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INTRODUCTION

This volume addresses the question of the natutengiuage transfer
in second language acquisittoBy analysing the process of acquisition of
complex syntax by non-native learners of Spanisiseeks to establish
what kind of knowledge is transferred from the vatianguage and what
changes occur as learners become more proficiénfocuses on a
particular class of grammatical constructions whigpically contain
infinitival clauses that complement the main ve@mntrol, Raising and
Exceptional Case Marking structures. It presentgiattion data obtained
by means of different experimental methods fromtddarners of Spanish
with English as their first language. By looking language transfer
phenomena, it deals with the development of liripisompetence in
second language acquisition and degree of conveegeetween the non-
native (or interlanguage) and native (or targeghgmnars.

From a syntactic perspective, a complex sentenowde up of two or
more simple sentences, also known as clausesc@hibination may take
place by means of two recursive mechanisms: coatidim and
subordination (or sentence embedding). Subordimatmbedded clauses
are characterized by being dependent on the seecaflain clause. In
isolation, embedded sentences are ungrammaticathasn in (1b) as
opposed to (1a) (ungrammatical constructions areakeda with an
asterisk).

(1a) [John says [that he wants beer]]

(1b) *[That he wants beer]

This study focuses on so-called verbal compleméimdd,is, embedded
clauses that are subcategorized by the main vezthal complements are
further subdivided according to the inflection betembedded verb into
finite and non-finite complements, as shown ing@d (3).

(2) John told medr that he was sick]

(3) John hopestfto get better soon]
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The embedded clause in (2) is analysed as a Corapterar Phrase
(CP), headed by a functional category called a dementizer (hat)
which serves as a nexus between both clauses.ribedeled clause in (3)
is analysed as a Tense Phrase (TP) headed byrknite (or infinitival)
verb. When main verbs combine with infinitival ck®s, they give rise to
different syntactic configurations. This study feea on four such
configurations, shown in (4) to (7).

(4a) Mary decided to call John.

(4b) Mary forced John to decide.

(5) Mary seems to be happy.

(6) Mary considers John to be intelligent.

(7) Veo al jardinero regar las plantas.
“l see the gardener watering the plants.”

Examples (4a) and (4b) appear in so-called Cortooifigurations,
example (5) appears in a Raising to Subject cordigpn, example (6)
appears in a Raising to Object configuration arahgde (7) appears in an
Exceptional Case Marking configuration.

These constructions constitute an interesting rekedopic for
different reasons. From a syntactic perspectiagtls interaction between
the semantic and thematic properties of the manb,vend the type of
syntactic configuration in which the infinitival atilse appears. This has
consequences not only for the distribution of iitifiuial clauses (i.e., the
syntactic positions in which they appear) but dtsotheir interpretation
(i.e., the choice of antecedent for the infinitictduse). More specifically,
infinitives do not allow overt subjects, as opposkd finite verbs.
Therefore, they may enter into a relation of reféed dependence with a
sentence-external or sentence-internal referefinitimal clauses in the
configurations above are referentially dependentannargument in the
main clause. For examplao[call Johrj in (4a) is coindexed with the main
subject Mary (Mary decides andMary calls John). In this case, the
interpretation of the infinitival clause is straiffirward, since there is no
other possible referent in the main clause. In restt there are two
possible referents in (4b), the main sub)deiry and the main objedbhn
Syntacticians try to account for the interpretataninfinitival clauses in
Control, Raising and Exceptional Case Marking stmes in terms of
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syntactic operations, whereas semanticians mairdainigger role for
semantic factors across the board.

Syntactic studies have dealt extensively with GantRaising or
Exceptional Case Marking structures from a thecaétiperspective.
Acquisition studies have looked at the developn@rinfinitival clauses
as verbal complements (order of acquisitforut have not focused
specifically on these constructions. That saidtaterControl phenomena
have been researched and described as late-leauies, that is,
grammatical phenomena for which adult native speal®lity is not
attained by children until they are six or oldeo@@luck and Birch 1987).
Late-learned rules are important for language aitijpm with regard to
computational and processing complexity, and redeas in the field
have tried to establish the characteristics of-leéened rules that slow
down the acquisition of Control structures compatedother types of
complex sentences. The majority of the data israéstic, although there
are a number of experimental studies which dedi iaitie-learned Control
phenomena. The data usually come from child nafivi® learners of
English, although there are a limited number ofligtsl dealing with non-
native (L2) learners of English with different natilanguages.

