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Abstract 

The formal generative approach to the study of language has maintained a high ground so 

far as abstract grammatical representation in the human mind is concerned. For any viable 

theory of language, it must have explanatory adequacy besides descriptive adequacy. It is 

the explanatory aspect of universal grammar theory which is the focus of the existing study. 

The basic aim of the present study is to tease out the respective order of acquisition of 

Control and Raising constructions in L2 setting under the sub-set principle of Learnability 

Theory in combination with the principles and parameters model of Binding Theory. The 

question of the parameterized order of acquisition of the constructions under investigation 

in the current study is yet to be answered. In L1 acquisition studies on these constructions, 

the findings are not in favour of the subset order. On the other hand, in L2 acquisition 

research, the number of empirical studies on the current topic are few. Keeping this in 

mind, the researcher has opted to fill the gap in L2 area. In the light of the previous relevant 

L1 and L2 acquisition studies, the nativist model of language learnability has been adopted 

for the current study. The particular measures selected are: two grammaticality judgment 

tasks and two translation tasks. The judgment tasks measure the sub-set principle order on 

Control and Raising constructions which stand in a parameterized relationship in English 

language. The translation tasks focus on the sub-set order across Pashto (L1) and English 

(L2), employing again Control and Raising grammars which stand in a parameterized 

relationship crosslinguistically. For the interpretation of the responses from the subjects, 

logistic regression has been employed. The findings from both the Acceptability Judgments 

and the Translation Tasks indicate that the sub-set relationship on acquisition order 

between control and raising constructions and their sub types is not instantiated on the 



 

 

xxi 

 

behaviour of the subjects in this study. In addition, the subjects also instantiated L1 transfer 

on the translation tasks which means that L2 learners initially have indirect access to UG. 

The theoretical implications of the findings from the Acceptability Judgments are that 

raising constructions are acquired first followed by the control ones. This means that 

Movement which has classically been considered as a more complex mechanism as 

compared to Merger may not be true. The view that control (merger) may carry greater 

cognitive load is also reported in previous L1 findings. Finally, the findings of this study 

also suggest that, apart from syntactic cues, the learners at least initially may resort to 

semantic cues during acquisition. What all this suggests is that the hypotheses space 

provided on the Nativist Model of learnability may also allow incorporation of a limited 

role of the general learning principles.
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1 INTRODUCTION 

This study is an attempt to explore the veracity of learnability theory with particular 

focus on the operationalization of the subset principle initially proposed by Berwick (1985) 

and subsequently elaborated in a formal manner by Manzini and Wexler (1987). The quest 

for finding an optimal solution to the problem of language acquisition has a long history. 

Particularly with the introduction of the theory of Universal Grammar (UG), questions have 

been asked regarding the real nature of human grammatical system. At one level, language 

may be looked at from the perspective of grammatical structure, i.e., what kind of formal 

grammars there might be in the human mind. This structural aspect of human language is 

the quest to find out how the grammar of human languages is represented in their minds. 

This abstract representation of the possible human grammar(s) is what Chomsky (1962) 

refers to when he stated that for any theory of human language, it is necessary that it must 

have “descriptive adequacy”. In addition to this, Chomsky (1965) also put forth another 

criterion for the success of any viable linguistic theory which he called “explanatory 

adequacy”. What he means by explanatory adequacy is that a linguistic theory should not 

only describe what the possible grammar of a human language is but also explains how 

that grammar is acquired. The theory of UG has been continually revised and it was with 

the introduction of the Principles and Parameters (P&P) (Chomsky, 1981) model that the 

aspect of explanatory adequacy of UG assumed greater acceptability. Even after the 

introduction of P&P model, there were questions regarding the mechanism through which 
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P&P (Chomsky, 1981) could have applicability during acquisition. In linguistic theory in 

the last 60 years, there has been a consistent struggle to find out the essential universal 

patterns at structural level. The P&P model (Chomsky, 1981) is one such example. At the 

same time, there was a need to find out universal learning principles (the subset principle 

being one such example) which might bias the learner in recognizing inductively the 

linguistic (grammatical) patterns. The quest for linguistic as well as learnability principles 

has its roots in the phenomenon of the “logical problem of language acquisition” which has 

also been called by other names, such as “the projection problem”. These terms have been 

dilated on in chapter 2. 

The input data from the human natural language for a child as well as L2 learners 

are so complex and open-ended that it is humanly impossible for a child to settle on a 

particular grammar in the limited time s/he is provided with in the natural course of learning 

a language. The logical conclusion being that children and in the present case, L2 learners 

might essentially be biased in learning a language.  

This natural bias on the part of learners is explained in terms of “the positive 

evidence only approach” (Radford, 2009) which is also called Linguistic Nativism. Apart 

from the positive evidence only approach, attempts have also been made to look for other 

kinds of evidence, i.e., “indirect negative evidence” (Saleemi, 1992). The dominance of 

the “no negative evidence” approach has at its back strong logical reasons. In the first place, 

especially in the child acquisition, the ratio of negative evidence is negligible. Secondly, 

in cases where there had been some attempts at correcting the child learners, they did not 

give it any heed. In addition to that, even if the negative evidence (overt attempts at 
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correcting the child) had been provided, it had no positive effect (Yule, 2010). Thus from 

a developmental perspective, the negative evidence approach faces serious challenges. 

A related phenomenon to the availability/non-availability of linguistic evidence is 

the problem of “unlearning” the different types of grammars which a learner might arrive 

at under the hypothesized conditions, such as “over-generalization” and “under-

generalization” (Saleemi, 1992, p. 37). The question of negative evidence from the 

perspective of acquisition has greater implications in the field of second language 

acquisition as compared to L1 acquisition. In second language acquisition (SLA) settings, 

and particularly in the classroom settings, despite the availability in abundance of the 

negative evidence, it is noticeable that the learners’ performance ratio lags far behind as 

compared to acquiring a first language. This clearly demonstrates that in SLA context too 

some innate linguistic principles on the analogy of L1 might be at work; this is also a proof 

of extending the UG framework to SLA data. 

 

1.1 LEARNABILITY THEORY 

Learnability theory consists of certain domain specific innate learning principles 

which act on particular linguistic representations (parameterized principles of UG). A 

learning principle provides focused guidance in arriving at particular grammars from which 

subsequently there might be no back-tracking. The experiential natural linguistic data 

which a learner comes across as input data is too vast and it is impossible for a learner to 

sift through this data in the limited time s/he is provided with. The answer to such a 
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problem(s) is the concern of learnability “explaining the fact of rather than describing the 

course” of acquisition (Pinker, 1979, p. 220). In learnability framework, principled 

hypotheses are framed keeping in view the hypotheses space and then such hypothesized 

principles are verified through indirect observations of the real data (Saleemi, 1992). 

 

1.2 LEARNING MODELS 

Generally speaking, from an acquisition perspective, the basic issue is determining 

in the first place the relative role of learnability versus innateness. Secondly, from a 

linguistic perspective, it must also be determined what is being learned and finally, how 

the learnability principles apply to the relevant linguistic data. The following four models 

may suffice for the discussion in the current study. In these models, particularly in the last 

three models, a relationship between the learning process and linguistic knowledge 

structures, has been portrayed. The first one is a general learning model, schematized in 

Figure 1. 

 

1.2.1 General Learning Model 

 

General Learning Model of Saleemi (1992) presents the relationships between the 

input and output knowledge and the role of the learner in the process (figure 1). 
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Input data     Knowledge output 

Figure 1: General Learning Mechanism (Saleemi, 1992) 

Figure 1 shows that in the non-trivial cases, from a finite set of data, the learner 

arrives at an abstract infinitive system of linguistic knowledge, called the grammar of a 

language. The output or grammatical knowledge that a learner arrives at far outweighs the 

limited input data. The challenge for learnability theory is to pinpoint which items 

(grammatical structures) from the vast infinite variety of grammatical structures are 

selected that, in turn, carry the potential of producing the succeeding, previously un-

encountered structures. In simple words, learnability theory tries to map a systematic 

correspondence between the limited input and the open ended linguistic knowledge that a 

learner finally arrives at. 

 

1.2.2 The behaviorist model 

On the behaviorist approach, the issue of learning was considered to be purely 

empirical, i.e., experience-based. They assumed language learning as totally an external 

phenomenon like in any other generalized learning fields. Learning took place through 

processes like analogy, associations, and repetition. In this process knowledge was not only 

accumulated but at the same time subsequently strengthened as well. There was no room 

for innateness. In addition to this, no cognitive domain specific rules were assumed. 

Learning Theory (LT) for behaviorists was a general purpose theory. Figure 2 is a 

schematic representation of the empiricist learning model. 

Learner 



 

 

6 

 

Data     knowledge of all domains 

Figure 2: Behaviourist Learning Mechanism (Saleemi, 1992) 

 

Figure 2 clearly shows that so far as the acquisition of grammar was concerned, it 

was completely left to heuristics. Questions relating to the bulk, location and order etc. of 

grammatical categories of a language were all left unanswered. 

 

1.2.3 The Nativist Model 

The nativists’ argument is almost completely the opposite of the behaviorist 

approach. On the view of nativists (Chomsky, 1976, 1980; Pinker, 1984), from the very 

character of human language(s), it is humanly impossible to learn a highly complex 

cognitive system, such as human language merely on induction. According to Chomsky 

(2002), the path they (behaviorists) have assumed so far as learning a language is concerned 

is a futile one with no possible termination point. The solution to the impossibility of 

learning only from experience may lie on the one hand in limiting the hypotheses space in 

the shape of assuming domain specific innate learning principles and on the other hand the 

application of such learning principles generally to UG and specifically to the P&P model 

of UG (Chomsky, 1976). The nativist approach may be schematized as in Figure 3. 

  Input data         Knowledge of language 

Figure 3: Nativist Learning Mechanism (Saleemi, 1992) 

LT+UG 

LT 
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It is this third rationalist approach which is the focus of the current study and shall 

be elaborated in the upcoming pages. 

Apart from the above three models, Saleemi (1992) also talks of two other models. 

One is N. Chomsky’s (1980) model as schematized in Figure 4. 

 

Input data      Knowledge of language 

Figure 4: Extreme Nativist Learning Mechanism (Saleemi, 1992) 

In Figure 4, “” represents complete absence of any learning mechanism on the 

part of learner and leaves little room for induction. This model in a way is self-contradictory 

refuting even the P&P model. 

Finally, language acquisition, by and large, consists of a variety of clearly arbitrary 

facts of a particular language, possibly not covered by the P&P approach and which may 

be termed as an augmented model of learning. 

 

1.2.4 Augmented Model of Learning 

In order to compensate for the factors not covered by the nativist model (Figure 3) 

another model schematized in Figure 5 has been proposed. Thus besides LT and UG which 

represented the domain specific specialized learning principles and the innate grammatical 

knowledge, additional general learning principles are also given some role in arriving at 

complete linguistic knowledge. In the modified proposed schema as represented in Figure 

+UG 
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5 linguistic knowledge shall now consist of LTg (general learning principles), LTs 

(Specialized domain specific learning principles) and UG. 

 Input data      Knowledge of language 

Figure 5: Augmented Nativist Learning Mechanism (Saleemi, 1992) 

 

The implication in Figure 5 isthat the domain general learning mechanisms may 

also play a subsidiary role if ever there could be a possibility of a comprehensive theory of 

acquisition (Saleemi, 1992; Wexler & Culicover, 1980). The possibility of the role of the 

domain general rules is supported by empirical findings from previous studies (Becker, 

2005; Kirby, 2010) and even the findings of the present study where it has been shown that 

the subset principle does not have a one-to-one correspondence with parameterized values 

during acquisition. 

From the point of view of hypotheses space, the above mentioned five models of 

learnability may also be represented on a line of continuum as shown in Figure 6. The two 

extremes of the line of continuum represent the hypotheses space as a whole. 

 

  

LTg+LTs+UG 
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Domain Specific Learning 

Principles 

Nativists 

LTs + UG 

 

 

 

  A         

 B 

Extreme nativism 

LT = θ + UG 

 

 

 

Limited role of general learning 

Principles 

LTs +LTg + UG 

 

 Behaviourism 

                      LT (Inherent general learning principles) 

 

Figure 6: Hypotheses Space of the different learning models 

 

 

 

1.3 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

From a general theoretical perspective the present study aims to find out how much 

of a match exists between the abstract representation of the language faculty and the actual 

behaviour of the learners of a language. In other words, the purpose of the present study is 

to find out whether the P&P (1981) model’s descriptive adequacy is supported by 

explanatory adequacy in the light of learnability theory. 

In light of the above, the existing study’s specific objective is to arrive at some 

empirical evidence by administering the specific constructions under investigation to the 

participants of this study. The findings of this study, it is hoped, will contribute to the 
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relative viability of the sub-set principle which is employed in this study as the evaluation 

metric for identifying the parameterized grammars. The same evaluation metric (the sub-

set principle) at the same time determines the order of acquisition as well. Finally, the 

present study also aims to determine the role of L1 (Pashto) during acquisition of L2 

(English), again within the parameterized framework crosslinguistically. 

 

1.4 DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The existing study has taken into consideration only those verbs from the categories 

of control (like, ask, try) and raising (tend, seem, appear) constructions which fall into a 

clear dichotomy Perlmutter (1979) and Becker (2005). These two categories of verbs have 

been termed by Kirby (2010) as ‘true/pure’ control and ‘true/pure’ raising verbs. 

Alongside, such verbs there are other verbs, which simultaneously act as raising (1) and 

control (2) verbs (e.g., begin, continue, and fail). It is the first category verbs, i.e., true 

raising/control which are the focus of the present study. 

 

1.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

The number of research studies so far as L1 acquisition of the constructions under 

investigation is concerned, has a long list. Some of them are in favour of the sub-set 

principle while others do not. On the other hand, studies (Tattam, 2011; White, 1989) on 

the same constructions in L2 are few in number. The findings from those L2 are not fully in 



 

 

11 

 

line the sub-set principle approach. Overall, it means that the specific constructions under 

investigation are in need of further research. According to Miesel (2011) the quest for 

finding answer to the question of the extent of access to UG during L2 acquisition and, 

particularly, the operationalization of the parameterized principle which pose a serious 

challenge both in first and second language acquisition research. It is hoped that further 

research, including the existing one in this area, may lead to additional insights, both in the 

field of acquisition research and the faculty of human language. In the literature on the 

operationalization of the sub-set principle it has been shown that behaviour wise (Becker, 

2005; Kirby, 2010; White, 1989), the learners do not follow the sub-set principle. The 

findings of these studies do not suggest a rejection of the sub-set principle; rather it has 

been suggested that the theoretical constructs of Move and Merge needs to be revisited and 

redefined. 

The findings of the present study may also have implications on the pedagogical 

front. If ever it is proved that learners do follow a particular natural order in arriving at 

parameterized grammars, it would have beneficial contributions in designing the syllabi in 

academic environments. 

Finally, the present study may also shed some light on the role of L1 in teaching an 

L2 which in the present case is English. 
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1.6 FOCUS OF THE STUDY 

The theory of UG, initially presented in the shape of a hypothetical Language 

Acquisition Device (LAD) (Chomsky, 1965; Saleemi, 1992), through successive revisions, 

has moved from general grammatical representation to the specific modules terminating in 

the Government and Binding (GB) theory (Chomsky, 1981). From a learnability 

perspective (Saleemi, 1992), Chomsky’s (1981) UG is basically a characterization of the 

initial stage of child language. UG had to answer two main questions, i.e., the “what” of 

learning and the “how” of learning. The answer to the “what” part had been, up to certain 

extent, theoretically given by the P&P model. For a solution to the manner (how) of 

learning, domain specific learning principles (as outlined in the above various models) have 

been proposed. Grammars in a language and across languages are parameterized and it is 

the domain specific learning principles which guide the learners in recognizing and 

selecting the relevant parameterized values of a parameter in a particular predetermined 

fashion. Keeping the above discussion in mind, the present study is mapped on the 

acquisition mechanism schematized in Figure 3. 

From a procedural perspective, UG on the whole provides the field of grammar of 

a particular language and learning theory acts as a surveying mechanism, selecting the 

essentials of a grammar which, in turn, has broader implications during acquisition. This 

interaction between UG and the learning domain is usually assumed to be instantiated in 

the linguistic behavior of the learners at different developmental stages. This, in turn, gives 

evidence of the presence of some such processes going on particularly at the initial stages 

of language acquisition. The correspondence between the internal mechanism (UG and 
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learnability principles) and its simultaneous occurrence in the linguistic behavior is a 

protean issue. This has to do with factors such as maturation and performance. Thus great 

care is taken not only in the selection of the subjects but at the same time, in the overall 

design of a research study and the type of constructions that are being administered to the 

selected subjects in psycholinguistic research. The focus in such studies, generally is on 

the presence/availability of either UG principle or learnability principles or may be both. 

Some researchers (Grimshaw & Rosan, 1990; Karmiloff-Smith, 1987) are suspicious and 

have put a note of caution regarding a strong connection between the internal learning 

processes and their simultaneous exhibitions at different developmental stages. On the 

other hand, it is argued that for learnability theory to be viable, it cannot ignore the actual 

developmental paths in some form during learning behavior (Pinker, 1984; White, 1981). 

Having drawn a global procedural mechanism for arriving at linguistic knowledge, we may 

now turn to a cogent principle of learnability theory (the subset principle) and delineate the 

manner in which this principle may guide a learner in the identification and subsequent 

fixing of parameterized values of a particular parameter. 

 

1.7 THE SUB-SET PRINCIPLE 

The subset principle both in L1 and L2 studies (Becker, 2005; Kirby, 2010; Saleemi, 

1992; White, 1989) is half of the answer to the gaps (learnability issue and representational 

issue). The representational half is taken care of by UG, particularly by the P&P model; 

whereas the learnability part is attended to by the innate domain specific learnability 



 

 

14 

 

principles. The subset principle specifically guides the learners from the perspective of the 

order of acquisition of the parameterized grammars in a language. 

Grammars in a language and across languages may not only be parameterized but 

also stand in a subset-superset relationship. The across languages example is the binary 

division of Null-subject vs. Non-Null Subject languages (Saleemi, 1992), whereas the 

within language example of parameterized grammars is the case of Control and Raising 

constructions in English which stands in a subset-superset relationship. On the nativist 

approach, natural language data have no room for negative evidence and it is claimed that 

natural language provides only positive evidence which may be employed by the learners 

through limited induction. From the subset point of view, the respective values of the 

parameters in a language are arranged in such a fashion that one value of a parameter is 

contained in the other. The one contained in the other is termed as the restrictive grammar 

and similarly the containing one is called a wider grammar. In such cases, it is proposed 

that the restrictive and the wider grammars stand in a subset-superset relationship. 

