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Abstr act

In this article, we point out some problems in the theory of A-movement and control
within Principles and Parameters models, and specifically within the minimagisiza

of Chomsky (1995). In order to overcome these problems, we motivafeeuie from

the standard transformational theory of A-movement. In particular, we argu2Rbatre
merged in the position where they surface, and from there they attract a predidaie. On
basis, control can simply be construed as the special case in which the samadi¥ attr
more than one predicate. Arbitrary control reduces to the attraction of a predicate by an
operator in C. We show that the basic properties of control follow from aopmjgte
Scopalversion of Chomskys (1999)ast Resortand MLC and from Kaynes (1984)
Connectedness phrased as conditions on the attraction operation, or technically
ATTRACT. Our approach has considerable advantages in standard cases arAemiov

as well, deriving the distribution of reconstruction effects at LF atdboking effects on
phonosyntactic rules at PF.

1 Classical theories of A-movement and control and their problems

According to Chomsky (1981, 1982) the combination zdnaphoric, £pronominal
features yields four different types of empty categories: A’-trace, d&;pao and PRO.
PRO is identified with the +anaphoric, +pronominal empty categdrighws subject to
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both Principles A and B @inding Theory If both of these apply to a given instance of
PRO, a contradiction arises, sirféenciple Arequires PRO to be bound locally, i.e. in
its governing category, anBrinciple B requires it to be free in the same domain.
Therefore PRO can only be found in positions for which the notiogog&rning
category is not defined, i.e. in ungoverned positions. In this wagpmmoadiction arises
under Binding Theory This result is known as thPRO TheoremThus under
Government and Binding (GB), the distribution of PRO is predictable on 8ig d&ia
independently motivated assumptions about empty categories and theingbind
properties.

Within the framework of Chomsky (1995) the theory of empty categorieskgtshed
is effectively abandoned. In particular, traces of A’-movement are construed as copies of
the moved material, rather than as -anaphoric, -pronominal emgtyodas, i.e. R-
expressions, as in the previous GB framework. Evidence from reconstruction
phenomena provided by Chomsky (1995) favors this view. Similarly famSky
(1995), A-movement leaves traces that are copies, though we shall retulyntehibe
lack of evidence for reconstruction in these cases. Thus the classification of empty
categories on the basis afanaphoric, xpronominal features collapses. Independent
developments in the theory also undermine the notion of governmeve|l as the idea
that there exists Binding Theorymodule within the grammar. In particular, properties
of lexical anaphors can be derived via movement, as argued by Pica (198RgrRei
and Reuland (1993). Assuming that traces are copies nevertheless leaves pronominal
empty categories, namgbyo and PRO, to be accounted for. In the present paper we will
leave pro and the parametrization issues it implies aside, and we will therefore
concentrate on PRO; for a compatible theory ppb see Manzini and Savoia
(forthcoming).

Chomsky and Lasnik (1995) seek to maintain the basic descriptive generalizatio
according to which PRO is found only in the subject position of nate-fsentences.
According to their analysis PRO is associated with a special type of Chese, nzdl
Case. Since null Case is checked by only non-finite I, it followsRR&D is found only
in the Spec of this latter category. Furthermore, because null Caseasyilother Case
from the point of view of Move, we also derive that PRO behaves likexieale
argument under A-movement. Thus in (1) PRO is generated in #reahtargument
position ofkill and raises to [Speim)] to check its (null) Case:

(1) Johntried [ PRO to be [killed-RPRO

A standard set of predictions about the distribution of PRO that followedthiePRO
Theorenof Chomsky (1981), now follow from the stipulation of null Cdseparticular
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PRO cannot be found in object position nor in the subject position of teasezhces,
as in (2)-(3) respectively:

(2) *John persuaded PRO
(3) *John believes that PRO will eat

It seems to us that this approach has a number of problems. To begin Ivfiaseuand
PRO are only ever seen in connection with one another. In other words, there is no
independent way of establishing the existence of either. Thus null Caseotappear
to provide a genuine explanation for the distribution of PRO, but ratvay &f stating
the descriptive generalization concerning its distribution. This refigesestep back
with respect to the GB framework, where the distribution of PRQOmdided follow
from the interaction of independently motivated assumpt®ves; if their abandonment
seems now more than justified.

What is more, the minimalist approach to control inherits a number of profyi@ms
the GB analysis, not surprisingly since it essentially adapts it. litcydart as pointed
out by Chomsky (1981), the distribution of PRO represents only ottee agfmpirical
facets of the theory of control. Even assuming that this can be accounted for in terms of
null Case, the distribution of the antecedents for PRO, i.e. control prep&ins to be
explained. The basic descriptive generalization concerning contrimlh appears to be
accepted by Chomsky (1981), Rosenbaum’s (1967Minimal Distance Principle
(MDP), according to which the rule oEqui-NP-Deletion or the empty category that
succeeds it, namely PRO, is controlled by the closest available antecedent, where
‘closest’ is defined in terms of c-command. Thus in (4), the matrix objetir)
obligatorily controls PRO; in (5) the intermediate subjdohn rather than the matrix
one, does:

(4) Mary [persuaded John [PRO to eat]]
(5) Mary thinks that [John expected [PRO to eat]]

A small class of English verbs, includimomise provide a counterexample to this
generalization, as exemplified in (6), where the matrix subject rataertkie matrix
object controls PRO:

(6) | promised John [PRO to eat]
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This potential problem may be solved, however, by an articafgisoach to the internal
argument structure giersuaddype andpromisetype verbs, of the sort proposed for
instance by Larson (1991).

Within the GB framework of Chomsky (1981), there is no obvious waydiaceethe
MDP to some independently needed principle. Thus Manzini (1983) proposes d genera
resystematization of control theory, whereby PRO is taken to be a pureaaaghts
distribution determined by the lack of Case, rather than byR®@ TheoremAs an
anaphor PRO is then subjected to a (suitably modified) verdid®rimciple A This
theory can predict locality effects of the type in (5), though it invokes praggriati
explain the distribution of control within the argument structdréhe verb, as in (4) vs.

(6). This latter assumption can however be dispensed with, gigeisgly the VP-shell
conception of Larson (1991) just referred to. As we have already mentieiied the
minimalist framework a number of authors in turn take anaphoric binding toe¢d
Move. Therefore any attempt at reducing control to binding would appear to translate
into a reduction of control directly to movement. This step appearsdibraetive to the
extent that the locality condition on control, the MDP, is base@xauttly the same
notion of closeness as the basic locality condition on movementyd.®liimal Link
Condition (MLC). But such a radically minimalist approach to control theory is not
explored by Chomsky and Lasnik (1995).

In recent years we know of at least three different proposals that ex@igdisume
control under movement. Martin (1996) maintains along with Chomsky and Lasnik
(1995) the existence of a null Case-marked PRO which, however, is dobgdastract
movement exactly like a reflexive in the models of Pica (1987), Reinhart arid@nige
(1993) mentioned above. O’'Neil (1995) and Hornstein (1996) subsume control under
overt DP-movement; thus the controller is generated in daherposition within the
control sentence and then moves to its surface position through a higmatiche
position. All of these theories radically differ from proposals, agBresnan’s (1982),
under which there is no syntactically represented subject at all for non-finite sentences.
Bresnan (1982) goes on to argue that control into non-finite sentencegp®duct of a
lexical, rather than a syntactic, operation. This approach denies some of the basic tenet
of Principles and Parameters theory, in which the lexicon reduces tooapisnitive
terms, and all operations relating them are carried out by the syntax.

The approach that we intend to take in turn differs from all the abovdvimydirst a
departure from the standard transformational theory of A-moveMéntherefore turn
to A-movement next.

Proposing that a DP can move through two thematic positions beforengeasiCase
position, as Hornstein (1996) does, amounts to a violation of thekmain
generalization of Chomsky (1981) whereby movement is never to apthstmn. As
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Hornstein (1997) carefully explains, this generalization is based orBtloei&ept of D-
structure, whose elimination represents one of the qualifying features of minimalism.
Thus the fact that D-structure is by definition a “pure representation of GF-theta’s”
(Chomsky 1986) forces the conclusion that each theta-role is shhgfien argument at
the point of Merge; this in turn forces the postulation of PRO for the cases where lexical
arguments are not available. Once the notion of D-structure is abandbised,
fundamental piece of theoretical justification for PRO becomes lost.

To be more precise, Chomsky (1995) holds on to the idea that there est@mre
match between arguments and theta-positions, but does so through an extraassump
While properties of lexical items are in general lexical features, theta-roles are to be
construed differently, namely as a configurational relation kmiwe head and its
specifier/complement. This configurational theory of theta-roles has th effiearring
movement to a theta-position exactly as Chomsky’'s (198#ta-criterion at D-
structure does. But as Hornstein (1997) also points out, if theta-roles are instead
construed as features, the null assumption under minimalist theory, th@ngnot
prevents them from acting as attractors for arguments already merged; this in turn opens
the way for an overt movement theory of control. What Hornstein (198%danotice
is that these same conclusions have implications that go far beyond. dorgréthese
implications that interest us here.

If arguments and theta-roles need not be matched at the point of mergennitels
possible to assume that arguments are generated not in themaiin gmgi directly in
the position where they surface, provided suitable means can be found to connect them
to their theta-roles. If theta-roles are indeed features, the simplest such means suggested
by the minimalist theory of Chomsky (1995) is Move-F. To illustth&se points, let us
consider the simple sentence in (7). In Chomsky’s (1995) té¢nmss associated with a
derivational stage of the type in (8a), irrelevant details omitted;dwement of the VP-
internal subject to [Spec, I] the final string in (8b) is obtained:

(7) John called.
(8) a. [pJohn called]
b. [ John | |p Johncalled]]

In the alternative terms that we are suggesting here, the taerieh (7) would take a
form much more similar to (9). In (9) the subject is merged directly in [Spekcttta-

feature, notated provisionally as q, is moved from V to the IP domaathlisking the

relevant thematic interpretation for the subject:

(9) [ipJohn g-l {pcalled(q]]
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A number of problems are raised by the derivation in (9), but before eangidhem,
we wish to establish the main empirical reasons that favor the cowernment
approach in (9) over the overt movement approach in (8).

