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‘This paper started out to be on infinitival
relatlves} The fascination of infinitival rslatives, howaver,
stens from the fe2ling that they are much liﬁa tensed relatives,
and yet are somewhat different in comportment, Is this
difference.duelto the fact that the sentence which is ad join=4
as a relative is a "for-to" complement? PMost discussions of
infinitival relatives have been based on at least the assuaption
that a for/to sentence 1s involved, My inadequate understanding
of these complements forced me to look at them more closely,
and consider their rélation to base-generated infinitives -
if there are any of these sort of beings,

Coming to the conclusion that a description of our present
language is batter with base-generated infinltives, I was forced
to consider a mechanism to explain how these.inflnltlves
could have syntactic and semantic properties which pointed to
a subjgct -- for example, infinitives with rgflexive pronouns
for objects, But if one accepted these devices which would
specify what noun phrase off somewhef? else in the tree waz:
acting like a subject of the infinitive -- accepting these
devices, shouldn't we reconsider some of fhe old solutions to
problems concerning Equi and Raising to Objgct?

I don't mean to summarize here the antire path of resson-
ing pursued in this paper, but rather to 2xplain -- or épol-
oglze for -- the circulitous nature of the discussion. The
problems of =Inglish syntax being so tightly interwoven, a
suggastion concerning.one obscure subjact -- infinitival .

relatives -- very quickly leaés to ramifications for the theory



of other constructions., To take one example: when a wh-phrase
1s moved out of (or to the front of) the infinitival relative
clause, it is not possible to rstain the subjact: thus we

get "a pencil with which to write", but not ;*a pencil with
which for you to write"”, 1In the other case where wWhords

move to thg front of infinitival clauss=s -- that is, in indiract
questions like PI-asked Blll vhere to put the car“, and indirect
ansWwers like "He told me where to put it* -~ the same condition
holds, So three rather diffsrent reasons arose making it
important for me to look at indirect questions: First, in
connection directly with 1nfiﬁit1val relatives, If there is

& more gensral reason common to both the infinitival relative
and the indirsct infinitival question which prohibits fronted
whords and apparent subjects, then an explanatibn of the fact
that dezlt only with infinltival relatives would surely be
incomplete, Second, the control problem for indirect questions
follow;ng ggg'and tell is an laportant ons to try to solve for
anyone arguing that I’Ps can control infinitives "froa a distance”,
Third, given my doubts about the corfgctness of the standard
analysis of for/to complements, I wanted to see If an alternativs
analysls could explain as well, or better, the characteristics
of tens=d 3, for/to complements, and questions (dirsct and
indirect) -- three of the important ¥xinds of constructiosns thak

Bresnan analysas &s xinds of a more general category, the 3.



Infinitival Relatives

There 1s a serles of constructlons that exploits tha

pérallel between tensed senteances and infinitives, permitting.
a raﬁge of infinitivals to follow NPs, apparenfly forming

a constituent: the whole complex can be a subj=ct. On

the surfacé, there are four kinds (and I make no assunptions
hére about their source):

(1) Eqﬁi: A man to serve drinks

(2) OD (Object Dalsation): A pencil to writa With;
A toplic to investizate

(3) For-to: A toplc for ms to investizats

(4) PP-wh: A peancil with which to writs --,

However, we do not find wh-IPs preposed, parallel to (4):

(5) *a pencil which to write with

which we might expect'to be good If (4) viare a derivative of
a (5)-1ixs structure plus Fied FPiping.

Furthermor~, and squally surprising, the 5P in the lower
(relativs) clause, as in (3), the for-to construction, cannot:
appear as a whord coresferential with ﬁhe head, although the
object NPs sesem to have this possibility with the PP-wh
construction: thus '

(6) %a @an for whom; to serve drinks for the guests,

Futting together the possible surface forms (1)-(%), ;e‘see
that they all exhibit the structure N (FP) VP, where the

VP is defsctive just in case a wh-phrass occurs, This éeneral
form is not sharei by the bad (5), which 1s ¥ N¥P VP*, Ta=

optlonal F?, howsver, in forms (3) and (L) appears to be quits



different: and so we have the problem: xe would like to
relate the two PPs of type (j) and (&), since thelr shared
form ssems to bs too bls a {eatur~ to overlook -- and yet
they arise in different.ways. Enonds® solution to\this'
difficulty was very nzat, and seemed to support'hls general
approach very dirsctly.

Hls solution was an extsnsion of the Bresnan treatment of
th; Presentence constitusnt, renamed COHP, wnich was posited
both as the origin of the complenentizer "for", and the goal
of Wh-movement in the formation of rslative clauses. He furthar

suggested that the "for" in the for/to construction was still

\\“ synchronically a preposition.‘Z Zmonds assuxned that where a to

was, a for had besen also; spscifically, raising the-subjcct
into CONP was responsible for the actual word to. Z=monds could
Justify positing a PP nods in the COIT position which could be
filled by (and only by) a prepositional phrase which was
Piéd-Pipcd’during Wh-movement, forming an Infinitival relative
of the PP-wh sort,  The for-cozplamentizer and the original
subject of the relative clause -- n=ither of which appear in
the Equi, 0D, and PP-wh types ~- were sald to be deleted

simultaneously during the Zgul deletion operation.
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‘While Equl is formulatsd as a deletion transformatioh-
triggered by the NP in a higﬁer cycle; the movement of the PP
with the whord in it =ust occur on a 1ater cycle than the
actual cycle of the rslative clause itself -- appafently.
& violation of the principle of .the cycle (I ignore the
possibllity of uslng "multiply-filled nodes™.),. |

Let us looking furthear at this use of Zqui, First,
We have a cholce as to whether we want to say a whord, or
a full NP, is moved into COMP in the first transformation,
"Subject to COMP Movemant", the rule preceding Equi, If
Equl were written as a transformation literally requiring
. 1dentical corefarential NPs, then clearly a winord won't be
deletsd by Zqul, and we havan't accountad for why (6) is bad,
Chomsky (p.c.) suggsested that EZqui could bs stated in such a
way that corefersntial Ps could dealete a wnord, using somse
notion of non-distinctness, HJowever, I éon't think we want
to do that. That approach presumes that whords can be assign=d
referential'indiccs. son=thing we Xnew anyway from sentances
like "Who hurt himself?" We also kno#'that "Xnow" can govern
gqul, getting santsnces like "Don't Wworry -- Jonn knows to be
back by azldnight.” Under no clrzumstances, though, could
" £qui delete who in "John knows who to look out for" ', and
yet I Xnoit of no indep=anisnt grounds whizh would preven? this
is Zqul nad the sugsestsd reforaulation.

