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Since Boumaet al.2001, it is customary to assume the existence of three attributes containing information about syntactic
arguments:ARG-ST, DEPSandVALENCE. In the setup of Boumaet al.2001,ARG-ST is the basic list of arguments,DEPS

extends this list with adjuncts (Argument Structure Extension), while VALENCE contains thoseDEPSelements which are
overtly realised in the local tree (Argument Realization).Only VALENCE is explicitly split into theSUBJ list and the
COMPS list, and any diathetic variation occurs at the interface ofDEPSandVALENCE. Avgustinova 2001, on the basis of
a rich array of diathesis phenomena in Slavic, proposes to capture diathetic variation at theARG-ST–DEPSinterface. On
this view, all forms of a given lexeme have the sameARG-ST, but they may differ inDEPS(e.g., depending on voice).

DEPSis the locus of various grammatical phenomena. For example,as extensively argued in Przepiórkowski 1999a,b,
grammatical case should be assigned at the level which contains arguments, as well as adjuncts, and which also represents
arguments which are not realised in the local tree, such as gaps and so-called smallpro. The only such level isDEPS. A
natural question that arises is: are there any phenomena targeting the values ofARG-ST, or isARG-ST perhaps superfluous
so that it should be eliminated from the feature architecture? Przepiórkowski 1999a takes the latter position arguing (on
the basis of the behaviour of passive-sensitive adverbs,inter alia) that Argument Structure Extension should rather be
formalised via lexical rules, as in Manninget al.1999, utilising the so-called description-level approachto lexical rules
(Meurers 1995).

In this paper we provide an argument for the former position,namely, we present an analysis of a difficult phe-
nomenon, not given a successful formal account so far, whichpresupposes the existence of a syntactic level of ‘deep’
arguments, separate fromDEPS. Section 1 introduces the phenomenon in question, i.e., theunexpected case transmission
in control structures in various languages, focussing on its manifestation in Czech. Section 2 presents some background
theoretical assumptions found in HPSG literature and reached independently of the phenomenon in question. Then,
section 3 presents an analysis of case transmission in control constructions which, for the most part, follows from the
background assumptions, and only requires the addition of acouple of trivial parochial principles. Finally, Section 4
contains concluding remarks.

1 Case transmission in control constructions
Modern syntactic theories, including Chomsky’s Principles and Parameters (P&P) and Head-driven Phrase Structure
Grammar, assume a clear distinction between raising to subject (SR) and so-called Exceptional Case Marking (ECM;
here called raising to object, or OR) constructions, on the one hand, and subject control (SC) and object control (OC)
constructions, on the other hand. Among tests which allow todistinguish the two types of constructions are the passivi-
sation test (when the lower verb is in the passive, the meaning of the sentence is the same as in the active voice in the
case of raising constructions, but not in the case of controlconstructions) and the possibility to embed sentential idioms
(chunks of sentential idioms can be raised arguments, but they cannot be controllers).

Both ‘classical’ P&P (incl. Government and Binding theory,but excluding Hornstein 1999) and HPSG assume two
systematic theoretical differences between raising and control: i) semantically, raising verbs have one argument fewer
than the corresponding control verbs, e.g.,seemis a (semantically) 1-argument verb, whiletry is a (semantically) 2-
argument verb; ii) structurally, the raised argument and the subject of the infinitival verb are the same element (so-called
structure-sharing; henceforth SS), while the controller and the subject of the infinitival verb are specified as co-indexed
(the latter is realised as PRO in P&P). The strong correlation between i) and ii) is ensured by, in one version of P&P,
the interaction of Theta criterion (which implies the case filter), Moveα and the properties of PRO, and in HPSG, by
appropriate lexical entries of raising and control verbs, by the control theory and Raising Principle.

One consequence of this correlation, as implemented in ‘classical’ P&P, is that case transmission of the kind illustrated
with Czech (Cz.) examples below should be possible in raising constructions, cf. (1), but not in control constructions,
cf. (2).

