= MAJOLLS

(Maiduguri Journal of Linguistic and Literary Studies)
Dept. Of Languages and Linguistics,
Faculty of Arts, University of Maiduguri
P.M.B: 1069, Maiduguri,Nigeria.

758 076-231900,232150, Ext. 2023

EDITOR
Mairo Kidda Awak

SSISTANT EDITORS
A.T.Baba
B.E. Antia
B. Zulvadaini

DITORIAL BOARD
M.Abba
A. Abubakar
B.R. Badejo
C. M.B. Brann
S.U Bulakarima
A. Haruna
Y. Karta
M. Munkaila
M.P. Noku

Dr. Issa O. Sanusi

IVIL.2005.

,-)/‘

Editor.

Dept of Linguistics & Nigerian Languages,
University Of Ilorin, Nigeria

Please accept our congratulations.
Yours Sincerely,
R —

Pr}of. Mairo Kidda Awak,

15™ November 20035

'Y our article titted TRACING THE ORIGIN OF ‘CONTROL’ OUT SIDE THE
CONTROL THEORY has been accepted for publication in MAJOLLS Volume

EDITORIAL CONSULTANTS

N.Cyffer,T. El-Miskin, M.Eldridge, N.Emendnjo,
G. Furniss, H. Jungraithmayr,l. Mukoshy, P. Newman

R. Schuh, S. Pitaszewicz, M.A.Yusuf




MAJOLLS VOL. VII. 2005 46-61

16

TRACING THE ORIGIN OF ‘CONTROI
THEORY

S OUTSIDE THE CONTROIL,

Issa Q. Sanusi

ABSTRACT

In most cases. a new idea or concept or theory appears to be an offshoot
of the existing ones. Thus. in linguistic scicnee. there is always the need

for onc to know the features or peculiaritics

ol some of the carlicr theorics

of grammar in order 10 be able to comprehend the intricacics of (he
phenomena in the latest or contemporary theorics of grammar. Otherwise.

there will be g missing link. This
inlcrrclalionship between  the  Control -

paper observes  the  close
I'heory a sub-thcory  of

Government and Binding (GB3) theory (otherwise known as “principles
and paramelers” theory): and some of the syntactic transformations under

the transformational generative grammar (

TG) like “Equivalent  Noun

phrase — Deletion” (i.c. Equi-NP-Delction) and “Subject-to-Objcet Raising
(simply called ‘raising’). Unless one is quite familiar with these two

transformations. i may be very difficult
‘control structure” s svatacticallv derived.

for onc (0 understand how a
It is such understanding that

can make the operations of the control theory. within the GB3 framework.
quite explicit. FHowever. Noam Chomsky. the major proponent of both I'G;

and GB. scems 10 hold the view that “princi

ples and parameters” theory is

not in any way related to TG. For instance. he remarked that. (he

emergence of “principles and paramcters”

departure from  the tradition of scveral

theory represents a radical
thousand vears of linguistic

rescarch. In a more specific way. Chomsky (2000:14) reiterates as
lollows: The principles and parameters approach was (otally different. 1t
assumed that there are no rules at all and there are no grammatical
constructions at all. So there’s nothing like rules for relative clses i

Japancse or rules for verb phrases in Germ

. and 0 on... What there is.

it scems, is just general principles which are propertics of the language

faculty as such and slight options of°

variation. which are called

“paramcters”. Given thig background. it is assumed in this paper that the

new generation of svnlacticians may be tot

ally ignorant of the historical

antecedents of some of (he theoretical issucs that paved the way for (he

new modules of grammar. Thus. (he need. a

s shown in this paper. (o (race

the origin of “Control Theory™ to some carlier translormations. for a better

understanding of how the theory operates.

L0 INTRODUCTION
IUis an assumption that knowledge of (he
present. Based on this assumption. Crystal (1971

about the theoretical developments in linguistic studi

past aids one’s understanding ol the

A0) makes the following obscrvation

CS:
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structure, as described by the control theory. can be exemplificd with the English sentences
inf(l)
(h a. John promiscd Mary [PRO to gol.