It is fairly obvious that no considerations pertaining to the operaif movement
itself can distinguish the analyses in (8) and (9), since the same constraints lopirat
on phrasal and F-movement. The only difference between (8) and (9) caheeefisre
the nature of the copy, or trace, left behind by the application gémment, which is
fully phrasal in (8) and a mere feature in (9). On this basis, the predictidhe DP-
movement and the F-movement models empirically differ with respect to rebiostr
Remember that since movement is Copy and Merge, DP-movement to [Spavef
behind a full copy of the DP in thematic position, exactly Vikemovement to [Spec,
C] leaves behind a full copy of thehphrase. In the case wh-movement this copying
of phrasal material has been empirically justified by Chomsky (1@95gsis of the fact
that it gives rise to reconstruction effects. Thus in a sentence of the type img10) t
anaphohimselfcan be interpreted as bound eithedbknor Bill :

(10) John wondersathich pictures of himselBill saw which-pictures-ohimself]]

Under reasonable assumptions about anaphoric binding, the reading urcthdrimvbelf
is anaphoric toJohn corresponds to the construal of tiw-phrase in its derived
position; the reading under whidhimself is anaphoric toBill corresponds to the
construal of thavh-phrase in the trace position.

Chomsky (1995) himself argues, on the other hand, that DP-movement n&ser gi
rise to reconstruction. He accounts for it by assuming that reconstructibg-jgraduct
of Operator-Variable interpretation at LF. Thus consider a sentence of the type in (11)
under the standard DP-movement derivation:

(11) *Each other seem to them-{each-otioawork]

The ungrammaticality of (11) requires that the conditions comagamaphoric binding
are computed with respect to the derived positioeawth other If each othercould
reconstruct, then we would exp#oemto be able to bind it, giving rise to a well-formed
reading. Crucially, our approach to raising and in general to A-movepnestitts data
of the type in (11) without need for any additional stipulation abecbnstruction.
Indeed the derivation of (11) takes the alternative form in (12):

(12) *Each other [g-] seem to them [ to [worR]{{]



A-movement and control 409

In (12) each otheiis merged directly into the [Spec, I] position in which it surfaces, and
the only movement that takes place is that of g to its checking domaiefdie we do
not expect any effects connected with the reconstructie@adi otherto its g-position.
We shall return to potential counterexamples in section 6.

The other fundamental argument in favour of the F-movement approach oix#-the
movement one is represented by the contrast between the behaviour of/ekiramt
traces and A-movement traces with respect to syntactically conditioned phonological
rules. While the reconstruction test in (10)-(11) shows that the prdsbPweopy plays
no role at LF, and therefore is best abandoned at this interface level, the phonosyntactic
rule test addresses the relevance of the presumed DP-copy at the otfamreitdeel,

l.e. PF. As is well-known, a number of scholars have argued that Armeoéraces, as
opposed to A-movement ones, do not block PF processes. Not surprisingly some of
them, notably Postal and Pullum (1982), have concluded from this that DP-tacets d
exist. However, the inexistence of DP-traces does not imply the absence of A-
movement. We effectively agree that DP-traces do not exist; but A-movdoenexist

within the theory being proposed in the form of F-movement.

The blocking of phonosyntactic rules suchnasnacontraction represents a classical
argument in favor of the ‘reality’ of A-movement traces. As thguarent goes, the
sentence in (13) has two possible interpretations, corresponding wotls&rictures in
(14). In (14a) the trace afh-movement is interpreted as occupying the object position
of the embedded sentence; in (14b) it is interpreted as occupyiegtiexided subject
position:

(13) Who do you want to call?
(14) a. [who do you want [PRO to callwajho
b. [who do you wantfwhto call]]

If want tois contracted tavanng as indicated in (15), the two interpretations reduce to
just one, namely (14a); (14b) is blocked under contraction:

(15) Who do you wanna call?

A possible analysis of these data is that the phonological process respforsibke
contraction ofwant toto wannais sensitive to the presence of lexical material between
the two in the shape of @whtrace; hence it cannot apply in (14b). If so, a natural
explanation for the lack of blocking effects in (14a) is that PRO, or whatever else PRO
reduces to, is not lexical. Consider then A-traces, as seen for instance in (16). We take it
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that in (16)have todoes not define a control environment, i.e. one involving a theta-role
both in the matrix and in the embedded clause, but rather a raisinghemsiio

(16) a. Ihave to leave
b. | hafta leave

The lack of blocking effects in (16b) argues that what is traditionafigtcued as a DP-

trace, as in (17a), is better construed as an F-trace, as proposed by thehaeseand
illustrated in (17b). Indeed (17b) suggests an immediate explanation as to why there are
no blocking effects on contraction, namely that F-traces do not egulexical, while

(17a) isprima facieidentical to (14b); we will return to these points shortly:

(A7) a. [l have{lto leave]]
b. [I g-have [to leave-{{]

There also appear to be conceptual reasons that favor the F-movenstntat over the
phrasal construal of A-movement. To begin with, the mechanism illustrated fo
sentence-internal raising in (9) extends to long-distancengaiscross sentence
boundaries of the type illustrated in (18):

(18) John g-1 [seems [ to work)(§

In (18), the g-role associated with the embedded wentx moves in one step to the
checking domain of the DBohn which is merged directly in the [Spec, 1] position
where it surfaces. From this construal of raising, in which the embe8ged,[l] is not
involved, we derive a first significant consequence for the grammagemeral. The
embedded subject position in raising contexts is the only one wheradiagcto
Chomsky (1995), a D feature can be seen independently of Case. IndeenmiskZh
(1995) analysis th&xtended Projection PrincipléEPP) requires the presence of a D-
feature on the infinitival I, which forces a DP to pass througlSjisc, as in the
derivation outlined in (19). At the same time, the fact that the DP chmast move on
to the matrix [Spec, 1] is due to the impossibility of the infinitival | to chéxkCase:

(19) John | [seems{Jehn [Jehnwork]]
The analysis in (18) proposed here crucially differs from the analy¢i®), in that it

does not imply movement through the Spec of the infinitival I, not even dinatéhe g-
feature. This means that within the present theory we dispense with any D-feature
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associated with a non-finite I. There is therefore no position within the present theory
where the D-feature and the Case feature can be seen independently of one another.
Thus the two features can be unified, eliminating the considerabledety between

them in the grammar. We should also stress that according to Chomsky, (T8Se is

the only feature which is non-interpretable on both the attractor and the attracteg, casti
doubts on its existence independently of the redundancy just noted (Rolerts an
Roussou 1997, Chomsky 1998). See Manzini and Savoia (forthcoming) bedsRand
Roussou (forthcoming) for alternative theories of the EPP compatible withntiysis
proposed here.

To summarize, there is no evidence either at the LF or at the PF interface that Copy
and Merge of lexical material, i.e. classical phrasal movemsninvolved in A-
movement contexts. This therefore seems to suggest that lexical argumente@tEde
directly in the position where they surface and an appropriate operation connects them to
a theta-feature associated with the predicate. The appropriate operation wouldebe Mo
F in Chomsky’s (1995) framework. In the following section we will, howeverppse
that there are conceptual and empirical reasons that favor an even more radical approach
to A-movement.

2 Thetheory of A-movement

So far, we have simply suggested a reformulation of A-movement from Copy and
Merge of a whole DP, i.e. DP-movement, to Copy and Merge of a single feature, i.e. F-
movement. We have argued for this alternative on the basis of twofsetspirical
arguments, namely the lack of reconstruction effects at LF and of blocking effects on
phonosyntactic rules at PF. In the first case it is obvious that in the absence of a lexical
copy we should not expect reconstruction effects. However, in the seasadone
could argue that we should be able to detect some effects of the copy of the feature,
since F-movement is Copy and Merge after all. In other words, the &dhére is an
asymmetry between lexical copies and feature copies at PF has to be stipulated. This
suggests to us that F-movement does not involve Copy and Merge of anyds@t an
therefore not movement in the sense defined by Chomsky (1995).

In the light of these considerations let us go back to the derivati@®).in.et us
assume thatlohnhas some feature that needs to be checkedlleg and specifically by
its theta-feature. lWohnandcalledwere in the same checking domain, i.e. in practice in
a head-Spec configuration, then checking could take place directly. Themignvof
movement, if only of a feature as in (9), is due to the factitftatandcalled are not in
the same checking domain. Suppose, on the contrary, we give up the notiorkimigchec
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domain; then whatever operation needs to take place befwhaandcalled can do so
directly, as tentatively indicated in (20) by means of the italics:

(20) [ Johnl [ypcalled(q]]

Chomsky (1998) explicitly recognizes the stipulative nature of the checkingirdoma
Furthermore, he construes Copy and Merge, i.e. movement, which appliessesphsa

a separate operation from Attract, which applies to features. hi@ugpération in (20) is

a counterpart of the operation Attract @homsky’s (1998) system; contrary to his
analysis, on the other hand, we want to suggest that Copy and Merge is to be dlispense
with. For present purposes we shall simply adopt the name ATTRACTefaptration

in (20); this term is meant to capture both the fact that the operation playsrbede

as Chomsky’s Attract in the general economy of the grammar, and diféers from it

at least in one respect. Attract as defined by Chomsky (1998) still invblvesarger of
features of one lexical item (the attractee) into another (the attractor). The operation in
(20) is conceived as preserving the integrity of both lexical items; the sefasdhis lie

in feature theory, a topic to which we shall return shortly.