The specific focus of the study presented herehésacquisition of
infinitival clauses in Control, Raising and Excepthl Case Marking
structures by L2 learners of Spanish, in order ddress the following
research questions. On the one hand, what kindloknowledge gets
transferred to the L2? L1 transfer will be lookddaa a measure of the
development of the interlanguage grammar, sinig assumed that more
proficient learners will transfer less as they dadbe syntactic representations
that are appropriate for the target grammar. Orother hand, how much
convergence is there between interlanguage andengtammars? And a
related question: can there be convergence betweese grammars?
Adult learners have already adopted the represensadf their L1 by the
time they begin learning the L2. Presumably, thegpeesentations can be
accessed through the L1. The framework for theystadhe Generative
theory of language acquisition, which crucially ases that the language
faculty underlies both L1 and L2 acquisition, eviough native and
interlanguage grammars differ with regard to theveflepment of the
properties of the L1 and the L2. This study alsovjtes a contrastive
analysis of Spanish and English infinitival compentation from the
perspective of the latest trends of Generativertheas well as evidence
from the acquisition data that showcases the differproperties of
Control, Raising and Exceptional Case Marking esthlanguages. Unlike
many previous acquisition studies, it does not $ocun constructions
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belonging to the same paraméteZontrol, Raising and Exceptional Case
Marking structures superficially appear to be idaif but the underlying
syntactic configurations are very different. Asault, properties related to
the distribution and interpretation of infinitivalauses also differ across
these constructions, as mentioned earlier. Thisdystuapplies
developmental mechanisms such as the Subset/Supeirsgiple’ to the
learnability hypotheses concerning these propertées well as other
proposals such as the Competing Grammars Hypotfeedi® acquisition,
which focuses on the similarities between acquisitand diachronic
change.

In summary, the present study investigates theisitigm of infinitival
clauses in Control, Raising and Exceptional Casekig structures by
adult L2 learners of Spanish (L1 English). It loakisthe effects of L1
transfer and level of language proficiency in thestribution and
interpretation of these clauses by means of twesypf behavioural
experiments: a self-paced (offline) grammaticalitgggment task and a
time-paced (online) forced choice task.

Chapter One presents a contrastive analysis afitivél clauses in
Control, Raising and Exceptional Case Marking s$tmgs in English and
Spanish. It focuses on a number of propertieshthaé been studied in the
Generative literature, from the earliest work (Clstagn 1965; Chomsky
1973; Chomsky and Lasnik 1977) to the latest tecids(Chomsky 1981,
1982, 1995, 2001). These properties concern théribdison and
interpretation of infinitival clauses, that is, (#je syntactic positions in
which they appear in Control, Raising and Excemio@Gase Marking
structures, and (b) the choice of antecedent feritffinitival clause in
these structures.

Chapter Two presents previous literature on thaiiaitgpn of Control,
Raising and Exceptional Case Marking structurehiwithe Generative
framework, with the aim of providing the backdragr the learnability
hypotheses and the predictions for the acquisitio@ontrol, Raising and
Exceptional Case Marking in Spanish as an L2. Tifegature is presented
in the context of past and present L2 acquisitimeoties, which address
the issues of non-native competence and converdegteesen native and
interlanguage grammars, and aim to predict whigasof language are
more likely to show linguistic transfer.

Chapter Three presents the experimental study etérifvom the
learnability hypotheses for the acquisition of Qoht Raising and
Exceptional Case Marking, which are based on theg&ing Grammars
Hypothesis for L2 acquisition (Zobl and Liceras 2p@nd markedness in
terms of subset/superset relationships betweenmgadical features across
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English and Spanish. The two experimental tasksvbich the L2 data

was collected (the grammaticality judgment task &mel forced choice

task) deal with the distribution and interpretatwhinfinitival clauses in

these syntactic configurations. The data analysls imdicate whether

there are competing representations in the intgdage grammar where
Spanish and English differ (effect of the L1), atodwhat extent this

competition persists over time (effect of the lesklanguage proficiency).
General conclusions derived from the data anabsgresented after this
chapter, as well as several issues concerning dheisition of complex

structures.

Notes

! Bilingual acquisition includes simultaneous andusmtial bilingualism. Meisel
(2001), and Butler and Hakuta (2004) define sinmdtaus bilingualism as the
acquisition of two native languages (L1+L1) fronnthiand in a natural context. It
is also known as L1 bilingualism (De Houwer 199098, 1998; Genesee 2001,
Lanza 1993, Meisel 1989, 2001; Swain 1972). Sedplepitingualism is defined
as the acquisition of a native language (L1), fo#d by the acquisition of a non-
native language (L2) , mostly but not necessaniyan institutional context.
Sequential bilingualism has also been termed caoisec or successive
bilingualism (Albrecht 2004; McLaughlin 1978; Lindim and Padilla 1978).
Sequential bilingual learners can be children aultad The present study deals
with adult sequential bilinguals, which will be tged non-native or L2 learners, as
opposed to native or L1 speakers.

2 The development of the ability to produce and us@ded complex sentences
(including finite and non-finite complements) by ildh learners has been
considered to be one of the most interesting amubitant aspects of language
acquisition, as a distinctive trait of human langges(Limber 1973).