According to the subset principle, it is the subset grammar which during acquisition is 

selected first, followed by the superset/wider grammar. The reason given is that natural 

languages lack negative evidence and once a learner in his choice of grammar(s) goes for 

the wider grammar, there will be no room for correction due to absence of any negative 

evidence. 
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1.8 CONTROL AND RAISING CONSTRUCTIONS 

The pair of constructions which is being investigated in the present study under the 

subset principle are the grammatical constructions respectively termed as control and 

raising. These constructions stand in a subset-superset relationship in the English language. 

 

1.8.1 Subject Control (SC) and Raising to Subject (RS) Constructions 

As can be seen, both control and raising verbs prima facie fit well in the syntactic 

frame in (1) in English. 

(1) a. The baby tends [ t to eat the porridge]       (raising) 

b. The baby likes [PRO to eat the porridge] (control) 

The important difference between (1a) and (1b) may be explained as: 

In (1a), the embedded NP moves from the subject position of the infinitival clause 

to the subject position of the matrix clause leaving behind a trace t, whereas in (1b), no 

movement of the embedded NP is involved and there PRO acts as the subject of the 

infinitival clause. Despite the fact that both control and raising verbs can occur in the same 

type of syntactic frame, it is only the raising verbs which have the capacity to give room to 

expletive subjects, as can be seen in (2): 

(2) a. There tends to be rains in Monsoons 

b. There likes to be rains in Monsoons 
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Going by the hypothesis of the sub-set principle, children’s first assumptions 

regarding a novel verb given in (3) should be that of a control verb as against a raising one. 

Suppose the learner has made a wrong guess regarding (3), there is a possibility that the 

learner may come across (2a) in which case the learner stands a chance of correcting 

her/himself in revising her/his first guess. If it is assumed that for a single verb there is no 

possibility of having simultaneous membership in two verb classes, subsequent evidence 

of a verb’s occurrence with expletive subject shall imply that the verb in question cannot 

assign an external theta-role and is therefore categorized as a raising verb excluding the 

possibility being a control verb. On the contrary, if the learner’s first assumption regarding 

the novel verb in (3) is a raising guess, there is no possibility of the wrong guess to be 

refuted with positive evidence as (2b) never occurs as positive datum in the input data. 

(3) The baby gorps to eat the porridge 

 

 

Figure 7: Logical path from restrictive to wider grammar (Becker, 2005, p. 53) 
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This is what has been referred to as the “null hypothesis” in the context of nativist 

approach to acquisition of syntax. This relative complexity of control and raising 

constructions has consistently been assumed in a series of acquisition studies (Becker, 

2005; Frank, 1998; Kirby, 2010). In fact, from a developmental perspective (Borer & 

Wexler, 1987; Hirsch & Wexler, 2007; Wexler, 2002), the relative order of acquisition of 

these constructions has been ascribed to the availability/non-availability of “A-movement” 

mechanism which is not available to child learners before attaining the age of five years. 

On this approach control (narrower grammar) which must be acquired first, compared to 

raising, which is regarded as a broader and more complex grammar. According to Becker, 

“the primary difference between raising and control verbs is that control verbs stand in a 

thematic/selectional relationship with the matrix subjects, but raising verbs do not” 

(Becker, 2005, p. 54). 

A related phenomenon to the issue of A-movement is the question of “the economy 

of derivation” (Kirby, 2010). From the perspective of economy of derivation, there are 

different approaches. On the one hand, researchers (Chomsky, 1995; Hornstein, 2001) 

claim that Merge (PRO) is more economical as compared to Move (raising). Similarly, 

Shima (2000) is of the view that Move is more economical. Shima’s (2000) view is not 

only supported by previous empirical findings (Kirby, 2010; McElree & Bever, 1989) but 

also the findings from the present study bend in Shima’s (2000) direction, as discussed in 

chapter 5 of the current study. 
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1.8.2 Object Control (OC) and Raising to Object (RO) 

The second pair of constructions, which the present study investigates from the 

perspective of the subset principle, consists of OC and RO constructions. This pair of 

constructions, i.e., RO like RS in the first pair represents a wider grammar as compared to 

the OC constructions. Similarly, RO verbs allow embedded expletive subjects, whereas 

OC constructions do not allow expletive as well as inanimate subjects. The crucial 

difference between RO and OC constructions once again is that RO verbs carry less theta-

roles as compared to OC verbs as shown in (5). 

(5) a. “Gracen wanted/needed/#asked/#told the wine to be red”. 

b. “Gracen wanted/needed/*asked/*told there to be more wine glasses”. 

       (Kirby, 2010, p. 1) 

1.9 LEARNABILITY FRAMEWORK 

One of the basic objectives of learnability theory is not only to identify but 

simultaneously to look into the relevant sub-components of the concept of language 

learning systematically. The sub-components that are taken into consideration include the 

subjects, the nature of data that the subjects come across and the grammatical structures 

that are being learned. In this connection, the researcher has adopted the learning paradigm 

(Osherson, Stob, & Weinstein, 1984, 1986) also adopted by Saleemi (1992). After a brief 

introduction of this concept, it will be resorted to consistently as an overall framework in 

the discussion on the different aspects of learnability. 
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For any learning paradigm, it is necessary, as a first step, to dilate on the 

characterization of what is being learned, i.e., it must explain the grammatical structures of 

the language in question under a well-established linguistic theory. Secondly, it must also 

explain as to how the characterized grammars are going to be learned. 

In the present study, the manner of learning is the way the subset principle guides 

the learners in identifying the relevant control and raising constructions. The third 

component that a learnability framework must take into consideration is the learner (i.e., 

whether the learner is L1 learner and their respective ages and similarly in L2 studies, their 

educational background plus their relevant L1). In addition to the above three components, 

some characterization of the context is also necessary in which the data may be 

administered to the learners. In a nutshell, the following definition adopted by Saleemi 

(2005) from Osherson, et al. (1986) may suffice here: 

“A learning paradigm means any precise rendition of the basic concept of learning”. 

(Saleemi, 2005, p. 30)  

According to Osherson, et al. (1986, pp. 30,31), a learning paradigm must zero-in 

on the following four components. 

(6) a. The subject(s) 

b. The grammars that are to be learned. 

c. The conditions in which the learner(s) may come across the input data 

d. The hypotheses space determined by (6 b & c). 
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In addition to the above four factors, there is also the criterion of success which 

states that learning may be considered to have been achieved when there is a mapping 

correspondence between the hypotheses of the learner(s) and the linguistic input which s/he 

comes across. 

While designing the present study, the researcher has given considerable weight to 

all the four components of the learning paradigms mentioned in the above framework. So 

far as the subjects in the present study are concerned, they are L2 learners of English. For 

the purpose of analyzing the developmental data in the present study, the subjects have 

been selected from three different education levels, i.e., intermediate (FA), Bachelors (BS) 

and Masters (MS). These three groups of subjects belong to the non-native subjects, i.e., 

L2 learners of English. In addition to these three groups, the present study also contains 

another group (native speakers of English) called the base line data. 

The second component, i.e., identification of the grammars is also well defined. 

The focus is on the acquisition of control and raising constructions which have been the 

topic of intensive debate to date both on the theoretical front and from the developmental 

perspective. In previous studies, these constructions have been tested on the measure of 

“Acceptability Judgments”, such as “Grammaticality Judgments” as well as on the “Truth 

Value Judgments” (Mackey & Gass, 2005). In the present study, the researcher has opted 

for the grammaticality judgment task design which suited the linguistic context of the 

present study as well as the learners. Finally, the hypotheses space in the present study is 

based on the approach wherein the subset principle in combination with UG 
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parameterization may not only limit the time duration but also determine the respective 

order of acquisition. 

From what the researcher has already presented in the previous pages, one can see 

that the learnability theory of language learning has its origins in a reaction to the 

impossible general learning paradigm of Behaviorism. Learnability theory has, from day 

one, its roots firmly grounded in idealization on formal grounds. The nativist tradition has 

evolved down from its initial extreme nativist perspective to a more pragmatic yet 

principled view of language acquisition. The purpose in this tradition is not just to idealize 

for the sake of idealization. The ultimate purpose is to move away gradually from such 

principled idealization to a willingness to test the formal linguistic theory inductively. The 

present study too is a venture to bridge the gap between the idealized principles and the 

actual empirical conditions on the ground. 

 

1.9.1  Learning Types 

From the perspective of language acquisition, language learning may involve 

several distinct but interrelated processes, resulting in three main types of learning on the 

amount of learning involved. 

 

(7) a.  Innatism 

b.  limited learning 

c.  ambient learning 
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The first type of learning, also called maturation, intrinsically has no element of 

learning and is purely deterministic in nature. This type of mechanism is controlled by 

biological growth of the LAD and is instantiated by the natural development of the 

linguistic principles (Borer & Wexler, 1987; Radford, 2009; Wexler, 1989). It is in the 

second type of the learning view (nativism) that the role of learning is introduced. On this 

view, the limited inductive learning from linguistic input data is constrained by innate UG 

parameterized mechanism (Lightfoot, 1989; Piattelli-Palmarini, 1989; Roeper & Williams, 

1987). In the third case, the learning mechanism is an un-bridled one and the learner has to 

heavily sift the input data without being guided or constrained by any innate domain 

specific mechanism. This is what may be termed as observational learning. The approach 

of the present study is based on a combination of (7a & b) and it tries to find out whether 

these same learning processes may also operate in second language acquisition of the 

constructions under investigation or not. 

 

1.10 METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study is to find out whether behavior-wise, the L2 learners 

exhibit some evidence of the order of acquisition assumed under the sub-set principle as 

proposed by Wexler and Manzini (1987). The specific grammatical constructions that are 

the focus of this study, are the two pairs of (a) Subject Control (SC) and Raising to Subject 

(RS) infinitival by clausal constructions and (b) Object Control (OC) and Raising to Object 

(RO) constructions, respectively. The measures (methodology) adopted in the present 

study are the classical context independent grammaticality judgment tests and two 



 

 

23 

 

additional translation tasks. Since the focus of the present study is on the abstract principles 

of universal grammar (parameterized variations) and the subset principle of learnability, 

the subsequent choice of different measures was dictated by the abstract nature of the 

principles in question. On the whole the design consists of four tasks elaborated in the 

Methodology Chapter of this study. 

The subjects for the present study broadly included two groups, i.e., non-native 

learners of English and native speakers of English (N=147). The non-native subjects 

initially (n=127) were recruited from two public sector universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan, i.e., Islamia College University Peshawar (n=71) and Hazara 

University, Mansehra (n=56). The first translation task acted as a gate keeping test and 

after administering this task, the number of overall non-native subjects came down to 

n=115. It is these (n=115) subjects, who were subsequently tested on the three tasks, i.e., 

two grammaticality judgment tasks and the second translation task. In addition to the non-

native group(s) , there was a native (English L1) group (n=20) from the Universities of 

Oregon, Eugene, Oregon and World Learning Brattleboro, Vermont from United States of 

America who were sent only the two grammaticality judgment tasks online. The 

participants from the native group acted as base line data in the present research design. 

The second translation task, in which the non-native subjects had to translate Pashto (L1) 

raising and control constructions into English (L2), was designed with the express purpose 

to find out whether there was any effect of the L1 during acquisition of the L2 control and 

raising constructions. In all the four tasks designed for the present study, the basic aim is 

to find out whether in their behavior on control and raising constructions, the L2 learners 

follow the subset principle or otherwise. 
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1.11 RATIONALE OF THE STUDY 

The interaction of UG principles with learnability principles during acquisition has 

attracted numerous researchers’ attention, particularly after the publication of the formal 

study of Wexler and Manzini (1987). In the same decade, there was another noticeable 

change, i.e., attempts at studying second language acquisition research grounded in UG 

theory had also become an established area. Questions like grammatical complexity and 

the projection problem which were mostly considered to be limited to child acquisition 

were also appropriated to be equally applicable to second language research (Bley-

Vroman, 1986; Cook, 1985; White, 1985; Zobl, 1989). So far as the formal parameterized 

approach of Wexler and Manzini (1987) to language acquisition is concerned, there has 

been a series of empirical studies both in L1 and L2 areas with L1 studies exceeding the 

number of L2 studies. In the L1 area, there are conflicting findings. The findings from other 

researchers (Borer & Wexler, 1987; Hirsch & Wexler, 2007; Wexler, 2002) support a 

maturational view and are somewhat in line with the subset principle’s order. Against this 

are the L1 findings (Becker, 2005; Kirby, 2010; Saleemi, 1992) which do not support the 

subset principle. On the maturation view, the number of studies on studying learnability 

theory are rare in second language acquisition (Tattem, 2011; White, 1989). The findings 

of these two studies show that the subset principle does not operate in L2 learning with the 

additional findings showing the phenomenon of L1 transference as well. Keeping in view 

the conflicting findings from L1 studies as well as the limited number of research studies 

in L2 area, the researcher felt that the nativist view is still in need of empirical verification. 

The present study is a continuation of the same quest for finding out some meeting ground 

between linguistic and learnability theory. 
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1.12 HYPOTHESES 

1. While learning parameterized grammars (control and raising) L2 learners, similar 

to L1 learners initially entertain a narrower grammar (control) followed by the 

wider one (raising) through positive evidence only. 

 

2. On the subset hypotheses, L1 transference would be negligible cross-

linguistically. 

 

3. Second Language acquisition, like L1 acquisition, is an approximation of the 

process of interaction between UG and domain specific learning principles. 

 

4. Both UG and learnability mechanisms remain intact and are as much available in 

L2 acquisition as in the case of L1 acquisition. 

In the light of the above hypotheses (1-4), the researcher has made specific 

assumptions. 

 

1.13 ASSUMPTIONS 

For the GJ tasks (i to iii) and for the second translation task (iv and v), the following 

assumptions had been framed: 

i. If the subjects’ first guess regarding control and raising is a control construction 

(narrower grammar) guess and if (as is required) they assume an animate subject 

for the control verbs, they may perform better on control constructions as compared 

to the raising ones. 
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ii. If the subjects’ guess regarding control and raising constructions is a raising one 

(contra subset principle), they may perform better on raising constructions as 

compared to the control ones. 

iii. In the final case, if these adult subjects do have a mature knowledge of raising and 

control constructions, they may behave like the control group. 

iv. If the subset principle interacts with UG during acquisition of the constructions 

under investigation, the learners would go for the restrictive grammar and in this 

case, they would initially produce sentences without the complementizer. 

v. If not, the subjects may produce sentences which shall, at least initially, have 

complementizer in their L2 targeted sentences. 

 

1.14 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The present study explores the following research questions. 

1. Whether or not the L2 learners follow the subset principle order, i.e., their initial 

guess regarding control and raising constructions is a narrower one or the other way 

round? 

2. Whether or not while acquiring control and raising grammars, the L2 (English) 

learners instantiate any L1 (Pashto) transference phenomenon. 

3. Whether or not the UG parameterized grammatical representations interact with the 

subset principle as assumed in L1 acquisition. 
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4. Whether or not UG and learnability principles (the subset principle in the present 

case) remain intact in L2 acquisition and whether they are as much operative as in 

the case of L1 acquisition. 

 

1.15 ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

In Chapter 1, a brief introduction of the nature of the grammatical representation 

of the constructions under investigation has been given. This is followed by a historical 

sketch of the learnability theory. The main focus is to arrive at some mapping between the 

abstract grammatical representation and learnability mechanism. Keeping this in mind the 

different models of learning have also been sketched out. This is followed by the 

introduction of the sub-set principle which is a main tenet of learnability theory. The 

construction of Raising and Control are also briefly touched showing how these grammars 

stand in a parameterized relation to each other. In the light of the above, constructs and the 

learnability theory (the sub-set principle) specific research questions and hypotheses are 

also part of this chapter. 

Chapter 2 begins with the evolution of the concept of Gaps (the logical problem 

of language acquisition) from a nativist perspective. Following this, the researcher has 

shown how the research tools and findings from first language acquisition have been 

appropriated to second language acquisition research. Previous theoretical literature on the 

formal representation of grammars (P&P) and learnability perspective have also been 

described. It has also been shown that raising and control constructions have been 
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explained in a variety of approaches. These include control theory, movement theory, and 

feature theory. A brief contrastive analysis of raising and control constructions in English 

and Pashto is also presented. Finally, the empirical findings on the constructions under 

investigation, both in first and second language acquisition, fall in this chapter. 

Chapter 3 deals with the experimental study mainly derived from learnability 

hypotheses. This chapter gives a characterization of the subjects, the test items, the 

particular design of the two acceptability judgment tasks and the subsequent translation 

tasks.  

Chapter 4 mainly presents the statistical data arrived at after the application of the 

test of logistic regression to the raw data obtained from the participants. 

Finally, in Chapter 5, the results from different tasks have been analyzed and 

discussed in the light of the hypotheses that had already been framed. The findings from 

the present study have also been compared with the previous findings on the same 

constructions. The study is concluded by answering the four research questions posed at 

the outset of the present dissertation. 
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Chapter 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

2 BACKGROUND TO THE PRESENT STUDY 

The present study is anchored within the Cartesian philosophy (Chomsky, 2002) 

which aims at finding out the abstract principles which are at work in the human mind and 

help (in the present case) L2 learners independently to work-out linguistic knowledge for 

themselves. No doubt the linguistic data, the learners come across act only as a trigger for 

the development and subsequent use of that knowledge base. In linguistics, prior to 1960s, 

behaviourism with its stimulus/response mechanism was the norm, both in first and second 

language acquisition. In behaviourism, it was assumed that mind and body are two separate 

domains. In addition, the behaviourists (Johnson, 2004) held the assumption that the human 

mind, being an abstraction, could not be studied directly through observation and 

subsequent the operationalizational tools of the positivist experimental tradition. The only 

way one could study human language was the “external environment”, the actual physical 

performance data from which a learner could glean linguistic knowledge. It was only 

through continuous exposure and repetition that various grammatical structures became 

part of ones repertoire of linguistic knowledge. Through experiments within the 

mechanism of stimulus and response, subjects were observed and evaluated on the basis of 

their linguistic behavior. Every repetitive structure was counted and correlations were 

counted between performance and occurrence of particular grammatical structures. The 

participants’ subjective views were not only played down but also discouraged.  