Although we agree with Chomsky (1998) that the notion of checking ddmagimo
theory-independent motivation, in Chomsky’s (1995) system theresisnone locality
condition, namely the MLC, which is defined for the rule @vement itself. The MLC
has very clear empirical consequences, namely the minimality effsctssed by Rizzi
(1990) and Chomsky (1995). In order to capture these effects withifnamework, we
propose that the MLC applies to the operation ATTRACT. The originaiuiation of
the MLC of Chomsky (1995) is based on the intervention of potetttiactees. In other
words, movement of attractee a to attractor g is blocked if there is an attractee Is which
closer to g. This condition is reproduced in (21) referred now to ATTRACT

(21) MLC
g ATTRACTS a only if there is no b, b closer to g than a, such that qRATT S
b.

(21) is trivially satisfied in (20), byohnand q, since there is no other candidate theta-
role and DP argument in the sentence. In the next section, we will motivate a
modification of the MLC which will allow us to deal in a simple and elegaatmar
with more complex cases, including control. What matters to us at this poinydrpige
simply to establish the general feasibility of our approach.

While the MLC takes care of what Cinque (1991) calls weak islands, another
condition on movement is needed to account for strong islands. Vée fivlanzini
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(1992, 1994) in concluding that the best theoretical accdutiteoempirical data is
provided by Kayn®s (1984) Connectedness Conditiorin accordance with our
formulation of the MLC in (21), we tak€onnectednes® hold directly of ATTRACT

as well. In (22) we maintaikayne’s (1984) term of g-projection, though the relevant
notion is defined with reference only to complementation, rather than gouetnas
shown in (22b). Furthermore, although Kayne (1984) postulates a directional
asymmetry, we do not, in line with later proposals by Bennis and HoekS@d)(
Longobardi (1984). See also Manzini (in press) for a discussion of how the abgen
projection could actually be subsumed under a reformulation of Merge:

(22) Connectedness Condition
a. Let b ATTRACT a. Then b together with a and the g-projections of a must
form a connected subtree.
b. gis a g-projection of a if it is a projection of a, or a projection of shsech
that a g-projection of a is a complement of d.

In the case of (20), the condition in (22) is satisfiedJbiin and g. Indeed the g-
projection set of V includes VP and WRhnin [Spec, 1], V and the g-projections of V,
namely VP and IP, form a connected subtree, in this case the whole sentential tree.

We can now consider questions, carefully skirted so far, concerning the nature of the
feature theory that underlies the attraction of theta-roles by DP arguments. First, we need
to specify exactly what kind of feature q is. Second, we need to specify which fefature
the DP argument ATTRACTs q. Third, we need to specify what the propefties
ATTRACT are with respect to notions such as strength and interpretabilidguctd
by Chomsky’s (1995) grammar. We shall then be able to trace our stepglzhtl a
resolution first of the control problem and then a number of rdsigu@blems
concerning A-movement itself.

Consider first the role played by such general notions as Chomsk935)(
interpretability and strength in the present theory. Remember that according to Chomsky
(1995) there are essentially two cases in which a feature attracts another feature. The
first case arises when the attractor is strong; in this case attraction is overt and
independent of the other properties of the features involved, in particular their
interpretability. The other case in which a feature acts as an attractor, independently of
its strength, is when it is non-interpretable; in this case antghture moves to check it,
even if only abstractly.

Chomsky (1998) criticizes the notion of strength on grounds ofcatseptual
complexity, since it is construed as a feature of a feature. This, hougewert to say
that strength does not have empirical relevance. Following Radredt Roussou (1997)
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and Manzini and Savoia (forthcoming), we assume that strength is in fact to be
understood as an instruction to lexicalize a certain feature. Since lexicalimation
tipically done by Merge within the present framework, the issue of strengtrgaylar
irrelevant for ATTRACT. For instance, in (20) we take it that | is assediwith a D
feature that needs to be lexicalized; in a non-null subject language nikestEthe
lexicalization is accomplished by merging a full DBhnin (20), in [Spec, I].

The issue of interpretability, on the other hand, requires discaission. It seems to
us that maintainingChomsky’s (1995) theory of interpretability within the present
framework amounts to nothing more than a terminological gimmick. Thus wd co
associate every D with a non-interpretable q feature, which would ATTRACT an
interpretable g feature associated with V; but it is certainly simpler to maintain that
every D directly ATTRACTSs g. The intermediate step of postulaingn-interpretable
g feature is entirelad hoc In turn, if D directly ATTRACTS (, this amounts to saying
in  Chomsky’s (1995) terminology that checking is well-defined betw two
interpretable features. This conclusion, and in fact the stronger conclusion that all
features in the grammar are interpretable, has been independently motivated in the
literature, notably by Brody (1995), Roberts and Roussou (1997) and weactegt it
here without further discussion. If so, checking not only can, but alsb imeolve
interpretable features.

Summarizing so far, in a simple sentence of the type in (20) the intepiettddéure
of John ATTRACTSs the interpretable q feature of V. As we already shw,biasic
locality principles, i.e. the MLC andonnectednessare directly defined for the
operation ATTRACT and obviously satisfied in (20). Before consideringe complex
cases than (20) and eventually control, we need to go back toakioqguof what the
nature of the g feature is. More specifically, we can ask whdtbgrésent theory of A-
movement really chooses between the feature-based theory of theta structure that we
have adhered to so far and the configurational view advocated by Chomsky &<OR5)
turns out, ATTRACT, contrary to F-movement, does not really choose bethvesn
two options.

Hale and Keyser (1993) argue compellingly that the notion of -thktais deeply
flawed. In particular, it is easy to show that it is not restrictivaigh, since there is no
principled reason why the basic repertory of Agent, Theme, Soureg, €&o. should
not be further expanded; nor is there any reason why two or more of those spmwsficati
could not be combined; and so on. Face to these problems, Hale and (Heg33r
followed by Chomsky (1995) among others, propose that theta-rolesl $iergplaced
by elementary predicate-argument configurations within a VP-shell. Tistsad of
(20), where V is associated with a feature g, we have a structure like (23), Whéhne i
presence of a single VP layer that indicates the nature of Themeooietlaegument:



A-movement and control 415

(23) [p Johnl [vp lef]

The italics in (23) indicate that the operation ATTRACT ought to proceed as before.
Indeed the theory of ATTRACT that we have now defined does not requirgvdhe t
features involved in this operation to have any special properties in relation to one
another. Therefore there is no reason why the operation ATTRACT woube defined
directly between D and V. In this way, we reconstruct the basic intuitiorheof t
configurational theory of theta-roles, namely that they correspond to amedaiatly
defined between an argument and a predicate. At the same time, it bacdikely, if
not impossible, that the attraction of V by D should involve meojie¢/ under D, as
underChomsky’s (1998) Attract. Hence we confirm our conception of ATTRAGT
maintaining the lexical integrity of the items involved.

The analysis in (23) can also be extended to predicates with tworerarguments. In
the pure VP-shell notation employed by Hale and Keyser (1993) a lowaréseats
the basic predicate of the sentence, and a higher V represents an abstract causative
predicate in eventive verbs. In the rather more articulated conception of the VP-shell
drawn by Chomsky (1995), the higher V corresponds to the light verb v, as:in (24)

(24) [v[V]]

Suppose we adopt the structure in (24). Sentences which embed (24), such as€25), rai
the problem of the derivation associated with the object, since so fademations
associated with a subject have been considered:

(25) John killed Mary.

The peculiar problem posed by (25) under ATTRACT is thisliafy is generated within
the lower VP, then it would mean that arguments can berged in thematic positions
after all. But if we want to maintain that the subjdahnin (25), is not generated in a
thematic position, then we need a general conception of predicast@®@s ‘weak’,
or in present terms not lexicalized. The alternative therefore would Bdafigrto be
generated in [Spec, v]; but this is even more problematie sinihis case it is not clear
why Mary would ATTRACT the lower V rather than v itself, under the MLC.

We believe in fact that this set of problems is an artifact of Chomsk@g5§
conception of v, depending in turn on his device of multiple Sp&eippose that in line
with a number of theorists, notably Kayne (1994), we enforce a sspgle constraint
for each head. Then we are forced to attribute the two propertiesnoChomsky’s
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(1995) system to two different heads. On the one hand we can postulade a preper,
associated with a D feature; accusative case will be a morphological refleg of th
lexicalization of this feature (see Manzini and Savoia 1998 for a preclemtiea of

this general idea). On the other hand, a higher V head will be tipically @ssbuwiith

the CAUSE predicate and its relation to the DP in [Spec, 1] will correctly edtabie
argumental interpretation of the latter. In other words, transitive sentence keil{25
have the structure in (26):

(26) [John | [V [Mary v [V]]

Needless to say, the correct word order for (26) in English require®ithkilled to be
in the highest V. Arguments for this are also independently foutigeititerature (cf.
Bobaljik’s 1995 discussion of his Stacking Hypothesis).

Before concluding on this point, we would like to note that the conceptiargument
structure of Hale and Keyser (1993) and Chomsky (1995), while not nelyelsasing
recourse to abstract predicates, owes an important debt to lexical decomposition
frameworks. In essence the number of argument positions and their properties are
restricted by the number of primitive predicate types and their possible combinations.
An alternative theory based on the idea that argument structure is aspectually
characterized is argued for by Tenny (1994), Borer (1994), Salles (1997), Aeg);(1
Manzini and Savoia (1998; forthcoming) go as far as denying the exastéVP-shells.

We believe that this approach avoids the problems associated not only with standard
theta-roles but also with lexical decomposition and is therefore to be preferred. The
relevant lines of empirical argument, however, cannot be pursued hershalle
therefore be satisfied with (26) for the purposes of this article.

