (7a) and (7b) above, repeated in (25a) and (25b) below, make a
problem for our analysis in this paper. In both examples, depictives require an object that carries an accusative
case marking and this indicates that they are predicates. The depictive mumattil-an ‘representing’ in example
(25a) (written in italic font) requires an object function that is filled by mudir-a ‘manager’, which is in the
accusative case. In the same way, the depictive darib-an ‘striking’ in example (25b) requires an object, which is
proper noun camr-an ‘Amr’ and it is in the accusative case.
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(25) a. hadara halid-un mumattil-an
attend.Prv.3sGM Khaled-NOM representing. APTCP.SGM-ACC
mudir-a al-sarikat-i.
manager-ACC DEF-company-GEN

‘Khaled attended representing the manager of the company’

b. gadara zayd-un  darib-an ‘amr-an.
leave.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM striking. APTCP.SGM-ACC Amr-ACC
‘Zayd left striking Amr’

This problem could be solved by one of two solutions: the first one is done by arguing that depictives can be
analyzed as single modifiers in some constructions and as predicates in others. The second solution is by
assuming that the two nouns in accusative case in both examples in (25) are not objects. In the first solution we
should add some changing to our analysis and assume that depictives in MSA can be a single modifier as
illustrated above and should be analyzed as a single adjunct and they can be predicates requiring some functions
and should be analyzed as a clause modifying a participant in the main clause.

Even the depictives in the two examples in (25) under this assumption can be analyzed as a single adjunct,
because the two depictives and the following nouns can be linked together to form construct phrases and in this
construction, the following nouns will carry a genitive case marking, meaning that they will not be valid to
function as an object of the preceding depictives. The following examples illustrate:

(26) a. hadara halid-un mumattil-a
attend.PFv.3sGM Khaled-NOM representing. APTCP.SGM-ACC
mudir-i al-sarikat-i.

manager-GEN DEF-company-GEN

‘Khaled attended the representative of the manager of the company’

b. gadara zayd-un  darib-a Camr-in.
leave.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM striking. APTCP.SGM-ACC Amr-GEN
‘Zayd left the striker of Amr’

However, the problem with this analysis is that if we analyze a depictive as a predicate, we need a subject, which
should be assumed to be a PRO that is controlled by the controller. This will support the small clause analysis for
depictives, because if we argue for the existing of PRO, it should be in all constructions of depictives. The
following f-structure illustrates this analysis by using the example in (25b), repeated as (27a):

(27) a. gadara zayd-un  darib-an “amr-an.
leave.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM striking. APTCP.SGM-ACC Amr-ACC
‘Zayd left striking Amr’

b. |PRED ‘leave <(SUBJ)>’
TENSE past
PRED ‘ZAYD’
GN M
NUM  SG
SEkd PRED ‘striking <(SUBJ, OBJ)>’
ADJ SUBJ [I’RED "PRO’]
OBJ [PRED 'AMR']

If we compare between the f-structure in (20b), which is supposed to represent the small clause analysis in LFG
and the f-structure in (27b), we find that the set of adjunct is inside the f-structure of the subject (27b) and this
means that the depictive clause modifies this subject in the same way as an adjective modifies a noun.

This paper supports the second analysis for the two examples in (25), meaning that the two nouns in accusative
case that follow both depictives are not objects, but they are the second part of construct phrases. The two
examples in (26), in which the same nouns carry a genitive case marking support this analysis. This means that
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we will argue that in MSA the second part of a construct phrase can be separated and carries an accusative case
marking and the fact that both constructions deliver the same semantic meaning supports this analysis. In this
way, we have the same analysis for single adjectives that function as depictives and have the same view about
the participant in the main predicate, which is not controlling any PRO in another clause. Therefore, we can
represent an example like (26b), repeated in (28a) in the f-structure in (28b), where the second part from the
construct phrase darib-a amr-in ‘the striker of Amr’, which is the proper noun Amr is represented as a specifier
of the depictive. We claim in this paper that an example, such as (25b), repeated as (29a), which delivers the
same semantic meaning should have the same analysis. Therefore, the depictive and its following proper noun,
will be analyzed as a construct phrase and the only difference between the two f-structures bellow is the case
marking of the proper noun 4mr, which is a genitive case marking in (28b) and an accusative case marking in
(29D).
(28) a. gadara zayd-un  darib-a Camr-in.

leave.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM striking. APTCP.SGM-ACC Amr-GEN

‘Zayd left striking Amr’

b. |PRED ‘leave < (SUBJ)>’

TENSE past

—PREI) ‘ZAYD'

GN M
NUM  SG
[PRED ‘STRIKING™ ]
SUBJ GN M
NUM  SG
et CASE  ACC
PRED ‘AMR’
SPEC
CASE  GEN
(29) a. gadara zayd-un  darib-an ‘amr-an.

leave.PFV.3SGM Zayd-NOM striking. APTCP.SGM-ACC Amr-ACC
‘Zayd left striking Amr’

b. [PRED  ‘leave < (suBJy)>’
TENSE Dpast

[PRED ‘ZAYD’
GN M

NUM  SG

PRED ‘STRIKING’

SUBJ GN M
NUM  SG
ADJ CASE ACC

SPEC

PRED ‘AMR’
CASE ACC

5. Conclusion

This paper has dealt with important issues in the semantic and syntactic analysis of depictives in general and in
MSA. We have tried to solve a problem in MSA caused by mixing two categories, namely, depictives and
adverbs. In this regard, we has analyzed adjectives in accusative case as depictives and verbal nouns in
accusative case as adverbs. In the syntax, this paper has discussed two possible analyses in generative syntax,
where depictives are analyzed as small clauses or single adjuncts. This issue has been discussed by using a new
framework, which is LFG, in analyzing depictives. The conclusion in this paper is that depictives should be
analyzed as single adjuncts, but they should be like adjectival constructions in that they modify a head noun in
the main predicate.
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