% As observed in Ayoun (2005), parameters “(...yespnt the range of variation
that can be found in natural languages (...)" (Ti¢y subsume “(...) a cluster of
phonological, syntactic, lexical, or morphologipabperties or structures governed
by an abstract principle (...)” and they are “(traditionally assumed to be binary
in that they have two (mutually exclusive) values settings. (...)" (72). For
instance, the pro-drop or null subject parametezllé®i 1982; Chomsky 1981;
Jaeggli 1982; Jaeggli and Safir 1989; Perimuttetli®Rizzi 1982) distinguishes
languages according to whether they allow null ectisj in finite clauses or not
(e.g.,we go to the movies every weekémdEnglish as opposed @ vamosal cine
todos los fines de semamaSpanish), and according to other related syiatactd
morphological properties, such as subject-verbrgiva Ha llamadotu hermana
vs. *Called yoursistel), that—trace sequencegQuién crees que ha llamado.
*Who do you think that calleg?and pleonastic pronoun® Esta lloviendovs. It

is raining).
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4 The Subset/Superset principle (Berwick 1985) wigirelly developed to define
the relationship between the options of a paramétecording to this principle,
where the language defined by one parametric ofitions a subset of a language
defined by another parametric option, children #&hoinitially entertain the
narrowest hypothesis to account for the input datal should only extend their
grammars on the basis of evidence that cannotdmuiated for.



CHAPTERONE

A CROSSLINGUISTIC ACCOUNT OFCONTROL,
RAISING AND EXCEPTIONAL CASE MARKING

This chapter presents a contrastive analysis ofifivial clauses in
Control, Raising and Exceptional Case Marking s$tmgs in English and
Spanish. It focuses on a number of propertiesithaé been studied in the
Generative literature, from Standard Theory (Chgm$R65; Chomsky
1973; Chomsky and Lasnik 1977) to the Theory ofnéples and
Parameters (Chomsky 1981; Chomsky 1982) and thénMlist Program
(Chomsky 1995, 2001). These properties concerndib&ibution and
interpretation of infinitival clauses, that is, (#je syntactic positions in
which they appear in Control, Raising and ExcemioBGase Marking
structures, and (b) the choice of antecedent feritifinitival clause in
these structures.

1.1. Control and Raising Structures
in Generative Syntax

To quote Davies and Dubinsky, "(...). Raising amh{ol are among a
handful of syntactic phenomena (including anapharad question
formation) which have been central concerns of gaihve syntax since
the 1960s (...)." (vi) As explained previously, these syntactic phenamen
are manifested in (but are not limited to) comp#tsuctures where the
main verb is complemented by an embedded infifitilause, as shown in
(8) and (9).

(8a) John tried [to understand the article]
(8b) John persuaded the doctor [to examine Mary]

(9a) John seemed [to understand the article]
(9b) John believed the doctor [to have examinedyMar
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On the surface, the constructions in (8a) anddBapractically identical:
both contain an intransitive main clause followsdamn infinitival clause.
Likewise, the constructions in (8b) and (9b) bodintain a transitive main
clause followed by an infinitival clause. The difface is that the main
subject John in (9a) is semantically linked only to the embeddverb
(understanyi whereas in (8a) it is semantically linked to thdthe main
verb ¢ry) and the embedded verb. In (9b), the main objtbet doctoy is
linked only to the embedded verxéming, whereas in (8b) it is linked to
both the main verlpgrsuadgand the embedded verb.

In the Generative literature, the constructiong8pare referred to as
Control structures (Subject Control in the cas¢8al, Object Control in
the case of [8bf) The constructions of (9) are referred to as Rgisi
structures (Raising to Subject in [9a], RaisingDtoject in [9b]). Whether
a given construction is Control or Raising deperads the lexical
properties of the main verb. These constructiores attested in many
languages other than English, among them Spanishasn in (10) and
(11).

(10a) Maria decidi6 [llamar a Juan]
"Mary decided [to call John]"

(10b) Maria obligé a Juan a [tomar una decision]
"Mary forced John [to make a decision]"

(11) Maria parece [estar contenta]
"Mary seems [to be happy]"

Both the infinitive and the gerund are non-finiterrhs that can
combine with finite verbs, but only the infinitiwan appear in complex or
bi-clausal structures. Gerunds appear in so-calegbhrastic constructions,
that is, structures where two verbs constitutenglsi head of the verbal
predicate (G6mez Torrego 1989)his means that periphrastic constructions
are by definition mono-clausal, similarly to sim@leuctures with a single
verb. Since the topic of this research is the asitiom of complex
structures, constructions with non-finite forms tsuas gerunds and
participles, or infinitives that appear in monowdal structures (e.g.,
modal structures such a®u must go to schdolwill not be discussed
further in this volume.

The constructions in (8) to (11) differ in sevenalys, which have been
used to make the case for distinguishing betweentr@oand Raising.
From a semantic point of view, Control and Raisisiguctures are
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distinguished by their thematic structures andctieleal restrictions. In
Control structures, an argument in the main classemantically linked
to both the main verb and the embedded verb, asioned above. In the
case of intransitive main clauses, the argumetttaésmain subject. In the
case of transitive main clauses, the main ohjdat terms of thematic
structure, the argument in the main clause receavésematic role from
both the main verb and the embedded véddhifis the agent afry and the
experiencer ofinderstandn [8a]; the doctoris the agent oéxamineand
the theme ofpersuadein [9a]). In contrast, the main argument is
semantically linked only to the embedded verb ifrsRRg structures. Verbs
such asseemdo not assign thematic role§ofin is the experiencer of
understandbut receives no other thematic rafe [8b]). Verbs such as
believeassign two thematic roles, agent to its subject thene to the
clausal complementti{e doctoris the agent oexaminein [9b]), but no
thematic role to the main object. Main verbs thapear in Control
structures typically select animate subjects, stfey assign the role of
agent £ the article tried to be interesting therefore semantically odd).
This selectional restriction does not apply in¢hse of Raising structures,
as main verbs that appear in these constructiosigraso thematic role
(the article seems interestijig