In what follows we will provide empirical and conceptual arguments in iaddid
those already presented in favour of our view of ‘A-movement’. Tist §et of
arguments comes from the domain of control. We have independently angtieket
classical analysis of control, by means of the empty category PRO, has conceptual and
empirical drawbacks, which surface in different forms within the GB and minimalist
frameworks. Within the present framework we will show that all of theseudifés can
be overcome.

3 Thetheory of control
The major proposal that we will put forward in this section is that witlerframework

of assumptions laid out in section 2, control corresponds to a derivationidh ane
argument DP ATTRACTSs two (or more) different predicates. We shall argue that this
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model allows for an elegant account of control which overcomes mahg piroblems
noted for previous frameworks in section 1.
Consider the basic control sentence in (27):

(27) [ip Johnl [yp tried [jp to [ve leavd]]

In (27) Johnis directly merged into [Spec, ] position to lexicalize the D-feature of I. In
order to achieve the desired control interpretation, it must be the case that the DP
ATTRACTSs both the matrix V and the embedded V. Under the MLC in (B&)DP is
clearly allowed to ATTRACT the higher V since this is the closest attractee. We ma
wonder, on the other hand, what allows DP to ATTRACT the lower \Wvels
Remember that undé&€homsky’s (1995) MLC, once movement of a given feature or
phrase occurs, its trace ceases to be visible for the purposes of the MLC, allowing for
movement of a lower feature or phrase of the same type to take place. Tigghalica
that is needed in the present framework is an adaptation of this convention under which
a DP can ATTRACT a V across another V, as long as the laiteeliSATTRACTed by
the same DP. It seems to us, however, that this technical solution comed sh@alo
answer to our problem.

One conclusion that can be drawn from the difficulty just notduhiscontrary to what
the MLC states, potential attractees do not really interact with one another. Rather it is
potential attractors that interact, as independently suggested by M&h28v).
Adapting slightly the formulation in Manzini (1997), we therefore defineMh€ in
scopal terms, as in (28):

(28) Scopal MLC
Feature F ATTRACTS featurexfonly down to the next F' that also ATTRACTSs
Fa.

Given theScopal MLCthe argument DP in (27) automatically ATTRACTSs all of ¥He
that it has in its scope, where its scope extends as far down in the tree as the next DP.

Since there is no other DP than Johnpresent in (27), the scope of Johnincludes both the
matrix and the embedded predicate, as desired.

An analogous problem is posed by Last Resortin the sense of Chomsky (1995).
Clearly, in (27) Last Resortllows the DP to ATTRACT the higher V. However, in
Chomsky’s (1995) formulation, it does not automatically allow for the lower V to be
ATTRACTed by the DP as well. Note that there is at least one case in which Chomsky
(1995) explicitly allows for a single attractor feature to be checked by more than one
attractee. Indeed in connection with his discussion of multiple Specs, he admits the
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possibility that a non-interpretable feature can survive checking by the first attractee and
therefore act as an attractor for a further attractee. Technically speaking, all that is
needed to allow for the analysis of control suggested in (27) is an agsupgtllel to
Chomsky’s (1995) whereby an attractor, such as DP, can ATTRACT justarna-

times. Once again it seems to us that this solution, whatever its justificatly be

within Chomsky’s (1995) system, does not represent a conceptually adequatetanswe
our problem.

In fact, Chomsky’s (1995) minimalist theorizing oscillates considerably bettireen
conception oLast Resorthat we accepted so far (implicitly or explicitly), and what he
termsGreed If Last Resoris based on the need of the attractor to have some feature
checked,Greedis based on a parallel need of the attractee. According to Chomsky
(1995, 1998)Greedis to be abandoned in favor lodist Resottfor conceptual reasons;
for Greed as opposed thast Resortrequires look-ahead properties, that should be
excluded by a minimalist grammar. It seems to us that this latter argument is compelling
and therefore bars a return@oeedas a possibile solution to our predicament.

As it turns out, however, th8copal MLCthat we have just formulated in order to
solve the locality problem suggests a solution to et Resorproblem as well. Quite
simply, our proposal is thafast Resoralso functions as Scopal Last Resofrinciple
which requires (and therefore allows) a given attractor to ATTRACT all of the dtent
attractees down to the domain of the next attractor. To be more precise, remember that
Chomsky (1995) unifietast Resortiand the MLC into a single principle. In (29) we
provide our version of th&copal Last Resort + MLCEffectively, (29) represents a
strengthening of (28) to a biconditional:

(29) Scopal Last Resort + MLC
F ATTRACTSs all and only the & that are in its scope

It is worth noticing that the attraction of V by DP within the pné$@amework provides

a natural translation of Chomsky’s (198Iheta-Criterion whereby every argument
must be assigned a theta-role and every theta-role must be assigned to an argument.
Chomsky (1995) enforces the satisfaction of both of these clausesdonfiggirational
definition of argument structure. The condition in (29) derives the sagsudts as the
Theta-Criterion when applied to arguments and predicates, since it effectively requires
that every DP be matched with all and only the predicates in its irateestiope. In
recalling the Theta-Criterion we slightly weakened it by omitting the one-to-one
correspondence between arguments and theta-roles present in the oniginéltion.

This requirement does not hold by hypothesis under the presenuabos$tcontrol. To

be more precise, every theta-role/predicate is associated with a single DP, batsace
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a single DP can be associated with more than one theta-role/predicate. In facs, there i
independent evidence from secondary predication for this weakening bkethrg,tas
explicitly recognized by Chomsky (1986).

We are now in a position to consider whether the present theory derives the first
empirical generalization on control reviewed in section 1, nai@alymsky’s (1981)
PRO TheoremThe relevant data are in (2)-(3). Within the framework of assungptio
adopted here their relevant structure is as in (30)-(31) respectively:

(30) [p John | {p persuadedpv [vpV]]]
(31) [ John I |/ believes §pthat [p will [ ve eat]]]]

Consider (31) firstJohn cannot be merged directly into the matrix [Spec, I] position,
because this implies a violation of the requirement imposed by the strtgajube of

the embedded | represented Wyl. Suppose thedohnis merged in the embedded
[Spec, 1] position. In the framework of Chomsky (1995) its moven&o the matrix

[Spec, 1] position is straightforwardly blocked by the fact titst(non-interpretable)

Case feature has already been checked and cannot therefore check the Case feature of
matrix l. In section 2, however, we suggested that Case features do not have any
syntactic import and should be subsumed under D features. This means that we must
find some alternative means to rule out movement from the lower to the higher [Spec, 1]
in (31). The generalization that prohibits movement from one Case positamother

can be reconstructed within the present framework as a prohibition agairsintie

D(P) lexicalizing more than one D feature.

If we extend the constraint we just formulated so that any lexical element is allowed to
lexicalize one and only one feature, we expect not to be able to copy it at atkSihis
is undesirable to the extent that we want to maintain a Copy and Mergatide for
the wh-movement cases. One possibility is that the reconstruction effects that argue in
favour of this derivation according to Chomsky (1995) are tebms to be explained in
some alternative way (cf. Kayne 1998). For present purposes, however, iiciersuid
adopt an intermediate generalization, whereby any given lexical item can |lextbaliz
same feature once and only once. This still allowsmemovement, in that thevh-
phrase lexicalizes a D feature at the position of merger and a different feature, namely
wh/Q, in the position where it moves to.

(30) is blocked in much the same way as (31). Remember that we take v to be
associated with a D-feature that needs to be lexicaliz8dhifis inserted in [Spec, V], it
cannot be raised to [Spec, 1] to lexicalize the D feature of I, because #@rbady
lexicalized another D feature. If it is inserted directly in [Spec, 1], then the D-feature
associated with v is not lexicalized at all. In fact, with eespo the distribution of PRO
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our results are not so much reminiscenCabmsky’s (1981PRO Theoremas of the
alternative generalization of Manzini (1983), according to which igtgldition of PRO
is dictated by its lack of Case.

Another generalization that remains to be accounted for iexpa¢ssed by the MDP,
as illustrated in (4)-(5) in section 1. The relevant structure of (5) is as in (32):

(32) [p Mary I [vp thinks that p John | [yp expectedir to [ve eal]]]]

Notice that in (32Mary lexicalizes the D feature of the matrix | afmhnlexicalizes the
D feature of the intermediate I, as required; by hypothesis, nonifohites not have a D
feature. In order to capture the MDP, we need to establish the conclusion that the most
embedded predicatatis ATTRACTed byJohn as indicated by the italics, and not by
Mary. Under theScopal MLC Mary ATTRACTs only down to the scope of the next
attractor, i.eJohn Thereforeeatis not a possible attracteeMary. The only possibility
that theScopal MLCallows for is the correct one, wherethynksis ATTRACTed by
Mary and the other predicates byhn

Classical MDP examples of the type in (4), with the structure indicated in (33), are
accounted for much in the same way as (32):

(33) [P Mary I [vp persuadedp Johnv [vp V[ p to [ve eal]]]]

If we take v to represent a D-position, lexicalizedJoyn then the lower ¥s cannot
be associated withlary across it, under th8copal MLC,as desired. Remember that a
separate ATTRACT operation connebtary to the higher V position in the matrix VP-
shell.