If Subject-to-COIF movement ls an indepandent transformation,

then 1t 1= apparsntly 2 positive aboolube 2Xcaptlion and nust te
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the prepositional complementlizer for from taking an object
in deep structurs, as in:"a man for Bill John to serve drinks.'
I take this is an arcumsnt azainst such a rule..

It 7123 Seen asupsTacsted that “suPJ°,t-to-uCE?" aovenant
is.Relatibe-clausc Wn-novement; some means must then be found
to block the otherwise generabvle *"sbmc tods for #hich Jonn
to use,” Vorse yet, the subjsct does not leave behind the
sort of traces that i1t has been noted that tensed relative
subjects do, iforgan has pointed out that the intsnsive reflexive
is a sign of a d-tlnite NP, and indicatass that the coraferential
NP in a relative clause is definite:

(8) The) plunber himsalf reads Sartre,
A )

A plumber who himself reads Sartre said@ I should
take a look at 1t, ) .
But infinitival relatives do not s=2m to be this sort of
relatives: ‘
(9) °  The man (*himself) to fix the drains is here!

The papers for ths professor hims=lf to srade are
being sent to hinm.

The conclusion of all this is that the itea moved in
step #1 2bove 1s not a whord., ¥What should 1%t bs? Let us step

back from the problem at hand and look at Equi from 'a broader

I must accept the arzunsnts of Chomsky “nu otners that
Equi is better describsl as an interprative rule than a -

delston rule, opsrating osn 2 fcrm like (1°7).
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Zqul 1s an interpretive rule that casts 2n interpretation on

PRO, an abstract alement with no paonstic form, Tk

WD

— =
arsunents

I know of are:
(A) The diffarence betwmen (11) and (12) is a Alfficulty
for the delstion-under-identity theory, since if we start with
(11) The men want the man to be happy
(12) The men want to be happy tite)
an underlying forw(réj, the referential indicss of the
two occursnces of “"the men" are tne same, and the words are
clearly identical., 35o apparently to derive both surface
forms (11) and (12), ws must either (i) zet up %#wo underlying
forms (2) The men want -wans- the man |{tha men to be happﬂ,

T
which 1s a positive absolute exception to Zqui, and (b)

Thae: man  want -wans | tha man be hapgi} or (ii) say =qul 1is
(or can be, rather)-optional, depending on the varb, Both
solutions ares only solutions on first glancs, Solution (i)
glves tiio underlying forms, but no principls to susgest when
occurences of the sams word "men" must b2, and whg:trhey must
not bte, treatad as cccurrsnces of thas sazas binding varlable --

80 to speak, It furtheraores sets up twWwo separate dsep structures --

entirely unnecessarily -- for Jonn wants 3ill to bas habppy,

Ahd under the standard assumption (which I myself £ind implausitle),

Tora {2) in (i) essercs a laxical zrammatical r=lation between

"the nen", the desp structure object, and the verd want,



Solution (ii) has the same fundamental problem as (1); it
not only does not explain when Equl should bn optional, 1t
falls to explain how the variables should be bound,

- The PRO theory doesn't have this problem: PRO is always
playing the role of a variable bound to a controller, if
there 1s a candidats for this "control™ rslation. The under-

lying structures ares, on this theory, Everyone wants evaryone to

be happy, and Everyone wants PRO to be havupy.

The second argument concerning PRO relates to Super équi
and infinitives with injeterminate subjects: If PBO_is the
subject of this infinitival forms, then ths intarprative ruls
can interpret the reference of PRO by referring to higher NPs
in the S -- - or, mores important, if no other NP is marked
coreferential, the QBO form is left with an "unspecified” inter-
pretation (=.g.,"It can be disastrous to stick a quarter in that
machine"), »
?;# — PRO should not be generated in ths deep structure in dﬂwaﬂfkt
13\ subject position, it would seem: 1if it ware generated as an .
object, we would end up with a sﬁrfacc form like (13) out of (1&),
(13) I'm looking for a game for Bill to play with, ..
(14) I'm looxing for a game for 3ill to play with game
_ ' with PRO
or (15) out of (16),
(15)°I want my son to (*raseanble/#grow),
(16) I want ny soﬁ'to {resambla/srow) PRO
Note that a constraint on the operation of the interprative

rulss wnich apply to Pid won't suifice, auch as only oparating



on thé subject position, bquuse.one of the stfong érguments
in favor of the abstract P20 element was the fact that a PRO
which never has an interpretivs rule apply to it is autormatically
assigned its null, unspecified reading, '

Howsver, we do want to generates the PR0O elemant in the
object of a by phrase when Passive applies to the‘S, to gst

forms like I need to be assisted, or I found a rooz to be

examinad in, What happens to a PRO which is genarated in

subject position if Passive applies? A natural suggastion to
make would be to say that PRO is the unspscifisd subject
that can be deleted along with the by to give agentlass passives,
While this 1s attractive, under a theory with ordsrsd rules it
is inconsistent with another attractive possivility, which
1s'to say that, since we apparently only want PRO in the
subject position -- and we want whords not to show up in
subjesct position, to block ssentences like (6), why not propose
that P30 originates from a whord in subject position of a
for/to? Thus:

(17) Wh—>PRO / -- to

(18) Doy P20 — 4

(19) for— 4 / -~ PRO 09 [ &50770 ]
But this won't work eithcr? Hule (17) would éavez%o gzlgafked
as a pbsitive absolute sxcsption, Kot just for particular
lexical itema, which would be bal enougn; azriing rules.as
pdsitlve absoluts exceptions is a sign that we are trying
to force a construction to fit a praconceived form which
for indkg=dent r:asons.wa find 1sn't the way the grawz~ar is

headad, 3ut to make an antire rule 2 positive absolute
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exception 1s to point out that the proposed underlying
structure is too unrestricted., And the evidence comes from
forans with othar whords in the subject:

(20) de are lookinz for a man whose wife can helvp us,.

