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( nonfinite clauses)

PRO .
PRO
(1) —(2)
N - (3)

o

(1) Bill; promised

to PRO; remain silent .

(
(2) Bill asked me; to PRO, remain silent .

(

(3) a. Bill wondered where to PRO,, meet .

b. Bill suggested PRO,,
Central Park . (

A N

N ~

o 60

16

meeting in the

)

I

o Chomsky

(1965: 22 -24)  (4a) (4b)
(4) a. I persuaded John; to PRO, leave .

( )
b. 1 expected John, to Johm; leave .
( )

”( GDI4XWW18)

" ( 15Z50010)



(4a)  persuade John
leave PRO John
; (4b)
X John
o (5)

expect John

(5) a. Mary, is eager PRO, to receive the

gift . ( )
b. Mary, is likely Mary; to receive the
[

gift . ( )

( Landau 2013: 8 -28) .
( expletive) ;

(6) —(7)
(6) a. John seems to be happy.
b. It seems that John is happy.
( )
(7) a. John hopes to be happy.
b. * It hopes that John is happy.
( )

appear/expect

attempt /urge (8)
(8) a. My leg appeared/” attempted to have
been pulled.
b. I dont expect/* urge my leg to be

pulled.

( unac—
cusative) ( unerga—
tive) o (9)

find persuade

(9) a. * Who, did you find pictures of t; to
be offensive?

( )

b. Which person ;| did she persuade

friends of t; to sign her program?

a. Bill is tough to persuade t; PRO to
smoke cigars . ( )
b. * Bill is tough to believe t, t; to

i

smoke cigars . ( )

2006) (11) —(12)
(11) a. Bill believed the doctor to have exa—
mined Tom.
b. Bill believed Tom to have been exa—
mined by the doctor. (
)
(12) a. Bill persuaded the doctor to have ex—
amined Tom.
b. Bill persuaded Tom to have been ex—
amined by the doctor. (

)
( Davies & Dubinsky 2004) .
2.2

o Williams

( 1980) ( obligatory control)
( non-ebligatory control) , Landau

(2013)

o Wur—
mbrand( 2003) 6 ( ex—

haustive control) | ( arbitrary control) .

( implicit control) ( split control) .

( partial control) ( variable
control)
PRO
(la)  (2a);
PRO
(3) - 3

( Landau 2013: 38): ;
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( Landau 2013) .

/ ( controller/an—
tecedent) ;
(13):
(13) a. PRO Going there was fun/foolish/
amusing / unwise. ( )
b. A shed was built to PRO hide these
guns . ( )
c¢. The school should provide a decent li—
brary PRO to study in .
( )
PRO
( 14a) ; PRO
(14b) :

(14) a. We, preferred to PRO, gather at 6 .

( )

b. Bill, regretted PRO,, meeting with—

out an agenda . ( )
PRO
(15a) o
PRO
PRO (15b)
(15) a. He,; promised Tom; to PRO,,; be exam—
ined. ( )
b. John; proposed to Mary; to PRO,,;
leave together. ( )
2.3
3
2.3.1
PRO ? Larson
(1991)
( Theme)
( Patient)

18

o ( Boeckx & Hornstein
2003 2004 2006; Hornstein & Polinsky 2010)

( agent) ( goal)
o (16) ask

(16) a. The pupil, asked the teacher to PRO,
leave early .
b. The guard asked the prisoner; to
PRO, leave the room .

+ human
PRO PRO
o Landau
(2013: 230 —254)
( logophor) ( topic) o
2.3.2
(17) (18)

( Bresnan 1982) :
(17) Bach's generalization:
Object control verbs cannot be detransi—
tivized (
).
(18) Vissers generalization:

Subject control verbs cannot be passiv—

ized ( ).
. ( beneficiary) . ( experi—
encer) ( Landau 2013: 181) :
(19) a. Mary was asked ( by Bill,) where

PRO; to throw the trash .

b. A shed was built ( by John,) to
PRO; store the tools in .

c¢. John said/shouted to PRO behave



oneself .