Within the present theory, control and raising differ only by the nature eof th
predicates involved. This holds for subject control and raising to subjechitb we
will return, as well as for object control and raising to objectExceptional Case
Marking (ECM). As argued by Johnson (1991), Chomsky (1995), the overt realizatio
of Johnas the subject of the ECM infinitival in (34) below depends on the pesEn
what for them is a Case position and for us a D position in the VP-shmlieve In
present terms, this D position requires to be lexicalized by avbieh in turn attracts
the predicates in its immediate scope, as indicated in (35). Remember once again that
John triggers a separate instance of ATTRACT, involving the higher VP-shell
predicate. The effect is that of raising to object because of the natuee pfaticates
involved (as expressed for instance by. Chomsky's 1955 ideabdiave forms a
complex predicate with the embedded verb):
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(34) John believes Mary to eat too much.
(35) John | [believesMlary v [V[to [eattoo much]]]]]

It is often assumed in the literature that contexts of obligatory control, such asthe o
that we are considering, do not admit of split antecedents. In this respeStojbe

MLC yields the conventionally accepted results, since the embedded predicate in (36) is
in the attraction scope dfary but not ofJohn

(36) John persuaded Mary to drink.

Transitive control predicates such@ersuadealso raise the question of the interaction
between control and classical A-movement, such as passive. Consider (37):

(37) John was persuaded to eat.

Our theory predicts that the embedded and the matrix V's are both ATTRIAGTe
Johnonly if there is no intermediate D position in the sentence skeleton.conurs
Baker, Johnson and Roberts (1989), we are led to the conclusion that in sheespass
only one D is syntactically represented. This analysis has anotheggense that turns

out to be correct. It is often noticed in the literature (Williams 1980) that sulgjetrbl
verbs such apromisedo not passivize, or to the extent that they passivize they require
control by the derived subject, suchJagnin (38):

(38) John was promised to be hired.

Within our theory, the well-formedness of (38) with an ‘object’ contrather than a
‘subject’ control reading, corresponds to a derivation whelet®d and promiseare
both ATTRACTed byJohn As desired, this is the only derivation allowed by the
theory.

Summing up so far, if what precedes is correctStepal MLCyields the two basic
properties of control, namely tHeRO Theorenmand the MDP, without need for extra
stipulations in the grammar. In particular, within the present theory thecensed to
state the MDP as a separate locality principle; nor to capture the distributiontudl
by using a specialized empty category PRO and/adHhecnotion of null Case.

Other properties of control remain nevertheless to be taken into acoauably
arbitrary control. Before we go on to arbitrary control, it isttvgrausing to note that the
idea that there is no A-movement, and that the syntax provides opgratianatching
DPs inserted in D positions with thematic positions also characterizes approaches within
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the categorial grammar framework. In particular, Cormack (1998) propoaeshe

[Spec, V] position is filled by an abstract element g, which paseethe relevant
thematic properties to the subject DP, generated directly in CaserpdSimilarly, the
distinction between raising and control in terms of a DP ATTRACTIing @ntwo
predicates is reminiscent of work within the categorial gramtragition such as
Jacobson’s (1992). What distinguishes the present approach, is mainly the fact that
through theScopal MLC + Last Resothe advantages of the transformational approach
are also retained.

4 Arbitrary Control

As we mentioned in section 1, the elimination of PRO in the contexts of oinjigat
control can also be achieved in a framework which adopts the stayutestiual of A-
movement as DP-movement, by assuming that a DP can move from one g-position to
another, along the lines suggested by O’Neil (1995), Hornstein (1996)forhastance

in (39), control would be expressed by merglognin the embedded [Spec, V] position

and moving it to the matrix [Spec, V], via the embedded [Spec, |] hamdtd the matrix
[Spec, I]:

(39) John | {Jehrried [Behnto [Jehnleave]]]]

Under this approach, Hornstein (1996) achieves a unification of the MDRheitiasic
locality principle in grammar, i.e. the MLC, making it equivalent to thegmtgsroposal
in this respect.

However, the two theories can be told apart in at least one environment, namely
arbitrary control. Arbitrary control is illustrated in (40) where the embeddedtiwvein
verb is apparently not associated with any DP, and ends up being interpregbly as
having a generic argument:

(40) Itis hard [to [worK]]

In the terms of Chomsky (1981), the infinitival [Spt},position hosts a PRO, which in
the absence of any available controller, is assigned a free index, and hemagy arbit
interpretation. For Hornstein (1996), in the absence both of PRO and olvartyDP
argument, the only possible analysis consists in assuming that the embeddetb][Spec,
position is occupied by the other pronominal empty categooy,

There are both empirical and conceptual problems with this latter approach. Thus it is
not explained why in Englispro would be restricted to exactly the arbitrary control
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environments. What is more, much current literature argues in favor of theailomin

of pro even from the null subject configurations for which it was originally intreduc
by Chomsky (1982). In particular, Pollock (1996), Nash and Rouveret (1997)
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1997) argue that V is sufficient to checstribng
feature of | in null subject languages, while Platzack (1995), Mamidi Savoia
(forthcoming) treat null subject languages as having a weak (noadiegdt) D feature

in I. For the reasons advanced by all of these authors, we concludeahatbest
abandoned; in this perspective th® analysis of arbitrary control, and therefore the
standard DP-movement approach to obligatory control that forces it,Gesinable.

What remains to be demonstrated is that our theory predicts the basic facts cgncernin
arbitrary control without having recourse to the re-introduction of praranempty
categories. In present terms, the problem that needs to be solved is that, although the
embedded predicate in (40) is apparently left without an argumerdptssnot lead to a
failure of interpretation; rather it leads to the intemien already noted wherelwork
takes a variable of a generic operator of some sort as an argument. We can provide a
syntactic formalization for this interpretation by assuming that an abstract adverb of
quantification is available in sentences of this type, which ATTRA®E&spredicate.

More precisely, we can identify the position of the operator with that i @ The
derivation for (40) therefore takes the form in (41) where finite QRACTSs the
infinitival V:

(41) [C]itis hard [toworK]

One argument in favor of C acting as an attractor for the embedded predicate is provided
by the fact, noticed in the literature (cf. Bresnan 1982), that predicatesssociated

with a lexical DP can be interpreted as having a specific, rather than a generic, argument
given the appropriate context. Thus while a generic reading for the non#=dcal
argument is associated with the generic context in (41), a specific reading is associated
with the non-lexicalized argument given the specific temporal context in (42)

(42) It was hard to work (on that beautiful sunny day).

In (41) and (42), then, the interpretation of the non-lexicalized agumwaries in
accordance with the temporal context. Suppose that the operator in C ATTRACTSs
Tense, exactly as it ATTRACTSs the lexical predicate. If so, we préditta generic
operator in C determines a generic interpretation for both the naaliegd argument
and for Tense in (41), while the presence of a specific operator in C in (42) determines a
specific interpretation for them. Remember that it is inddgettly argued in the
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literature, starting witfeng (1987) that the interpretation of Tense depends on C; see
Roussou (forthcoming) for more recent discussion. Indeed we can adsaitribet
attraction properties of the operator in C are always satisfied IseTleependently of
whether they ATTRACT a lexical predicate or not.

It is important to stress that we predict a correlation between tempdrargument
interpretation only when the argument is not lexical; onlyhis tase do they both
depend on C. If there is a lexical argument, as in all of the cases wérgrdontrol
considered in previous sections, and it is the lexical arguitssit that satisfies an
argument place in the predicate, we predict no correlation between the generic or
specific nature of the lexical argument and that of the temporal context. For instance, it
has been noticed (cf. Brody and Manzini 1988), that if an overt argument is associated
with the matrix predicate in (40), it takes on the role of obligatongroller, as in (43):

(43) Itis hard fous|[to [work]]

In present termsis in (43) ATTRACTs the embedded predicate, as predicted by the
Scopal MLC Indeed in (43) the predicateork is in the immediate attraction scope of
the DPus Since in (43) the interpretation of the argument positiomask depends on
us while the interpretation of the matrix Tense depends on C, we expect alateamr
between the two. In other words, in this case we correctlyicprébgit it is possible to
have a specific argument in a generic context. The interaction between tenmgoral a
argumental interpretation are strictly confined to arbitrary control, which seenss to u
exactly the correct empirical result.

A problem that we have not addressed so far concerns the role playeddxypletive
it and the matrix predicate in (40)-(42). Sinices a DP, we might expect it to count as
the nearest attractor for the embedded, as well as the matrix, predicate. Weeerho
we cannot predict the interpretation of the relevant sentences, which haves seen
depends on the matrix C acting as the attractor for at least the embedded predicate. One
partial solution consists in saying that only an argument DP, and notpéetivex
ATTRACTs a predicate. This solution, however, has both conceptual and empirical
disadvantages. From a purely conceptual point of view we noticdghihatistinction
between arguments and non-arguments is not a feature of DP’s but r@ahsequence
of the derivation associated with them. Tlituis a non-argument if it has an argument
associate, and an argument otherwise.These considerations are strengthened by the
empirical evidence provided by examples such as (44). (44) contains acensihere
which is expletive with respect to another DP; in this latter case the associate DP is
ultimately interpreted as the controller of the embedded predicate:
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(44) There arrived several people [without telling us beforehand]

For reasons that have to do with the structure of adjuncts (ciorséctbelow), the
interpretation of (44) cannot be obtained by hawageral peopla@irectly ATTRACT
the embedded predicate. Rathérere independently ATTRACTSs both the embedded
predicate andeveral peoplésee Chomsky 1995, Manzini and Savoia forthcoming for
theories of the expletive-associate pair which involve attraction of some sort or another).
This analysis confirms that it is really DP’s that attract V’siependently of whether
they are arguments, and not some +/-argument property of DP’s.

Returning now to the examples in (40)-(42), we still wish to suggest that the reason
why it allows C to ATTRACT the embedded predicate is connected to the faitithat
an expletive. In particular, note that the control sentence is the associaténahe
framework of assumptions just adopted, this meansitthaT TRACTs not only the
matrix predicate but also the control sentence. Thus the control sentere toobe
interpreted as the argument of the matrix predicate. What is more, the predicate in the
control sentence is not in the scopet dfut only in the scope of the matrix C. Thus it is
C that ATTRACTSs it and determines the ‘arbitrary’ interpietadf its argument.