(21) *We are looking for a.man for whose wife to help us,

Note also that apart from any of these problems in
formulating Zqul, the interpretive (F30) theory of Equi
removes the power of Zmonds' explanation for the surface
forms of infinitival relatives, If the subject P30 is not
| deleted along with the for (the rule (19) that deletes for
i1s now a minor housskacping rule rather than Equi), and PR0
must be left in the structure so that it may be interpreted
oﬁ later cycles,-- well, then, there is no evidence that the
for which shows up in the for/to construction 1s a preposition
residing in a prepositional phrase, Not that there is any

particular avidence that for is not in a PP -~ but when

it 1s deleted, by rule (19'), an unfilled K7 delta node is
also deleted, and this LP node is nsver filled -- in any
constructions, Or rather, in the for/to construction, Zmonds
must say that tnare is an unmotivated rule moving the subject
NP into the COK? node, in order to m=et the-requir;ment that
the delta node is fillled at soze point during the derivation;
out it does not help the infinitival construction ani. o=
transformation 13 not only not motivated by any other facts,

but 1t also nsver changes the string of lexical items: a2and the

suzgestion made by Chomsky In Condlitiong with respest to Ralsing

. L
would apply Asre even nore strongly.
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‘It seams to me that the arguments supporting the PRO theory
over ths HP-dsletion theory of Equi have blinded us to

bad reasoning that liss benind the postulation of tne
abstract element PRO. The fundamental reascn for positing’
PRO was to take the VP which we see on the surfacs - the
Infinltive -- and . fix 1t up to be thes S walch our theory
required that it be, After arguing against Equl as deletion,
Wwe creats an abstract, unrealizabla entity To be ths subject,
I'q iike to argus that infinitives can be vass-zenaratald

on the basls of evidence from nominals (John's promise o leave)

positive absolute sxceptions to Zqui in verbs (try, Troaise),

indirect questions, and possibly the absoluts construction
"with John to help us", If this is so, then it would be
only an acéident within the theory entertaining bothn Equi and
base-ganeratad infinitives that tne input to:Equi is indistinguis-
able on the surfacs from a bare infinitive,

Fromrbefore all tine 1t was recozgnized,first, that thers
exist relations between the subjsct-of an 3 and the VP
(defining thess tsrms and relations in the Asvects VAYy) --
for example, subjeacts often cause reflsxivization of non-embadded
corefersntial XPs in the VP, and subjscts nust agree in number

and gender in constructions 1ike to lose ona's tampar, Observing

this, we have Teen tempted to nota thaese as direct effacts of

(4

the subject-of relation (tha specifics of how the transformations
and interpretive rules are written exactly are irrelevant nera),
Second, 1t was observed that other iiPs appear to nave similar

.-
4

Proparties due to their position in the 3: e,g., ¥ary must



agree in number and gender with the reflexive in the subjecfz
"Getting herself arrested is one thing that 1is tough for me
to imagine 3111 rescomnending that Mary should do,"

What we have is tnis: for a very large class of VPs,
there is a particular relation betwsen an NP in the S and the
VP (call the relation "controls™), which is svidenced by such
things as obligatory gender/number harmgny and so on. Thes epitome
of the “"control" raslation is of course the "subjectlof"™
relation in the Aspects sense,

Now to explain the control phenpmena. we may say that
the effects are aliays sponsorsd by an (epparent or unobserved)
NP which 1s in the subject-of relation :to the VP, and which is
in anothsr rslation to the appearing KP (call it P-control).

Control and F-control ars clearly very similar, though not

identical, s —_ NP, contrels \/P§
(22) N it NP, P-contels N3

| /T~ P

5 \[ “ '\?3 COﬂ+r°lS \] 2

N 7 \\'P.. . | . ‘ :

I J /\ \rr tuted l\'\&(j |

On the standard interp;etivé theory, "control” ns==d not ba
- theoretically defined, or at least we've seen no reason to do
30 so far, On tne othsr hand, e must dafins thae "subjact-of"
relafion, and the P-control relatisn, in order to perform the
interpretive ruls of Equi. .

An alternative explanation wlll sliminate the P-control
relation in favor <f asntrel, an? 8&y, furtlisrrmore, that the
gender/nunber harmony, reflexivization, and so on that the

first theory took to be indications of the subject-of relation
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are, in fadt. reflections of  the more gensral control relation,

The second theory eliminates the und-~rlying abstract
marker PRO, and 1s thus more parsimonious; 1t also eliminates
the P-control realation in favor of the control relation which
1s independently raquired.

Thevéontrql relation is independently required if and
only if we generzte VPs in the base which aren't immediately
dominated by S, Reasons for generating VPs independently
includé: A

We can eliminate the positive absolute exceptions, or
conceivably, subject-subject ldentity condition, for verbds
" 1ike try and promise, It has, of course, been noted that the
sufject-subject restriction need not be met if the complement
is tensed, See Jackendoff (1972) for a discussion of this,

3vidence is offered below that infinitival indirect questions
- have no subjeét NP, Base ganerated rominal forms must mostly
se descfibed~as positive absolute exceptions to squi, since _
they rarely take full for/to complements; rather they may take

.

infinitives (his drive to win), This "Zqui" would be violating

the complex noun phrase constraint (as it would if Zqui deletion
. Were operating'in "iary bought a puzzle to put together =),
Yet Squi of the classical sort does not seem.to operate into
complex &Ps when the opportunity arises.

. (23) ¥ary resented tha hopes  for her to win
nacani Jonn's plans . ——

;,, diesn ¥ a. G le

(Compare the Zqul in arv rssents=A b2inz acgimed £t tyninz alazs,

rary hatad to 1laosge,




For/to Complements .

My conclusion so far 1s to come to no conclusion at
all until for/tos are lnvestigated further, We would like to
find some characterization of for/tos which would grant a

coherent point of vieaw for both their internal and external

.

. propertises, 3y wéy of comparlison, we might consider what kind

of facts are explainad, and what are merely noted in passing,
by the currect analysis of for/tos wnich sees them as structured .

as in (ZH),

5.
(211) Co‘M/P- >5\
Sor N veP

The complementizer for and the to may be inserted by a
transformation, as it 1s in Rosenbaum's analysis, or it may
(perhaps in the form of a more abstract precursor) exist there
already in deep structure, On either scheme, some clalms are
being made about for/to complements. (1) For and that are

the saﬁe kind of morpheme, To the extent that they act differ-
ently, this is accidental; to the extent that they act alike;
it is systematic, (2) For is not a péeposltion here; it must
be added, though, that Emonds tried to retaln the historlcal
fact in nhis sfnchronic analysis that the for/to structure arose
from a reanalysls of a dative for-pnrase, .Bresnan refers to
this analysls more than once (e.z., p.55, p.58), suggesfing
that she too accepts it, I think that in thlis particular
effort, Zmonds 1s not successful, (3) In any event, the
distritution of the fér/to compleaent -- being doalnatad bty

an 5 -- 1s unrelated to the distribution of a prepositional



phrase headed by for. To the extent that the for/to is related

to the for/PP, this is an accident according to this theory.

(4) That there is a possibility of subject deletion -- apparently
along with the complementizer for -- 1h the case of the for/to

but not of the tensed-S is accidental, The tensed-S condition,
conversely, is a property not‘of a certain grammatical category,

bqt rather of a certain'grammatical category containing a designated

morphological item: Tense,



Let-us finally look at the distribution of for/tos in
sentences, Both Rosenbaum and éresnan did this, but a closer
look will be instructive. Whatever the top.node in the
structure of the for/t;fj§ expect that it will show up in the
facts about where for/tos can appear, |

I know of the following spots where the for/to construction
can show up: .