 

 

30 

 

At the dawn of the second half of the twentieth century, Chomsky (1965) came up 

with a revolutionary theory of Universal Grammar (UG). He not only turned the tables on 

the behaviourists by questioning the very tradition of empiricism (N. Chomsky, 1976) but 

at the same gave a new direction to linguistics and language studies. Since then, the theory 

has undergone metamorphosis through continual revisions and is generally known as 

“linguistic nativism”. Chomsky (1976) in his famous interview with the French linguist 

Mitso Ronat, has been continuously drawing our attention to the inadequacy of the 

empiricist approach to the nature of linguistic theory. He termed their very direction not 

only wrong but futile as well. In the first place, the apparent surface form of language 

(performance) is extremely diverse. It is humanly and logically impossible to learn the 

linguistic rules and the interface domains that language in general carries within its 

structure. This flaw in the empiricist approach is termed by Chomsky (1965) as the logical 

problem of language acquisition. In the generative approach, it is now an established fact 

that child language acquisition has some basic features like uniform pattern and rapidity 

across all languages. This, according to Chomsky (1965), could not be achieved only 

through exposure to performance data and in limited duration in which children acquire 

their language. This process of rapid and uniform pattern of acquisition and its 

inexplicability on behaviourist tenets has been termed as “Chomsky’s problem” (Frank, 

1998). 

A second objection to the behaviourist school of thought is in relation to the 

availability/non-availability of positive/negative linguistic evidence during acquisition 

(Radford, 2009). While acquiring a language, a child is never corrected whenever s/he uses 

a wrong construction. So, the question arises as to who/what guides the child in arriving at 
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the correct grammar? There is no answer from behaviourism to the solution of the wrong 

assumption(s) which a child may make during acquisition. It is at such crucial junctures 

that formalism comes up with formal principles. Chomsky’s (1981) formalist approach 

proposed solutions to the numerous questions left unanswered by the behaviourists. 

Generative approach is a revival and continuation of the Cartesian philosophy which 

maintains a separation between mind and body and the mind is given an upper-hand. From 

a “hypothetico-deductive” (Johnson, 2004) perspective particular universal principles are 

assumed and keeping these principles in mind, hypotheses are framed which are then put 

to test under experimental conditions. In this way, the universal grammatical 

principles/rules and their existence and application at abstract level are logically deduced. 

 

2.1 FORMALIST APPROACH 

Formalists again are divided into two groups/traditions—“hypothetico-deductive” 

and the “information processing-computational” models (Harre', Rom, & Gillett, 1994). In 

generative research, initially the hypothetico-deductive tradition was dominant. In the first, 

group experiments were designed to validate the psychological reality and existence of 

universal grammatical principles and language specific parameters. The examples of such 

experiments are studies like (Chomsky, 1969; Martohardjono & Flynn, 1995; McElree & 

Bever, 1989; Waterbury & Tucker, 1978). In the second group different models have been 

designed with the expressed purpose to find out the processing paths and mechanisms 

employed during language acquisition both at the level of production and comprehension. 

Example studies in the processing tradition are Gass (1988) model of SLA and Levelt, 
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Roelofs, and Meyer’s(1999) model of speech production. Recently, studies are conducted 

by combining orthodox formalist principle testing studies and the fine-grained 

computational processing model (Clark & Lappin, 2010). Studies on raising and control 

constructions by Frank (1998) and generally on production and comprehension (Izumi, 

2003) are a few recent examples. Such combinatorial studies have been termed as the 

“nomothetic scientific tradition” (Markee, 1994; Ochsner, 1979). The nomothetic tradition 

combines the formalism of Chomskyan tradition with the logico-statistical procedures of 

modern science and attempts to fix the comprehension and production paths in the 

proposed models (Frank, 1998; Joshi, 1990; Rambo & Joshi, 1994). The nomothetic 

approach boils down to the view that there is only one single reality and this reality could 

only be explained through universal scientific principles and rules. This assimilates to 

Boeckx' (2006) view which states that if there is any possibility for human beings to have 

some understanding of the nature of human language faculty, it could only be within the 

scientific tradition of Galilean framework. As the Galilean framework had been successful 

in achieving great milestones in the field of Physics, the same pattern of achievements may 

possibly be replicated in the field of linguistics.  

 

2.2 THE LOGICAL PROBLEM OF LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 

Coming back to Chomsky’s problem (Frank, 1998), there are two hurdles which 

cannot be overcome by children from the bare performance data. The first relates to 

structural knowledge. Frank (1998) gives the example of question formation. In simple 
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sentences like (1), a child’s first guess, i.e., movement of the (linear) first auxiliary to the 

left of the subject position may be a correct one. 

(8) “Will Felix eat three mangoes?” (Frank, 1998, p. 250) 

When it comes to the case of complex constructions like 9 (a), (b) and (c), the 

assumption of movement of the first linearly occurring auxiliary fails.  

(9) (a)  “The girl who I had seen will eat three mangoes.” 

(b) “Will the girl who I had seen eat three mangoes?” 

(c)  “Had the girl who I had seen eat three mangoes?” (Frank, 1998, p. 250) 

The question arises as to what guides the child in framing the right assumption (9 

b). For it is clear that in real life situation, we do not come across constructions like (9 c). 

Put in Chomskyan logic, there is no negative evidence in real life language nor do parents 

ever try to teach or correct their children in such situations. In other words, performance 

data on behaviourist assumption of accumulation of linguistic data fails to provide 

satisfactory answer to language acquisition (Boeckx, 2006). Citing childes database, he 

demonstrates that the instances of question formation especially in the case of complex 

constructions, are statistically negligible. Chomsky’s (1976) answer to such instances is 

the existence of independent grammatical principles which are only and only structure 

dependent. Chomsky (1976) set a direction wherein it was explicitly shown that linguistic 

studies, especially language acquisition studies, could be fruitful if we looked inward 

(competence) and discovered the deeper rules and principles. Linguistic theory was still in 

need of answers to some basic questions. 
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To answer these questions, Chomsky (1980) put forward his Government and 

Binding (GB) theory. Within GB, different sub-theories (for example, theta theory) and 

modules (for example, control module) were put forward for explaining particular 

grammatical phenomena. This had a burgeoning effect so far as the grammatical principles 

and rules are concerned. Generative theory grew into complexity and critics started 

questioning the viability of the generative enterprise. In particular, it was moving away 

from Gold’s (1967) learnability theorem or what may be called “Gold’s Problem”. On 

Gold’s “criteria of identification in the limit”, it was impossible to learn even the natural 

classes of simple languages by a learner. Put another way, from the performance data to 

which a child is exposed, on the criteria formal learning, language learning was not 

possible. It is to this phenomenon that the researcher alluded with reference to the ever 

increasing complexity of GB rules. 

From acquisition point of view, the generative enterprise in the 1960s and 70s was 

a quest to find out a formal solution to the question of knowledge shape and its development 

during acquisition. It is worth-mentioning here that Chomsky’s (1965) theory of 

acquisition is strictly restricted to first language acquisition. This is clear from his 

framework in which he uses terms such as “ideal native speaker” and “uniformity of 

acquisition”. Later on in the 1970s and 80s researchers in second language acquisition 

came up with questions and findings which were somewhat similar to the L1 acquisition 

settings (Gass & Schachter, 1989). One such question in SLA was “the poverty of stimulus 

argument”. It was felt that second language acquisition, being somewhat similar to L1 

acquisition, may also be studied from the perspective of UG availability/non-availability. 

Central to the generative theory of acquisition is the concept of Language Acquisition 
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Device (LAD) which carries within it universal formal principles which guide the learner 

in arriving at particular grammars within a short span of time. 

 

2.3 UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR 

Despite the settlement of the issue of the logical problem of language acquisition, 

there still remained certain questions that needed to be answered. If UG under the P&P 

hypothesis provides guidelines for language learning, the question arises as to why a child 

takes such a long duration in arriving at adult-like grammar. Is UG not mature? Or in other 

words, what is the exact nature of UG during the initial 5 years’ period. Even beyond this 

period, there exist certain grammatical categories which pose serious problems in L1/L2 

acquisition (raising and control constructions which are the focus of the present study). 

This time-bound grammatical development and the abstract formal principles which may 

guide a child’s linguistic growth have been termed by Frank (1998) as the “Empirical 

Problem” of first language acquisition. The bulk of research on syntactic development in 

child language research has concentrated on the question of the partial/whole availability 

of all the syntactic categories from day one. Such issues were raised because not all the 

syntactic categories, particularly the functional categories, are realized in child acquisition 

data. Naturally, the question regarding similarity/difference between child and adult 

grammar was raised. The lack/deficit of functional categories in L1 acquisition data has 

been explained from two different perspectives. 
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In the first place, it is assumed that all the syntactic categories are present in child 

grammar from the very beginning. This approach is called the strong continuity hypothesis. 

The absence or non-realization of certain syntactic categories is attributed to certain 

shortcomings in the processing mechanism. As the child ages, the capacity of the 

processing system of a child also increases and the number of grammatical categories also 

appreciate qualitatively. On the whole, there is no difference in the grammatical 

representations at abstract level in child and adult grammar as for as strong continuity 

hypothesis is concerned. A second proposal regarding the gaps or late developments of 

certain syntactic categories in child acquisition data is a biological/maturational one (Borer 

& Wexler, 1987; Felix, 1984). On this genetic version of UG, the universal principles are 

initially in an embryonic stage. Such principles and their dependent formal mechanism 

grow according to a predetermined program. The syntactic categories, dependent on these 

formal principles, naturally had to wait until such principles are active. The phenomenon 

of parmeterization of certain principles (in the present study, the case of raising and control 

constructions) depends on the age factor which approximately falls after age 6 in child 

acquisition. According to Lardier (Lardiere, 2007), acquisition (explanatory adequacy) in 

first language may be reduced to the phenomenon of only the functional categories. There 

is yet another version of the strong continuity hypothesis which claims that all the syntactic 

categories----lexical as well as functional, are present in a child’s language faculty before 

the age of 5 (Crain & Fodor, 1993; Hamburger & Crain, 1982, 1984). Their claim is that 

children’s under-performance on grammar in certain experimental context is not due to 

representational immaturity; rather it is due to the complexity of the non-linguistic act-out 

task(s) which obstruct them from uttering proper grammatical responses. The performance 
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of their subjects improved when the complex non-linguistic aspects of the experimental 

settings were simplified. 

 

2.4 SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION AND UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR 

Before 1970s, SLA research was grounded in pedagogical milieu and most of the 

studies were conducted from the perspective of how best to study a second language in 

classroom settings. Questions were raised regarding the formal linguistic factors which 

might be at work in second language learning as they have been in the case of child 

language (Gass & Schachter, 1989). It was found that the problems faced by the second 

language learners were somewhat similar to the child learning situation. One such 

commonality is “the argument from the poverty of the stimulus”. L2 learners produced 

constructions which they had never come across during learning. It was thus proposed that 

apart from language acquisition skills, there must be some formal principles on the analogy 

of L1 findings which may be at work during SLA. It was with this idea of availability/non-

availability of an abstract formal system that L2 researchers (Flynn, 1983, 1987; Liceras, 

1986, 1989; White, 1985) started looking at L2 acquisition. SLA research questions were 

now framed within a proper linguistic theory. By arriving at the basic mechanism which 

might be at work in SLA, research in this area would stand on firm and independent 

grounds. It was also hoped that under the UG framework, SLA research findings may be 

explained within a uniform theory, where apart from UG the role of L1, in L2 acquisition, 

may also be given consideration. Finally, it was expected that under the assumption of UG 

availability/non-availability, the question of final attainment in L2 acquisition may also be 
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settled once and for all. In L1 acquisition, it has been assumed that only those functional 

categories related to a particular language are realized (White, 2000). What happens to 

those functional categories which are not activated in a particular L1? Do they wither away 

or they remain active. It is these unused/non-realized functional categories which are of 

interest to SLA research. 

 

2.4.1 Universal Grammar Access in Second Language Acquisition 

Broadly, there are two groups. The first group assumes that such functional 

categories get completely dysfunctional. A second group maintains that these unused 

functional categories remain intact and play an active role in L2 acquisition, particularly in 

“L2 initial state”. According to White (2000), the L1 final state in combination with the 

availability/non-availability of UG can have five different possible combinations at L2 

initial state. These different combinations have several implications and predictions 

regarding the nature and shape of an L2 inter-language at different stages, i.e., from L2 

initial to L2 final steady state grammar. Three different approaches in SLA research under 

the UG framework are reported here. 

In the first approach, Bley-Vroman (1986) claims that L1 and L2 acquisitions are 

two different processes, i.e., during L2 acquisition process, UG is not available to L2 

learners. In this approach, it is assumed that there exists a critical period, past which UG 

gets completely dysfunctional. This approach in SLA is called “the fundamental difference 

hypothesis”. A second approach (indirect access) assumes that UG constraints are available 
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to L2 learners but not the way they were available in L1 acquisition. This indirect access to 

UG during L2 acquisition is mediated by the already acquired principles and parameters 

during L1 acquisition. The indirect access subscribers are further divided into two sub-

groups. The first sub-group claims that once parameters in L1 acquisition are set, they can 

never be reset in acquiring a second language. In this view, there is only one possibility of 

acquiring a second language, i.e., if L2 and L1 parameters resemble each-other. Thus, those 

grammatical structures wherein there is parametric resemblance cross-linguistically may 

be acquired during L2 acquisition, while those structures having resemblance shall pose a 

serious challenge (Schachter, 1989). Such failure in parameter resetting during 

L2acquisition due to parametric variation may result in what has been termed as 

“fossilization” (Ellis, 1994). 

A second group claims that parameter resetting is possible in second language 

acquisition (White, 1985). In this approach, L2 learners pass through two successive stages. 

In the first stage, L2 learners’ initial guess is that of their L1 parameters. Thus initially, L2 

learners will instantiate the phenomenon of L1 transfer in the form of L1 parameters. On 

additional L2 input exposure, the parameters are reset in compliance to L2 data. Finally, it 

is proposed that L2 inter-language is fully determined by having direct access to the UG 

constraints. There is no room for any L1 role in L2 acquisition. L2 learning is an exact copy 

of the same processes involved in L1 acquisition (Epstein, Flynn, & Martohardjono, 1996; 

Flynn, 1987). 

Theories that assume that L1 grammar is the initial state also differ regarding the 

proportion of the availability of L1 grammar in L2 acquisition. The “Full Transfer/Full 
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Access hypothesis” (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996) states that the whole of L1 grammar is 

available at the initial L2 inter-language state. At the same time, there is an additional 

assumption that L2 learners’ initial inter-language is not solely limited to the whole of L1 

grammatical system. In case there is a difference in parameters between L2 and L1, learners 

at any stage may directly access UG for resetting parameters. 

Recently, there is a change of focus to some other aspects, i.e., syntactic categories 

and their features in the inter-language grammars (White, 2003). Convergence on such an 

approach may or may not be attained. Non-convergence may be due to a different analysis 

of the input by the L2 learners from that adopted in L1 acquisition. On the other hand, “the 

Minimal Trees Hypothesis” (Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1998) and “the Valueless 

Features Hypotheses” (Eubank, 1996) ascribe a limited role to L1 grammar in the formation 

of the initial state of L2 inter-language grammar. Within these two hypotheses, again there 

is a difference in the way these functional categories are realized. According to Eubank’s 

(1996) view, the functional categories are found from the very inception in L2 inter-

language and are in an inert form, which is neither weak nor strong. Feature is developed 

later on during L2 inter-language development. Contrary to Eubank (1996), Vannika and 

Young-Scholten (1998) do not assume the presence of functional categories despite the 

fact that they may be available in UG inventory. These categories and their functions are 

realized gradually during exposure to the L2 input data. As against Schwartz and Sprouse  

(1996), these hypotheses maintain little room for L1 transfer and assume the possibility of 

final attainment, i.e., a steady-state L2 competence like the native speakers. A somewhat 

similar is the “Initial Hypotheses of Syntax” (Platzack, 1996). Here again, L2 acquisition 

is an exact copy of L1 acquisition process. Functional categories are initially in a 
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weak/unmarked form. Only merger operation, as against movement operation is possible 

in the initial L2 state. Guided by the UG inventory, with the passage of time, feature 

strength is gained and parameter setting is accommodated by L2 input. Against this, there 

is a maturational view (Liceras, 1986, 2003; Smith & Tsimpli, 1995; Tsimpli & Roussou, 

1991) which states that the sub-module of language faculty, which is responsible for the 

development and realization of only the functional categories, is inaccessible after the 

critical period. Thus the language faculty from the perspective of acquisition of functional 

categories past the critical period gets dysfunctional. The acquisition of only those L2 

functional categories is possible where there is a match crosslinguistically. One of the 

outcomes of such an approach is that L2 learners would fail to achieve final attainment. 

 

2.5 LEARNABILITY THEORY 

What is the shape and mechanism of the linguistic biases that have been the focus 

of research under the umbrella term ‘learnability’. The answer to fill these gaps within the 

acquisition process is that in the human mind, “there are a strong set of language specific 

learning biases, encoded in a biologically evolved language faculty that specifies the set of 

possible human grammars” (Clark & Lappin, 2010, p. 2). The search for answer to the 

question of language acquisition has been attempted from the perspective of formal 

learning theory. Language acquisition is no more a pure linguistic concern. It has become 

a cross-disciplinary concern which consists of a triangle of linguists, psychologists and 

learnability thinkers in the last fifty years (Bertolo, 2001). Continual attempts have been 

made to construct a descriptively and explanatorily adequate theory of child language 
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acquisition, within the constraints, which are brought forth by thinkers from three 

disciplines just referred to in the previous line. 

Linguists come up with the possible occurring grammars from the naturally 

occurring human languages; these grammars are then put to test in experiments by 

psychologists wherein it has been shown that language is not only learned in a community 

of speakers but more importantly, in certain specific time-sequences using poor input data. 

The third party, i.e., learnability researchers attempt to fit linguistic theory within learning 

models which are humanly possible so far as language acquisition is concerned. They try 

to look into questions such as the structure of the learning algorithm in the human mind 

(general/specific), the processing mechanism, the interaction between the algorithm and 

the processing mechanism and finally, to locate a logically possible tentative “hypotheses 

space” during language learning. In the light of this, learnability thinkers may demand 

certain adjustments on the part of linguists as well as psychologists. The mutual adjustment 

of linguistic theory and learnability theory had for a long time been a serious challenge and 

which according to Boeckx (2006) and Frank (1998) has been finally answered with the 

presentation of the P&P (Chomsky, 1981, 1986). 

 

2.6 LINGUISTIC FORMALISM AND LEARNABILITY THEORY 

The first requirement in learnability theory regarding language acquisition is to 

clarify the nature of what is being learned during acquisition. The answer to this demand 

has been that during acquisition, learners do not learn only from the surface structure of a 
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language; rather it is the abstract grammar/rule system that forms the knowledge base so 

far as syntactic acquisition is concerned. This system differs from the behaviourist 

approach which is more or less an accumulation of just the performance data. Under the 

generative approach, the end product of acquisition was an abstract system of rules which 

had the quality of productivity and which could produce all and new possible sentences in 

a language.  