From a syntactic point of view, Control and Raisstguctures show
certain differences that are language specifichsas the use of the
embedded passive or pleonastic subjects in Efiglish use of partitive
clitics (en in French (Ruwet 1991), or clitic climbing in Spsh (Lujan
1980). Other differences, which are related to the itigtion and
interpretation of the infinitival clause are commorEnglish and Spanish.

1.1.1. Control and Raising Structures in the Theory
of Principles and Parameters

Together with gerunds and patrticiples, infinitiae characteristically
non-inflected (or non-finite) verbal forms (Chomsk§70). In Spanish, an
infinitive consists of a verbal root plus a thernatowel (-a— or -e-) and
an infinitival affix —r. Within the Government and Binding framework
(Chomsky 1981), the non-finite verbal affix is analysed as the functional
head of the inflection node in the derivation. Tihfnitival particle to in
English is similarly analysed as a non-finite vérfioam marker belonging
to inflectiorf. The main difference is that Modern English hasboand
infinitival morphology, as opposed to Sparlish

"Case Theory is the module of the grammar concemwél the
distribution of NPs. (...)" within the Principlesidh Parameters framework
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(Haegeman 1994, 193). It establishes the Case filteich "(...) imposes a
requirement on the licensing of NPs (...)" (Ibid93). The Case filter
states that all phonetically realized (or overtmimal elements must be
assigned abstract caSeNoun Phrases (NPs) receive case under government
or by specifier-head agreement. According to Chgn{4k81), functional
categories such as Tense and Agreement, which m@sent in finite
inflection (e.g., inflected verbal affixes in Spsimj auxiliaries in English)
license overt NP subjects by assigning them nornv@matase. Non-finite
inflection lacks Tense and Agreement, meaning thfhitives cannot
assign nominative case and therefore do not licemse subjectg*John
be tired of commuting every day

At the same time, the Extended Projection Pringiplecording to
which all clauses must have subjects applies tb bdtected (or finite)
clauses and non-finite clauses. Therefore, lexicafid phonetically null
categories have been posited in the Generativatlitee as the subject of
the infinitival clause, particularly after the iattuction of Standard Theory
(Chomsky 1973), as shown in (12) and (13).

(12) Johntried [sd[sPRQto understand the article]]
(13) John seemedH to understand the article]

The category of the null subject is different inn@ol and Raising
structures. In Raising structures such as (13)NtAdohnis generated in
the embedded clause. Since the embedded verbiidiaitive, it cannot
assign abstract case and therefore does not lieemsesubjects. In order
to comply with the Case filter, the NP is forcedagse to the main clause,
where it is assigned nominative case by the maihb.ve addition to the
Case filter, derivations have to comply with theeffifatic Criterioft,
which links thematic roles with syntactic positioriEhe NP receives a
thematic role (agent) from the embedded verb. Sierbs such aseem
do not assign thematic roles, this derivation duasviolate the Thematic
Criterion. The NP leaves behind a trabg i( the subject position of the
embedded clause, thus complying with the Extendejpb€tion Principle.

In Control structures such as (12), the NP hasetg@dnerated in the
main clause. If it were to raise from the embeddedse, it would receive
a thematic role from both the main verb and the edded verb (agent),
violating the Thematic Criterion. At the same timthjs argument is
semantically linked to both verbs. In order to eefl this semantic
relationship and comply with the Thematic Critefi@null pronominal
(PRO) is posited as the subject of the infinitickduse. PRO fulfills the
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Case filter (it does not require abstract caseettidensed in that position),
the Extended Projection Principle, and the Thenfatiterion by receiving
the thematic role from the embedded verb. The NEhénmain clause is
the controller or antecedent of PRO in the embeddiase, and thus the
link is established in syntactic terms.

In constructions such as (14), the object NP inrfa@n clause was
initially proposed to raise from the embedded a@ussimilarly to the
subject NP in (13). However, if the NP were to edfisom the embedded
clause, it would receive a thematic role from bibth main verb (theme)
and the embedded verb (agent), violating the Thien@iterion. At the
same time, the Case filter does not allow the mesef an overt NP in
the subject position of the embedded clause.

(14) *John believed the doctashfto have examined Mary]

Chomsky (1981) suggests that the NP remains ietfieedded clause,
but at the same time is assigned case by the nealn &s shown in (15).
Since main verbs do not usually assign case teubgct of the embedded
clause, these constructions are known as Excepti@ase Marking
structures.