(20) —(21)

( Yang & Yang 2015) ;

( Hu 2010) (22):
(20) a. PRO, o
b. pro, PRO, o
(21) a. .PRO,
b. * PRO,
(22) pro; PRO, o
2.3.3

( defective TP) CP( Williams 1980;
Bresnan 1982; Chierchia 1989) . Chomsky & Lasnik

(1977) T . Hom—
stein( 1999 2001)
PRO o Landau( 2006)
( Landau 2013: ix)
Landau & Thomton( 2011)
o T Tense
Agr o
T +T + Agr
. ( Landau 2013:
90) ( copy control)
( back control) ( con—
trolee) o
3.
3.1
” ( Equi-NP Deletion) . N

N o

Rosenbaum( 1967) ,  ( 23) ('b)
“for Sally” (a):
(23) a. Sally preferred to sleep on the couch.
b. Sally preferred for Sally to sleep on

the couch.

McCawley( 1988: 137) “

( Superobligatory Equi-NP Dele—

tion) o

( Postal 1970) .
( Williams 1980; Clark 1990)

; PRO
( predication) o
o ( Borer 1989; Sag & Pollard
1991)  PRO
PRO

; PRO

( Hornstein 1999 2001; Boeckx &
Hornstein 2003 2004 2006; Boeckx Hornstein &
Nunes 2010)
; PRO o

( sideward movement)

( Landau 2006 2013) .
PRO

C/T
o N PRO
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3.2

\ :
PRO ( Bach 1979 1982; .
Dowty 1985; Culicover & Jackendoff 2001 2006) .
Chierchia( 1989) .

( Postal 1970; Jackendoff 1972
1974; Chierchia 1989) .

o

3.5
( Farkas 1988; Sag & Pollard 1991; Jack-
endoff & Culicover 2003) . Huang ( 2000) ( continuity view) ( maturational view)
( IHnterpretation Rule for Con- o ( Pinker 1984; Crain & Pietroski
trol) 2002)
’ : ( Wexler 1992)
3.3 °
o Landau & Thomt 2011
( f-structure) ( c-structure) andau omton ( )
( Bresnan 1982 2001) .
. ° want
o Yang & Yang
' (2015) 4
( Landau 2013: 61) .
3 . 4 Al
Li( 2003) o Sherman & Lust( 1993)
o Landau( 2013) . promise
( Yang & Yang 2015) .
g g

20



4.1

4.2

PRO

?
?
dau( 2013)
5.
° 4
5.1
( )
?
?
T Tense / Agr / EPP
"
Landau( 2013)
Tense Agr
T - Agr

21

Lan-
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+ » Hornstein( 1999)

PRO.

PRO pro

5.2

. Xu( 1985) —

( Free Empty Category)
o Huang ( 1984 1989

1992) pro  PRO
( General Control Theo—
y) o pro PRO
( Control Domain)
o pro  PRO
(2007)
(  Huang

1989 1992; Hu er al 2001) .
Tense Agr

22

2014) :
(24) a.

5.3

Landau( 2013: 46)

5.4

(

V-ng

V-ing

o
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The prominent coding levels of the locative roles: A cognitive grammar ap—

proach( p. 3)
WANG Yina( School of Foreign languages Beihang University Beijing 100191 China)

This paper discusses the prominent coding levels of the locative roles within the framework
of cognitive grammar. It claims that setting and location are two background roles at different
conceptual levels and their prominence is also represented at different levels in their marked
coding from the aspects of construal Location as the landmark of the focal participant can be
elevated to the object or subject position when the located participant and its process are non—
specified; Setting on the other hand cannot normally be elevated to the object position. As it
is conceptually close to the viewer setting-subject can be construed as a referential metonymy of
the generalized experiencer in its located event; abstract setting can also be prominent as the

result of the speaker’s impersonalization of the propositional event.