A second requirement of the learnability is to specify the locus and breadth of the 

hypotheses formation by a language learner. This, according to Frank (1998), had been a 

challenging question which linguistic theory had to struggle with for a long time. This 

question had been only partially dealt with in the shape of the provision of an LAD which 

carried within it universal linguistic principles that a learner resorted to in language 

acquisition. As mentioned earlier, under the GB theory, additional sub-modules were 

hypothesized for the existence of particular principles (e.g., principles A, B and C) 

explaining the governing domains with reference to anaphors, pronominals and R-

expressions. One of the unwanted outcomes of the suppositions of the various sub-modules 

was the multiplication of the constraints which went against the spirit and the requirements 

of the learnability theory. Stated another way, linguistic theory was moving away from the 

formal requirements of simplicity and elegance. With the ever increasing complexity of 

linguistic theory, it was difficult to determine the limits under which a learner could 

entertain a reasonable hypothesis during acquisition. This shortcoming in acquisition 

theory was ultimately filled with the introduction of PPH (Chomsky, 1981, 1986). The PPH 

restricted the “hypotheses space” for a language learner to a binary parameterized value 

system. Under this hypothesis, a learner’s task was reduced to just finding out the value of 
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the parameter of her/his own language, i.e., whether the language being acquired carried a 

left-headed or a right-headed value. 

A third element in learnability theory is the question of the presentation of the 

parameter(s) of specific language being acquired (Primary Linguistic Data-PLD). The 

nativist answer to this issue is that in the primary acquisition data, learners only come 

across positive evidence and that there is no negative evidence. Similarly, it has been 

shown that the PLD not only lacks negative evidence but is also insufficient on statistical 

grounds for the acquisition of a possible grammar. Similarly, in learnability theory, the 

PLD need not be presented in a particular order. This is particularly true in the acquisition 

of raising and control constructions (Becker, 2005) wherein the order of presentation has 

no effect on learnability of these constructions; rather they are learned in a control first 

order guided by the subset principle. In acquisition literature, apart from positive/negative 

evidence, there is reference to a third kind of evidence called “indirect negative evidence”. 

It has been proposed that this third kind of evidence may suffice as clues to the 

ungrammaticality of a particular grammar during acquisition (Chomsky, 1981; Clark & 

Lappin, 2010). This last indirect negative evidence has not been given sufficient attention 

in acquisition literature. But indirect negative evidence may yield having formal 

implications in probability models of language acquisitions (Clark & Lappin, 2010; 

Saleemi, 1992). 

A fourth requirement of learnability theory is how learners move from one grammar 

to the next one during their language development. The answer to this is the subset principle 

which guides a learner in deciding or settling on a particular grammar (Kirby, 2010). The 
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question whether language learners make a conscious choice of the guiding principles such 

as the subset principle has so far been left unanswered.  

The final demand which learnability theory makes is to define the criteria of final 

attainment in language acquisition. Keeping in view the above mentioned criteria, different 

models of language acquisition have been put forward from a formal perspective. Two 

seminal research studies from a formal acquisition point of view are reported here which 

have relevance to the present study. 

 

2.6.1 Tree Adjoining Grammar 

The first one is by Frank (1998). According to Frank (1998) there are two 

approaches to the acquisition of grammatical constructions. One is the general processing 

view which states that it is due to the structure of processing mechanism that certain 

grammatical categories are acquired first. Grammatical constructions that have a limited 

number of words are easily handled by a child’s memory span, particularly the short term 

memory. On the other hand are those who attribute problems in acquisition to the 

availability of certain formal learning principles. Frank (1998) proposes to explain the 

relative complexity among those constructions and the difficulty they pose during 

acquisition through a formal “Tree Adjoining Grammar” (TAG). Frank’s (1998) formalism 

is appealing in the sense that it provides explanations to the late development of complex 

constructions from both maturation as well as processing perspective. For any formal 

research, it is important that it must have general applicability across a variety of related 
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grammatical constructions. Frank’s (1998) formalism takes into consideration a number of 

complex constructions, i.e., relative clauses, adjectival modification, control and raising 

constructions and the previous research findings on these constructions. He chooses them 

one by one and tries to fit those findings within his TAG formalism. Since the present study 

focuses on raising and control constructions the researcher will delimit himself to those 

findings from Frank (1998) which have a bearing on the present study. Based on 

Chomsky’s (1986) “phrasal-structural assumptions”, Frank (1998) proposes his concept of 

“elementary trees” which states that “ a single elementary tree consists of the projection of 

exactly one lexical head, i.e., an open class item, optionally along with the projections of 

the associated functional heads—those heads which form an extended projection of the 

lexical head” (p. 263). In what fashion do such elementary trees combine to derive the 

simple and complex constructions is explained under two separate operations of the TAG 

formalism. These two operations are named as “substitution” and “adjoining”. 

 

2.6.1.1  Substitution 

The first operation (substitution) is a simple one and according to Frank (1998), it 

is available to children at an early age, i.e., before the age of 6. This operation is a kind of 

merger operation which Frank (1998) describes as a kind of attachment at the complement 

position of one elementary tree into another with further attachments. Merger operation, 

according to N. Chomsky (1995), Hornstein (2001), and Kirby (2009) ,carries less 

cognitive load as compared to movement. 
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2.6.1.2  Adjoining 

The second operation (adjoining) is a kind of insertion of an elementary tree 

(auxiliary tree) which must have identical nodes at both ends and is adjoined into the source 

tree again at a node similar to the extreme nodes of the auxiliary tree which is being inserted 

into the source tree (Frank, 1998). The second operation of adjoining is a complex one and 

is not available to children before the age 6. Substitution and adjoining are the operations 

which are employed in explaining the difference between the child (below 6) and adult 

grammatical representations. In other words, the maturation based grammatical 

representations are biologically endowed. In light of these two TAG operations and citing 

previous research findings (Goodluck, 1981; Goodluck & Behne, 1992; Wexler, 1992). 

Frank (1998) concludes that control into temporal adjuncts is acquired late as compared to 

control into infinitival complements, the former involving more complex adjoining 

operation. 

Coming to raising (raising to subject), Frank (1998), cites findings from Borer and 

Wexler (1987) who had conflated raising and passives into A-chains movement hypothesis. 

Frank (1998) disagrees with the A-chains movement hypothesis. Citing Demuth’s (1989) 

findings from the Sesetho language, Frank demonstrates that children acquire passives 

much earlier than the cut-off age given by Borer and Wexler (1987) for the onset of A-

chains. Thus “decoupling” passives from raising constructions, Frank (1998) argues that 

the difference between raising and control constructions may best be explained in the light 

of the two TAG operations. Briefly, it is claimed that the constructions under investigation 

in this study—control and raising may best be dealt with formally on the TAG approach in 
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a unified pattern in addition to a number of other related complex grammatical 

constructions. Thus the hypothesis of A-chains does not hold ground on empirical basis. 

On the other, hand the TAG formalism provides a unified explanation for both control and 

raising phenomena. Passivization again is a clause-internal phenomenon, whereas raising 

is an inter-clausal one. Adjoining, which does not involve any movement assumptions, 

could best explain raising. Passivization, being a clause-internal process and also 

empirically acquired earlier than raising, may well fall within the ambit of substitution. 

 

2.6.2 The Sub-set Formalism 

Prior to the Principles and Parameters theory (P&P), the UG theory presented a 

very diverse picture of linguistic theory and it was difficult to solve the learnability issue 

within that framework (Frank, 1998). 

With the introduction of the P&P model, the issue of learnability has been formally 

made plausible. Within this framework, it is assumed that under a limited set of universal 

principles and constraints some of which are parameterized, a child is able to work-out 

her/his language step by step in such a fashion that the restrictive grammar precedes the 

wider one. Such learnability principles are operative not only in L1 acquisition but cross-

linguistically in L2 acquisition as well. 
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2.6.2.1 The Sub-set Principle 

A seminal work on the interaction of UG principles with the subset principle is by 

Wexler and Manzini (1987). In that paper, it is proposed that Binding Theory is a sub-

theory of UG. Certain principles of the Binding Theory (Chomsky, 1986) in English 

language, like principle A and B of the GB Theory, may be acquired in interaction with the 

learnability principles (the subset principle in this case). In the said paper, it is proposed 

that governing category is a parameter under the GB-module, which is parameterized 

across English and Icelandic in the case of anaphors himself (reflexive in English) and hann 

(in Icelandic). Similarly, the parameterization of governing category within a language 

(anaphor himself and pronominal him) is also instantiated. The subset principle states: 

“that if there are two values i and j of a parameter which defines languages, 

L (i) and L (j), both compatible with the input data, then in case L (i) and L 

(j) are one a subset of the other the learning function selects that of the two 

values which defines the smaller languages”(Wexler & Manzini, 1987, p. 

59) 

 

Figure 8: The Subset Relationship of Control and Raising Constructions in English 
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Figure 8 graphically shows how the restrictive/smaller grammar L(i), which has 

also been termed as the unmarked grammar, is contained within the wider grammar L(j), 

also called the marked grammar. In the present study, on the analogy of Figure 8, control 

constructions represent the smaller grammar (L(i)) and raising constructions represent the 

wider grammar (L(j)). These two grammars in the English language stand in a subset-

superset relation. Thus while learning the set of data which includes data from both raising 

and control constructions, the subset principle must select the control constructions, i.e., 

the restrictive grammar (L(i)). The reason behind this is that even if the learners select 

raising constructions as control ones which would be a wrong guess for raising 

constructions and a correct one for control ones, there is still a possibility of retracting from 

the wrong guess regarding raising constructions. This is possible because in the case of 

raising constructions, there is a possibility for the learner coming across positive evidence 

in the shape of raising constructions. But if a learner while learning these two constructions 

takes control constructions as raising ones, there is no possibility of retracting from the 

wrong guess. The reason for the impossibility of retraction in this case is that in natural 

language data, there is no negative evidence or if negative evidence is assumed to be there, 

the learners do not take negative evidence into consideration during acquisition. It is in this 

perspective that certain grammatical categories in natural language data are parameterized 

and while learning parameterized categories, the subset function comes to the rescue of 

learners in acquiring such parameterized categories. 
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2.6.2.2  The Subset-Condition 

For a learnability theory to operate on a parameter, certain specific requirements, 

according to Wexler and Manzini (1987), must be fulfilled. In case of the subset principle, 

the condition in question is called the Subset-Condition. Under the subset condition, it is 

necessary that the grammars produced by the two parameterized values of a parameter must 

stand in a subset-superset relationship, i.e., one grammar (value) must be a subset of the 

other one. This formalism may be stated as: 

“for every parameter P and every two values i, j of P, the languages generated under the 

two values of the parameter are one a subset of the other, that is, L (P(i)) ⊆ L (P (j)) or L 

(P(j)) ⊆ (P(i))” (Wexler & Manzini, 1987, p. 60). 

 

2.6.2.3  The Independence Condition 

In addition to the subset condition, there is still another condition if the sub-set 

principle is to operate during acquisition of a particular parameter. This has been termed 

the Independence Condition. The Independence Condition states that subset relationship 

between the grammars produced under the parameterized values of a particular parameter 

remains unaffected no matter what be the values of the other parameters. In other words, 

the learning function selects and operates on different parameters independently. 

One such principle is the subset principle which has been experimentally tested not 

only in L1 but also in L2 acquisition studies (White, 1989). It is a common assumption in 
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UG-based studies that children initiate the process of deciphering words they come across 

in performance data and on the basis of UG-knowledge, they also have the ability to 

classify these words into lexical and functional categories. The process of categorization 

may be achieved under two different proposals, i.e., “a semantic bootstrapping strategy” 

(Grimshaw, 1981; Pinker, 1984; Tattem, 2011) and an alternative “syntactic boot-strapping 

strategy” (Gleitman, 1990).  In the former case, on the basis of meanings which is acquired 

from the real world observations, words are fitted into the relevant syntactic structures; 

whereas in the latter case, the meaning of a verb is determined by the syntactic frame in 

which a verb occurs. 

 

2.7 LINGUISTIC PERSPECTIVES ON CONTROL AND RAISING 

In the preceding sections, a general review on acquisition was presented. It has been 

shown that acquisition studies had their formal roots in child acquisition and also the way 

the formal research approaches from first language acquisition have been appropriated to 

the second language settings. The researcher has also outlined as to how the field of 

linguistics has developed into a cross-disciplinary field. The focus in the current chapter 

has so far been on the aspects of learnability of syntax. As has already been mentioned, 

wherever there is a question of grammar learning, it has to take care of two aspects, the 

manner of learning and the thing that is to be learned. In the coming sections, the researcher 

shall try to focus on the key grammatical constructions (key concepts) that will answer the 

“what” component which must be characterized in the paired framework that has been 

adopted (Saleemi, 1992) for the present study. 
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The present research also consists of an additional component which aims to look 

for the phenomenon of L1 transfer during acquisition of the constructions under 

investigation. For this purpose, a brief comparative analysis of the Pashto (L1) and English 

(L2) complementation will also be presented. Since the present study focuses on the 

behaviour of the subjects on control and raising constructions, therefore, the analysis of the 

relevant languages will not be an exhaustive one. The brief analysis referred to may suffice 

for the phenomenon of mother tongue interference in the current study. 

 

2.7.1 Control Constructions in English 

These constructions have been variously analyzed under different generative 

theories and frameworks. Within the Government and Binding (GB) Theory (Chomsky, 

1981; Cook & Newson, 2007) , control constructions have been explained under a special 

theory called Control Theory (PRO Theorem)1. English is a non-null subject language and 

it allows null-subject/PRO only in non-finite complement clauses. PRO never occurs in 

object position (Cook & Newson, 2007; Radford, 1997). The crucial premise of control is 

the matrix/control verb which sub-categorizes and controls the infinitival subject, i.e., 

PRO. Within control again, there are different kinds of verbs. 

                                                 

 

1This empty category (also called big PRO hereafter PRO) has been termed as a non –governing category. 

This contradictory nature of PRO has been tackled (Cook & Newson, 2007) by stating that since PRO has no 

governing category it can never violate the binding condition of being governed and at the same time be free 

(again due to absence of a local governor). 
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2.7.1.1  Subject Control 

(10) “The dog tried [PRO to chew the slippers]” (Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 67) 

(10) is an instance of subject control verb. Here the subject 'the dog' is semantically 

linked to both the main verb 'try' and the embedded 'chew'. The bracketed subject in the 

embedded clause which has been represented by PRO is called an empty category. It is 

phonetically not realized although at LF, it does exist. Its presence has been based on the 

Extended Projection Principle (EPP). The EPP states that every clause must have a subject. 

PRO in (10), according to control module (Chomsky, 1981) , carries null case and the null 

case to the PRO is assigned by the infinitival “to”. Similarly, since PRO has an LF 

representation, it is also assigned a theta-role (Chomsky, 1981) by the embedded verb 

“chew”. PRO or gaps have a psychological reality and they act as refreshers for their 

antecedents, which in this case is “the dog” in the matrix clause in (10). 

 

2.7.1.2  Object Control 

There are other verbs (persuade) which give rise to the phenomenon of object 

control. The alternation/control switch between subject and object control is predicate 

driven and is explained by the phenomenon of minimal distance principal (MDP) 

(Rosenbaum, 1967). Control shift, according to Landau (2006), is a semantic phenomenon. 

(11) “John persuaded the dog [PRO to stop chewing the slippers]” (Cook, 1985, 

p. 89) 
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In (11) above, it is the object of the main clause, i.e., 'the dog' and not the subject 

(John) which controls PRO or acts as the covert subject of the infinitival clause. Examples 

(10) and (11) reflect that control switch is driven by the matrix clause predicate. Looking 

closely again at (10) & (11), we see that the antecedent of PRO is that argument in the 

matrix clause which is at a minimum distance from PRO. In case of (10), the antecedent is 

'the dog' which is a subject; whereas in case of (11), it is the object 'the dog' which is nearest 

to PRO its controller. With mono-transitive verbs, we have subject control; whereas in case 

of ditransitives, we get object control. 

The phenomenon of control is not that simple. There are control verbs which do not 

fall in line with the MDP. The notorious case is that of control verbs like 'promise' and 

'threaten'. 

(12) John promised Mary [PRO to come tomorrow]. 

In (12) according to MDP, “Mary” should be the antecedent of PRO; instead it is 

“John”, contrary to MDP, which controls the covert/empty subject of the embedded clause. 

This behavior of 'promise' has been termed as an exceptional case. In acquisition studies 

control structures have been investigated since the 70s both in L1 (Chomsky, 1969) and L2 

(Tattem, 2011). This deviant behavior of 'promise' regarding MDP shall be explained from 

a theoretical perspective in the coming pages. Let us turn back to the taxonomy of control 

constructions. 

Landau (2006) gives an exhaustive typology of control configurations from a 

minimalist perspective. 
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2.7.1.3  Obligatory Control 

Landau (2000) places both subject and object control structures under the umbrella 

of obligatory control. In obligatory control, the overt presence of controller is a must for 

co-reference with the covert PRO in the embedded infinitival clause. Generally, he states 

that in obligatory control, the controller argument and the covert PRO are co-arguments of 

the same verb at Logical Form. (13) illustrates the point: 

(13) “I ordered them [PRO to leave]” (Landau, 2000, p. 2). 

In (13), it is the indirect object 'to them' and the PRO in the infinitive clause which 

are co-arguments of the matrix verb 'order'. Other verbs inherently giving rise to obligatory 

control are 'force', 'promise' and 'try'. Obligatory control is strictly a syntactic phenomenon 

as the relation between PRO and its antecedent can be established in such syntactic terms 

as 'Move' and 'Agree' (Landau, 2006). In obligatory control, PRO behaves like a reflexive 

anaphor fulfilling condition 'A' of binding theory. An instance (14) from Landau (2000) 

illustrates this behavior. 

(14) “John wants [PRO to prove himself]” (Landau, 2000, p. 2) 

Unlike obligatory control, non-obligatory control is a semantic phenomenon and 

can best be explained in discoursal terms (Landau, 2000). PRO in NOC context has been 

termed as semantic PRO/logophor and is also different from silent pronoun (Landau, 

2000). 
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2.7.1.4  Non-Obligatory Control 

In non-obligatory control, it is not necessary that the controller must c-command 

PRO in the embedded clause. Here it is not necessary that the controller of PRO 

immediately precedes the infinitival clause containing PRO. Clause (15) below is an 

instance of non-obligatory control; 

(15) “Mary knew that it damaged John [PRO to do it]” (Landau, 2000, p. 3). 

 

2.7.1.5  Arbitrary Control 

In this type of control (16a &b below), the controller of PRO is not only 

indeterminate but also completely absent from the clause and no clause-internal reference 

of PRO to its antecedent may be attributed. 