(where PRO is controlled by the subject-DP “John® (ic. a case of subject

control) ).

b. John persuaded Mary [PRO to 20].
(where PRO s contiofled by the abject-DP Mary™ (e a case of object
coittrol)’,
In-cach of the two sentenees in (1), PRO appears as the subject ol an infinitival
claitse: however, since PRO s phonctically sl it is the anteeedent DP within the matrix
clause that is interpreted as the subject of the non-finite VP in that control structure. This
is because the DP s co-referential/co-indexed with PRO. Such antecedent DP. by virtue
olits syntactic function. is referred to in the GB literature as controller,
.
2.0 INFINITIVE FORMATION AND THE DERIVATION OIF ('()N'I'RI()I,
STRUCTURL

Considering the syvntactic interrclationship between the ~control theory™ and some
cirlier transtormations ander TG it could be said that il is the “inlinitive Tornation” that
paved the way Tor the derivation of control structure: while transformations like “Liqui
NP Deletion” and “raising” scrved as inputs for itfinitive formation. 1t was on the basis

ol this claing that Stockwell (1977- 193y makes the following remarks

Infinitives are introduced whenever. for any reason. (here is no subjeet for
the verh o apree withe Theie e (wo conditions wnder which (his
combtonly veears: it is deleted (as by Egai-NP-deletion ot tudelinite-NP-

deletion). or it is raised out of (he sentence in which its owin verb appeirs

For thie purpose of illustrating the procedures involved in the derivation of “control
structure”™. we shall discuss the application: of both ~Equi-NP-Deletion™ ad raistig”

transfornitions nt sub-scetions (2.1) and (2.2) respeetively .

21 DERIVATION OF CONTROL STRUCTURIE THROUGH EQUI NP-DELETION
Following McCawley (197-41:75) and Stockwell (1977:193). Equi-NP-Deletion can

be defined as a syitactic process that deletes the first DP of an embedded clause if the DP
co-refers (e shares e same relerent) to o certaine DP within the matrix clause
containing the embedded clause.

The derivation of control stricture thronph the application of Vagui NI Deletion can be
exemplificd with the English seotences i (2a-¢):
(2) a. ydohn wants [ that fyJolng leave] ||

Comp. Del John, wanty (6] John, leave
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Equi.: John wants (6] leave
Inf. Form: Johi wants to leave
Subjeet Coitrol: [John wants [PRO to leave] |
b [mAdé  persvaded OlG, g that 1Ol married Bola] | |
Comp. Del: Adé persuaded O, @ Olu, marricd Bola
Equi:  Ade persuaded Ol @ married Bola
Bl Form:  Adé persuaded Ol 1o marry Bola
Objeet Conitrol: [Adé persuaded Ol IPRO to marry Bala] |
¢ {wdohi, promiscd Maiv [that [he, will sce James] |
Conip. Del.: John, promised Marv: @ he, will see James
fqui:  John promised Mary @ will see James
Il Form:  John promiscd Mary o sce James
Stibject coitiol: [John promiscd Mary [PRO to sce James| |
PRO - Emply category ot Nl pronominal representing the implicd subjeet of the
embedded clause that has been deleted by Equi-NP-Deletion  rule,
The application of Lqui. - NP-Deletion (o the D-structure of a given sentence and
the derived S-structure. as exemplified in (2) above can be diagramniatically illustrated
with the appropriate phrasc-markers as shown in (3) below
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(34) D-Structure K
1P
,////\ |
pec I
/ VP
Infl Dp
DP '
Tns !
[ TPAST]
\Y
pp
S
: AR
Inf
P '
‘I'llls \Y% Dp
| IPAST]
Adé¢ persuade  Olu; that Oly; marry Bola

‘Ade persuaded Oly; that Olu; married Bola®
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(3b) Equi-NP-Deletion
{Emers /[l
st \ I
Spee |
\\\
VP
Infl Dp
oP ‘
Tns !
P
[IPAST] |
¢!
V “\
Dp ik
s B |
/ Spee |
¢ S T,
VP
Infl /
DP /
V Dp
|-linite]

Adé persvade Ole & @ marey  Bola
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(3¢) S-Structure (alter “trec-pruning” and “‘to-insertion™ have applicd)

P
’// \\__‘“
Spte B
T—
TTyp
il V!
DP
Tns ’ / op VP
| TPAST
Vi abl
i
Adé petsuade Old (o marry Bola

{AdE persuaded Ol [PRO to marry Bola] |

(Object control)

2.‘2 DERIVATION OF CONTROL STRUCTURE THIROUGI RAISING

As carlicr stated in scetion (1) above, “raising” is anothier transformation, within the TG
framework. thiough which the “control structure™ can be derived. For instance. “Subject-
10 Object Raising” (SORY involves the displaccisiont of a DI fon the stbjeet position of 2
stibordinate clavse 1o the matrix clavse objeet position. Conscquently: the subordinite
clause becomes a non-finite clause. thereby producing a control structure (sce Mohanan
(1982), Campbell (1998) and Adits (2001) ). '

The derivation ol control structute through “raising” can be exemplified with the
Lnglish sentence in (4):