(1) Subject of a sentence: "For you to leave now would
be a drag."

(2) Complement to a verb: "I would prefer for you to
do it yourself." |

(3) Upper and Lower Faraci clauses: Upper:"John sold
his car(in order)for his conscience to remain clear, "

' Lower: "John brought

the Senator homs for ﬁls chlldren to speak to,"

(4) Complements of adjectives and adverbs: "This toplc
is Just-tod complicated for me to settle dscisively,"

- {5) Relatives: "A man to serve drinks is truly a necessity.*

(6) Nominal complenents: "Theif.hopes for a new leader to
arise,"

Now, & constitusnt's distribution 1s a reflection of the

highest node that exhaustively dominates it. So,‘for example,

, . . .
a gerund oight have the followinz structure: P “° ., The
nP node explains the zerund's consistent S
behavior as a noun phrase, even though zf::I:>

it has sentential character,
In a sense, I'z asking 2 guestion lixke Zoonds did cone

cerning the "natural class" consisting of Foss-ingz, for/to,



and tensed-S qlauées. Rosenbaum and ofhers took these three

all to form a natural class :- called S ~- on the basis of
internal syntactic prop#rtics: passive, tough-movenmsnt,
there-insertion, extraposition, and raising ﬁq subject, Zmonds
argued thgt, in fact, Poss-ing forms act like NPs -- that 1s,
thelr highest node labsl was NP, By default, he continued

to assume fhat fof-tos were Ss along with tensed clauses, I'd
like to suggest that nothing is gained particularly by this
assumption, aril that the Prepositional Phrase analysis is better,
The PP analysis posits for/tos as having 25) as their

underlying form,

(z5) PP (26) PP
PN : NG
P . 8 P NP VP
| RN |
for NP vep for

.

It is possible that (246) would be more appropriate: I will
not attempt to decide between these possibilitises here, HowWsaver,
we may notice that there is another construction, an absolute

24)

of a sort, with a structurs like thisqpossibly; e, 8., "With

John to help us, we don't need a stepladdesr.” Now, it is cer-

talnly possible that this form is underlyinzgly different: sen-
tences like "With the cat gone, the mice will tango" suggest
that some form of be was deleted, perhaps with the éame rule

of being-dsletion Zmonds sugzested in his thesis for participial
phrases. Posited benind "with John to help us®, then, would

be {:John[?e to help us]]]; under normal conditions, this

. 5 V] Fragrz v

structure would have to undergo There-insertion for definites,

Yielding rhar=2 is Jotin to neln us, This rule cannot operate




‘here: "#iith $heze (bsing) John to help us,...”. In any
event, if thls suggestion undermines independent support for
prepositional phrasss of the sort (I.), it simultansously
provides svidence for prepositional phrasss of the sort (2¢).
(Note that this #ith also takes simple noun phrase complements:
"With Johnson's impeachusnt, the country uncerwent a changs of
-attitude toward the presidency.”)

Let us examine each of the places that for/to shows up,
saving the first -- subject position -- for last.

(2) Complement to a verb: The question to ask is: what can
be simply explained only with recourse to a catggory which
includes both tensed-S and for/to clauses? If we consider
Bresnan's éxamples in Chapter 1 of her thassis -~ she examines

the peculiar propsrties of indicate, mean, dow, imply, and

so on -- we see that ths X%Xind of subject and object (KPP,
tensed-S, for/to) is 2spendent on the verb, the verb's modals,
tense, and on what other choice is made for subject or object
posltion; that 1is, what can be a subject depends on what the'
object is, and vice varsa, These inter-relations, she seys,
"can be correctly descridbed by means of subcategorization" (p.22),
though she does not procsed to ds so, =Zvan if 1t iere a matter
of listing the possible subcatagorization frames,'thiz would
not argue that there is a natural class esntalining for/to and
tensed clauses but excluding NFs,

In short, I know of no linzuistic generalization that is
simplif;ed if for/tos and tensed-3s are held to fora a natural
class, regarding the complements to verbs, We shall s=2e whaen

we look at base-zgenerated nominals that there is aprarently

18
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& generalization which treats the for/to and for/PP complements
to verbs as a natural class,

(3) Lower Faract clauses are purposive and permit object
deletion,6 E,8.1

- He brousht Ssnator Smith home for his chiléren to talk to --,

- The same function is taken by a prepositional phrase headed by
for; we see this either thfough a nominal paraphrase or through
the pseudo-cleft test,

(2#) He brought Sen, Smith home for entertainment,

(2§) ¥hat he brouzht Senator Smith home for was “or his children

to talk to 2(him),

Upper Faracl clauses do not permit deletion, and function to

express the aim of the evert described, rather than the immediate

purpose of the activity,

24) I bought the plano((#in order) to practice on --, LOWZR
(| &=

( in order) to please my narants, TPEIR

Upper infinitives prepose:

(3¢) To please his narents;)gg bousht a piano.

#Po practice on (1t)._f
Agalin, we get:

(3|) What he boucht the piano for was to pnlease his varents,.

(4) Determiner of Adjective and Adverb Phrases:
As is well kxnown, there are several determiners of APs that
select for the sort of complement that can co-occur: so takes
that-S, enough takes an infinitive or for/to, and for some
speakers (mys21f include?), often a that-3, too takes arfor/to.

"That lanzuaze is so difficult that you can spend years

Just lezrninz =iie pronouns, everthelasss, 1t's sisple
enouzh for a child £o learn, 7And it's important ensush
that TJA nas written 3 phrase bosok for visiiors azout it,

So I suppose it's not too late for us to try to learn it,
T It isn't really one of those lancuazes too difficult for
us to try to iearn.”



Many adjectlves don't nofmally co-occur with fof/PPs.