(15) John believedlie doctor to have examined Mary]

In English, some verbs (suchwaant prefer, like, among others) may
appear in structures with intransitive main clausesh as (16), or
structures with transitive main clauses such ag. (fWith certain main
verbs, the main object is preceded by the prepositor (e.g., the
company would prefer for him to retire egtlyrhese constructions are
called Optional Control structures. This referghe ability of these main
verbs to alternate in two different syntactic cguofiations (San Martin
2004), a Control configuration in the case of (1&8)d a non-Control
configuration in the case of (17).

(16) John wants to retire early.

(17) The company wants him to retire early.

Chomsky (1981) proposes that the embedded claus¢ains a
phonologically empty complementizer that can ogibnlicense the overt

NP (him) by assigning it accusative case. Since the endmedthuse is
non-finite, it is the prepositional complementifer. This prepositional
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complementizer is eliminated in the Phonologicalnkogiving rise to the
configuration in (18Y. The rule allowing the elimination of the
prepositional complementizer applies only to podtak positions and
certain complementddr the children to run would be dangerous / *the
children to run would be dangerous

(18) The company wantg® [shim to retire early]]

In summary, Control and Raising structures congairull category in
the subject position of the embedded infinitivahude. In contrast,
Exceptional Case Marking and Optional Control dtritess contain overt
NPs, licensed either by the main verb or a compieiner.

Chomsky (1981) further distinguishes Control fromigthg according
to clause structure. As shown in (19) as oppose(2@, the infinitival
subject is introduced by a null complementizer wntol structures, but
not in Raising structures.

(19) Mary decideddd cD[+pPROFto] call John]]]

(20) [reMary [r[ve[vseemslip[+to][veh[vbe] happy]]]]

Stowell (1982) notes that infinitival clauses ireske configurations
show interpretative differences relating to tensed amood. More
specifically, certain infinitival clauses may be demnstood as being
unrealized with respect to the main clause. In @drdtructures such as
(19), the event denoted by the infinitival clausellj is not interpreted as
necessarily taking place at the same time as tbpt@lenoted by the main
clause decidg. In these cases, the tense/mood interpretatiorthef
embedded clause would be similar to modal elemsmts asshould or
wouldin English, or the subjunctive in Spanish. In Rejsstructures such
as (20), both events are interpreted as necessakilyg place at the same
time (seemandbe happy. Infinitival clauses in Control structures areish
said to denotérrealis mood, and infinitival clauses in Raising structures
are said to denoteealis mood. Stowell (1982) affirms that these
interpretative differences are not only relatethis semantic content of the
main verb, but also to the syntactic representatioimfinitival clauses in
these configurations. According to this author,initifval clauses with
C(omplementizer)-positions (i.e., Control strucf)recontain a tense
operator, which results in tharealis interpretation of the infinitival
clause. Infinitival clauses with no C-position®(j.Raising structures) lack
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this tense operator, which results in thealis interpretation of the
infinitival clause.

Regarding the interpretation of infinitival clausesparate modules are
needed in the Principles and Parameters framewmrkctount for null
infinitival subjects in Control and Raising struas. Traces in Raising
structures are c-commanded by the NP antecedé¢heimain clause, and
are therefore anaphoric in nature. Their interpie@tais regulated by
Binding Theory. PRO is anaphoric in the sense dthisgatorily bound by
its antecedent, but it is also pronominal in thessethat it is bound by an
antecedent outside the embedded clause. Contrabrifhegulates the
interpretation of PRO. PRO has special properfies:instance, it may
have an arbitrary reference if the embedded cleuset governed by the
main verb {0 err is humah As explained earlier, its reference can be
determined either by the subject or the objecthef hain clause. If the
main clause contains more than one possible argateid is usually the
closest NP to the infinitival clause, in accordangh Rosenbaum's
(1968) Minimal Distance Principté

The interpretation of infinitival clauses with ngllibjects is at the heart
of the debate between semantic and syntactic atc@mfnControl and
Raising. Generally speaking, theories formulatethiwi the Generative
framework rely on purely syntactic operations tocamt for the
distribution and interpretation of infinitival claas in these configurations.
These theories usually follow or adapt the Minintastance Principle
(Hornstein 1999, 2001, 2003; Landau 2000, 2003;2itér1 983; Manzini
and Roussou 2000, among others), and only accemrge accounts for
highly exceptional cases. In contrast, other thesopropose a bigger role
for semantics, particularly the meaning of the maénb (Culicover and
Jackendoff 2001; Jackendoff 1972; Sag and Poll@&ill According to
authors such as Culicover and Jackendoff (200&),Mmimal Distance
Principle does not fully account for the interptigta of infinitival clauses,
particularly with verbs such gsomiseas shown in (21).

(21) Johnpromised the doctor [PR@ examine Mary]

The main clause contains two possible NP antecedentPRO. The
closest antecedent in terms of the Minimal DistaRdaciple is the main
object ¢the doctoy. However, the main subjeclidhn is interpreted as the
antecedent here. In contrast, in constructions wéttbs such apersuade,
which also contain two possible NP antecedentdhénrhain clause, the
main object is interpreted as the antecedent of FRQJohn persuaded
the doctor[PRQ to examine Mary)}
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In order to account for the interpretative propestiof infinitival
clauses withpromisetype verbs from a syntactic perspective, Larson
(1991) analysepromiseas a double object verb apérsuadeas a single
object verb in Deep Structure, as shown in (22)(@3)l.