It is worth checking at this point whether the present set of assumptions stifi ao
to account for raising and superraising. In a simple raising sent&acd &), repeated
here as (45)JohnATTRACTS both the matrix and the embedded predicate, that are in
its immediate scope, as indicated by the italics:

(45) [Johnl [seemgto [worK]]]]

Consider then (46)-(47). (47) represents an example of superraisasgically
accounted for by assuming thtaintercepts A-movement of the argument across it; (46)
is its well-formed counterpart:

(46) It seems [that John was told [that Mary left]]
(47) *John seems [that it was told [that Mary left]]

In (46),JohnATTRACTS the predicat®ld; it ATTRACTS the predicateeemwhich is
in its immediate scope and at the same time the associate, in this cass-tlaise.
The correct interpretation ensues, with tihat-sentence taken as the argumersesdm
Consider the superraising example in (47). The intended interpnetatider which
Johnis an argument ofold, is blocked by theScopal MLC indeedJohn cannot
ATTRACT told becausdold is in the immediate scope af Other construals of the
sentence are equally excluded. In particular, althaegims in the immediate scope of
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John and can be ATTRACTed by it on the basis of $ltepal MLC the interpretation
fails, since the interpretive requirementslohncannot be satisfied by a predicate like
seen(cf. the ungrammaticality ofJohn seemjs

The analysis of control presented in this section and in the preceding emelsiep
course on the idea that the C position of the control complement does naarfyave
operators that block attraction of the embedded predicate by a BBher finite C. If
such attractors were present, we would not be able to derive obligatoryl aod)-(5),
as well as in (43). Furthermore, with respect to arbitrary control we wotlltereible to
predict that the interpretation of the non-lexicalized argpt co-varies with that of the
matrix Tense as in (40)-(42). The absence of appropriate operators in the infinitival C
can in turn be connected to the absence of temporal properties in infinitivals. This
conclusion directly contradicts the conclusions of Chomsky and Lasnik (19988ewh
null Case for PRO is supported by temporal properties associatetowith Martin
1996). This latter view is apparently confirmed by the observatidsresnan (1972),
Stowell (1982) that a future interpretation is associated tvélhcontrolled infinitival in
examples of the type in (4) or (6). Though the observation is in itsedfctowe believe
that it does not argue for temporal properties associated with infinitival I. Rather, the
future interpretation can be taken to support a modal characterizatiofirfiivals (see
Roussou forthcoming). Recent work by BoSkovic (1997) seeks to provideerfurth
arguments in favour of the temporal analysis of control clauses based ompaisom
between English and French. Though a discussion of his data is outssdefiheof the
present paper, we believe that the modal-based approach, or eventaajheetnal one,
accounts for them as well.

Let us summarize so far. On the basis of $tepal MLCand of the appropriate
assumptions concerning attractors, the theory is able to derive theirigltheorem: a
predicate is necessarily ATTRACTed by the first argument DP or finitinaC c-
commands it. This in turn means that what in standard ternrs asbérary PRO can
only surface if there is no DP argument in the clause that immediately cotftains
control clause. Thus arbitrary control is impossible in (43), thoughdarcé40)-(42).

The operator that we have postulated in C independently acts as an attractor for Tense
and is associated with it in all finite environments.

Other empirical consequences can be made to follow from what precedes. Suppose we
embed (40) under a higher sentence, as in (48):

(48) John thinks [that it is hard [to work]].

In (48), two interpretations are available for the predicate in the control sentence;
remember that in (48) the control sentence itself is the associataraf its scope is
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therefore the same as the subject’s. The first reading, the arbitrary one, depends on
being ATTRACTed by an operator associated with the intermediate C. There is,
however, a second reading, witbhninterpreted as an argumentwbrk Our theory
clearly predicts that this reading cannot depend on contrablmy in the sense defined

so far, that is on the attraction of the predicatddiyn Indeed the temporal operator in
the intermediate C acts as an attractor vimrk, as we have just seen, effectively
preventinglohnfrom ATTRACTIng it.

There is an alternative way to obtain the desired reading though. Wealheady
assumed that the embedded finite C is associated with an operator that ATTRACTS
work We suggest that the interpretation wherdbfin is the argument olvork also
depends on this derivation. As we have seen, the argument of a predicatA@IaiR
by the operator in C can be interpreted as generic or specific; in this latter case we
assume that it can be anaphoric to a DP. Hence the non-lexicalizedeatgofwork
can be interpreted as anaphoricJahn In this respect we follow a long tradition in
control studies (Williams 1980, Bresnan 1982, and many subsequekg iwoluding
Hornstein 1996), which suggests that the non-obligatory lostgrdie variety of control
is to be treated in the same terms as arbitrary control. At the same time yctonthar
works just mentioned, the present theory introduces a parallelisredretabligatory’
and ‘non-obligatory’ control, to the extent that both phenomena réfledobligatory)
attraction of a predicate by an appropriate attractor. The only difference ithaithz
closest attractor in the case of obligatory control and finite C is the closest attractor in the
case of non-obligatory control.

One question that remains to be addressed concerns the +human interpretation that
appears to be necessarily attached to arbitrary PRO. This apparently provides a go
argument in favor of the approach of Chomsky and Lasnik (1995), since theicdRO
be endowed with a feature such as +human in the lexicon. In a languagialiste
furthermore, the feature specification of arbitrary PRO can include +masculine, +plural,
since participles and adjectives are seen to agree with it in these features. However, if
this is the case for arbitrary PRO, then there must be a separate lexical entry-for non
arbitrary PRO which has as many combinations of lexical features as its antecedents.
This result appears to be unparsimonious. Nor is it likely that a feature likalHgan
be construed as a default, even if one were to overcome gémenadtical objections to
the notion of default itself (on these points see Manzini and Savoia foitigo

In this connection, Williams (1992) points out the similarity betwaditrary control
and logophoricity. Thus elements that behave logophorically such gslikiance
anaphors typically target as their antecedent, “the source of the report, the person with
respect to whose consciousness or self the report is made, and the pensahdse
point of view the report is made” (Sells 1987). Naturally, all eséhcharacterisations
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point to a +human antecedent for logophors. We therefore conclude that an operator
ATTRACTIng a predicate leads to a logophoric reading of its argumemnaghthe
surfacing of +human properties for arbitrary control. We shall return to the issue of
logophoricity, and its syntactic or pragmatic nature, in section 6.

5 Other consequencesfor control

In sections 2-4, we established that tBeopal MLCis observed by ATTRACT
involving predicates, in that the closest DP or C attractor, is obligatorily targeted. There
Is, however, a second major constraint on ATTRACT, whose effects on control we
should in principle be able to observe, nantébnnectednessas formulated in (22).

The relevant environments correspond of course to the classical stiaamd) dmes,
namely adjuncts and subjects.

Consider first control into adjuncts. As is well known, adjuncts tendisplay the
same properties as complements with respect to control. Thus the onlylepossib
interpretation for the adjunct infinitival in (49)-(50) is one in whithe embedded
predicate is associated with the matrix subject:

(49) John left before eating.
(50) John left without asking.

One possible interpretation of this fact is that, as suggested by K&984),( right
adjunction is not allowed by the grammar; therefore the embedded senier{dd)-

(50) are attached as complements. This analysis, however, is in direct contradittion wit
a number of other properties of adverbials, as argued in detail by M&r2®e&). One
property, which is of direct interest here, is that in general, a nwddj@ct cannot serve

as controller for an adverbial. Thus (51)-(52) have exactly the same coopeltms as

their counterparts in (49)-(50) despite the insertion of an object madlréx sentence:

(51) John left us before eating.
(52) John left us without asking.

If adverbials are generated in the most deeply embedded position i(6Zp1ps
suggested for simple adverbs by Larson (1988), then control by the object bhould
possible and in fact obligatory by the MDP or 8wmpal MLC Therefore, as pointed out

by Williams (1974), the subject orientation of most adverbials argues inrfatdie
conclusion that they are attached high enough not to be in the scope of the object.
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Incidentally the same conclusion excludes that in (44) the associate could directly
control the embedded predicate.

Thus adverbials are not in complement position, but rather adjuncts. We have
independent evidence that in the casembfmovement, extraction from adjuncts is
blocked, as in (53) below. Therefore if control in (49)-(52) is to be constrsied a
attraction of the embedded predicate by the matrix subject, the question arises why this
is not blocked as an instance of adjunct island violation. However, agjlamtts can be
circumvented by parasitic gaps. Thus ¥drmovement, the adjunct island violation in
(53) contrasts with the wellformed parasitic gap configuration i (54

(53) *Which article did you review my book [without reading t]
(54) Which book did you review t [without reading €]

This suggests that subject control in (49)-(52) also reflects an underlyamgticagap-

like configuration. Consider indeed (49) in terms of the present theory. Assuming that
the before sentence is generated as a sister to the highest VP-shell pmjebg
relevant structure is as in (55):

(55) Johnl [left [before | fatind]]

In (54) we independently know that the DBhn ATTRACTs the matrix predicate,
which is on the main branch of the sentence. But if so, attraction ofithedded
predicate, which is on the adjunct branchJblincreates a parasitic gap configuration,

as desired. This can be most simply illustrated by comparisorn(3jhwhere a single
antecedent, theh-phrase, binds a trace in the main branch of the sentence and a trace
inside the adjunct, as schematized in (56). Similarly in (55), a singl@dbR acts as an
attractor for both the predicate in the main branch of the sentence and for the predicate
inside the adjunct, as schematized in (57):
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(56) CP

which book C’

C VP
/\

VP PP
/\ /\
which-book before CP

which-boek
(57) IP
John I
/\
VP P
left before CP
AN
V...