(1) a. Petr
Petr-NOM

se zdál
seemed

být
be

nespokojený.
dissatisfied-NOM

(SR, Cz.)

‘Petr seemed to be dissatisfied’

b. P̌et
Five-NOM

poslanců
MPs-GEN

se zdálo
seemed

být
be

nespokojených.
dissatisfied-GEN

(SR, Cz.)

‘Five MPs seemed to be dissatisfied’

c. Marie
Marie

viděla
saw

Honzu
Honza-ACC

přijít
come

*střízlivý
sober-NOM

/ sťrízlivého.
sober-ACC

(OR, Cz.)

‘Marie saw Honza come sober.’

(2) Marie
Marie-NOM

nǎrídila
ordered

Honzovi
Honza-DAT

přijít
come

sťrízlivý
sober-NOM

/ *střízlivému.
sober-DAT

(OC, Cz.)

‘Marie ordered Honza to come sober.’



The above examples seem to confirm this prediction. In (1a), the predicative adjectivenespokojenýoccurs in the nomina-
tive case, just as the matrix subjectPetr does. That this is in fact case agreement, and not the nominative case assignment
to the predicative adjective, is confirmed by the fact that, in (1b), the predicative adjective agrees with the genitive noun
within the numeral phrase subject: this is a general fact about Czech that predicates agreeing with such numeral phrases
occurring in the nominative or accusative case in fact agreewith the genitive noun within such phrases.1 According to
standard assumptions, in both cases the predicative adjective actually agrees with the covert subject of the copula, which
is raised to the matrix subject. Therefore, the covert subject bears the morphosyntactic specification of the matrix subject.
In other words, the covert subject ‘transmits’ case value between the matrix subject and the predicative adjective. Simi-
larly, in (1c), the subject of the infinitival verbpřijít is structure-shared with the accusative object position and, hence, it
locally agrees with the accusative adjectivestřízlivého.

On the other hand, in control construction (2), the subject of the lower infinitival verb is only co-indexed with the
controlling dative complement, so it does not share its casevalue with that complement and, hence, the predicative
adjective occurs in the nominative case. The example below confirms the fact that, in Czech, (non-raised) covert subjects
of infinitival verbs probably bear the nominative case:

(3) Být
be-INF

opilý
drunk-NOM

znamená
means

být
be-INF

hloupý.
stupid-NOM

(Cz.)

‘Being drunk means being stupid.’

So far the standard predictions of the control/raising dichotomy have been confirmed.
However, as soon as one looks at controllers other than dative complements, this clear control/raising dichotomy in

case transmission breaks down. First of all, case transmission also occurs in cases of subject control, as in (4); this is
especially clear in (4b), involving the ‘quirky’ agreementwith a numeral phrase.

(4) a. Petr
Petr-NOM

se bál
feared

přijít
come

neohlášený.
unannounced-NOM

(SC, Cz.)

‘Petr was afraid of arriving impromptu.’

b. P̌et
five-NOM

poslanců
MPs-GEN

se bálo
feared

být
be

up̌rímných.
frank-GEN

(SC, Cz.)

‘Five MPs were afraid to be frank.’

Moreover, in the case of control by accusative objects, the predicative adjective optionally agrees with the controller
or occurs in the default nominative case.

(5) Marie
Marie

donutila
forced

Honzu
Honza-ACC

chodit
go

domů
home

sťrízlivý
sober-NOM

/ sťrízlivého.
sober-ACC

(OC, Cz.)

‘Marie forced Honza go home sober.’

To complicate matters even further, when the accusative controller is a numeral phrase, the predicative adjective agrees
with it (i.e., occurs in the ‘quirky’ genitive case) obligatorily again.

(6) Marie
Marie

přiměla
made

pět
five-ACC

pacientů
patients-GEN

přijít
come

svlěcených
undressed-GEN

/ ??svlěcení
undressed-NOM

/ ??svlěcené.
undressed-ACC

(OC, Cz.)

