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This decade has seen competition between two sgotadric minimalist theories of control:
the Movement Theory of Control, MTC (Hornstein 20Q003, Boeckx and Hornstein 2003,
2004, 2007) and the Agree Theory of Control (Lang@00, 2004, 2006, 2007, Bobaljik and
Landau 2007). The aim of this presentation is msthat despite claims made by their most
fervent adherents, both theories appear to facerieadpand theoretical problems that make it
difficult to unconditionally accept/reject eithef them. | shall focus on four problem areas in
control: A-movement and control into CPs, casedmaigsion and case independence in Polish
control, Partial Control and split control. Theydypically taken to be problematic for the
MTC but in fact turn out either to be pseudo-praideor to resist any elegant explanation for
ATC either.
Control can reach into infinitives introduced lyical CP-material:
(1) a. Piotr pyta jak zrobiser samemu?
Piotr asks how to-make cheese alone/himgelf
‘Piotr asks how to make cheese by himself?’
b. Maria marzytaeby by pickna/piekn.
Maria dreamed so-that to-be beautifihinsT
‘Maria dreamed to be beautiful.’

Examples in (1) constitute a challenge to the Mppraach, as A-movement is not expected
to cross CP. Landau (2004) argues that A-movemambss (weak) Wh-islands is
problematic:
(2) a. *There were inquired how to be Malay visitarelcomed.

b. There were likely to be Malay visitors welcomed

The Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) seems&ixe the right cut; it blocks a non-local
movement of the expletive from the embedded [spgto matrix [spec, T], or Agree from
the matrix T, across the CP phase in (2a) but nof2b), where no CP-introduces the
embedded clause.

On second thoughts though, examples in (2) showofkement to a position higher
than [spec,v], the typical position of a contrallérappears that a minor alternation in the
definition of the (verbal) phase and adherencén¢oRIC render the CP transparent to the A-
movement of the controller:

3) The complement domain of C (down to v) is asités to the computation in Narrow

Syntax up to the merger of all arguments of themrmanding VB (forming the next

strong phase).

Consider the following example of control across CP
4) a. Maria marzyeby poptywa w jeziorze.
Maria dreams so-that to-swim in lake
‘Maria dreams of swimming in the lake.’
b. [ve vV [ve marzy kp zeby frp Marig [VP {Marias} ptywac w jeziorze]]]]].
; >

dreams so-that Maria to-swim in lake




Until the merger of the external argument of vP taden place the CP embedded under VB
(the v-V complex) is not subject to PIC and as ssdhansparent to extraction. By the time T
has been merged in, the derivational window haseudgrward and CP becomes a (strong)
phase, as the verbal projection is now completecamdtitutes a dominating (strong) phase,
hence (2a) is impossible.

Another apparent problem for MTC, especially inwief Landau (2007) and Bobaljik
and Landau (2007), is the case-agreement pattéweee the controller and the predicative
adjective andsanvsama (secondary predicate) in Polish. It seems that PREupies a case
position within the infinitive and the case is nfasted on the adjective or secondary
predicate. Yet, upon closer scrutiny it turns du#ttin Polish there is a close match between
case transmission and case independence on the&eginesl adjective and the secondary
predicate. Obligatory Nominative shows up on thge@tve sam/sama in plain Subject
Control; obligatory Instrumental on the adjectivedaDative onsanVsama show in Object
Control, Subject Control into Wh-infinitives and habligatory Control. Either Nominative
or Instrumental/Dative can appear in Subject Comito infinitive complements with lexical
C, Subject Control across an object and the pasgi@bject Control. The close match in the
distribution of Dative and Instrumental on relevatements leads to treating them both as
default cases and challenges the analysis based optional [+DAT] feature in C in Landau
(2007). Instead, this distribution pattern is acted for by two factors: a set of properties of
the Comp system (infinitive C can be [+/- phase|)l ahe [+/-multiple] character of certain
probes in Polish (T can be [+multiple], while v hot

As (4) shows, the optionality of the phasehood hd CP has no impact on the
movement of the controller at an early stage of deavation. It only limits the probing
potential of matrix T, which can, (5b), or cann@t;), value Nominative on the adjective:

5) a. Maria marzytaeby by pigkna/pkkna
Mariayom dreamed so-that to-be beautifslinsT
b. [rp Ti+g) [vp tsun V-V [vp tv [cpzeby frp PRO/6uws T [ve AP..]1N]

: >
C. [rp Tr+o) [vp tsun V-V [vp tv [|CP zeby frp PRO/Ew T [ve AP..NTN
i | >

In (5b) the infinitive is accessed twice; once biprthe raising of the controller, and by T for

case ana-valuation of the adjective. In (5c) the secondeasas denied by the CP-phase.
Partial Control has long been taken to be a cra@iment in favour of ATC, as PRO

and its controller differ in semantic number, agady unexpected if they are connected via a

movement chain:

(6)  John wants [PRQ@: to meet at four]

ATC can capture this fact either through T-to-C emment (Landau 2000) or through a series
of Agree relations involving embedded C and T, whe€ris unspecified for the value of a
Mereology feature (Landau 2006). Adherents of MTi@ez push the Partial Control effect to
the realm of semantics/pragmatics (Hornstein 28wers 2005) or devise structural
accounts, where PRO is not the exact copy of theraler (Rodrigues 2007). Rodrigues
follows Wurmbrand (2007) and her idea that rathemtindependent Tense, an infinitive
including an eventive predicate has its posterioendation licensed by a projection of a
future oriented modal verlw(ll/will). Rodrigues shows that in certain contexts evercay
EC verbs can license PC readings:

(7 | can try to meet tomorrow, but | can’t guaesnthat I'll be there.



She claims that Partial Control readings emergenwhe controller of PRO has the following
underlying structure, wheg#o is an associative pronoun:
(8)  [pppro DP]

In the course of the derivatigoro is left behind by the controller DP in its basesifion
[spec,v]. The Controller DP moves out of this badmined structure into [spec,T] of its own
clause and further into a new thematic positiothenmatrix clause:

(9) [Tp DPT [NoIIP woll [Vp [Dp pro DP] \' [/p ]]]]

Thus PC readings can be made compatible with MTC.

Another problem besetting control is its split edyi (a syntactically plural PRO is
bound by two different antecedents). Hornstein (R@D03) denies split control the status of
an OC construction but Landau (2000, 2004) proptieefollowing example:

(10) John proposed to Mary to meet each othexat si

Split control is supposed to be a problem for M&€ a single trace/copy [+plural] cannot be
licensed by two distinct [+singular] antecedentsifdgtunately, (10) does not receive any
comprehensive treatment in ATC either, as it resainmclear how two Probes (T and v) can
access one Goal and turn it from singular into @luFuji (2006) proposes an MTC
compatible solution to the problem of ‘split cotrim Japanese exhortative constructions.
His proposal can be adopted for the discussioda@fif the following manner:

(11) [vp John v-proposed to [tionn+ Mary]][re [JOhN + Mary] to meet each other at six]]

The subject of the infinitive is a conjunction (%oh Mary); the checking of the semantic role
of Mary forces the movement of the entire conjunction predl-pipesJohn; next, John is
extracted independently and moved further to itenthtic position in [spec.v]. The
idiosyncratic character of this derivation refleth® semantic/pragmatic aspect of the split-
control construction.

Competition for Control has fuelled fruitful disssion of properties of non-finite
complementation. These properties are so intritete for now, they seem to elude a single
coherent theoretical account combining both desed@nd explanatory potential.
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