As we did for control into complements, we can now consider teeattion of control

into adjuncts with passivisation. In the cases illustrated ir(E8)below, the argument

DP in matrix [Spec, I] functions as the attractor for the embeddedcaredThis is
correctly predicted by our theory on the basis of 8mopal MLC as well as
Connectednes#s can be seen by the comparison between the active forms in (b) and
the passive forms in (a), we find a switch of the thematic propertisantifollers, since

in passives it is the patient that controls the embedded predicate, while in acsivies i

agent that does so. Our theory thus predicts that notions such as agent and patient are
irrelevant for control; instead the embedded predicate in the adjuntiaistet by the

closest DP connected to it. As we have argued for the case of control int@ecemnid,

in short passives, the agent is not syntactically projected and cannot therefore interfere
with control.
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(58) a. John was fired after doing that.
b. We fired John after doing that.

(59) a. John was hired without moving a finger.
b. We hired John without moving a finger.

One apparent counterexample to the above conclusions is represented by control into
purpose clauses. Well-known examples of the type in (60) are generally takewto sho
that the agent is syntactically realized in passives, and acts as a controller for the adjunct
(cf. Brody and Manzini 1988):

(60) The boat was sunk [(in order) to collect the insurance].

In order to account for (60), we are led to assume that the control sentence is adjoined to
a projection higher than the VP to which we adjoined the adjunct sesten@9)-(52).
Indeed, it is necessary and sufficient for us to assume that the purpose claudeed attac
high enough in the matrix sentence to be outside the scope of the sabgder to

predict that it is not controlled by the subject underShepal MLC Following fairly
standard assumptions, we can associate the purpose clause with an Htgudjsition,

asin (61):

(61) CP

The fact that the embedded predicate in (61) becomes associated with the arbitrary
interpretation, is in present terms due to it being ATTRACTed byntiteix C. This also
follows form theScopal MLC,since the matrix C is the first attractor that takes the
adjunct predicate in its scope. Note tkainnectedness also satisfied, in that the
matrix C equally ATTRACTSs the matrix | for reasons of Tenseapnétation. Therefore,

the attraction path from matrix C to the adjunct predicate forms a connected subtree
together with the matrix attraction path from C to I. This analysis does keotirti
account the intuition that the argument of the embedded predicate is interpreted as
anaphoric to the agent of the passivized matrix predicate. Since we independently argue
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that in short passives the agent is not syntactically represented, we are led tohimpute t
intuition to pragmatic inference.

Note that if purpose clauses are adjoined to a position which is outsidedpe of
the matrix subject, we predict that their predicate is not controlletl dyen in active
environments, for instance in (62). Hence we are led to claim that the apparent control of
the embedded predicate by the matrix subject in (62) reduces to arbitrary control and
anaphora, essentially as in the case of apparent long-distance co8)! i

(62) We sank the boat [(in order) to collect the insurance]

In other words, the matrix C acts as an attractor for the adjunct predicate, licencing a
specific interpretation, anaphoric to some argument in the sentence. Oncewagain,
impute the fact that the second interpretation is in fact the only possible one to a
pragmatic inference factor.

We are now in a position to consider control into the other major tystraig
islands, namely subjects. The relevant data are of the type in (63):

(63) John believes [that [behaving badly at the party]l would bother Mary]

(63) is a typical context of non-obligatory control; indeed the non-lizeéch argument

in the subject clause can be interpreted as arbitrary, or as anaphoric to either the matrix
argument, John, or to the embedded onéjary. Leaving aside the question of
islandhood for a moment, this state of affairs is as expected, given that the nearest
attractor of the appropriate sort for the embedded predicate is the operator in the
intermediate C. The DP-argumeéviary cannot act as an attractor because it does not
take the subject sentence in its scope, while the DP-argulolenis higher, and thus
further away than the intermediate C in terms ofShepal MLCIn turn, attraction of

the control predicate by the intermediate C is compatibile either with an arbitrary
interpretation or with an interpretation anaphoric to some itgiak(s) in the discourse,
includingJohr Mary.

As for the question whether the intermediate C is accessible to the gerumd unde
Connectednesgemember that wh-extraction from a subject is barred; however, if a
parasitic gap configuration is involvedpnnectednesds satisfied, as seen in the contrast
in (64):

(64) a. *Who do [friends of t] admire you
b. Who do [friends of e] admire t
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Therefore in (63), the gerund can be ATTRACTed by the intermediate tGati this
attraction path forms a connected subtree with the attraction path independently defined
between C and the matrix | for reasons of Tense intepretation. Tllis giderivation of

the type in (65):

(65) CP

In short, both the fact that non-finite subject sentences are typical contexts of non-
obligatory control and the fact that non-finite adjuncts typically laismbligatory
control can be explained on principled grounds. The alternation betwegatofyliand
non-obligatory control depends on whether the closest attractorRsaagbment (as for
adjuncts) or a C (as for subjects). As for the possibility to reach into strangssthis
arguably depends on the creation of parasitic gap-like configurations.arBP subject
can ATTRACT two predicates, one in the main branch of the sentence and one inside an
adjunct. Similarly a C can ATTRACT an | in the main branch of the sentence and a
predicate inside a subject sentence. The conclusion that comdraldjuncts amounts to
the creation of a parasitic-gap configuration is also put forward lpsten (1997),
though it is embedded under a completely different analysis of pargsips;
furthermore, his analysis does not readily extend to control inteciidgjntences.

Before concluding the discussion of control, another notoriously pnakile set of
data is worth reviewing briefly. We have so far illustrated control with dddxenon-
finite sentences. However, it is well-known that in appropriate context) as
interrogatives and exclamatives, infinitivals are acceptable as matrix sentesndes
instance in (66)-(67):

(66) What to do?
(67) Ah, to go to the sea!

What is more, it appears that interrogative sentences embedded as complements to
matrix verbs, do not display obligatory but rather optional control effecis,(&8):



434 Manzini & Roussou

(68) | asked how [to behave]

Consider first (66)-(67). Because there obviously is no tensed Chwbhkes the
infinitival in its scope, our general theory about the licencing oftrarigi control
depends on assuming that some other operator can act as an appropriate attractor for the
infinitival predicate. As it turns out, this operator can be identified welotie licensing

the apparently exceptional matrix use of the infinitival, say some
interrogative/exclamative modal operator. If the same operator is present in the
embedded context in (68), we fully predict that it will licence the arbitrary rgaditine
non-lexicalized argument of the embedded predicate, pre-empting control byttixe ma
subject.

6 Further consequencesfor A-movement

In our discussion of A-movement in section 2, we argued that the funcddmnuatof A-

movement in the grammar is that of conveying theta properties to §ifops, where
arguments are realised. In the alternative formalization that we prosidedilar role is
played by the attraction of predicates by DP’s. This construal of Asmeneexplains
the lack of reconstruction effects at LF and the blocking of PF rules.

A number of other facts standardly associated with A-movement remain to be
considered. One of them is the triggering of agreement. Let us fanéastonsider a
standard unaccusative sentence in Italian including an embedded past partigple. T
subject overtly agrees with the past participle in number and gende(683:

(69) Maria e partita.
Mary is left-sg.fem.
“Mary has left.”

Under standard assumptions about A-movement the derivation of (69) proawegls al
the following lines: Maria moves through [Spec, v]; this configuration triggers
agreement betwedviaria and the past participle, thoutytaria is ultimately realized in
[Spec, 1], as illustrated in (70):

(70) Maria e {Marigpartita]

In the present frameworkjaria is merged directly in [Spec, ], while the lexical verb is
ATTRACTed by Maria, without Copy and Merge applying at any point in the
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derivation. If that is the case, the question arises what triggers agreement béaniaen

and the past participle at all. We assume that the past participle, exactly like the DP, is
associated with f-features in the lexicon, agreeing in this with Chomsky (199%HeO

other hand, we have already established that for reasons entirependdat of
agreement, DP ATTRACTSs the lexical V. In this framework agreemehedtfieatures

present on the DP and those present on the past participle can be seen simply as a reflex
of the ATTRACT operation that involves these two elements. Manzini audicSa
(forthcoming) show that this approach also extends to configurations sigrtdkesh to

involve agreement witpro.

Another set of problems that we need to consider concerns one of the arghatents t
we put forward for our approach to A-movement, namely the lack of regciistr
effects. Though data of the type in (11) seem to provide a clear-cut argurairst ag
reconstruction of A-traces, other data have been held to support it. In partRelletti
and Rizzi (1988) point out contrasts of the type in (71):

(71) a. Pictures dhimselfworry John/him
b. *HimselfworriesJohn/him.

They argue that the grammaticality of (71a) is due to reconstructidhe derived
subject, i.epictures of himselfinto its thematic position, which they take to be lower in
the VP-shell than the position of the Experierlz#in/him If so, (71b) can no longer be
excluded by the impossibility of reconstruction. Therefore they suggestriheiples B
and C ofChomsky’s (1981Binding Theorymust be satisfied at S-structure, whereas
Principle A can be satisfied in their terms either at D-structure or at S-struature, i
equivalently at S-structure or at LF in a theory that uses reconstruction. Under this set of
assumptions, both (71a) and (71b) are well-formed with respect togRridci(71b) is
independently excluded in that it represents a violation of Bindingipleed/C at S-
structure, given that the objeddhn/himis (locally) bound by the subject, contrary to
(71a).