(22) [yp[neJohn[, [vpromised{p[neMaryly - to come{. [velneelllIIII]

(23) [ve[npdohni, [vpersuadedg[neMary[y-to comefel]]]]]]]

In promisetype constructions, the main objedfigry) is an indirect
object that raises from a VP internal positionhe embedded clause. In
Deep Structure, the closest NP antecedent in MinDistance terms is
the main subjectlphn (i.e.,John promised to come to Mamould be the
Deep Structure equivalent dbhn promised Mary to comen persuade
type constructions, the main object is generategtty in the main clause.
It is the closest NP antecedent in both Deep amfh& Structure. Larson
(1991) concludes that Control structures wgfomisetype verbs are
structurally more complex than Control structureshwother transitive
verbs. He supports his analysis by pointing out phamisetype verbs can
also appear in small clauses with double objest®pposed tpersuade-
type verbs (e.gMary promisedlohn the bookvs.*Mary persuadediohn
the booR.

In summary, the null category in the subject positbf the embedded
clause is different in Control and Raising struetufPRO vs. an NP trace)
and its interpretation is also regulated by a défié module of the
grammar: Control Theory in the case of PRO, Bindiihgory in the case
of the NP trace. Control and Raising are not onigtimuished
semantically by their thematic structures and silpal restrictions, but
also syntactically by their clause structure arel ¢htegory of the subject
of the infinitival clause.

The adoption of the Minimalist Program will chalggn many of the
differences proposed within the Principles and Patars framework.
Some analyses go as far as attempting to providgle account for
Control and Raising (Hornstein 1999, 2001). Othealgses continue
providing different accounts (Landau 2000, 2003).

1.1.2. Control and Raising Structures in the Minimdist
Program

According to the syntactic analyses formulated inittne framework
of Generative syntax, and particularly the Theoffy Ryinciples and
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Parameters, infinitival clauses in Control, Raisamyd Exceptional Case
Marking structures complement the main verb. Thidvmay assign one
thematic role (as irdecidg, two thematic roles (as ifiorce), or no
thematic roles (as iseen). Control and Raising structures are proposed to
contain null infinitival subjects; Exceptional Cadéarking structures
contain overt infinitival subjects. In Control sttures, the infinitival
subject is the null pronominal PRO; in Raising stwes, the infinitival
subject is an NP trace.

The Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995, 2001) brirad®ut some
changes to the analysis of Control, Raising ancepgtional Case Marking.
Even though it adopts the basic ideas of the ThedriPrinciples and
Parameters with regard to linguistic knowledge #ramodel of language
acquisition (Eguren and Fernandez Soriano 200#t)conceptualizes the
properties of linguistic systems rather differentBrucially, the Minimalist
Program eliminates the distinction between reprsemal levels (Deep
and Surface Structure), and the distinction betwlegital and syntactic
information (assuming that structurally relevanattees have lexical
content, that is, that they are interpretablepl$b aims to develop some
ideas on the economy of derivatibhand the economy of representatidns
which have the effect of reducing the number antjtle of syntactic
operations to three essential ones: Merge, Agrdévave.

The proposals on the economy of derivations andesgmtations are
particularly relevant for the syntactic analysis @éntrol, Raising and
Exceptional Case Marking structures. Null completizens, which were
posited within the Theory of Principles and Parareto prevent PRO
from being governed by the main verb, have no piadbe context of the
Minimalist Program. Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) prepdhe Null Case
Hypothesis, according to which non-finite (infindi) inflection checks
(null) structural case on PRO via specifier-heackament. They assume
that infinitival inflection can only check null cesand that PRO is the
only element that can receive null case. As shaw(2#), PRO moves
from a VP-internal position to the specifier of T arder to have its null
case features checked by infinitival inflection Dnthat is, by a phrasal
head with matching case features.

(24) John tried[r-PRQ(Spec)[tto understanfl,sti[\: [vthe article]]]]]

The Null Case Hypothesis does not appear to digthgbetween
Control and Raising structures, as it gives no aeawhy infinitival
inflection should not check null case in Raisingistures as well. In order
to solve this problem, Martin (1992, 1996, 20019pmses that infinitival
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inflection can only check null case in syntactiofigurations where the
infinitival clause denotesrealis (i.e., Control structures) on the basis of
Stowell's (1982) observations on tense/modal diffees in infinitival
clauses. Therefore, null case can only be checke@ointrol structures,
and PRO is the only element that is licensed asitinfl subject in these
configurations.

Boskovic (1997) also adopts the Null Case Hypothesis, pgjrdut that
the type of complement (CP or TP) depends on tleetganal properties of
the main verb. Unless there are lexical or strattiacctors that require a C-
position in the derivation (such as an overt commgletizer), clauses
without a C-position (TP) as shown in (25) and (26) the default option
in accordance with Minimal Structure Princiffle

(25a) John triediEPROJto][ve[vunderstand] the article]]
(25b) John persuaded the doctgPRO[to][ve[vexamine] Mary]]
(26) [rpdohn[+[ve[vseemsHe[tto][veti[vunderstand] the article]]]]

In Control structures such as (25a) and (25b), BR&zks null case in
the specifier of TP, as opposed to Raising strestwuch as (26). Here,
there is no null case for PRO to check and theeeRIRO cannot be the
infinitival subject. The NP moves from a VP-interrgosition to the
specifier of T, where it can receive structuralecd®m the main verb,
leaving a trace behind.