(16) a) PROarb to vote for oneself [would be a mistake] 

b) [PROarb to err is human] [PROarb to forgive divine] 

We need not go into further detail of non-obligatory and arbitrary control structures 

since they do not fall within the preview/investigation of the present research. 
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2.7.1.6  Promise and its Non-Conforming Behaviour 

Larson (1991) gives an exhaustive analysis of the deviant behavior of ‘promise’ 

under the government and binding theory. He gives a contrastive analysis of the behavior 

of 'promise' and that of 'force' and 'persuade'. 'Promise' behaves as a double object 

construction and stands distinct in behavior from 'persuade' and 'force' which do not behave 

as double object constructions. He shows how control in such constructions is affected (at 

D-structure) in terms of c-command relation. (17a) below is an instance of why it is not 

possible for the surface object (Mary) to control infinitive at D-structure. The tree diagram 

Figure 9 in (17b) further illustrates the point. 

(17a) "John promised [Mary] to return home by 5:00 p.m." 

 
Figure 9: Tree Diagram of Subject Control (promise) 
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Unlike “promise”, the verbs “force” and ‘persuade” in (18) show that the object (Mary) 

directly c-commands the infinitive. 

(18a) John forced/persuaded Mary [to return home by 5.00 pm]. 

The tree diagram in Figure 10 (18b) below further illustrates the point in (18a). 

 
Figure 10: Tree Diagram of Object Control (persuade) 

The crucial stage at which MDP can be explained in terms of c-command is the D-

structure. Overall, control according to Larson (1991), explained in terms of the mechanism 

above, is a syntactic process. Having said this, there are still some marginal constructions 

with 'promise' and certain other verbs which exhibit control shift. As mentioned, such 

constructions are marginal and the syntactic paradigm (Larson, 1991) fails to account for 

such marginal constructions. They are best explained as a semantic phenomenon (Landau, 



 

 

60 

 

2006). Larson (1991) explains the shifting control behavior of not only 'promise' but also 

'ask' , 'teach' and 'allow' in terms of entailments within a construal paradigm. 

 

2.7.2 Raising Structures 

Raising predicates ('seem' and 'appear'), like control predicates ('try'), take an 

infinitival complement with an empty subject. What differentiates raising from control 

predicates is the theta-role assignment. Whereas raising predicates do not assign any theta-

role, control predicates do. Examples (19) & (20) instantiate the two predicates 

respectively. 

(19) Juliet seemed [t understand the situation]. 

(20) Juliet tried [PROi to understand the situation]. 

In the raising structure (19), the NP “Juliet” is generated initially in the spec-VP of 

the verb “understand”. There it is assigned the agent theta role by the verb 'understand'. 

From there, the NP “Juliet” moves to the specifier position of the embedded clause. Since 

infinitival 'to' lacks case, the NP 'Juliet' remains caseless. From spec-TP, it moves to the 

spec-VP of the matrix predicate 'seem'. 'Seem', being a raising predicate, does not assign 

any theta-role to the moved NP. Finally, the moved NP, in order to have case, moves up to 

the specifier position ,i.e., spec- TP of the main clause receiving nominative case. At every 

step (cycle), the NP (Juliet) leaves behind a trace (t). (21) exemplifies this process of 

raising. 
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(21) [TP Juliet [VP t seemed [IP t to [VP understand the situation]]]] 

In (21), if it is assumed that the subject NP originates in the argument position of 

the matrix-VP position (merger), this NP cannot have a theta-role. This shall be a violation 

of Chomsky's (1981) theta-criterion, i.e., an argument must receive only and only one theta-

role. It is trace (t) theory which explains the presence of covert NP trace in the subject 

position of the infinitival complement clause. Unlike raising, in control construction (20), 

the NP 'Juliet' originates (merger operation) in the spec-VP of the matrix predicate 'try' and 

from there, it moves to spec-TP checking its nominative case. This operation is illustrated 

in (22). 

(22) [TP Juliet [VP t tried [TP to [VP understand the situation]]]]. 

If it is assumed otherwise as in case of raising predicate (21), then the NP 'Juliet' in 

(22) shall end up having two theta-roles. The infinitival verb 'understand' assigning it the 

experiencer role and the matrix predicate 'try' that of agent. This shall again be a violation 

of theta-criterion, resulting in an ill-formed construction. In addition to this, there are other 

features differentiating raising from control predicates (Radford, 1997). 

Raising predicates allow expletive 'there' as their subject, whereas control ones do 

not. (23) is an instance of this difference. 

(23) There seemed/tried*to be someone weeping there. 
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This ill-formedness of expletive “there” in control constructions is due to the 

referential/agentive role assigned by control predicate “try” to its subject and thus to PRO 

as well. “There”  lacks both reference and theta-role (Radford, 1997, p. 1). 

 

2.7.3  Movement Theory of Control and Raising 

In a radical departure from theta-criterion, a unified movement analysis of raising 

and control is proposed (Hornstein, 1999; O'Neil, 1995). In raising constructions, no theta-

role is assigned to the raised argument since raising predicates cannot assign any theta-role. 

On the other hand, in control predicates, no movement was involved and PRO was theta-

marked in Spec-VP of the embedded clause. In raising, movement of subject argument to 

matrix clause subject is driven by case-checking (infinitival ‘to’ cannot check nominative 

case). In control, PRO does not move to the matrix predicate and its case (Null-case) is 

checked by the infinitival “to” (Chomsky & Lasnik, 1993). Hornstein (1999) proposes that 

in both control and raising, the subjects of main predicates originate in the embedded clause 

and then in order to check case, they move cyclically up to the spec-TP position of the main 

predicates. (24) and (25) below are instances of case checking. 

(24) “John seemed [t to win]”. 

(25) “John expects [t to win]” (Hornstein, 1999, p. 69). 

What Hornstein (1999) proposes in (24) and (25) is that both subjects in spec-TP 

of the embedded clauses are copies/traces of movement to spec-TP of the matrix predicates. 

Two things are worth noticing. First, Hornstein (1999) forswears the theta-theory, as is 
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evident from the case of control predicate (25), where the subject—“John” ends up with 

double theta-role assigned by the embedded and the matrix predicates, respectively. 

Secondly, the null-case assumption (Chomsky & Lasnik, 1993) is also given up. Thus from 

a binding- theoretic and null-case, Hornstein (1999) comes to a unified case-theoretic 

approach. The various specific modules, i.e., case control assumed earlier, boil down to a 

single case-theoretic approach. Theta-roles are also considered here as features on verbs 

which license movement. Case theory disambiguates the GB ambiguation of PRO, i.e., 

PRO being both a pronoun and an anaphor (pronominal anaphor). One other attraction of 

this proposal is the striking resemblance between MDP (Rosenbaum, 1967) and the 

Minimal Link Condition (MLC, a minimalist primitive). At deeper level, they are one and 

the same principles and Hornstein (2001) proposes collapsing MDP & MLC into a single 

principle, removing any redundancy. Obligatory control PRO, according to Hornstein's 

(1999) proposal, is an anaphor, i.e., a result of movement; whereas non obligatory control 

pro (NOC) is a null-pronominal. NOC pro is not an NP-trace because extraction from 

embedded clause is blocked due to 'Island Effect'2. 

                                                 

 

2 For further distinction between OC PRO and NOC pro, see Kiguchi and Hornstein (2001). In this article, 

the researchers have distinguished between PRO and pro in terms of Sideward Movement which obviates 

Weak Crossover Effect, making possible extraction of subjects from Islands which is otherwise blocked. 

To put it simply in the case OC PRO due to A-movement extraction over traces is possible but in NOC 

pro (there being no sideward movement), extraction from subject is not possible. This ends up in weak 

crossover effect since PRO cannot be a copy of sideward movement. 
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The movement/trace analysis of control infinitives still has to answer some issues. 

If we adopt the trace analysis then, according to Kim (2004) , control complements (CPs) 

in passives (26a) below pose a problem: 

(26) a) “*John was hoped to win the game”. 

b) “It was hoped that John would win the game”. 

c) “John was hoped [John to [John win the game]]” (Hornstein, 1999, 

p. 71). 

From (26c), it is obvious that movement of 'John' across “that” (CP) is 

prohibited/blocked. If control complements are CPs, extraction of subject NPs of the 

complements must be blocked in all control complements, i.e., both active and passive 

constructions. Hornstein's (1999) solution to this blocking is some sort of ‘incorporation” 

which can void the CP phase and thus license raising in (27). 

(27) “John tried [John to solve the problem]” (Kim, 2004, p. 170). 

But the same incorporation fails to occur in passive verbs (26a) above. Kim (2004) 

argues that Hornstein's (1999) proposal of control complements, based on Chomsky's 

(1981) CP deletion hypothesis, needs further clarification. Unlike Hornstein's (1999) 

proposal regarding control complements Martin (2001) and Bošković (1997) propose that 

control complements are IPs. The latter proposal that control complements are IPs and not 

CPs seems more transparent. (28) is an example of the IP proposal. 
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(28) “[C PRO to buy a car] was desirable at that time (subject Clause)” (Kim, 2004, 

p. 172) 

On the same grounds, the ECM infinitives (29 below) are also IPs. 

(29) “John believes [her to have solved the problem]” (Kim, 2004, p. 176). 

In (29), since there is no barrier between 'believe' and the objective-subject of the 

complement clause; accusative case is directly assigned. 

 

2.7.4 Exceptional Case Marking (ECM)/Raising to Object Constructions 

Having looked at raising to subject, the researcher now turns to yet another 

component of the present research, i.e., ECM/True raising constructions (Polinsky, 2011). 

Consider example (30), taken from Radford (1997, p. 83) below. 

(30) “We would like you to stay”. 

In (30), an ECM construction, the subject ‘you’ of infinitival complement is 

assigned objective case by the matrix predicate ‘like’. It is for this reason that 'you' in (30) 

is also termed as an 'Objective Subject'. In control construction (10), the case of PRO/null 

subject in the embedded clause was checked by the infinitival 'to'. Here in (30), since 'you' 

is an overt subject of the embedded clause, null case cannot check it. Interestingly, ‘you’ 

in (30) carries accusative case; since it immediately falls in the object position, it is assumed 

that its case (objective) is assigned by the transitive verb “like” of the matrix predicate. 
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Since the verb 'like' assigns case beyond its case- assigning domain, it is therefore termed 

as an ECM construction.  

For objective-subject, in infinitival constructions, it is necessary that the main 

predicate be transitive. (31) is an instance. 

(31) *It was genuinely believed [him to be innocent]. 

The matrix predicate ‘believed’ in (31) is a past-participle and past-participles, 

being intransitive, cannot assign case; the result is a crash at logical form (LF).  

Secondly, adjectives and nouns, being inherently intransitive, cannot assign case in 

ECM constructions like (32) and (33). 

(32) *She may be happy [them to balance the losses]. 

(33) *Obama issued the order [them to attack Osama]. 

Finally, there must be no barrier between the transitive matrix clause predicate and 

the objective-subject which it case check. (34) illustrates the point. 

(34) *I believe sincerely [him to be a patriot]. 

In (34), there is a barrier (sincerely) between 'believe' and 'him'; the result is LF 

crash. 
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2.7.5  Feature Theory and Control 

Prior to embarking on the revision of control in light of feature theory, a few general 

but relevant points are worth-mentioning here. 

First, as we can see, in the previous pages that most of the discussion has been 

dominated by the control phenomenon. This is due to the fact that theoretically, raising 

compared to control has largely been a settled issue. Secondly, any syntactic construction 

not only has to be in line with the latest theoretical revisions but should also have 

empirical/cross-linguistic evidence. Theoretically as well as cross-linguistically, control 

has always been an exception. It is because of this that the control constructions are 

concomitantly being revised. Of late there has been a shift from a global to a sub-atomic 

approach in determining the nature of 'Functional Categories' (Lardiere, 2007). Keeping in 

line with existing theoretical trends, “Control/PRO” has also been revised. Two such 

studies are reported here. 

Manzini and Roussou (2000) explain the phenomenon of control particularly 

obligatory control, as feature movement. They show that Hornstein's (1999) theory of A-

movement fails to explain certain empirical data.  

A-movement, on this new approach, means only feature movement and not lexical. 

This also means that the so-called PRO is not lexical and may be non-existent. In a radical 

shift from Chomsky's (1981) theta-role theory, Manzini and Roussou (2000) put forward 

the proposal that arguments do not originate in VP-shells; rather, they originate in positions 

where they are shown at the surface level. This is shown in (35) below 
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(35) “[IP John q-I [VP called (q)]]” (Manzini & Roussou, 2000, p. 407). 

In (35), ‘q’ represents the features which are subsequently attracted by ‘John’ (the 

subject DP). This is the mechanism through which feature/covert movement takes place. 

On this premise, Manzini and Roussou (2000) further develop their theory of control 

resorting to Chomsky's (1995) ATTRACT operation in combination with the mechanism 

of Scopal MLC (Minimal Link Condition). It is also pertinent to mention how the present 

proposal differs from Chomsky (1981) regarding theta-criterion. Under the present 

proposal, “every theta-role is associated with a single DP but every DP may be associated 

with more than one theta-roles/predicates” (Manzini & Roussou, 2000, p. 419). Before 

giving a concrete example, let me also quote the rule of Scopal Last Resort MLC which 

states: 

“’F’ ATTRACTs all & only the FA's that are in its scope” (Manzini & 

Roussou, 2000, p. 418). 

Example (36) instantiates and explains the Scopal Last Resort MLC. 

(36) [IP Mary I [VP Persuaded [VP John V [vpV [IP to [VP eat]]]]]. 

In (36), the DP 'Mary' can attract only the matrix verb and it is 'John' which controls 

the embedded verb. Unlike (36), in (37), it is 'John' who controls both the matrix and the 

embedded predicate. 

(37) [IP John I [VP expected [IP to [VP win]]]]. 
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An additional factor, differentiating the present proposal of control from previous 

ones (i.e., null case of Chomsky and Lasnik (1993), is its lack of any case on PRO. 

In a similar departure from the classical approaches of Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) 

and Hornstein (1999), Janke (2008) explains the control phenomenon from a “PRO-less” 

perspective. This proposal differs from the classical approaches in the sense that it foregoes 

the existence of PRO-subject. PRO carrying null case is refuted by Icelandic data, revealing 

that control predicate at least in Icelandic has no control over the embedded subject. In 

addition, unification of control and raising under the movement analysis is termed as mere 

reductionism (Hornstein, 1999). The basic premise of Janke's (2008) theory is based on a 

decomposition of theta-roles in argument structure. As mentioned earlier, theta-roles are 

no more the 'over-general' terms to borrow from Lardier's (2007) terminology. The 

assumption is that theta-roles can be further sub-divided into an argument (A) component 

and a semantic/binding (B) component. It is with the help of the binding component (B) 

that Janke (2008) explains the control phenomenon. Through a process of percolation, the 

two sub-components of a theta-role (in this case, the subject theta-role) start moving up 

from the embedded infinitival clause to the subject position of the matrix predicate. In 

control constructions, the 'elsewhere' condition intervenes at the CP-level of the embedded 

predicate, restraining component “A”. (38a) and Figure 11 illustrate the mechanism. 

(38a) “John arranged for himself to win” (Janke, 2008, p. 143). 
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Figure 11: Tree Diagram of Object Control (persuade) 

 

Janke (2008) also gives an in-depth analysis of the clause structure of Icelandic 

language with particular reference to 'quirky' versus 'regular' predicates. He shows how the 

binding component (B's) percolation testifies to his theory discussed above. His predictions 

are interesting in the sense that in Icelandic, PRO's case is not determined by the matrix 

predicate but by secondary predication in the embedded clause.  

In the preceding pages, most of the discussion on control and raising structures was 

in syntactic terms. At times, in the discussion, there were certain constructions /predicates 

which defied explanation on purely syntactic grounds. One such predicate is 'Promise' 

which does not fall in line with the MDP principle. Larson (1991), while explaining the 

exceptional behavior of 'promise', concedes that there are certain other predicates (for 

specific instances, see Larson (1991)) which can only be explained in semantic terms 

(entailments). It is these constructions which have been explained by an alternative 
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Semantic/Lexicalist approach. One such stance is the Simpler Syntax Hypothesis (SSH) 

put forward by Culicover and Jackendoff (2006). SSH claims that there is no need for 

assumptions such as PRO in control constructions. Gaps (PRO), unlike syntax, can be more 

easily explained through semantic principles. By semantic principles, they mean pragmatic 

and psycholinguistic factors. From a philosophical perspective, this means that human 

thinking is more structured than human language (Universal grammar). SSH contends that 

in Universal Grammar (UG), for Gaps like PRO, newer empty categories are posited. The 

undesirable result of this is over complexity in UG. SSH, on the other hand, can explain 

these same Gaps in comparatively simple semantic principles. Contrary to Unification 

based theories, i.e., Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG) and Head Driven Phrase Structure 

Grammar (HPSG), Culicover and Jackendoff (2001) and Jackendoff and Culicover (2003) 

are not in favour of a unified analysis of control and raising structures. The surface syntactic 

structures of raising and control constructions apparently resemble each other but on a 

closer look one can discern that in the former (raising), the argument movement is to a non-

theta position while in the latter (control) it is to a theta-position. According to Polinsky 

(2011), it has never been the contention of Hornstien (1999) to ‘identify’ raising and control 

constructions. His was purely a movement theory of control. Another study regarding the 

control constructions, Wurmbrand (2002), shows how obligatory control cannot have a 

one-to-one syntax/semantic mapping. Presenting empirical data from German infinitives, 

she explains through the phenomenon of 'reconstruction' how obligatory control infinitives 

are semantically subject-less but syntactically, they may have a subject. 

From the above theoretical discussion on raising and control constructions, it can 

be seen that initially, starting with N. Chomsky’s (1981) binding theory, these 
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constructions have been shown to have separate structural realizations. Then came 

Hornstien (1999), who tried to unify both these constructions under a single mechanism 

called Case-Theoretic Mechanism. After that, the researcher looked at two other 

approaches to the syntactic representation of control and raising, i.e., Feature Theory of 

Manzini and Roussou (2000) and PRO-less theory of Janke (2008). On the whole, these 

two constructions have still retained their distinctive nature despite continual theoretical 

revisions on syntactic as well as semantic grounds. This distinction between these two 

constructions is not limited only to theory. In acquisition research too, the behavior of 

learners, especially in L1 studies, on raising and control constructions has shown that these 

constructions generally retain their distinctive status. 