(32). *That's\lonz | for e,
‘ heavy
lue

But these are fine when an AP determiner that takes a for/to

complement appears (enough, too, *s0): K

(33 That's lonz enouzh for me,
too h=:ivw —
Fso hoaow

R
a—

The conclusion is stated in A in the standard approach, in B
in the PP theory,

A: too takes a for-to 5 complement
for/PP complement

enough takes a for/to §
: possibly a tensed-S conplement
a for-PP compiement
S0 takes a tensed-S complement
B: too takes a for/PP complement, with no restrictions

enough takes a for/PP complement, with no restrictions;
perhaps an S complement

So takes an 5 complement
It goes without saying that on theory A there are no reasons §o
explain why the different kinds of S don't fall together, nor
why the placement of a oeréain PP coincides with the placement
of one sort of §. It would be just as reasonable that for/PP
- ¢ould occur mafglnally with enoush, with so, and not. with too. -

The PP theory, on the other hand, makes the correct predictions,

(5) Nominals: Judgments on whether base-generated nominals
can take for/to complements are curiously difficult, I Xnow of
no better generalization concerning their occurence than

Choms¥%y's (Cansitiansg, n,58) "It seems that derived noainals

20



22

Indirect Questions:

The difference in control manifested in two kinds of
indirect questions, as thay've been dubbed, has besen puzzled

over, Ve get:

94) John asked ¥ary whare to hide himself
. #hig

her

#herself

99 John told Hary where to hide #*himself
- = im

_h
ﬂ;ﬁ:rself

/ er

]

I'd 1like to suggest that a close look-at the indirect question
construction shows that these ars not Ss; that fhey are generated
. Without subject NPs; and that the solution to the control probiem
depends on the assignment of thematie functions,. which relate

to syntactic propertias, \

_ The first questién to ask, naturally, 1s what sort of
constituent is the indirect qusstion, EXterneally, all the
evidencs points to an KP node: (1) it can be ths object of
& preposition, and for some people, when used as a complenent
to nouns 1likes gquestion, must follow a preposition like of or
as to., (2) It cen bte clefted, (3) It can be the subject of
. a sentence indafinitely far down in a tree, Thuss: a

(1) The questionias toi wnere ne xzislaid his keys was a
of )

puzzler, I was, in fact, baffled by where he cou;d nave dropped
them, (2) It was where they showsd up eventually that sﬁrprised

us so much, (3) and tﬁough 511l cenled it vehemsntly, I personally
could hardly doubt Moran's contention that whers the Colonel

found them wes of great interest to the police,



take for only when they also take prepositional.phrases with
for....(desire,wish,hopes, plans,etc.)” If this generalization
is in fact the correct one, 1t‘wou1d indicate that, for thess
nominals just as for speciflers like S0, too, and enough,

the grammar can only specify"for/PP" as an acceptable conplenment;
whether the PP has an NP or an S as 1ts complement 1is not

specified,

Sﬁb;ect : Subjects are, by and large, NPs, While perhaps

his assertions were too strong rezarding what can be a root
sentence, Zmonds' point remains that in root sentences non-irs
can be subjects: tensed Ss and for/tos. There need be no
assumption that these are both Ss, Note, too, that complex
PPs cah bevsubjects.under certain circumstances:"From Boston
to New York 1is a long way", In its own, peculiar, totally
uncomprehended way, this sort of construction ties in with the
extraposition phenomenon, too (I take no stand here Just what
extraposition 1s):"It 1s a long way from Boston to New York",
which suggests that if there is a natural class argunent to

" be made from extraposition facts that includes both for/tos and

tensed Ss, that class must also include complex PPs,
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In all three respects, thase indirect questions look
1ike constituents dominated by NP rather than S, Most uses of
indirect questlions seem to be ag complements to verbs like

doubt, know, wordar, asik, tesll, and so on, wnere they could

be either NP or S, as far as the theory is concernad,

But we'rs still no closer to the explanation of the
control shift in sentances (34 ) and (357)., And while the
difference between the two sentences is puzzling enough, the
control propsrty of ask + whord + infinitive is still different
from the other bizarrse control- verb, promiss, The subject 6f
promise controls the tornplement infinitive, of course, in the
active: "John promised Mary to bring her/*herself back by
midnight®”, et¢, Those speakers -- myself included -- who can
- passivize sénbences like this find that control is shifted to
" the derived’subject: in "pary was promised to be brought back
by mldnight", Nary is being brought back., While some speakers
don't get sentences like these, other speakers can even accapt
sentences where the complement isn't passivized -« e,g,, "Kary
was'promised to gei a chance at the prize", Thsse facts, clear
as they are, o in the Opposlte dirsction from the facts benind

ask wnord inf, whare control is retained by the same underlying

NP Iinvolved, Thus when John sskaZ? Fary wnere to nut tha vagaialles

polnts to control of thne infinitive by John, so the passive

leaves cantrol to tis uns ecliisd”asker”: lary was arired wnara

Li&

Lo _put tne vesstatles. The facts Tor 5211 whord to are parallel,
though convarse, ‘
The first insigh®t into the difference beatwaen the "indiract

usstions” following ask and tail could couma merely from tninking

0o

about the diffsrence in meaning, In (}{), a4 question is being



reported, and the whord+infinitive is used as a formula with
a logical gap -- a free vafiable, so to speak, In (35),

the whord+ infinitive is beilng used to describe some specific
kind‘of information, wnich may or zay not have been in rssponse
to a previous, parallel question,

The second kind, then describes some information; the firsﬁ
kind describes a question, I shall call the first ¥ind an
"indirect question” and the second "indirect answer".:a'
Naturally, shen we look for properties to distinguisa the
indiresct questions from the indirect answers, we find the
indirect questions behaving like real questlons; it would have
been quite surprising if ths indirect answers had wound up
resembling'real questions more than indirect questions.

‘ The original observation that the indirect questions
‘have a "free variable" sugzests that these Whords should take
intensifliers 1llke “in the world™, "in God's nams", and so forth,
likxe true questions, GCuriously, inte=nsifiers wnich seen to
have been derived from exclamations -- like "the h=ll" -- don't
serve to distinguish as well betiieen the two sorts, At least

for good swearers, In any event, we get I asked/#told John

who the hell borrowed my bicycle and put a flat in it,
in GoZ's nenme )

Wnether as a whord is pretty bad in indiraect answers,

~

4

L

72?1 told him wnethsr to leave nis boots on thae porcn,

71 told him whethsr he could leave his boots on the steps,
I asked him whether to leave the lisnts on or not.
I asked him wnather I should turn off the lights,

The facts are parallel witn 1f, though tners 1s no infinitival

forn,
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Notice that even if you can get indirect answers with whether,
8s above, these can bes made Just awful by considering the
lndirect form of the following question:

(3?') Do you scramble your eggs, or what?

I don't know whether ha scramblss nis egzs, or what,

*I told him whethar she scrambles her eggs, or what,
There are other further propsrties whereby indirect questions
ard indirect answers differ, See fn, 7,

Iﬁ 1s well-knovm that we never find a spescified subject
in the infinitival form of the indirsct question and answer,
Since we are permitting infinitives to be base-genefated,
there seems to be no fsason not to generate these indirect
questions and answers with their infinitives just as they
. appear on the surface, aside from the wh-movement, This analysis
will be strongly supported by a thematic description which
handles the control facts, |

There 1s additional symtactic evidence that indirect
infinitival questions don't have underlying subjects -- that is,
Wwe don't start out with a structure as in (3%). :

(38) Johrn asked ¥rs Smith where to sleep.