O edohn belicves [ep that [esshe is a genius| | .
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Comp. Del.: John believes @ she is a genius

S-0-R:" John believes hier is a penius
Inf. Fornt.: John belicves her to be a genius
Object Control: [John belicves her [PRO o be a penivs| |

Observe that in (4) above. the subject of the embedded clanse — she is poverned by
a tensed Infl. iode and consequently reccived Nominative Case in that context. 1lowever.
afler raising has applicd. the sul)jccl—l)l’. loses its subjecthood and becomes the direct
objeet of the matrix verb — believe. Consequently. the complement clause  “rhar she is a
gemns'oas in (4) above. which forms an S-bar, lost its eranimatical status as an
embedded sentence when its complementizer — that” was deleted and its subj-DP “she?
was also taised o the object position of the matrix-verb  “believe™. The resultant
structire after the “Sthai™ has been deleted is shown in (5¢) below. Tn other words. it was
“raising” from Subjeet to Objeet position that changed the prammatical relation of the
subject  DP from she fo hier, as reflected in the control struciure:

[John believes her [PRO o be a genius] |
The processes involved in the derivation of the control structure in (1) above. can

be diagrammatically represented by the phirase-markers in (5) betow:
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(52a) D-Structure

1P

S/\x

pee

VP

| "

Il '
DP /\

Vv cp
Tns
[+PAST] oy
(7/\w
Spcc/\l'
/ A vp

| 1 Pres|

John ¢ believe  that  she is a genius

“John believes that she is a genius’.
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(5b) Subject-to-Object Raising

1P

Spee

D

Tns

John

Valis

[1PAST]

belicve

/N,
/\C,,

DP

P
Spcc/ '
/\VP
Infl
IP
Tns eV DP
[ I Pres|
she, s a_ac_m—u:
R
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(5¢) S-Structure (before “tree-pruning” and “to-insertion” applicd)

/IP\
Spec 1
—
VP
Infl /\
DP ’ ,
@
Tns
{ DP
| tPres) ¢!
//\
A
; P
Spc/\l'
/\VP
Iufl
DP 1
Tns V DP
|
|-finite]
John believe her, @ {; is a penius
A |
1§ 0-R
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(5d) S-Structure (after “tree-pruning” and “to-inscrtion” have applicd)

P
Sy )(:c/\l 1“\—
Infl
bp \Y; VP
Dp
Ths
| 1 Pres| vV bp
John believe  her o be a gcni_l_l.:_

i

[John believes hier [PRO (o be a genius] |

2.3 “TREE-PRUNING’ AND “TO-INSERTION® IN CLASSICAL TG
ANALYSIS
To derive the surface grammatical forms of the control structures in (3¢) and (3d)
above. botli “tree-pruning” and “to-inscrlion” must apply to the autpat of both *Fqui-Np-
Deletion”™ and “raising” transformations. shown in (3b) and (5¢) respectively. Both “tree-

piuning” and “lo-insertion” arc necessary syntaclic processes under the TG framework.

2.3.1 TREE-PRUNING

It was a practice under TG model thal whenever translormations apply to delete or
move certain constituent from a particular svntactic position to another. all the nodes that
are lefl vacant (ic.. nodes thal arc no longer dominating overt constituents) arc

atitomatically proned ott or removed front the (ree. Such pruning always necessitales a
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regrouping of the remnant nodes to form a grammatical structure. It is that process of
removing some redundant nodes from the tree or phrase-marker that is lechnically referred
Lo as “tree-pruning ™

However, there is an assumption under “Trace Theory™ that {races. according (o the
notion of structure — preservation constraint. do semantically corich the S-Structure of a
given sentence (sce Ross (1966) ). Therelore, following the coneept ol Empty Category
Principle (ECP). as conceived in GB theory. the idea of “tree-pruning” has become totally
irrclevant at the S-Structure level of a given derived sentence.

2.3.2 TO-INSERTION
“To-inscrtion” is obligatory in an infinitive formation process. The infinitival (o in

English is always inscrted before an infinitive verb whenever (he subject-DP of an

cmbedded clause is deleted (as in liqui-NP-Deletion), sce (3¢) above. Also. when a
subject-DP of an embedded clause is raised to a higher syntactic position (as in subjcct-{o-
object raising), ‘(o is also inserted before the infinitive verb of the embedded VP, as
exemplified in (5d) above,

The infinitive particle *to” in English is so called because the only kind of complement
it allows is onc containing a veib in the infinitive form (sce Radford 2004:49). A major
syitactic dilference between ‘prepositional 0 and “infinitival o™ is the fact that,
prepositional 1o, like other prepositions. can have a noun expression (i.c.. a DP) as itg
complement, whereas infinitival (o requires a verbal complement. For an authoritative
distinction between infinitival to arid prepositional to in Linglish. sce Radford (2004:50) as

quoted under endnote 4 below.