‘Marie made five patients come undressed.’

Let us summarise the Czech data so far:

• in raising constructions, case transmission is predictedto take place obligatorily, and this prediction is confirmed
by the data;

• in control constructions, case transmission is predictednot to take place at all and, hence, the predicative adjective
is predicted to occur in the nominative case:

– this prediction is true for dative object controllers: there is no case transmission in dative control constructions,
– but for nominative subject controllers, this prediction isnot fulfilled: here case transmission is obligatory,
– finally, in accusative control constructions, case transmission is optional for NP controllers and it is obligatory

for numeral controllers.

Similar facts regarding case transmission in control constructions have been discussed for a number of other lan-
guages, including Icelandic and Ancient Greek (cf. Hudson 1998, 2003 and references therein), Lithuanian (Timberlake
1988), Polish (Franks 1995, Przepiórkowski 1999a) and Russian (Franks 1995, Hudson 2003), but — to the best of our
knowledge — no comprehensive and precise analysis has been proposed.2 These languages vary in which control con-
structions force, allow or prohibit structure-sharing. For example, in Lithuanian, accusative controllers do not allow case
transmission, while their genitive of negation counterparts do; on the other hand, in Polish, subject controllers force case
transmission, while object controllers, including accusative controllers, prohibit it. It is clear then that any analysis of
case transmission in control constructions will have to consist not only of general cross-linguistically valid principles, but
will also have to contain parochial constraints.

1This behaviour is observed in case of numerals such aspět ‘five’ and higher, but not in case of, e.g., the so-called paucal numerals.
2For example, Polish case transmission is discussed by Franks (1995), who considers various tentative P&P solutions andnotes their drawbacks.



2 Background assumptions
We assume the existence of the attributesARG-ST, DEPS and VALENCE (Boumaet al. 2001), but — for clarity and
other reasons inconsequential for the analysis presented here — we also assume that the values of these attributes have
themselves two attributes,SUBJ and COMPS, whose values are lists ofsynsems. We also follow Avgustinova 2001
in assuming that diathesis takes place at theARG-ST–DEPS interface. Moreover,DEPS is the locus of syntactic case
assignment, as well as — at least in languages such as Czech and Polish — binding.

As to case assignment, we follow the general approach of Przepiórkowski (1999a) and we assume the structural/lexical
case dichotomy and the following principles of structural case assignment (see Przepiórkowski 1999a for formalisation
and discussion):

(7) structural case is assigned at the level ofDEPSof words;

(8) in the case of raising, when an argument occurs at a numberof DEPSof different verbs, case is assigned at the
highestDEPSon which the argument occurs;

(9) the following syntactic case assignment principles (among others) hold for Czech:

a. assign the nominative to structural (DEPS) subjects of (finite or infinitival) verbs;

b. assign the accusative to structural (DEPS) complements of verbs.

The crucial part of this approach is that, if an argument occurs on (is structure-shared between) a number ofDEPS, its
case is checked only on the highest of these. This way there isno case clash in, e.g., OR, where the lower subject is
raised to the higher object position: it is assigned case according to its highest position, i.e., it receives the accusative case
(cf. (9b)), and no attempt is made to assign the nominative case to its lower ‘copy’ (cf. (8)). On the other hand, in cases
of object control, where only theINDEX value is structure-shared, the controller and the controlled unexpressed subject
are two different arguments, so they are both assigned case:the object receives the accusative case (cf. (9b)), and the
controlled subject receives the nominative case (cf. (9a)).

Further, we assume standard (Pollard and Sag 1994) lexical entries for control and raising verbs. However, unlike
Pollard and Sag 1994, we cannot assume that unexpressed subjects of controlled complements are reflexive anaphors:
in Czech, as in various other Slavic languages, reflexive anaphors are strictly subject-bound, while unexpressed subjects
may be controlled by objects.