 

2.8 RAISING AND CONTROL IN PASHTO LANGUAGE 

Pashto is an SOV order language. In simple clauses with transitive verb, the direct 

object immediately precedes the predicate and in case of complex predicates, indirect 

objects are in oblique form. Pashto, unlike English, has both prepositional as well as 

postpositional phrases (Rahman, 2013). Sentence (39) below is an instance of a simple 

transitive clause in Pashto. 

(39) Ali  khat  woliko. 

Ali-nom letter-acc be-pst write-3sg. 

Ali wrote a letter. 
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In case of complex predicates, the direct object in the unmarked constructions retains the 

same position, i.e., immediately preceding the predicate, and the indirect object comes in 

between the direct object and the grammatical subject which comes at clause initial 

position. Construction (40) below is an instance of complex predicate in Pashto. 

(40) Aslam  Ali  la  kitab  warkro. 

Aslam-nom Ali-Iob  to-postp book-dob give-did-3sg. 

Aslam gave the book to Ali. 

In (40), as mentioned earlier, there is a new element, i.e., the indirect object ‘Ali’ 

which precedes the direct object “kitab” and follows the grammatical subject “Aslam”. 

There is one thing new, i.e., adposition. Unlike English, Pashto in (40) instantiates 

postposition ‘la’ (to).The complex predicate in (40) can have a marked form. Pashto, like 

Persian, is a topic prominent language (Taleghani, 2005). The unmarked form of complex 

predicate in Pashto is instantiated below in (41). 

(41) Aslam  da kitab  Ali  la warkro. 

Aslam  this book-dob Ali-Iob  to give-did-3sg. 

Aslam gave this book to Ali. 

In (41), for the purpose of focus and specificity, the direct object (da kitab) moves 

leftward and is placed before the indirect object “Ali” with an additional demonstrative 

‘da’ (this) placed before it for specificity. “da” (this) is actually a demonstrative marker in 
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Pashto. Pashto, unlike English and like Persian, lacks expletives (Karimi, 2008; Taleghani, 

2005). (42) below is an example of non-expletives in Persian and (43) from Pashto. 

(42) “Be nazar mi-ya-d (ke) bache-ha xaste bash-an. 

To view dur-come-3sg   that child-pl tired sub-be-3pl. 

It seems that children are tired” (Karimi, 2008, p. 5). 

(43) Kota  ke  pinzallas wara  di. 

Room  in-postp fifteen  child-pl be-pl. 

There are fifteen children in the room. 

According to David (2012), Pashto, like English, instantiates both finite as well as 

non-finite subordinate constructions. (44) is an example of a finite complement clause. 

(44) “Za pohez-em (che) Ahmad  pa kor ke de 

I-1sg.nom know-prs-antic-1sg comp Ahmad on-prep house 

in-postp be-3msg. 

I know that Ahmad is at home” (David, 2012, p. 39) 

The complementizer “che” (that) in (44) is optional as is the case in Persian. 

In non-finite complement clauses in Pashto, the infinitival verb is realized by 

adding ‘al’ or ‘l’ (to) to a verb or noun. The word ‘khanda’ (laughing) is a noun and by 

adding ‘al’ to this noun, it becomes ‘khandal’ (to laugh/laughing) which is an infinitive 

verb in Pashto. The following example (45), adopted from David (2012, p. 39) exemplifies 

the non-finite construction in Pashto. 
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(45) “Ali [rotai khwaral]-obj ghwari”. 

Ali bread eat-inf  want-3sg 

Ali wants to eat bread. 

Pashto is a rigidly verb final language. The infinitive clause immediately precedes 

the matrix verb already shown in (45) above. According to David (2012), as compared to 

finite complements, the occurrence of non-finite complements is less prevalent in Pashto. 

In addition to non-finite infinitivals, David (2012, p. 40) has also pointed out the occurrence 

of gerundive complements as shown in (46). 

(46) “Asad da obo  skalo  sakha  dada

 wokra”. 

Asad from water-obj drink-inf-obl from-postp refrain did-

3sg. 

Asad refrained from drinking water. 

The infinitives in both (45) and (46) above behave more like determiner phrases 

(DPs) than Complementizer phrases (CPs). There is another instance of the so-called 

control constructions in Pashto. Like Karimi (2008) here the term “so-called” has been 

used in referring to the control constructions. (47) below shows that unlike English no 

infinitive verb is used. Instead, like Persian, in Pashto, there is the subjunctive ‘larr-shi’ 

(go-be). In addition, unlike English, in Pashto, in control constructions, subordinate clauses 

mostly contain an overt complementizer ‘che’ (that). It means that in (47), the empty 

category is not ‘PRO’ but the little ‘pro’. 
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(47) “Dawood ghwari  che kor ta  laar shi”. 

“Dawood want-prs.3sg that house to-postp go-subj    be-

prs. 

Dawood wants to go home” (David, 2012, p. 42). 

It is also pertinent to mention that the examples (44–47), from David (2012),are all 

from the dialect of Pashto spoken in Afghanistan and not from the Yousafzai dialect under 

investigation in the present study. Structurally, these two dialects are similar but 

morphologically, especially at lexical level, apparent differences do exist. 

According to the relativist approach (Kaplan, 2002) in second language acquisition, 

languages having approximating syntactic structures, are easier to learn, compared to those 

having completely different structures. In this perspective, it is necessary to analyze the 

syntactic structure of raising, control and ECM constructions in Pashto. 

 

2.8.1 Raising in Pashto 

Strictly speaking, there are no raising constructions in Pashto language. In Pashto, 

similar to Persian, raising is different from English raising constructions (Karimi, 2008). 

Pashto like Persian and Italian, is a Topic-Comment language (Van Valin, 1993). (48) 

illustrates the difference between English and Pashto raising structures. 

(48) Dase khkari  (che) Ali khkule  de. 

Like dur-seems (that) Ali smart  be-3sg 
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Ali seems        e to be smart. 

In (48), first we can see that the matrix clause has no surface subject, i.e., it is a 

null-subject (pro) clause. In addition, unlike English, the embedded clause has not only an 

NP subject (Ali) but also sometimes optional complementizer (che). Here, the subject (Ali) 

in the embedded clause is assigned case by the complementizer “che”. Thus unlike English, 

raising constructions, in Pashto raising structures, the question of movement of the 

embedded clause for the purpose of either case or theta-role assignment is ruled out. 

(48) may also be expressed with the embedded subject raised to the subject position 

of the matrix clause, leaving behind a trace ‘t’. This is shown in (49), below. 

(49) Ali khkari  (che) t khkule  de. 

Ali dur-seems (that) t smart  be-3sg 

Ali seems to be smart. 

In (49), the apparent matrix subject has actually been moved for the purpose of 

focus and not for case assignment. This can be explained by the fact that Ali-3sg is still in 

agreement with the embedded infinitive verb be-3sg.This point is further explained by (50) 

and (51) below. 

(50) Khkari dase (che) mashoman stari di. 

Dur-seems-3sg like (that) child-pl tired be-3sg 

It seems that the children are tired. 
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(51) Mashoman dase khkari/khkaredo*  (che) t stari

 di. 

 Child-pl like dur-seem-3sg/ *dur-seem-pl that t tired

 be-3pl 

The children, it seems that they are tired. 

In (50) again, like (48), the embedded subject remainsin situ with the difference 

that this time the embedded subject is plural. When the subject (Mashoman) of the (50) 

moves to the subject position of the matrix clause as shown in (51) it still shows agreement 

with the embedded verb and not the matrix verb. It is further evidence that the movement 

of subject (Mashoman) in (51) is not for the purpose of case but for focus which is very 

much in line with the Role and Reference theory (Van Valin & LaPolla, 1997). 

 

2.8.2 Control Construction in Pashto Language 

Control constructions in Pashto, like the raising ones described in 48 to 51, are 

different from the English control constructions. The basic difference between English and 

Pashto control constructions is that in Pashto, the embedded clause is preceded by a 

complementizer which is normally missing in the English control constructions. (52) below 

is an instance of obligatory control in Pashto. 

(52) a)  Ali faisala  wokra  (che) PRO zi. 

  Ali decision dur-did-3sg (that) PRO go-be-3sg 

  Ali decided to go. 
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b) Zama khyal  de  (che) Ali (ba) zi. 

  I thought  dur-do-1sg (that) Ali (will) go-be-3sg. 

I think that Ali will go. 

In (52a), which has a control verb in the matrix clause, PRO may be placed after 

the optional complementizer. In contrast, in (52b) where the matrix verb is not a control 

verb, the complementizer is a lexical noun phrase. This means that PRO and overt 

Determiner Phrase (DP) are in complementary distribution. Thus obligatory control in 

Pashto, is more like the Persian control constructions. In obligatory control in Pashto the 

PRO in the embedded clause is not controlled by the matrix DP; rather it behaves like the 

R-expression of Binding theory and is independent (Karimi, 2008). In a nutshell, it is 

proposed that the embedded clause in control constructions is tensed and finite and in case 

of obligatory control, the embedded subject is not PRO but governed by the Principal C of 

Binding Theory. (53) instantiates this. 

(53) “Johni sa’y kard  [cp ke Johni be-r-e]”. 

 “John effort did that      John subj-go-3sg” (Karimi, 2008, p. 17). 

 

2.8.3 Exceptional Case Marking/Raising to Object in Pashto 

The ECM constructions in the Pashto language again resemble that of Persian as 

well as German. Like Persian, in Pashto there is no raising of the subordinate clause subject 
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to the object position of the matrix clause for the purpose of case checking. (54a) below, 

an example from Pashto and (54b) an example from German (translated into English) 

illustrate the point. 

(54) a) Da Jan yaqeen  de che hagha khushhal de. 

Of-prep Jan-NP  believe  be-3sg that he happy 

 be-3sg. 

   John believes that he is happy. 

  b.  “we believe that his teachers retire next week” 

In (54), the presence of complementizer co-opts movement of the complement 

clause subject to the object position of the matrix clause for case assignment. 

 

2.9 EMPIRICAL PERSPECTIVES 

In this section, a general picture of the empirical studies on complex structures is 

being presented. Complex constructions here refer to those bi-clausal constructions which 

are acquired late and are elusive so far as the acquisition of their syntax is concerned. 

Examples of such constructions are clauses containing verbs like “promise”, “ask”, “seem” 

and “believe” etc. For example, 

(55) Akram is easy to deal with. 
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Compared to this, we have other simple constructions containing verbs like “tell” 

and “request”. For example, 

(56) Ali told Aslam to work hard. 

These complex constructions are acquired late by the first language learners 

(Chomsky, 1969). These constructions have a very rich background of research both in 

syntactic theory and acquisition research. Within linguistics, these constructions have been 

widely explored from syntactic, semantic, psychological and pragmatic perspectives. 

These constructions have been studied in second language acquisition (SLA) theory 

and research from a variety of perspectives and it will be fruitful to provide a rich 

background of studies and their findings. The findings from the previous works on these 

constructions are rich and diverse. The ultimate choice that the researcher had to make, so 

far as the framework of the current study is concerned, is the model of Learnability Theory 

(Saleemi, 1992). This is an overall model of language learning which can account for the 

successive acquisition of different competing constructions in a language. This model not 

only has the ability to account for the intra-language factors but also cross-linguistic factors 

(typological) which compete and affect, at least initially, the process and shape of inter-

language in SLA. 

  The above mentioned complex constructions have been explored at different times 

and under different principles like Minimal Distance Principal (MDP) (Chomsky, 1969; 

Rosenbaum, 1967). These constructions have also been theorized and investigated in SLA 
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from the perspective of control theory and the term control structure is specified for such 

structures in acquisition literature (Chomsky, 1981; Martohardjono & Flynn, 1995). 

Recently, under the Minimalist Programme, these structures have been further 

explained (Chomsky, 1995; Radford, 1997) within the theory of feature checking. Terms 

like 'coindexication' are used in defining the relation between the antecedent and the trace 

or anaphora. Here once again, there is a shift of focus to the form of verb (lexicon) which 

subcategorizes particular arguments and it is the matrix predicate argument which, in turn, 

controls the infinitival (PRO). 

Parallel to the syntactic trends in research, there has also been semantically 

anchored research going on within the framework of generative semantics (Gentner, 1978; 

Warden, 1981). 

Ask/tell constructions have also been explored cross-linguistically from a 

pragmatic perspective (Panther & Kopcke, 1993). It is worth mentioning here that in using 

terms like syntax, semantics & pragmatics separately for the different strands of research 

in drawing a general picture of works done on the constructions under investigation; the 

researcher has given a general picture of control structures. In the ensuing pages, it will be 

shown that the different strands of research overlap with each other. One such example is 

the work of Chomsky (1969), wherein she explains how semantic meaning is a scaffolding 

to or ensued by syntactic rules. 
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2.10 SYNTACTIC PRINCIPLES 

One of the earliest works on ask/tell (control constructions) within generative 

perspective is the doctoral dissertation by Chomsky (1969). Her study in first language 

acquisition has been replicated in SLA (Waterbury & Tucker, 1978). In her thesis Chomsky 

(1969) explains the gradual development of syntactic structures from simple to complex. 

The appeal of her research is in the systematic principled way, she postulates the different 

steps leading up-to maturation in the Minimal Distance Principle (MDP). Not only this but 

the researcher (Chomsky, 1969) also pin-points the determining factors, i.e., lexical 

complexity (Fodor, Garrett, & Bever, 1968) which leads to syntactic complexity. Chomsky 

(1969) gives a systematic tabulated list of verbs from simple to complex and how these 

lexical verbs determine the reference of PRO in control constructions. It is not only the 

different verbs (tell vs. promise) that lead to different configurational structures but within 

a single verb (ask) also, there is complexity. It is this complexity of the lexical verbs that 

makes the acquisition of these constructions not only difficult but may also cause extensive 

delay in their acquisition (i.e., in age group between 5–10, in case of L1 English). This 

phenomenon of complexity across a single verb (e.g. , ask/ promise) is called ‘control 

switch’(Panther & Kopcke, 1993). 

Although Chomsky (1969) has researched it within first language acquisition (L1), 

it has greater implications for second language learners. For example, there are languages 

like Russian and German, where there are separate verbs for ask (question) and ask 

(request). 
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"German  Russian 

Ask Request __________ Bitten___________________ Poprosit 

Ask question __________ Jragen___________________ Sporosit" (Chomsky, 1969, p. 17) 

Thus it is expected that cross linguistically, this phenomenon of ‘control switch’ 

within single verb may lead to difficulty in its acquisition as an L2. 

The above complexity is also in consonance with some of the processing issues 

which lead to difficulty in L2 acquisition of these structures. It is now widely accepted that 

SVO/ canonical clause structure is the usual and most frequent pattern so far as English is 

concerned. But when it comes to promise/ ask control verb, there is deviance from the usual 

(SVO) surface structure (Chomsky, 1969; Taylor & Taylor, 1990). Parallel to this are some 

other proposals, wherein it has been suggested that the argument structure of a verb may 

pose difficulty in sentence processing (Shapiro, Zurif, & Grimshaw, 1987). Martohardjono 

and Flynn (1995) are of the view that cross-linguistically, L1 does not affect the acquisition 

of ask/tell constructions in English L2. 

The idea of lexical complexity is also in consonance with theory of a single lexicon 

which, in turn, is in consonance with the connectionist model of knowledge shape and 

knowledge development/structure. 

Martohardjono and Flynn (1995) have investigated the ask/promise constructions 

within the framework of Government and Binding theory (Chomsky, 1981). What they 

hypothesize is that L2 acquisition of the ‘ask’/’tell’ constructions shall be same as in L1, 
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i.e., UG is directly available in L2 acquisition. In other words, their study refutes the transfer 

hypothesis (TH) which claims a role for L1 in the acquisition of L2. This study is interesting 

because it provides rich data from three L1languages, i.e., Japanese, Chinese and Spanish. 

All the three L1languages have some form of PRO in the embedded infinitive clause. Out 

of these three, the Spanish most closely resembles English (L2) which is the target L2 for 

the subjects in that study. As mentioned earlier, if there was any L1 effect on L2 acquisition, 

the Japanese and Chinese subjects (L2) should have assumed different paths (Japanese & 

Chinese languages lack control structures) from the Spanish subjects who exhibit control 

structures in their respective L1. The findings from this study however show uniform 

acquisition of English L2 infinitival complement structures by all the three groups, i.e., 

Japanese, Chinese and Spanish. This study in a way refutes the TH and attributes the 

uniformity of acquisition to the availability of UG in L2 acquisition (White, 1989). Prior to 

Martohardjono and Flynn (1995), the same complex English constructions have also been 

investigated in a second language milieu3. The first adaptation was by d'Anglejan and 

Tucker (1975) who employed the same stimulus structures devised by C. Chomsky (1969) 

on French (L1) learners of English (L2). Their results were more or less the same as reported 

in the case of L1 studies in English. These results are in line with the theory of the 

availability of UG in L2 learning or L1 = L2 as guiding/controlling principles. 

                                                 

 

3 The researcher is using English as a Foreign Language (EFL) and English as a second language as 

synonyms. Elsewhere, these same terms are treated as different from each other. The present study 

is conducted in an EFL milieu. 
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The same method and material were replicated by Waterbury and Tucker (1978) in 

a different environment on Arab (L1) subjects learning English as L2. The test constructions 

were administered to two separate groups (each group again was divided in Beginners and 

Advanced). The overall results showed the same pattern of previous L1 (Chomsky, 1969) 

and L2studies (d'Anglejan & Tucker, 1975). In Waterbury and Tucker (1978), a further step 

was added to look for any L1 transfer effect. This was done by the inclusion of a translation 

task of a few stimulus constructions. This step also showed that the subjects’ L1, i.e., Arabic 

did not have any role in comprehending the L2 (English). Again the subjects directly dealt 

with the L2, exhibiting the availability of UG. 

 

2.11 SEMANTIC/PRAGMATIC PERSPECTIVES 

Ask/tell complex constructions have also been analyzed from Generative 

Semantics point of view (Clark, 1973). Verbs are comparatively abstract and used with 

wider meanings than nouns. According to the componential theory of Katz and Fodor 

(1963), verbs get decomposed, whereas nouns remain intact from a relational perspective. 

There is a componential acquisition of verbs, i.e., from a few to a complex relation of 

features (Gentner, 1974; Juffs, 2000). It is this semantic complexity which, according to 

Clark (1973), determines acquisition of ask/tell constructions. There is an incremental 

increase in acquisition of the features of verbs and the process adopted by children is 

overgeneralization of verb-semantics. Although it has also been shown that it is not an 

invariant rule that they always go for over-extension. There might at times be under-

extension and in case of production, it may appear that the learner overextends meaning 
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but when tested for comprehension, the learner actually did not resort to over-extension 

(Thomson & Chapman, 1975). A somewhat similar theory of verb semantics is that of 

Nelson (1974). The difference between Nelson (1974) and Clark (1973) is that the former 

gives credence to perception whereas the latter gives a dominant role to functions. The verb 

semantics shall again be discussed when we come to the interface between verb-semantics 

and syntax or mapping from semantics to syntax. 