‘ John asked HMrs Smith [:where (for) John to sleep:]
Iir ;e did, then (5jz) would darive from (3qb), or under sloppy
identity, from (7/c). What we find, nowsaver, is that (va)
has a reading like that of (3<]Je}, but not (%jb); the full
fora in (3ﬁd) can have elther the sloppy or thes strict inter-
pretation, 7 | |

(34} a., John aske? ¥rs Soith whare to sleap, and so did Nary.

b, John asked lirs Smith whers John should Sleep,

ilary asked lirs 3mlth where John should sleep,



6. John asked Mrs Smith where John.should sleep and Mary
asked'Mrs Smith where lary should sleep,

d. John asked i‘rs Smith where he should slesp, and so did
Hary.

The theory that posits full underlying forms predicts
that the "strict® reading of L%fb) ls the beatter reading, The
theory that posits as underlying (3 a) "John asked Nrs Smith
,wﬁere o sleep, and Hary asked lrs Smith where to sleep”
predicts corrsctly that the resading of (35a) is (3%e), for
the structure is interrreted as 1in (39c), and then deletion
of identical lexical material ylelds (3¢a).

Note that this analysis of indirect questions also

explains why what can't be passivized in John asxed what to do

without rscourss to any facts about COlPs, but rather just

on the A-over-A principle,
3\\}’

(4o) s N
. N4 //// N’
\‘F
v /
’ | AN
John asked what to do

" In addition, the pecullar fact, notsd by Chomsky in Conditions,

fn, 25, that such apparsnt violations as "What does John know
how to 407" are raally pretty good, cén be categofized as one
of the oft-notsd violations of the complax noun phrase constrzint,
The complex noun phrase constraint is the only which would
block the movsment of a wh-ord 1in such a context, I refsr
fo the difference between such sentences as (4| ) and (42),
(#4)]) #Who did erman furiously deny Cronin's claim that
Marvin ousht to hire?

(ﬁ{)?Who did Herman make the suggestion that Fred should hir=?



In ths first case, the verb and head ndun of the complex noun
do not form a single semanti; chunk; in the second cas2 they
do., The indirect quastions out of which whords can be noved
are those based on phrasss like "know how to“l which have the

same chunkliness as "maxe the claim", or "make the suggestion".

My suggsestion concarning these two forms (ask and t=11) is
to assign them differsnt thematic constellations: that is,
I take seriously the deasignation quastion and answer,

The thematic structurs of a question will have, to use
Jackendoff's terminology, 2 Source, the asksr, a Goal, th= ons
asked, and a Theme, a statement with at le=ast ones opan variable
in 1t, An answer will have a Source, the answerer, a Gosl,
the on- to.whom it is addressed, and a Thens, ﬁhich could be
a description of behavior, a phrase, or a ssantence.

Wwhen infinitives are found as complemeants to & noun
llke question ("John's quastion (as to) whare to slesp"),

John, which is the Sourcs here, automatically controls the
infinitive, (The same fact holds, o: course, for “Tans question
by John (as to) where to sle=p", which is perhaps mors awkward;
there is, it hardly need bs pointed out, no "#the question

(by John) as to whers (for John) to sleep”, |

If W2 can ses how the particula} meanings of 253 and tell
requlred wnan an indirect question/answer :ollows are farratad
out (both ask and tall have a multitude of uses), then the
problesam is nearly solved, 1In conjunction with a principle
éf the sort Jackendoff suggests (p.218) concarning the

consrencs of tns=natlec funzctions betwasn tne matrix and the

27



embedded NP or VP, the control facts will then be comprehensible,

Ask ( -- a question ) Tell ( -- an answer )
Source: Active Subjact Source: Act ive subject
'Goals Active Dative Object Goals Actlive Dative Obj=ct

Thems: "gquestion" Theme: "“answer”

Blll's quastion to me as to

where to put the boxas

Source: Bill 1 controls the infinitiva
Goal: ne

Theme: where to put the boxes

An example_of thematic relations in the nominal “answer"™ is
1ﬁteresting. It not only reflects the Xind of thematic roles
described above, but . can incorporate the specificational/
predicational Aistinction discussed in Hizzins' thesis,

The specificational reading corresponds, loosaly speaking, to
ﬁhat has bsen thousht of as an extraction: the predicats fits

into the theamatic constellation of the subject. The predicafional
readiné describss what was 1dsentifisd 'in the subject, (Jote

the ambiguity in Higglns' "Kixon's peace= plan is a bomb",)

This accounts for the ambizulty of "John's answer to m= was

to shut up." On tha specificational reading, "me" controls
the Infinitlve (hich 1s iinat we wers s2ekinz); on ths pradicational
reading, theamatic roles are bullt up from scratch, so to speak,

on eltiiar end of the copula; the unspecifisd Sourcs on ths



right is.made determinktae by the specification on the lert
of the Source, )
If the Ehord+1nf1ﬁ1t1Ve following ask whers a sentential
complament, then we aiznt wond~r way it doesh'; AVar show
the control propsrties of "I asked John to leave", IHowavar,
sincs it is an NP, we can look at what kind of NFs can follow
ask: (1) I askad John a quastion
(2) I asked Jonn a favor |
(3) We askad 325 of each incominzg Congressman,
(4) 4T asked John the facts (thougn "+,..atout the facts")
the ordars
the answer
It is not crucial now we ultimatsly describe the thematic
stfucture of these possibilities; what 1s clear is that of the
two possible interpretation of ths whord+infinitivs, only

one, the indirect quastion, can follow ask,
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Bresnan's Genarali:ations ‘
It is clear that a major disadvantage of ths PP

analysis -- 1if disadvantage it be -- 13 that it seenms to
undo generalizations that Breasnan tried to put together in
her thesis, However, I think that some of the generalizations
are spurious, anl some will bs eventually handled differently,
Some facts remain explained on her. s2ccount and not on nmine,

(1) Only one complementich can appear in 3, whers
conplemantizer means whord (reflex of the WH complementizar),
that,for. On the reanalysls, indirect questions and anéwers
are Ilf's, as are frees re=latives (it may be correéﬁ that indirect
questions and answers} are free relatives formed by'the Question-
Wh-movement rule rather than the wh-2elative clause movement
rule; I Wwill not pursue this here),. That coaplements are 3,
and for/tos are PPs, Nothing further needs to be said about
cooccurrence except to assume that Wh-movement in 3 moves
the wh-phrass into the COXP position, mrasinz the that (cr
alternativsly blocking the lats that-ins=srtion rule),

(2) Complenmsentizars are meaning-bearing, Very true,

(3) A1l complemantizars appear to the left of their
conplements, Tnis is not“formally explained on my account, and
yet this seems to be a more general fact about, in addition,
prepositions, sentential adverbs, and so on,

(4) Indirect questions, for/tos, and tensed 3 c.ausas

30

all eztraposs from subject position. I do not have an explanation

of this,
(5) In non-embaddesd sentences, both WH and that are
deleted, 3rasnan notss; but she continues, pointing out trat

this separates tensed ssntences rrom for/tos, which do not



appear in non-embedded positions, Tentatively she suggests

that imperatives could be derived frcm for + Subjeét deletion,

wnlsh would aluays te interpretad as a Zelation of "you”.