Finally, we adopt the usual assumptions about predicative constructions; in particular, we assume that adjectival and
nominal predicates structure-share their unrealised subjects with the signs they predicate of, and that case agreement
between a predicate and the modified sign consists in local agreement between the predicate and its unrealised subject.

3 An ‘accidental’ structure-sharing analysis
The analysis proposed here follows the insight of Hudson 1998, 2003 that the semantic difference between raising and
control (raising verbs have one argument fewer than the corresponding control verbs) should be dissociated from the
structural difference (the raised argument and the subjectof the infinitival verb are the same element, while the controller
and the subject of the infinitival verb are two different elements), contrary to P&P’s Theta criterion. Hudson proposes
that, in fact, some control constructions in the semantic sense (not transparent to passivisation or sentential idioms) are
actually raising constructions in the structural sense (what is structure-shared is not just the index but the whole structure).
Interestingly, the possibility of such an analysis is already suggested in Pollard and Sag 1994, p. 140, fn. 40: “Note further
that our theory does not prevent the possibility ofSYNSEMsharing in equi constructions. Thus it is not surprising to learn,
as Andrews (1982) reports, that some Icelandic speakers allow (optionally) case agreement in equi constructions”. That
is, given the schematic lexical entry of a subject control verb in (10), such verbs are in principle ambiguous between a
non-SS interpretation, in which3 6= 4 , and a SS interpretation, where3 = 4 .

(10) a subject control verb


















word

. . .ARG-ST









SUBJ 〈 3 NP
1
〉

COMPS 〈VP

[

. . .VAL | SUBJ〈 4
1
〉

. . .CONT 2

]

〉









. . .CONT P( 1 , 2 )



















In other words, assuming the approach to the structural caseassignment presented in §2, either the controller and the
controllee are two different arguments receiving case independently and, hence, not exhibiting case transmission, orthey
are ‘accidentally’ structure-shared, which makes the lower copy exempt from structural case assignment and induces case
transmission. This means that Czech control by accusative NPs, with its optional case transmission, is really the expected
case.



Given this principled ambiguity which is the result of the possibility of ‘accidental’ structure-sharing, instead of facing
the problem of wrong predictions (apparently unexpected possibility of case transmission in some control constructions),
we face the problem of overgeneration: the theory predicts that case transmission is always optional in control con-
structions, while — as discussed in §1 — it is forbidden in thecase of dative controllers and obligatory in the case of
control by subjects or accusative numeral objects. That is,we need language-specific principles constraining the space of
possibilities:

(11) Subject Control with SS (Czech)

a. Whenever the subject ofX is co-indexed with the subject of a VP complement ofX , the two subjects are
the same element.

b.










word

. . .ARG-ST





SUBJ 〈 1
0
〉

COMPS 〈VP
[

. . .VAL | SUBJ〈 2
0
〉
]

〉















→ 1 = 2

(12) Dative Object Control without SS (Czech)

a. Whenever a dative NP complement ofX is co-indexed with the subject of a VP complement ofX , the NP
and the VP’s subject are different elements.

b.










word

. . .ARG-ST | COMPS

〈

1 NP
0

[ . . . CASE dat ],

VP
[

. . .VAL | SUBJ〈 2
0
〉
]

〉











→ 1 6= 2

(13) Accusative Numeral Object Control with SS (Czech)

a. Whenever an accusative numeral complement ofX is co-indexed with the subject of a VP complement of
X , the NP and the VP’s subject are the same element.

b.










word

. . .ARG-ST | COMPS

〈

1 NUMP
0

[ . . . CASE acc ],

VP
[

. . .VAL | SUBJ〈 2
0
〉
]

〉











→ 1 = 2

Should principles such as (11a)–(13a) be formulated at the level ofARG-ST, as in (11b)–(13b) above, or at the level of
DEPS? Let us consider passive forms of object control verbs, where the underlying (ARG-ST) object controller is realised
as a surface (DEPS) subject. If principles (11a)–(13a) referred to surface subjects and complements, then such a promoted
controller would be affected by the Subject Control principle (11a), otherwise, if they referred to ‘deep’ subjects and
complements, such a controller would be affected by the Object Control principles (12a)–(13a). Thus, it should be easy
to verify whether principles (11a)–(13a) should be stated at the level ofARG-ST or DEPS.