Language is not learned in a monolithic linear fashion and in case of SLA, it is 

extremely true (Gass, 1989; Kelleman, 1977; Rutherford, 1989). While learning a language 

(L2), it is not just the L1 which affects the L2 but at times, even the L1 may be affected by 

the L2. Similarly, it is not necessary that learners follow only one way, i.e., syntactic cues 

in acquiring an L2. Language may have a fixed word order (e.g., SVO in case of English) 

or pragmatic word order (Italian) and thus no fixed word order (Gass, 1989). Similarly, 

some languages have a rich morphological inflectional system (Japanese) than others 

(English). These differing features of different languages are termed by Gass (1989) as 

‘cues’ which learners notice while learning a second language. Different languages have 

different cue strength and it is the relative strength of those cues (in case of English, it is 

the fixed word order SVO) which is noticed by the learners. What Gass’ (1989) study finds 

is that it is not necessary that learners should follow only semantic or syntactic cues as 

searching strategies while acquiring a second language. It is here that L2 acquisition is 

made more dramatic by Gass’ (1989) findings. 

Gass’ (1989) findings are based on the competition model of Bates and 

MacWhinney (1982). Gass (1989) conducted two experiments  in her research. Both the 



 

 

88 

 

experiments are relevant to the current study. She took the ask/tell constructions and tried 

to find out the respective roles of semantic and syntactic cues on various control verbs 

during acquisition. The results confirmed the findings from previous studies (Bates & 

MacWhinney, 1982) that animacy cues precede syntactic cues. The findings from the 

second experiment, i.e., English vs. Italian (fixed vs. non-fixed sentence word order) from 

a typological perspective which are relevant to this study. The Italian learners of English 

(L2) employed semantic pragmatic strategies which are in line with their L1 (Italian), 

whereas the English learners of Italian preferred fixed word order strategy. This has 

implications for indirect access to UG theory at least initially through L1. 

“Thus, it may be that the initial hypothesis in L2 learning is sought in the behavior 

of the native language. When there is an apparent incongruity between the L1 and L2, 

learners resort to fundamental universal properties" (Gass, 1989, p. 196). 

In brief,  Gass (1989) tentatively hypothesizes that in case of L2 acquisition, it may 

be easier to go from a fixed word order language (English) to semantic/pragmatic one 

(Italian) and the reverse may be the case otherwise. 

The ask/tell complex constructions and their controlling of infinitival PRO in the 

complement clause have also been investigated from a pragmatic perspective (Panther & 

Kopcke, 1993). As described earlier (Chomsky, 1969), the verbs ‘ask” and ‘promise’ are 

exceptions to the MDP (Rosenbaum, 1967). Panther and Kopcke (1993), in their detailed 

and systematic cross linguistic research, sketch the semantic pragmatic factors which 

explain control switch. They not only explain the control switch between the lexical verbs 

(ask & promise) but also shed light on the phenomenon of control switch within a single 
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lexical verb (e.g., promise). It is the pragmatic compatibility between PRO of the infinitival 

complement clause and matrix verb (promise/ask) arguments which determines/underlies 

the controlling of the PRO. They divide controlling verbs into five different groups 

(pragmatically) and within each verb group, it is the different semantic roles, i.e., Agent, 

Beneficiary and Dependence on a scale of decreasing agentivity of PRO which defines the 

control switch from the subject or object within particular pragmatic verb categories. As 

the agentivity decreases, the other roles, i.e., Beneficiary/dependence, determine control 

shift from subject to object & vice-versa and thus the control of PRO. Of specific reference 

in this study is the principal of the iconicity (“formal closeness” of the matrix verb 

argument to the infinitval clause subject(PRO), which determines control in case of English 

verbs) which reflects Rosenbaum's (1967) MDP although on a semantic/pragmatic level. 

What the above semantic/pragmatic mechanism suggests is the complexity of the 

different cues wherein an apparently syntactic constraint like MDP may be over-riden by 

a semantic/pragmatic feature. This precedence of cues in particular instances may be cross-

linguistic (Gass, 1989) at least in the initial stages of L2 acquisition or they may be an age 

factor in the case of L1 acquisition (Chomsky, 1969). A specific instance in context of C. 

Chomsky's (1969) research is the structure in the sentence 57 below. 

(57) “The doll is easy to see”  (Chomsky, 1969, p. 30). 

Taylor and Taylor (1990) compare (57) with a similar construction and demonstrate 

how the pragmatic conditions of the lexis lead to incorrect (57) above, and correct 

interpretations (58) below respectively, in syntactically similar but pragmatically different 

conditions. This example again instantiates Clark's (1973) incremental acquisition of 
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semantics, i.e., from concrete to abstract and in this case, from “intrinsic” (see) to 

“momentary” (touch). 

(58) “The rabbit is soft to touch.” 

 

2.12  COGNITIVISTS AND ACQUISITION 

From our discussion up-to this point, we reach a tentative conclusion that no single 

approach, i.e., semantic, pragmatic or syntactic, can explain language and in our case, the 

acquisition of control and raising structures. The process of L2 acquisition involves active 

competition and interaction between phonological, semantic, pragmatic and syntactic 

factors (Bates & MacWhinney, 1982; Ellis, 1994; Gass, 1989; Taylor & Taylor, 1990). 

Cognitivists (psycho-linguists) differ from the other schools of linguists (e.g., 

Mentalists) in the sense that they do not conceive of the existence of any prior 

semantic/syntactic rules. Language acquisition is an active online learning process through 

the formation of tentative rules which are revised from time to time through discovery of 

successive semantic, syntactic and pragmatic cues until a stable situation is arrived at in 

the case of particular constructions (Ellis, 1994; Vygotskiǐ, 1978). It is also worth 

mentioning here that it is not necessary that all learners should follow the same path and 

procedure in acquiring particular linguistic constructions (Ellis, 1994). A case in point is 

the acquisition of passives. Initially a learner may, following the canonical (English) word 

order SVO and assume on the basis of animacy “the cat” to be the subject in (59) below. 
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(59) “The cat was chased by the dog” (Ellis, 1994, p. 31) 

While parsing (59), going down this sentence, and noticing the phrase ‘by the dog’, 

the learner may revise her/his previous hypothesis and settle onto a more formal syntactic 

rule of movement (Ellis, 1994). 

A related phenomenon to the form-function relationship is that of lexical 

complexity and its relationship to syntax. In case of ask/tell verbs, although the syntactic 

structure of the clauses is the same yet the reference of PRO in the subordinate clause to 

its antecedent is different. This phenomenon of control switch has also been investigated 

from the perspective of lexical triggering of related structures and memory capacity (Taylor 

& Taylor, 1990). To simplify things, according to the traditional view, memory consists of 

a short term memory and a long term memory. In case of L1 acquisition, a child has a 

limited short term/working memory. It is because of this limited capacity for online 

processing that the child goes for the 'one-word' and then 'two-word' formulaic learning of 

clauses. Later on as a child grows her working memory, as well as, long-term memory’s 

capacity of holding greater number of words increases. This process explains as to why 

there is a gradual and incremental increase in the number of words and complexity of 

clauses in the acquisition process. So far what we have discussed in the above instances 

relate to L1. It is relevant to mention here that in case of L2 acquisition, adults do not have 

the shortcomings of a limited working memory, storage and retrieval capacity. If that is 

true then in case of L2 acquisition there should not have been any difficulty in acquiring 

the complex constructions either moving from simple to complex constructions and vice-

versa. Studies in the case of L2 acquisition (d'Anglejan & Tucker, 1975) show no difference 



 

 

92 

 

in learning the ask/tell constructions from L1 (Chomsky, 1969). On the other, hand the L2 

findings (Gass, 1989; Rutherford, 1989; Zobl, 1989) differ from L1 studies of these 

constructions. This indicates that apart from memory span, there are other cross-linguistic 

factors like L1 clause structure (semantic/pragmatic word order vs. a strictly syntactic word 

order) which affect the acquisition of these L2 constructions. 

 

2.12.1  Language Processing Models 

The traditional view of working memory structure has been replaced by another 

model of lexical representation, i.e., connectionist network of lexical representation. The 

Model which most clearly explains the dynamic process of activation of lexical items and 

the resultant clausal configuration is the Parallel Distributed Processing (PDP) model 

(McClelland, 1988). This is a modified form of speech processing model for monolingual 

speakers (Levelt, 1989, 1993). The evolution of the model of lexicon, particularly in case 

of bilinguals has a rich history of research (De Bot, 1992, 2002; Levelt, 1989, 1993; 

Wienreich, 1953). The spreading-activation model (connectionist model) of lexicon not 

only assumes connection between the different items (lexical items) but goes beyond it4. It 

states that words (concepts) are represented in the lexicon through nodes and it is the 

connection between different nodes, which activate a particular word. These nodes do not 

                                                 

 

4 For a detailed discussion, see Taylor and Taylor,(1990) and De Bot (2002). 
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necessarily represent complete words; it is rather the connection strength which triggers 

particular concepts (features) and the result is a lexicalized word. The more the connection 

strength between different nodes, the earlier is the lexical item retrieved from the lexicon. 

To quote De Bot (2002), "learning is essentially a matter of assimilation and 

accommodation; a repeated perception will be noticed and will become established into the 

system by linking it to already existing information" (p. 52). It is this very concept which 

has been taken a step further from lexical to the phrase/clause level by Shapiro, et al. (1987) 

in case of verbs which triggers sub-categorization and the different argument structures 

which a verb can assume in a clause. The spreading activation model is also important from 

another perspective, i.e., the creation and updating of knowledge base in long-term memory 

(in this case linguistic knowledge). It presents linguistic knowledge as the product of a 

dynamic system. It also explains the connection between short & long-term memory. The 

attraction of this model is its application beyond clause to discourse level where particular 

lexical items may trigger schemas associated with discourse style (although this is beyond 

the scope of the present research). The concept of connectionist network is also in 

consonance with another recent theory in the field of SLA, that is, the Dynamic System 

Theory (DST). A short definition will suffice here the compatibility of connectionism and 

DST. 

“Dynamic system theory in SLA implies that a person’s knowledge of a language 

(first, second, third and so on) is never stable and keeps developing when used” (De Bot, 

Lowie, & Verspoor, 2005, p. 3). 
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2.13 EMPIRICAL FINDINGS ON RAISING AND CONTROL 

Raising and control constructions have been investigated from acquisition 

perspective in SLA as well as FLA. It is worth mentioning that these constructions are 

under studied so far as second language acquisition is concerned. Interestingly, as in theory, 

these constructions have attracted continuous debate on the empirical front and the debate 

is still in progress both at the theoretical and empirical levels. 

 

2.13.1  Empirical Findings on the Sub-set Approach 

One such recent study in FLA is by Kirby (2010). In this study, the subjects were 

native speakers of English; their ages ranging from age group 4 and 5 years. In this 

particular study, two specific constructions, i.e., Raising to object (RO) and Object Control 

(OC) constructions, were administered to the above mentioned two age groups in two 

separate experiments with the assumption that children would learn these constructions in 

a non-adult like fashion. This non-adult type behavior of learning has been termed as 

“semantic scaffolding”. More specifically, it was expected that the subjects under 

investigation would have recourse to semantic rather than syntactic frames. The particular 

verbs in these experiments were the RO (e.g., want, need) and OC (ask, tell). The results 

of the first experiment go in favour of a semantic strategy in parsing both types of 

constructions. The reason for this might be the limited processing capacity of these 

subjects. Consequently, these subjects are forced only to concentrate on the embedded 

clauses in both OC and RO constructions. In order to test children’s competence on 
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grammar, in a second experiment, the same subjects (those who participated in the first 

experiment) were administered almost the same bi-clausal RO and OC constructions with 

embedded expletive subjects. The results of the second experiment initially appeared 

haphazard. Specifically, the 5 age group performed well on raising but failed on control 

constructions which could not be explained either on semantic or syntactic grounds. 

Analyzing the results especially in case of 5s, Kirby (2010) (evoking “the effects of 

primacy and recency” in combination with a preference for referential than an expletive 

subjects) concludes that due to limited processing capacity, the subjects once again give a 

canonical English Subject- Verb-Object (SVO) order interpretation to both RO and OC 

constructions. This is illustrated in (60 a, b) and (61a, b). 

(60) a. “The girl wanted there to be cookies in the bag”. 

  b. “The boy asked it to be time for bed”. 

(61) a. “The girl wanted ……………….. cookies in the bag”. 

  b. “The boy asked …………………. for bed” (Kirby, 2010, p. 8). 

Thus (60 a, b), in case of 5s, is a sign of development from a semantic to syntactic 

domain. 
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2.13.2  Raising: A Default Construction 

Contrary to the subset-superset principle of learnability theory, it has been shown 

(Becker, 2005) that during L1 acquisition, raising and control constructions do not always 

follow the “restrictive grammar” theory. According to Frank (1998), on the other hand, 

raising constructions involve A-movement and A-movement is acquired late, i.e., after 5 

years of age. Therefore, in the context of the present study, raising constructions are 

assumed to be acquired later than control constructions (control constructions lack 

movement of subordinate subject to the matrix subject position). In experimental findings 

(Becker, 2005), subjects of 3 and 4 years old give raising explanation to verbs like “want” 

which is a control verb. Particularly, when it comes to learning the ambiguous verbs, i.e., 

verbs like “begin”, the restrictive grammar theory fails to answer how these verbs are 

acquired; thus questioning the validity of subset-superset principle. Becker (2005) suggests 

that the single trigger theories (expletive driven strategy in case of raising) cannot fully 

explain in case of raising and control constructions. In the light of further tests, she explains 

that in addition to structural cues; “subject animacy”, “predicate eventivity” and “expletive 

subjects” also have a role during acquisition in differentiating between control and raising 

constructions. It is worth-noticing here that Becker’s (2005) probabilistic approach to the 

acquisition of raising and control constructions in no way refutes the theory of subset-

superset but is an improvement upon it, answering for not only the clear-cut verbs of 

raising/control but the ambiguous ones (begin) also. Becker’s (2005) study once again 

shows that there are no simple answers to naturally occurring data.  
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In a series of experiments, Kirby (2010) once again challenges the subset-superset 

model of learnability. Recall that control constructions must precede raising ones during 

acquisition. From a minimalist perspective, keeping in view the Economy Principle of 

Chomsky (1995), control constructions (merger) should be acquired first. Chomsky’s 

(1995) Economy Principle is also in line with Frank’s (1998) view. According to Frank 

(1998), in raising constructions, A-movement is involved which is a more complex 

phenomenon than “Merger” (in case of control). Kirby (2010), on the other hand, keeping 

in view the previous studies (Bever & McElree, 1988; Shima, 2000), suggests that due to 

theta-role assignment in control and raising the cognitive load is heavier in the former. A 

natural corollary of this is that raising, carrying less theta roles shall be learnt first. The 

results from experiment 1a (p. 4 & 5) support her claim in children between age 4 & 5. 

With these findings, the subset-superset model stands on its head. In her (Kirby, 2010) 

second experiment 1b (p. 7) corroborates the findings from 1a, i.e., raising to object 

constructions are more acceptable than object control constructions. In the same article, it 

has been shown that what has always been called as positive evidence may not always be 

there in a categorical sense. There are instances of control verbs with expletive arguments 

(62). 

(62) “The Lord stopped it from raining” (Kirby, 2010, p. 7). 

It is argued by Kirby (2010) that (62) above, instead of guidance, may complicate 

matters even further during acquisition. In a nutshell, what Kirby suggests is that raising 

and control may better be explained on a scale of continuum as against the alternative 

dichotomous and clustering approaches. 



 

 

98 

 

2.13.3  Maturational View 

In yet another approach, Hirsch and Wexler (2007) it has been proposed that the 

learners initially learn control constructions followed by raising ones. This study (Hirsch 

& Wexler, 2007) was basically conducted from the perspective of the development of 

Phases (Chomsky, 1995). The findings from this study run counter to the earlier findings 

from Becker (2005). Going a step forward and in the light of Hornstein’s (1999) unified 

theory of A-chains for control and raising, phases do not pose any problem in the case of 

control (PRO) as against raising. Under universal phase requirement theory,  there need 

not be any problem in the acquisition of control constructions even under a raising analysis 

of control proposed by Hornstein (1999). Hirsch and Wexler’s (2007) study is further 

supported by cross-linguistic  evidence from Modern Greek (Varlokosta, 1994). 

 

2.13.4  Clustering Acquisition Vs. The Sub-set Approach 

There are different theoretical approaches from UG perspective to L2 acquisition, 

i.e., (a) Strong access; (b) partial access; and (c) no access (White, 2000). Assuming a 

strong access hypothesis for raising, control and ECM constructions in the present study; 

it is expected that Pashto learners of English (L2) would follow the subset-superset 

principle of learnability in the acquisition of raising and control constructions. It is 

expected that during acquisition, control constructions would be learned first, followed by 

raising. Since Pashto almost lacks the null-subject in infinitival embedded clauses and 

finite complementation is the unmarked pattern, it is also expected that the L1 effect would 



 

 

99 

 

be very little on the acquisition of constructions under investigation. One such study under 

the model of strong access hypothesis is that of Sabet and Youhanaee (2007). They have 

investigated obligatory and PRO subjects from a different angle, i.e., the phenomenon of 

clustering acquisition. The commonality between their study and the present one is the 

assumption of the strong access to UG in L2 acquisition. Beyond this commonality, the 

present study and that of Sabet and Youhanaee (2007) go in different directions. The 

present study is being conducted within the framework of learnability theory or to be more 

exact the subset-superset theory. Under this theory, it is predicted that constructions are 

acquired naturally and step by step depending on available options, i.e., the narrower 

options precede the wider ones. The phenomenon of clustering acquisition investigated by 

Sabet and Youhanaee (2007) runs counter to the learnability theory. In clustering 

acquisition, different grammatical constructions and their relevant complexity is not taken 

into consideration. 

 

2.13.5  The Psychological Reality of Gaps 

In section 2.8 of the current chapter, it had been shown that raising and control 

constructions were distinct categories from a theoretical point of view. On the other hand, 

there have also been arguments (Hornstein, 1999) where these constructions, i.e., raising 

and control have been theoretically put under a unified model of Raising to Subject 

Mechanism. From behavioural perspective, when these constructions are put to test, 

psycholinguistic studies by Bever and McElree (1988) refute Hornstein’s (1999) unified 

model of raising and control constructions. 



