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A Study on Semantic Interpretation of Unpronounced Subjects in Nonfinite Clauses
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Missing subjects of nonfinite clauses display different properties,
depending upon syntactic positions of those clauses. When they appear in complements of verbs or as
adjuncts, their subjects are interpreted as arguments of the clauses immediately containing the
nonfinite clauses. In contrast, if nonfinite clauses appear as subjects, the antecedents of their
subjects need not be grammatical elements: they can be interpreted contextually or generically. In
generative grammar, the dependency between missing subjects and their antecedents is called control
and various approaches to control have been proposed. In this project, I will propose the control
theory that determines interpretation of missing subjects of nonfinite clauses within the framework
of Chomsky’ s (2000, 2001) phase-based theory of syntax. The proposed analysis claims that missing
subjects of nonfinite clauses are variables that must find their antecedents as soon as phases have
been formed in the course of derivations.
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(i) a John hated to nominate himself.
b.* Mary’s colleagues hated to nominate herself.
c.* Mary realized that John hated to nominate herself.

(ia) hate
John
John reflexive
himsel f (ia) (ib) herself
Mary (ib)
Mary’s colleagues
colleagues  herself (ib) (ic)
John
John  herself (ic)
(i) a Our son should apologize after embarrassing himself.
b.* Our son should apologize after embarrassing ourselves.
c.* Mary thought that our son should apologize after embarrassing herself.
(iia) temporal gerund
our son
our son himsel f
(iia) (iib) ourselves our son our
our
ourselves (iib) (iic)
hersel f our son Mary Mary
our son our son  herself
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(iii) a. We thought that to expose herself would help Mary.
b. We thought that to expose ourselves would help Mary.
¢. To have to feed himself would assist John’s development.

(iiia,b) (iiia)
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(iiib) We
(iiic) John
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CP VP
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CP VP LE
PF cP
cP VP
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(i) a John hated to nominate himself.
b. [wJohnv [vp hate [cp Op C [1p X1 tO [vp t1 V [ve NOmMinate himsealf]]111]
(ib) vP hate cP
Op (ib) X CP
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hate John
(ib) X John
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(i) a Our son should apologize after embarrassing himself.
b. [ce C [tp our son; should [ve [ve t1 @pologize] [cp after [tp X2 [+ —ing [ve t2 embarrass

himself]]]]11]
(iib) CP VP ourson VP TP
(iib) X CP TP WP
TP vP X

our son X our



(iiia) (iiib)

(iii) a Wethought that to expose herself would help Mary.
b. [cethat [tp[cp C[1p X1 t0 [ve t1V expose herself]]]. would [ve t2v help Mary]]]

(iiib) CP VP TP
(iiib) X CP TP vP
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LF X X
Mary
only
dese
de
re
implicit argument
arbitrary reference
Weak cross
over
Manzini M. Rita (1983) “On Control and Control Theory”, Linguistic Inquiry 14, 421-446.
Manzini A

Clark, Robin (1990) Thematic Theory in Syntax and I nterpretation, Routledge, London.
Clark Null Operator (NO) NO
IP CP



Hornstein, Norbert (1999) “Movement and Control,” Linguistic Inquiry 30, 69-96.
Hornstein
pro

sideward movement the Subject
Condition
pro



36

2019

JELS

162-168

DOl

69

PRO

2020

201-227

DOl

68

2019

137-158

DOl

67

2018

1-19

DOl




2018