Tense pattern in the English abstracts of agricultural M. A. theses and its
pedagogical implication ( p. 10)
JU Zhigin( School of Foreign Languages Qingdao Agricultural University Qingdao 266109 China)

The English abstracts of agricultural M. A. theses can be viewed as an independent genre
whose macro-structure consists of three moves namely research status quo research presentation
and experiment notification. All these moves are supposed to fulfill certain communicative purposes.
At the microdevel the communicative purposes are realized by lexical-grammatical strategies such
as tense. Authors choose different tenses to achieve different communicative purposes. In this paper
we compared the English abstracts of agricultural M. A. theses by Chinese students and students
from English-speaking countries and found that Chinese students had grasped the correlation pattern
between moves and choice of tense but they were less keen in sense. We analyzed the reasons for

these differences and proposed suggestions for teaching practice.

A general survey of the research on the control construction(p. 16)

WANG Heyu( School of Foreign Languages Guangdong University of Technology Guangzhou 510006 China)
Empirically the control construction involves distribution and referential identification of

PRO subject in noninite clauses. Theoretically investigating the control construction concerns

the theories of empty categories abstract case finiteness and locality. Relevant research either

104



highlights the variations denying the syntactic analysis of the control phenomena or attempts to
pattern control with the raising construction. To lessen the tension between descriptive exhaus—
tiveness and explanatory adequacy the multi-modular approach turns out to be a best choice.

Young children’s linguistic output provides cross-inguistic evidence for early child control and
for the continuity view of language acquisition 1i.e. the knowledge of the control construction
is a part of Universal Grammar. Future research should focus on four topics: (i) to address the
control construction in minimalism; ( ii) to define and analyze the control construction in Man—
darin Chinese (iii) to explore the control phenomena in other non-finite clauses and nominal—-
ized phrases and (iv) to further the empirical study on child acquisition of the control con—

struction.

Degree semantics and the semantics of “Adverb-Adjective” combinations: A
case study of zhen-ia ( true-false) (p.25)
LUO Qiongpeng( College of Liberal Arts Nanjing University Nanjing 210023 China)

This paper investigates the semantics of “adverb-adjective” combinations by taking zhen-ia
( true-false) as the case study. It is proposed that jia denotes a two-place relation from individuals to
degrees along the scale of “deviation from truth”. Zhen-ia means some individual x whose degree of
similarity to the stereotypical value of “deviation from truth” ( represented by ‘0”) is very large.
This novel semantics not only nicely captures the semantics of zhen<ia but also has some implica—

tions for the study of the combinations of degree adverbs and ( gradable) adjectives in general.

Doubts on the hypothesis that Chinese is a non-case-marking language( . 32)
ZHANG Peicui( School of Foreign Languages Henan University Kaifeng 475001 China)
MA Baopeng( School of Foreign Studies China University of Mining and Technology Xuzhou 221116  China)

The paper argues that Hus (2007) proposal that Chinese is a non-case-marking language
does not have a sound ground. For one thing he does not provide enough ( cross linguistic da—
ta to support his hypothesis; for another thing the Chinese data he relies upon can be explained
in the framework of Generative Grammar. After a careful examination of Hu’s hypotheses data
and argumentation the current paper believes that it is still too early to propose that Chinese is

no-case-marking language.

A study on the anaphor mechanism of Chinese ziji through a language chain
(p.41)
AN Fengcun( School of Foreign Languages Yanbian University Yanji 133002 China)

Dynamic anaphoric relations of Chinese ziji are reflected in Chinese sentences. According
to the syntactic distribution and anaphoric relation of ziji it is not the simple reflexive pronoun.
Chinese ziji has the feature of + anaphor + pron  which causes the usages of ziji more com—

plex. On the basis of properties and distributions of ziji the thesis brings in a free empty catego—
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