This analysis has been adopted with some modificatin more recent
versions of the Minimalist Program. More specifigalt is accepted that
infinitival affixes or markers have abstract tengmoperties, that is,
unspecified Tense values that must be determinech fthe context
provided by the main clause. As explained in Rati{@004), if the Tense
value of the infinitival clause is independent bétt of the main clause,
null case can be valued on a goal with matchingfedtiures (PRO), as
shown in (27%°. If this is not the case, infinitival inflectiorannot value
null case on PRO, and therefore PRO cannot benfimitival subject.

(27) John tried{[;PRO}-to understand the article]]

[3-pers] [3-pers]
[Sg-num] [Sg-num]
[Null Case] [Ts-nf]

[EPP]
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Some authors such as Wurmbrand (2001) do not ateafpinfinitival
inflection has Tense features. This author claile tnfinitival clauses
may receive anirrealis interpretation if they involve a future modal
(similar to woll in German), orealis if they lack the future modal. As
shown here, the infinitival clause in (28a) is rfature-oriented, and
therefore the construction in (28b) is ungrammat&sopposed to (29).

(28a) John is trying to call Paul. [-Tense, -Mbd
(28b) *John is trying to call Paul later.

(29a) John decided to call Paul. [-Tense, +Mpdal
(29b) John decided to call Paul later.

Wurmbrand (2001) suggests that complements in ngi&ins such as
(28a) have been restructuf®dn the sense that they involve truncated
infinitival clauses (i.e., they lack TP or CP lager As opposed to
infinitival clauses in constructions such as (29agy denote bare events
or actions, and therefore lack illocutionary formethematic properties.
They do not license PRO as infinitival subject dmas do not give rise to
Control, as shown in (30).

(30) [redohnfe[velvis trying|yeto call Paul]]]]

Wurmbrand's (2001) proposal implies that some vesnlsh astry,
which have been classified as Control verbs in iptesy studies, would
instead be more akin to periphrastic vétbwhich typically give rise to
single clause sentences.

Independently of the proposed syntactic analydisthese authors
accept that Control and Raising are different. thaoretical as well as
empirical reasons, Generative analyses have wadity distinguished
Control from Raising, from Rosenbaum (1968) andt&q4974) to the
Minimalist Program. For instance, according to 8tad Theory, Control
and Raising structures should have different regmadions in Deep
Structure because they do not take the same nuofils@guments. This is
based on the assumption that there is a link betwe&ectural differences
and empirical distinctions such as thematic stmactor selectional
restrictions. As explained earlier, within the Thef Principles and
Parameters and particularly the Government and iBgndramework,
Chomsky (1981) invokes the Thematic Criterion, whlnks thematic
roles with syntactic positions. Null subjects inn@tol structures such as
John tried [PRO to understand the articlie] (25a) are posited because an
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argument is needed to receive the thematic role filee embedded verb
(in this case, Agent), in accordance with the Th@&n&riterion. An
alternate analysis involving Raising, that is, nmoeat of the main object
out of the embedded clauses as shown in (31), ¢lu@ed in Control
structures by the Thematic Criterion.

(31) *Johntried [¢; to understand the article]

In this construction, the argumedthnreceives a thematic role from
the embedded verb. If it moved to the main subpedition, it would
receive another thematic role from the main vefiie Thematic Criterion
states that an argument can receive one and ordytlk@matic role.
Therefore, the analysis in (31) is incorrect fon@ol structures.

Hornstein (1999, 2001) proposes an analysis thebumts for both
(Obligatory) Contrd? and Raising, motivated basically by theoretical
reasons. According to this author, the distinctimtween Control and
Raising structures in the frameworks before theiMatist Program "(...)
relies on the thematic requirements d-structuregdan derivations (...)"
(Hornstein 2003, 1#3. He argues that the elimination of Deep Strucase
a level of representation makes this distinctionaniegless within the
Minimalist framework. In addition, he argues thasiagle analysis for
Control and Raising structures is conceptuallyaative, since it (a)
eliminates the restrictions imposed by the Themé@iiteriorf*, and (b)
eliminates the need to posit different modules lfsas Control Theofy)
to account for the distribution and interpretatafrthe infinitival clause in
these configurations. More specifically, Hornst€l999, 2001) proposes
that Control structures are derived by movememtilarly to Raising
structures. He assumes that movement between ticepasitions is
possible, and that thematic roles function as fesatthat trigger movement
between thematic positions. At the same time, @bnémd Raising
structures are distinguished by their thematic ertgs. According to
Hornstein (2003) and Boeckx and Hornstein (2004 &argument in
Raising structures would involve a single chainhwits copies and
therefore have only one thematic role, as showr{32), whereas the
argument in Control structures would involve mud#ighains and at least
two thematic roles, as shown in (33).