Crucially, Belletti and Rizzi (1988) make reference to two Eweérepresentation, and
this is not consistent with minimalist assumptions. What is more, thisrsectiutwo
different levels of representation cannot easily be mimicked within the more limited
theoretical resources of minimalism. If we say that both the derived and the trace
position count at LF, we can of course derive the ungrammaticality of (@dbjye
have no way of deriving the grammaticality of (71a), since in its depesidionhimself
is not bound bylohn/him If the subject DP on the other hand is interpreted only in its
reconstructed position, we have the original problem of not being able to afothyet
ungrammaticality of (71Db).
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Data of the type in (71a) can also be reproduced for standard) reimfigurations, as
in (72):

(72) Pictures okach othesseem tahem[to be on sale]

We believe that the correct approach for this kind of examples is the one proposed by
Reinhart and Reuland (1993). They argue in essenceséffanoves to the closest
predicate, marking it as reflexive. Therefore the interpretatiojobh likes himselis
determined by an abstract structure of the fdomn self-likes himvhere the reflexively
marked predicate forces the coreference betwedm and him. Disjoint reference in

John likes hincorresponds to the absence of a reflexive marker on the predicate. Given
this analysis, since the anaphoric construahiofiself depends orself acting as a
reflexivizer of the nearest predicate, apparent anaphors irgtar¢)DPsm bound
across sentence boundaries as in (73a), must correspond to logophorandingarois
independently supported by a number of facts; for instance a first pgmaphor can
appear irpicture-DPs freely, as in (73b):

(73) a. Lucie thought that a picture of herself would be nice on that wall.
b. A picture of myself would be nice on that wall.

Note that though Reinhart and Reuland (1993) like Sells (1987givenihie construal

of logophors in pragmatic terms, this conclusion need not be subscribeldutoweé
could assume thatelf in its logophoric interpretation is ATTRACTed by a syntactic
position, even though one different from the predicate. The pointathéast the
Icelandic logophorsig is subject to syntactic ‘movement’ is argued for by Manzini
(forthcoming) on the grounds that elements ldig obey strong islands and show
parasitic gaps effects. Though the distribution of logopHhoniselfis different from that

of logophoric sig, we then assume that a syntactic account is equally possible.
Remember that according to Williams (1992), arbitrary control itself represents an
instance of logophoric interpretation. We suggest therefore that trectceyntax for
logophorichimselfmight be roughly the same as for arbitrary control, i.e. attraction by
the nearest finite C. On this understanding we expect logophoniself to
systematically appear inside subject islands, as in (73), ex&etlgrbitrary control.

In short, data of the type in (73) argue not for reconstruction, but for igteree of a
logophorichimself This in turn raises doubts concerning all arguments for movemment a
Copy and Merge based on the reconstructiohimiself including those presented by
Chomsky (1995) fowh-movement and reproduced in (10). As we already remarked at
the outset, a discussion of-Wovement is beyond the scope of the present paper. What
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is relevant for present purposes is that the availability of a logophorim@iadcount
for (73) and the like neutralizes the potential counterargument tocamstrual of A-
movement.

Further evidence for reconstruction in DP movement, relating todopromominals,
is presented by Lebeaux, as quoted by Brody (1996). Thus (75) is cablideorse
than (74):

(74) [His mother’s] bread seems to [every matg be known by heito be the best
there is.

(75) *[Hisi mother’s] bread seems to heéo be known by [every manfo be the best
there is.

The argument runs as follows. If in (7Bis mother’'s breads reconstructed in the
intermediate subject positiomjs is in the scope otvery manand his motherc-
commandder, this yields a wellformed interpretation. In (75), on the other harhi if
mother’s breads reconstructed within the scopeefery it is also reconstructed in a
position c-commanded Hbher, which means that the resulting representation is ruled out
by Principle B. Ifhis mother’s breads not reconstructed, the structure is ruled out by
whatever principle requires bound pronouns to be in the scope abpleedtor.

We propose on the contrary that in (74)-(75) the bindingsok accomplished not by
reconstruction ohis mother but rather by QR advery this latter operation is successful
wheneveryraises from the matrix sentence, but not when it raises from an embedded
one. We suggest that the reason for this is related to the fact thaeentyvhich as we
shall motivated below has an event-less structure, is crossed in (74), whil@@R w
cross the event domain khowin (75). Though our analysis is still tentative, it does
make a clear prediction, namely that substituting any other pronoberfor (75), as in
(76), yields a sentence which is still worse than (74). Judgemergskile, but native
speakers at best assign to (76) an intermediate status between (74) and (75). We can
therefore group (75) and (76) together, attributing any residual conttasirtdlifferent
relative complexity:

(76) (*)His mother’s bread seems to us to be knowe\sry marto be the best there is.

In short, on the basis of the discussion that precedes, we uphold Cho(i€9883
generalization that A-movement cannot be reconstructed. This in turidgsos
straightforward and powerful argument in favour of our approach, as opmoskd t
standard DP- movement one. This conclusion does not hold of tmeuéton of A-
movement proposed by Sportiche (1996). Sportiche also recognizes the difficulty
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represented for DP-movement by contrasts of the type in (71). Thus he pribbsbe
D head of the DP is merged in the position where it surfaces, aflgessi proposed
here; if the reflexive in (71b) corresponds to such a head, he predicts that it does not
reconstruct. By contrast the NP predicate is always merged in the thematic pasition, a
NP-movement takes systematically place from thematic to D-position. Thus an anaphor
in the NP-predicate, as in (71a), can give rise to reconstruction effects. But as we have
seen, all of the evidence in favor of DP-/NP-movement from reconstrattenmaphors
can be circumvented, thus depriviSgortiche’s theory of an important empirical basis.
Furthermore, the lack of blocking effects on PF rules is nplaged by Sportiche’s
approach either.

Another phenomenon that appears to involve the LF-interface has bdaithexp
argued to mirror the underlying structural difference between raismh@a@umtrol. Thus
Chomsky (1981), Burzio (1986) point out a contrast between (77) and (78):

(77) One interpreter each seems to have been assigned to the diglonats.
(78) *One interpreter each tried to be assigned to the visiting diplomats.

In order to explain the data in (77)-(78) a theoryeath hence of distributivity, is
clearly needed. Though this is largely outside the scope of the presdet aricshall
nevertheless consider briefly what an account of (77)-(78) mightvmv&ach is

construed not witlan interpreter i.e. the distributee, but witthe visiting diplomati.e.

the distributor. This is made morphologically obvious in Italian by the factethett
agrees in gender with the distributor, as in (79):

(79) a. Un interprete ciascuno/ *ciascuna fu assegnato ai diplomatici
An interpreter each-m/ each-f was assigned to the diplomats
b. Una guida ciascuno/ *ciascuna fu assegnata ai diplomatici
A guide each-m/ each-f was assigned to the diplomats
c. Un interprete *ciascuno/ ciascuna fu assegnato alle mogli
An interpreter each-m/ each-f was assigned to the wives
d. Una guida *ciascuno/ ciascuna fu assegnata alle mogli
A guide each-m/ each-f was assigned to the wives

Following Beghelli and Stowell (1997) we assume that the structure of the sentence
includes a projection that acts as a host for distributive quantifiers, namely DistP, which
is the highest quantificationl position below the inflectional ofes.the sake of the
present discussion we shall in fact identify the surface positiaacii with DistP.
According to Beghelli and Stowell (1997) “an active Dist head selestaeeP ... which
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in turn requires that an existential QP appear in Sp&hafeP”, corresponding to the
distributee. In (77)-(78), however, the distributee, being in [Speds lhigher than
ShareP and is therefore not available to fill its Spec. In such casesliBagth Stowell
(1997) assume movement of a “covert existential quantifier over everttss fposition.

Our idea is that in the raising case in (77) a successfupiigtation is reached in that
the matrix ShareP can be associated with a quantification over the emissdagd
event across the event-lessem In the control case in (78), on the other hand, a
successful interpretation would require that both a queatiiin over the matrix and the
embedded event be associated with the same matrix ShareP. This we take to be
impossible, as desired.

Finally, it should be noticed that the present theory of A-movement is nyatible
with the analysis of floating quantifiers argued for in Sportiche (198&)ording to
which quantifiers such asusin French are stranded in their base-generated thematic
position by leftward movement of the D. But though this analysss gnaven very
influential, there are several pieces of evidence that cast doubt on it, as argued by
Bobaljik (1998) quite independently of the present theory.

7 Conclusion

To conclude, in section 1 we argued that there are empirical and conceptual problems for
the classical construal of control, involving PRO, as well as for that of Aement. In
section 2 we argued that an alternative formalization for A-movement iblposghin

the minimalist framework, whereby DPs are merged directly in D-position, vilneye
ATTRACT predicates from the VP-shell. This alternative formalization for A-
movement, which effectively eliminates DP-traces, is supported by the lack of
reconstruction effects at LF and of blocking effects on rules at PF. What is more, the
theory proposed in section 2 allows for a straightforward account ofotamitich
dispenses with PRO. Quite simply, control corresponds to the case in whiehhao

one predicate is ATTRACTed by the same DP argument. In section 4, we concentrated
on one difference between our approach and O’'Neil's (1995), Hornste@98§)(1for

whom control reduces to DP-movement and arbitrary control must therefore involve an
empty pronominal subjegpro. In present terms, the empty categgamo can be
eliminated from the grammar as well. Arbitrary control reduces to the case in which a
predicate is controlled by an operator in C, rather than by a DP-argument.

Throughout sections 3-4, we showed that the distribution of PRO, thieutisn of
antecedents for controlled PRO, and the distribution of controlled and arbitr@raifeR
determined uniquely by the interplay of ATTRACT with the MLC, ethive construe
asScopal MLC Similarly, in section 5, we explained obligatory control into adjunets a
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a by-product of parasitic gap-like patterns of predicate attraction predicted by
Connectednesg\rbitrary control into subjects amounts to the same, with the difference
that an operator in C acts as the attractor, rather than a DP-argument. In section 6, we
turned to A-movement again considering more complex data involecanstruction

and other LF effects.
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