Unfortunately, in Czech, both formalisations of these principles make the same correct predictions, namely, that the
predicative adjective seems to agree with its controller. To make this clear, let us consider (14), to be compared with (5).

(14) Honza
Honza-NOM

byl
was

donucen
forced

chodit
go

domů
home

sťrízlivý
sober-NOM

/ *střízlivého.
sober-ACC

(OC, Cz., passive)

‘Honza was forced to go home sober.’

Assuming aDEPS-based formalisation of (11a)–(13a), the nominative controller Honza is subject to principle (11a),
which requires structure-sharing of the controller and theunrealised subject ofchodit, so the unrealised subject ofchodit
is predicted to bear nominative case. This unrealised subject is structure-shared with the unrealised subject of the predicate
střízlivýand, hence, the predicate is correctly predicted to occur inthe nominative case. On the other hand, assuming the
ARG-ST-based formalisation (11b)–(13b), none of these principles affect (14) (at the level ofARG-ST, the controller is not
a subject, nor is it a dative or accusative numeral complement), so the controller may be optionally structure-shared with
the controlled subject. In the case of structure-sharing, the predicative adjective is predicted to occur in the nominative by
the reasoning above. In case there is no structure sharing, the unrealised subject ofchodit is assigned the nominative case
via (9a), which leads to the correct prediction that the predicate should occur in the nominative case. Similar reasoning
may be carried out for numeral controllers in passive forms of object control constructions.

Fortunately, the question posed above can be answered on thebasis of Polish (P.) data. In Polish, in active voice, there
is obligatory case transmission in subject control constructions, but it is impossible in all object control constructions,
including control by an accusative object, i.e., Polish seems to require two parochial principles: (11a) and a version
of (12a) generalised to controllers bearing any case, not just dative. Moreover, when there is no case transmission, the



predicative adjective occurs in the instrumental case, which could suggest that subjects of infinitival verbs are assigned
the instrumental.3

If the principles for Polish were formalised at the level ofDEPS, they would enforce case transmission also when the
object controller is promoted to the subject position, i.e., the predicative adjective should occur in nominative case. On
the other hand, if these principles were stated at the level of ARG-ST, as above, they would predict that there is no case
transmission, so the adjective should occur in the instrumental. Polish facts confirm the analysis in terms ofARG-ST:

(15) a. Janek
Janek

uczył
taught

synka
son-ACC

być
be-INF

grzecznym
polite-INS

/ *grzecznego.
polite-ACC

(OC, P., active)

‘Janek taught his sonny to be polite.’

b. Synek
son-NOM

był
was

uczony
taught

być
be-INF

grzecznym
polite-INS

/ *grzeczny.
polite-NOM

(OC, P., passive)

‘The sonny was taught to be polite.’

4 Conclusions
The account of case transmission in control constructions proposed here consists in 1) the observation that, given the
possibility of ‘accidental structure-sharing’, the standard analysis of control (minus the assumption that controllees are
anaphors) interacts with the approach to grammatical case assignment proposed in Przepiórkowski 1999a in an interesting
way in that it predicts optional case transmission in all control constructions, 2) constraining this optionality where
appropriate via simple language-specific principles. It turns out that those principles, although they refer to syntactic
arguments, must be stated at a level ‘deeper’ thanDEPS, i.e., at the level ofARG-ST; this provides an additional argument
for theDEPS/ARG-ST distinction.

It should be noted that this type of analysis cannot be easilycarried over to theories, such as various versions of
Principles and Parameters, which assume widely different structures for raising and control constructions. The fact that
the standard HPSG assumptions make the account of the troublesome cross-linguistic case transmission data so trivial
reflects, in our opinion, the essential correctness of the basic set of HPSG assumptions.
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