L&

One provlem with thls suzggestisn, whose importansze for the
1ssue at hand rests on whethesr it can show for/tos to form
a rtural class with tensed Ss, is that nsgatives in for/to
complements do not trigzer do-support, although negativs
SecOnd person commands (not first, curiously) do have do-support:
. "Don't eat that.'"g

(6) In embedd=d positions, that and for are subjsct
to optional deletion sometimes, Theré is no evidence that
the same process is involved, however: for exaﬁple, the that
that introduces relative clausss can sometimes be deleted;
the for cannot, It is also éuite curious to note that Bresnan
argues on p.56.that for-deletion would also delete the subject
NP, which must have been moved to COMP as under Zmonds'
analysis; on p, 39, she suggests that a rule applying on a
higher cycle can delete the for without deleting the NP in
order to derive "I want you to help me", We know it applies
‘on the nigher cycle because the for-deletion rule is dependent
on the hignher verd("want", in this case); therefore, the
obligatory structurs-preserving rule would alread& have operated
on the lower cycle, It is not at all clear to me how Brasnen
would resolve this difficulty,

(7) Bresnen notes that the possibility of del~t1ng the

éomplementizer corrasponds To whether Pied Piping of prepositions

1s possitle in relaclive clauses, iniirezt guestions, and questions,
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The facts are not as she suggests, I believe; Pied Piping
can occur in indirect questions, though Breasnan proposes that
it do=sn't,

She asked me (on) which floor the m=n's
told £ ]

department was 45 h. fownd ﬁi}.

(8) In Bresnan's footnot= 20 to Chapter 1 (p.58), |
she discusses the nouniness of indirect questions and answers,
8he suggests that prepositions delete before other prepositions
and empty nodss, 1In this way, sne could ezplain why indirsct
questlions appsar with prepositions before them, but for/tos
and tensediSs don't; the prepositions ars there underlyingly,
but they disappear due to two independent processes just men-
tioned, Tﬁere are two problems here, one theoretical and the
other factual, The constituent that would ba following the
deleted preposition is in neither case an enpty noéde nor a
preposition, as faras the transformational mechanism is
concerned' when two nodes are arrangad as in (f%). one ex-
haustively dominat1n3 the other, the constitusnt bshaves

externally as if it were a constituent of the higher catsgory.

(A 3
: P
é ' ci:;\\\.s

AN A

The factual problen is that I know of no evidencs that prepositions
do in fact delets in such circumstances., It haé, in fact,

been argued that the phrase-structure rule expanding PP+ P + PP
accounts for "= ran up to tna wall"; ths praposition ud does

not delete,
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(9) The semanblcs of the WH complementlizer are
clearly differmnt on my anélysis than on Bresnan's; she
suggests that "tha WH complementizel may,.,be compared to
the 'open sentence' of logic.” I suggest that this holds
only for questions and indirect questions, but not for
indirect answars,

(10) Bresnan can also explain the ungrammaticality that
results from ripping out a subject ovef the that complementizer
and over for. On the PP account, the second fact must be
explained on soms other ground -- perhaps Ross' Left-Branch

Constraint,



The Return of the Infinitival Relative
Thls more than lensthy excursus was d2dicated to providing
& new way in which to look at Infinitival relatives, first,
We are not committed to making infinitival relatives be generated
parallel to tensed relatives; second the three types (Equi,
OD, and PP-wh) without “for NE" may be zenerated as bare VPs,
About the Eqﬁi,and OD types I can unfortunately say
' nothing more of interest, The (deletion or interpretive) rule
of Object Deletion is discussed at some length in Lasnik and
Fiengo, and diggins; no clear conclusion nas been arrived at
to determine its conditions of operation, With no evidence to
the contrary, I shall assume its operation can give us the 0D
forms of infinitival relatives from base-generated forms like

: (437. with the base having a rule: NP—> NP +{§ }
VP

NP
(7K), NP// \\\VF

AN

The interpretive rule of Zqui, operatinz on a form like (ﬂ(),:
usins the same base rule as above, will give th Zqui infinitival
relatives.

The for/to relatives are dominated, under our present
"analysis, by a PP node, and, 21l other things remaining as they
are, would be generable insids the lower NF, but not parallel

to thé VPs of the Zqul and 0D forn:
: P
(44) ‘// ‘\\\\

det . tU

34
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The rule o. Object Deletion must apply here also; this,
again, 1s an automatic consequence. since we just assumed
that it operated on the NP cyecle,

The object of a prepositional phrase cannot, apparently,
be in an explicit anaphoric connection with the head, Thus

this sentence is btad: "The manazer of hls group Jjust walked in,"

In gennrai; an NP "inside an NP cannot be grammatically marked
as coreferentlal with the largzer NP (logically or semantlcally

it can: e.g,,"3111 is the manager of his group“). Thus

"#The sister of the man who shot her died" (due to Lasnik).

This observation -- as Chomsky suggests it, that the anapnor
must be a distinct NP -- predicts that the followinzg sentences
are bad, on the assumption that the anaphoric connection between

whords and NPs obeys the same principle, which would be the null

hypothesis:
(4#) *We're looking for a man for whom to serve drinks for the
guests,
q&) 're looXing for a man for whose wife to serve drinks,

This leaves us with the PP-wh infinitival relative form
to look at, The anaphoric connectioﬁ_between the head NP
and the whord, on the one hand, and the presence of the VP without
a "for NP" bo;h suggest, 3zlven the foregoing analysis, that
the infinitive arises through the same base rules that gsnerate
the OD.and Zquil case, Some rule of wh-preposing has moved the
whephrase leftward, Two questions remain: (1) Why can only FFPFs
be moved? (2) Where ls the wh-phrase moved to?

To'answer these related questions, we recoznlize a more
general fast about resent-day Inslisn: complements to nouns
are, as a geﬁeral rules, either prepositional phrases or sentences,

This came up briefly in the discussion of indirect questions and



answers, The reason, then, that only PPs can move is, at
the bottom the same reason that for/tos are inside the NP

because they are both PPs: the connection between tlr for NP
and the PP-wh 1s as close as this, but no closer (on Zmonds'’
theory, as we have seen, the connection is much closer; on
other theories, the connection is pure coincidence),.

Given a structure 1like the followinz, where does the
EP-wh move to?