3.0 . IMPLICATION FOR SECOND LANGUAGH LEARNING

The implication of the major theoretical issuc raiscd in (his paper. dircetly or indircetly.
has o do with the issuc of learnability. In other words. given the fact that one of the main
driving forces behind the development of GI3 theory is the issuc of “learnability”, onc
would therefore expect the control theory to incorporale inlo its analytical procedure how a
second language learmner can dilferentiate between sentences with “control structure” as in
(1). (2) and (4) above: and the basic forms of such sentences, from which the surface
forms arc derived.

An awareness of such derivational processes will no  doubt enhance a_betler
understanding of the syntactic structure of such sentences. as well as the way and manner

inwhicli the control theory operates within the GI3 theory:

4.0 CONCLUSION
This paper expresses the view that. in theoretical developments. a new theory may be

an offshoot of the existing ones. In other words. it is possible for a new theory to borrow
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and incorporate info its tencts soime ol the features of the carlier theories. Based on this

assumption, this ieriter tetids to diffet from the opinion expres

ed by Noam Chomsky that

the “principles and parameters™ theory is radically different from the tradition of several
thousand vears of linguistic rescarch: and that there is nothing like grammatical rules and
constrtctions at all in his principles and parameters theory (see Chamsky 20000 14).

Ih our attemplt to revisit Chomsks’s claim. we have shown in this paper. using Lnglish
exatmples. how the “control structure™ is svitactically derived from earlier transformations

like “Liqui -NP-Deletion™ and “raising™. which arc popular grammatical transformations
under the TG model. Given such empirical cvidence. this paper argued that il “principles
and prrdimcters” theory has hothing o do with grammatical rules and constructions. the
contiol theory should itol have taken its source from grammatical rule like ~1iqui-NP-
Deletion™ or “raising ™. ‘Therefore. for its derivational source(s). we can consider the case of
“Control Theory ™. among, other stib-theories of GI theors. as a case of “old wine in o new
bottle™. This. of course. invalidales Chomsks s overgeneralization of total independence off
the piinciples and patameters theors,

I addition to our discussion of Ehplish examples. cvidence ol Scrial Verbal
Constructions (SVC) in Stanidard Yoroba (a Kwa language) has shown that the
importance of pramimatical rules fike “Fqui-NP-Deletion” cannot be overemphasized. For
iistance. ‘Liqui-NP-Deletion” inust apply before SVC can oceur in Yornba. In other
words. # complex sentence with serial verbs in Yoraba is normally derived from simple
basic sehtences Uirough the application of “Fqui-NP-Deletion. as in the following exaniple:
() Bola ra isu. “Bold bought vam’.

(L) Bk se s, “Bola cooked vam’™,
(¢) Bola |

To derive a complex sentence with serial verbs from the above simple sentences in

isu. "Boka ale vam”

Yoraba. Lqui-NP-Deletion™ must apply o delete the second and third ocenrrences of the
subject-DP. as showi below:
/Dol ta isu. BolA; sc ist. Bola; je isu/ 2 [Bola ra isu s¢ jef (e’ "Bald bought.
cooked and afe vant’).

where the subject-DP-136ld in sentence (a) is corelerential/coindexed with the subjects
ol sentenices (b) and (¢). Thos, the need 1o delete such repeated sehjeet=-DP s o avoid
unnheeessary repetition.

in conclusion. bascd on our discussion and (he empirical evidence provided in this
paper. we aie of the view that in linguistic theorizing. a unificd approach (hat can diaw
from various existing theorics of grammar would be much more beneficial and aceeptable

than a new model that is completely based on abstraction.
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NOTES

Following Abney (1987). the coneept of Determiner Phrase (DP) s syntactically
equivalent {0 its carlier version-NP. Therefore. vwe have used DP to represent NP in our
analyses in this paper.
* Both the subject and objeet control are described in the literature as obligatory control,
as opposed to arbitrary control (see Trask (1993:62) ).
¥ As used in this paper. §-0-R implics Subjeet-to-Object Raising. That is. the constituent
that is involved in the raising transformation moved from its original subject position (o the
dircet-object position of the matrix verb like “believe”.
" According to Radford (2004:30).

Wheteas prepositional to is a contentive with intrinsic lexical semantic
content (e.g. it means something like ‘as far as’). infinitival to scems (o be

a [unctor with no lexical semantic conlent,
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