(32) [pMary; [tpseems to\p<Mary;> be tired]]]]
(33) [pMary; [ve<Mary> tried to [jp<Mary;> call John]]]]

(cf. Boeckx and Hornstein 2004, 432)



Cross-linguistic Account of Control, Raising andcEgtional Case Marking 19

The subject of the infinitival clausdléry) moves from a VP-internal
position to the specifier of TP to check case. #iskig structures, it moves
to a non-thematic position in the main clause; @mt@l structures, it moves
to a thematic position in the main clause via aaothematic position. As
a result, the infinitival subject in both configtioms is a DP-trace, the
residue of movement at Logical Form which is cokate with the
antecedent DP in the main clause.

Since PRO has been excluded as the subject offinéival clause in
Control structures, Hornstein (1999, 2001) accotmtghe interpretation
of the infinitival clause by reformulating the Mimal Distance Principle in
terms of the Minimal Link Conditiofi. According to this modified
Minimal Distance Principle, derivations such as trme shown in (34)
would not be possible.

(34) *Mary, persuaded Peteg fto call John]
[tpMary [[vpsMary v+persuaded, pPeter persuadegd,Mary
[veiMary to call John]]]]]]
(cf. Hornstein 2001, 45)

If Mary were the antecedent of the infinitival clauseyduld have to
merge withcall to check its thematic role (Agent) and move to the
specifier of VP3 to check the thematic rolepersuadgAgent). It would
have to cros$eteron the specifier of VP2, thus violating the Minima
Link Condition. Therefore, the main subject coutd he interpreted as the
antecedent of the infinitival clause in this configtion.

In contrast, Landau (2000, 2003) assumes that t{e) dyntactic
category of the infinitival subject in Control sttures is distinct from that
of the infinitival subject in Raising structuresida(b) the interpretation of
infinitival clauses in these configurations is rieged by different
components of the grammar. Landau's (2000, 2008lysis shares many
similarities with other proposals formulated withithe Generative
framework that take the so-called "standard view" Gontrol (e.g.,
Chomsky 1981, 1995, 2001; Manzini 1983). Its madntdbution is the
fine-tuning of the interpretation of infinitival @lises in Control structures.
More specifically, not only does it distinguish Wweten Obligatory and
Non-Obligatory Contrdt, it also subdivides Obligatory Control into two
types: Exhaustive Control and Partial Control.Ha former, the subject of
the infinitival clause (PRO) must be identical thetantecedent or
controller, as shown in (35). In the latter, PROstrinclude the controller,
but the reference of PRO need not be exhaustedhéyefference of the
controller. As shown in (36), a Partial Control érgretation can be
observed when the speaker has a group in mind,enihés understood
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that PRO refers tthe chairand the person or persons he or she withes
meet at six

(35) *John managed [PRQ to meet at 6].

(36) The chairwanted [PR®. to meet at 6].
(Landau 2000, 27)

According to Landau (2000, 2003), Exhaustive Cdn&od Partial
Control are distinguished by the presence of teusgrasts between the
event denoted by the infinitival clause and thenéwnoted by the main
clause. With Partial Control, the event denotedthsy infinitival clause
does not necessarily occur in the same time frastbeevent denoted by
the main clause. With Exhaustive Control, tenserests are not allowed
between the events denoted by the infinitival aaasd the main clause.
Main verbs that give rise to Exhaustive Controldtéa belong to certain
semantic classes (in English): implicative (erganagé, aspectual (e.g.,
begin or modal (e.g.heed. Main verbs that can give rise to Partial
Control tend to be factive (e.gregre), propositional (e.g.claim),
desiderative (e.gwan{ or interrogative (e.gask. It is important to note
that verbs that receive a Partial Control readiag @Iso receive an
Exhaustive Control reading, but not vice versa. éttheless, the Partial
Control reading can only be established unambigyowken a singular
controller co-occurs with an embedded collectivergll as in (36). Landau
(2000, 2003) concludes that a movement analysi s Hornstein's
(1999, 2001) for Obligatory Control does not acdcian the Exhaustive
and Partial Control distinction. On his part, Haems (2003) assumes that
infinitival clauses in Obligatory Control constrimis denoterrealis and
contends that a movement approach can includeaP&tintrol if it is
treated "(...) as a result of an optionally apflleameaning postulate
licensed by certain matrix verbs when taking Cdntmmplements (...)
(namely) non-finite [+Tense] (...)" (42). This méam postulate would be
a lexical property tied to specific lexical predesand would not interact
with the syntax.

Culicover and Jackendoff (2001) and Jackendoff @ualicover (2003)
also argue against a single analysis for ContrdlRaising, but not for the
reasons mentioned above. They accept that Contmal Raising
configurations may well have the same syntactigecstire, and at the same
time that Control verbs are distinct for Raisingbge by virtue of the
thematic roles they assign to the main subject.irTimain criticism to
Hornstein's (1999, 2001) analysis is that the pregation of infinitival