¢ NE
(49) PN

N VP
P
wherd

I will suggesﬁ two possibilities, neither of which I a=

satisfied with, The first moves the PP under NP irto an

2’
empty PP node; the movement is structure-preserving, but it
vliolates the insertion prohibition, by inserting material
into a cyclic domain already past,

The second possibility is more interesting:

Ny
rs/ P 0 .
P N
4425;3 z% z£:4__?P
v

Consider the phrase-struc@ure rules for NP as we have them:
' [ S
rouzhly, NP — N {V?}
| NP det o N+ PP¥ 4 (5]
These z£allapze to:
~ N

hY
¢ = (e 1 3
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But it is no more “"costly®” to write this:
~ NP g, S
NP— {acesnf+p¥s {vp

Thus the higher NP can have PP nodes, too. The obvious question
to ask is why don't they show up in the deep structure? The
natural reply would bas twofold: first, normal pre?ositional
pnrases lige "in éhe garden” don't show up because there is no
way to interpret them, The possibility and the interpretation
of & phrase like "of the elghth homology group™ is dependent
upon the head lexicdl item of the iP.

On the other hand, the infinitival relative of the for/to
sort is, on this analysis, a F?; why doesn't it show up,

making such forms as "a man for whom to serve drinks for the

guests"? NP
= 9
NV /N
| £ s
Tfl \f

I A

whem 4 ser AAnnks
The reply could be that wh-movement, which 15 obligatory, cannot
move the whord out over for (I roted that this observation of
Bresnan's 1s correct on p,.33; I have no explanation of it), and
so the construction can never bé satisfactofily derivad,
Thié line Ef analysis, while interesting, will require a nore
detalled study of the process of wh-novement, whose,léck this

paper is unfortunately the worse for,
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Conclusion ' -

I have discuzsad aﬁ analysis of infinitival relatives,
based on a theory with base-generated infinitives and for/to
complements as prepositional phrases, The suggestions made
in this paper rave many ramifications which due to lack of
space and time I ﬁave been simply unable to investigate; I have,
however, attempted to justify the two major assumptions of
the investigation, and compare this characterization with

those of others working on these aspects of English syntax,



Footnotes:

(1) I must thank many for thelr influences on this paper,

Without these people around, I can't imagine what even more

foolish things would be herein, First, Bob Faraci has influenced

every part of this paper for the better, He made many apt

suggestion;, and without his analysls of lower Faréci clauses,
the 1nf1n1t1val.reiat1ves would never have gotten off the
ground, Roger Higgins pointed me off towards looking at the
nouniness of indirect questions, and was quite generally
helpful, Néam Chomsky influenced what I've sald both throuzh

his critique of Emonds and Bresnan and his alternative theory,

. and through a helpful criticism of an earlier draft. Unadble to

attribute observations and helpful suggestions to all their
rightful owners, I must merely thank the following people: lorris
Haile, Ivonne Bordelols, Zrich Woisetschlaeger, Dick Oerhle, Dan,d%hn.

Laura Knecht, and Howard Lasnik,

(2) The history of the for/to construction is interesti-g and

relevant; see Jaspersen Fodern Snzlish Grammar vol 5, pp.308ff

and passim, It would be especially interesting to determine
the relative chronologzy of the genesis of the for/to as a
constituent and the infinitival relative; Jespersen's data

is notisufficient.

(3) Chomsky has suggested (p.c,) that (6) be ruled out on the
grounds that relativization -- the relative clause wh-movenent
rule, if I am not mistaken -- has not been applied, which suffices

to explain the star, if relativization is oblizatory.
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gelgtivization moves the wh-phrase to CO¥P, I hope to

show that the for/to construction is not parallel to the

CO¥P + S analysis of tensed-Ss, But even 1f it were, we would
have two alternatives: .

(1) With Chomsky, say that the COMP is double-barreled:
it has a place for the complementizer and also a "wild" position
for items to be moved into, It 1s quite a feat, I imagine,
for a language learner'to conclude that two such positions
exist separately, when apparently a surface structure constraint
blocks any possible occasions when both nodes appear filled.

In fact, the complementarity of items like that and whords
was a justification for such a constituent as COIP,.

In any event, even were there a COMP with two different
kinds of daughters, there is preclous little evidence which way
they are ordered withrespect to one anSther, Only one such
ordering will explain why (6) is bad on these grounds. Yet
the only bit of evidence I know of is a remark by 3resnan on

pPp.221,223-4, Assuming that than is in COP, she points out:

- that there are dialects of Znglish with "I hope you can walk

quicker than what you eat", where "what you eat" is not a free
relative; rather, the sentence means, "I hope you can walk
fasterrthan you can eat," This reall& inconclusive evidence
is all I know of to order the parts of COI?, and it sugzests
the complementizer is on the left, which wouldn't explain why
(6) is bad, |

(2) Or else (6) would have to become:

.

-

)

N
. f:// But then there's no
ey 5

reason to block

. . s/
w® ¥
)
el

) - ‘ - N



(Footnotes, con't:73)

A man whose wife to help us since Equi‘’s structural description

lsn't‘met. )

&) "One might then raise the question whether cyclic transforrma-~
tions should not be constrained so as to forbid operations that

never change the terminal string of a phrase-marker, but

only its structure,..,"(Conditions, p.26) With Ralsing, there

might be some question as to whether in fact Ralsing moves the
NP over the elements of the intervening COKP: but there is no

such possibility with the Subject-to-COMP rule,

5) I don't actualiy ﬁean to suggest positively that gerunds
have this form, Perhaps they do, As things stand now, the
theory does not explain the close connections between gerunds
aﬁd infinitives, Transformations that move infinitives from
or into subject position have the peculiar effect that gerunds
are much better in the subject position, and infinitives at
the end of the VP, |

?To work for him ) is 'impossible'to imagine,
Working for hinm frustrating.

it is frustrating{working with him,
to work with him,

Breaking up 1s hard to do,
#To break% up is hard (to do).
?7It is hard to break up,

The bathroom was tough{cleaning,
to clean,

The bathroomSwillkbe tougn ) ?7cleaninsg,
lis to clean,

6) These examples and the material M8 due to Bob Faraci, though
it’s possible I have ﬁisrepresented his wor%, OCkviously, he is

not responsible for the interpretations or conclusions here,



Footnotes, con't,

7)‘3&3 Ross independently delved into the difference between
these two sorts of indirect questions, He called what I called
"indrect question” in the strict sense "disjunctive” and "indirect
answer”, “"conjunctive”, on the basls of the following paradigm,

A
I} asked {John who had eaten the caullflower: Bob,Carol.Teq[;rfAlice
; #andr

| told ”ané?
{ *og}

8)On the FP analysis, we just have a root rule CONP—4,
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