 

 

100 

 

Through a “priming” paradigm adopted from Dell, McKoon, and Ratcliff (1983) 

and McKoon and Ratcliff (1980), the researchers (Bever & McElree, 1988) put their 

subjects to a comprehension test. Subjects would read a sentence linearly from a computer 

screen and at the end of each sentence, they would be asked to decide whether a probe 

word displayed on the computer screen was contained in the sentence which they had just 

parsed. The results confirmed not only the psychological reality of Gaps/Empty categories 

and more relevant to the present study. proved the distinct nature of the types of empty 

categories. The touchstone for accessing the different empty categories was the reaction 

time in recalling the exact antecedent for the respective empty categories. The empty 

categories were recognized in the order of PRO, Raising and Tough movement types; PRO 

taking longer time than Raising in recalling their respective antecedents. These findings 

are in line with Chomsky’s (1981) distinction between raising and control constructions on 

the basis of theta theory and null-case assignment by the infinitival “to” to the empty 

category, called big “PRO”. This distinction between raising and control constructions 

traces back to Government & Binding Theory (Chomsky, 1981). 

 

2.14  CONCLUSION 

In this chapter, the researcher tried to present the various theories on the 

constructions under investigation. In the first place, the researcher has explained the 

structure and the various types of raising and control constructions under the different 

theories of UG. In addition to that, an outline of the raising and control constructions in 

Pashto language has also been explained. Finally, the researcher has tried to give a picture 



 

 

101 

 

of the empirical findings and the respective behaviour of the subjects in those studies. From 

structural point of view, in this chapter, one can see that the constructions under 

investigation have been variously represented. One thing which remains constant is that 

despite the differing views regarding raising and control constructions, these constructions 

maintain their respective distinct structures. 
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Chapter 3 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

 

3  INTRODUCTION 

Research methodology is by definition, “broadly speaking the way in which a 

researcher conducts research. It is the way in which he chooses to deal with a particular 

phenomenon” (Jonker & Pennink, 2010, p. 17). Methodology has been defined by different 

researchers in different words and in different contexts. For Silverman (2005), a researcher 

employs a general approach to get meaning out of the research under consideration. Its 

critical importance has been widely acclaimed as it helps the research community to 

definite shape to dispersed human thoughts and enables the reader to understand the 

researcher’s point of view regarding a social issue. 

Employing relevant and appropriate methodology is one of the defining factors in 

a valid research endeavour. One has to be cautious about narrowing its scope down to only 

either to developing a new or employing a tested questionnaire and collecting responses 

from the sample and then applying some statistics. Keeping in view the learnability 

paradigm (Osherson, et al., 1986; Saleemi, 1992) the present study has opted for the 

“Acceptability Judgments” (Mackey & Gass, 2005) approach. The theories both UG and 

learnability a priori assume the presence of underlying abstract universal principles. Such 

assumed principles in combination are responsible for the linguistic behavior of the 

learners of a language. The set of linguistic principles consists of both invariant and variant 

principles. It is the variant principles which are constrained by the learnability principle, 
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i.e., the sub-set principle (again a domain specific principle), independently of the physical 

learning environment. Keeping the nature and interaction of these principles in addition to 

the learners and the second language classroom settings the researcher in the present study 

deemed the grammaticality judgments to be the optimal choice. Acceptability judgments 

of the kind that have been adapted in the present study have also been employed in previous 

studies (Tattem, 2011; White, 1989) which also aimed at measuring second language 

learners’ linguistic competence. In acceptability judgment tasks, usually, the objective is 

to tape the linguistic competence of the subjects from the perspective of comprehension. 

As has already been discussed, comprehension may not give us a full picture of the relevant 

phenomenon in question. For any study to be comprehensive, the constructions in question 

must also be looked at from another perspective, i.e., production level (Izumi, 2003). 

Keeping this in mind, the researcher has resorted to a kind of triangulation in the shape of 

adding two additional translational tasks which aimed to look at the same phenomenon i.e., 

raising and control constructions from the perspective of production. 

 

3.1 EMPIRICAL REALITY AND RESEARCH CONCEPT 

The current research is a quantitative in nature and the purpose is to look at the 

pattern of learning process on a language. The pivotal point of this effort is to explore the 

possible association of the concept with the empirical reality. The existing literature on the 

subject is enough proof to guide the research not to be a victim of the subjectivity. 
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3.1.1 Statistical Analysis 

To objectively analyze the collected data a research needs some statistical 

techniques. These are: descriptive statistics and logistic regression. Modern researches 

have some common characteristics. This has made it easy to collect huge amount of data. 

In this milieu the task for a researcher is to search ways to extract useful information from 

the collected data. Thus descriptive statistics. These statistics shape the data into a 

meaningful pattern and enable to reader to have common grounds of understanding 

regarding the underlying information with the researcher. 

 

3.2 LOGISTIC REGRESSION 

A researcher’s main task is to create a model from the data with the aim to make 

prediction. There are various statistical techniques that a researcher is required to take help 

from. The quality of researcher can be gauged from their ability and art of selecting and 

applying the best method for a particular situation. Logistic regression is one among those 

techniques. If one wants to explain it, it can be said that it is a statistical technique that is 

employed when a researcher is tasked to examine the relationships between a dichotomous 

dependent variable and metric or dichotomous independent variables. Since the research at 

hand deals with dichotomous outcome, logistic regression is the most suitable choice for 

inferential statistics. 
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3.3 STATISTICAL SOFTWARE 

The use of certain software packages in codifying the data has become part and 

parcel of social research. These are helping tools that provide common understanding 

grounds to the research fraternity. The researcher employed Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS) 18th edition for both the descriptive and inferential statistics. 

 

3.4 RESEARCH STRATEGY 

This study tests the learnability theory or to be more precise the subset –superset 

principle at two levels in adult second language acquisition. For this, a two pronged 

strategy has been designed. The first part of this strategy involves two pairs of bi-clausal 

infinitival constructions. The first pair deals with raising to subject (RS) and subject control 

(SC) constructions. The second pair deals with raising to object (RO) and object control 

(OC) constructions. In previous studies on raising and control, in most of the cases, only 

one of the pairs has been tested (SC & RS). This study is broader than the previous ones in 

the sense that it has taken all the four infinitival bi-clausal raising and control constructions 

for the current investigation. The findings of this study shall have an overall picture of all 

the four constructions so far as their acquisition under the subset principle is concerned. 

The first part of the strategy is exclusive in the sense that no effect of L1 (Pashto) on the L2 

(English) is being tested. It is also worth mentioning here that the first part of this research 

strategy is comprehension oriented. Despite this division of methodology/strategy, it in no 

way means that the two components of this research are completely separate from each 
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other. The first component, i.e., the acceptability judgment tasks and the second 

component, i.e., the two translation tasks are actually testing the order of acquisition as 

proposed under the sub-set principles. In this way both the components of this research are 

mutually linked. 

The second part of the current study consists of two translation tasks, i.e., 

translation task I (TTI) and translation task II (TTII). Here the perspective changes from 

comprehension to production of language. The purpose of this second component again is 

to test the subset principle of learnability. In addition, here the effect of L1 (Pashto) on L2 

(English) in the light of the subset principle is being investigated. As mentioned earlier, the 

two components of this research support each other. The question arises how? The answer 

lies in the TTI which contributes to the first component of this research from production 

perspective. This will be made clear when the researcher shall describe in detail the various 

steps that have been taken in the present research. 

 

3.5 SUBJECTS 

Two groups of subjects were included in the present research. The first group 

consisted of L2 learners of English with their L1 as Pashto. These L2learners were sub-

divided into three groups for the purpose of administering the data. All EFL learners were 

native speakers of Pashto. They were enrolled in graduate, masters and M. Phil programs, 

majoring in English. This selection of subjects at university level was made keeping in 

view the type of complex constructions that were being tested. One of the reasons for the 
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choice of subjects at adult level is that these constructions are learned late even by L1 

learners. Thus the idea was that at lower level, for the L2 subjects it may not be possible to 

get the desired data due to the inability of the subjects in understanding such constructions. 

For any grammatical test, it is necessary that the subjects must have a working capacity to 

participate in the test(s) that is presented to them. There are exceptions as well. It depends 

on the nature of a study. When the design of a study includes some sort of interventions 

(treatment), then in those cases one may select learners who may not have any knowledge 

of those constructions being investigated. Even there, care should be taken that the learners 

are at a stage from where they can be taught the targeted constructions. It was, therefore, 

expected in the present study that L2 learners of English at university level shall have a 

working capacity to understand the type of constructions that were made part of the present 

investigation. Overall, 127 L2 learners participated in the different tests that were 

conducted in this research (Table 21). Of the 127 participants, 30 were female and 87 male.  

All of them voluntarily agreed to participate in the various tasks of the present research 

design. These L2 subjects participated in all the three tasks that were then administered to 

them. The second group of participants consisted again of adult native speakers of English 

from the Universities of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon and World Learning Brattleboro, 

Vermont of United States of America. These were again volunteers. This group acted as a 

control group for the present study. The participation of these subjects was limited only to 

the first two tasks, i.e., a grammaticality judgment tasks (GJT) on the English raising and 

control sentences. 
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3.5.1 Population and the Sampling Method 

The population of the current study is adult learners of English having Pashto as 

their L1. For this very purpose the research has followed sampling method from Becker 

(2005) in case of the two GJ Tasks. His design has been customized, keeping in view the 

adult learners in the L2 setting among the subject population. Simple stratified random 

sampling procedure was employed in the L2 learners of English. The population has been 

divided into three strata—FA, BS, and MS. The control group (L1), being the native 

speaker of English, was selected from two universities in USA. The acceptability judgment 

tasks were sent online. 

 

3.6 TESTS TYPES 

There were four tests which spanned over the whole design of this study. These 

tests included: 

a)  Grammaticality judgment task I; 

b)  Grammaticality judgment task II 

c)  Translation Task I 

d)  Translation Task II 
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3.6.1 Grammaticality Judgment Task I 

Prior to describing the mechanism of the GJ tasks, it is necessary to give a rationale 

for the choice of this task. First of all, the present study was conducted within the Universal 

Grammar (UG) framework wherein judgments on particular constructions are not 

prescriptive; rather, they are intuitive or the “feel judgments” (Schachter, 1989). In the 

same article, Schachter (1989) states that not all the principles of Universal Grammar are 

amenable to testing because of their very abstract nature. At the same time, it is very 

difficult, or in some cases impossible, to describe in clear words the underlying UG 

principles which are at work in particular grammatical constructions. Thus the intuitive 

nature of the response of participants suits a GJT test while testing a particular linguistic 

principle. 

The second advantage of GJ tasks is that in SLA and particularly with adult 

participants, it has become a well-established measure for conducting research. Several 

pioneering research studies (Liceras, 1989; Schachter, 1989; White, 1989) are a testimony 

to the veracity of the GJ tasks. 

Finally, the GJ task suits the present context wherein the current research was 

conducted. In the settings of the present study (classroom setting), language and grammar 

are mostly taught through the grammar translation method where realia are rarely brought 

in into the class rooms. Language learning mostly takes place from taught content based 

lessons. Curricula do have grammar lessons but explicit grammar teaching is rarely 

practiced. When it comes to final evaluation, grammar related questions are there on the 

final evaluation papers. Those grammatical questions usually approximate to the isolated 
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test sentences which are used in SLA grammaticality judgment tasks. It is for this reason 

that the researcher has made the choice of a GJ test. It was felt that by presenting the 

learners with GJ type tests, they would not become conscious and would probably be more 

at ease while attempting such tests. Against GJT, there are the Truth Value Judgment Tasks 

(TVJ) which are also adopted for measuring various linguistic constructions in SLA and 

FLA. TVJ task is usually employed in first language acquisition studies where the subjects 

are usually small children (Becker, 2005; Kirby, 2009). 

On the other hand, GJT is mostly used in adult studies. In GJT, it is usually assumed 

that the subjects (especially adults) in SLA have the ability to bring forth certain intuitions 

about the correctness/ incorrectness of grammatical sentences under investigation. 

Children, on the other hand, due to age limitations (limited short term memory) do not have 

this capacity to give feel judgments on isolated sentences. Thus, in the case of children, a 

contrived situation is created in TVJ tasks in order to elicit the targeted response from those 

children on particular constructions and in particular domains. Since in the present study 

the subjects are adults, the best option (keeping in view the advantages of GJT) is the GJT. 

Not only this, the findings of the present study have also shown the choice of GJT to be a 

correct option. Finally, one of the advantages which GJT has over the TVJ is its objectivity. 

In GJT, the researcher/experimenter remains relatively at a greater distance from the 

subjects and the context of the study. In TVJ, on the other hand, the presence of the 

experimenter/researcher and her/his continuous interaction with the subjects reduces the 

possibility of objectivity or distance from the subjects. One such effect in TVJ is called 

“Clever Hans Effect”. In such situations, factors such as gestures, facial expressions, eye 
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contact, tone and pitch of the experimenter may encourage/discourage the subjects’ 

response pattern in a particular direction. 

As discussed earlier, the basic difference between raising and control verbs is that 

control verbs maintain a thematic relationship with the main clause subject and raising 

verbs do not have such thematic relationship with the matrix clause subject. In the present 

study, in order to look for how L2 learners differentiate between a raising and control verb, 

it was assumed that subjects (in this case adults) shall look for a semantic relationship 

between the matrix subject and the matrix control verb and in the case of raising no such 

restriction would apply. In order to check the response pattern of the subjects on raising 

and control constructions, a “modified grammaticality judgment test” was adopted from 

Becker’s (2005) study which he had administered to English L1 learners. Although he had 

named that test a modified grammatical judgment task, on actual look his design might 

properly be called a truth value judgment task. The reason the researcher calls his test a 

TVJ is that it contained all the paraphernalia like pictures and puppets’ comments regarding 

those pictures. In the present study, since adult subjects were tested, the researcher felt no 

need for props such as picture stories and puppets. It is also for this reason that the 

researcher calls the test of the present study’s test as a GJT and not a TVJ task. Like Becker 

(2005), the present study’s GJT (the two GJ tasks) consisted of four types of test sentences 

and all the test sentences had an inanimate matrix subject (Table 1). The first two sentences 

had a matrix control verb and the last two a raising one. In addition to that, another element 

was introduced, i.e., whether or not the embedded infinitival complement clause had 

semantic compatibility with the inanimate subject in the main clause. Sample test sentences 

are given in Table 1. 
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Sentence  Matrix Verb Embedded Predicate 

*The mango likes to be on the tree. Control Compatible 

*The mango likes to move upward. Control Incompatible 

The book tends to get tougher. Raising Compatible 

*The book tends to get angry. Raising Incompatible 

Table 1:  Sample Test Sentences in the GJT I Test 

This test included twenty target and twenty filler items. The filler items, again, were 

bi-clausal tough movement constructions (Anderson, 2002). On completion of this task by 

the participants, the filler items were separated from the target ones (see Appendix E for 

filler items). All the responses on the twenty target items were codified in a binary fashion 

and subsequently fed into the SPSS for the purpose of obtaining percentage responses on 

the individual test items. The percentage responses on the respective individual items at 

different educational levels are given in various tables (Table 6 to Table 10). In the next 

step, a series of logistic regressions were applied to the data in order to have a comparison 

of the number of acceptable responses per education level group to a chance level of 

performance. 

For the GJ test I, overall there were twenty targeted test sentences. Of these twenty 

sentences, ten contained matrix control verbs (Appendix A) and the rest of the ten 

contained matrix raising verbs (Appendix B). Of the ten bi-clausal control sentences, five 

had a lower predicate compatible with the matrix subject and the remaining five had a 

lower predicate incompatible with the matrix subject. The same pattern had been repeated 
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in the case of ten bi-clausal raising constructions. In light of the subset principle, the 

following response pattern was assumed for the first GJ task (Table 2): 

i. If the subjects’ first guess regarding these sentences is a control construction 

guess and if (as is required) they assume an animate matrix subject for the 

control verbs, their response may be a negative one on all the four sentences 

since all the subjects in the given sentences are inanimate. 

ii. If the subjects’ guess regarding these constructions is a raising one (contra 

subset principle), they may accept those sentences with a compatible lower 

predicate and reject the ones with an incompatible lower predicate. 

iii. In the final case, if these adult subjects do have a mature knowledge of raising 

and control, they may behave like the control group. 

The expected response pattern on the basis of subjects’ assumptions is given in 

Table 2. 

 

Sentence 

Assumption (i) Assumption (ii) Assumption (iii) 

All Control All Raising Control Group 

Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect 

*The mango likes to be on the 

tree. 

      

 

*The mango likes to move 

upward. 

      

 

The book tends to get tougher. 

      

 

*The book tends to get angry. 

      

Table 2: Expected Response Pattern on the Basis of Respondents’ Assumptions 
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3.6.2 Grammaticality Judgment Task II 

In the GJ II task also, there were twenty target items and twenty fillers. The target 

twenty items consisted of ten bi-clausal object control sentences with (incorrect) embedded 

expletive subjects (Appendix C). The second half of the target ten items included raising 

to object constructions (Appendix D) with embedded (correct) expletive subjects. The 

filler items on this task consisted of twenty tough movement constructions which were all 

correct. The purpose of including these filler items was to bring symmetry to the test design 

and avoid bias in the response pattern on the target items. In the target items the 

grammaticality/ungrammaticality is located at the right end side of the target items, i.e., in 

the embedded clause; whereas in the tough movement filler items, consideration had to be 

given to the left hand side as well. In this way, subjects would be prevented from finding 

a particular pattern especially in the target items. On completion of this task, the target 

items were separated and for obtaining results, the same procedure and tests were repeated 

as in the case of the first modified GJT. 

Here again, the subset principle was put to test with two other types of raising and 

control sentences. This pair included raising to object (RO) and object control (OC) 

structures. Similar to the first pair (RS and SC) of raising and control in the GJ 1 test, the 

OC and RO pair also stands in a subset-superset relationship. OC structures again are 

stricter, not allowing inanimate and expletive subjects in the embedded clause; whereas 

ROs being the laxer ones, allow both animate/inanimate and expletive subjects in the 

embedded clause. The two sentences below illustrate the difference. 

(63) “Gracen wanted/needed/#asked/#told the wine to be red”. 
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(64) “Gracen wanted/needed/*asked/*told the wine to be red”  (Kirby, 2010, 

p. 1). 

For the GJ test II again, overall there were 20 targeted test items (ten sentences each 

for OC and RO constructions, respectively). In order to find a way as to how the learners 

analyze ROs from OCs and what path did they assume, a sentence judgment task which is 

again a GJT measure, was designed and adopted from (Kirby, 2009, 2010). The test design 

is illustrated in Table 3: 

Sentence  Matrix Verb Embedded Predicate 

*The boy asked it to rain. Object Control Incompatible 

Expletive “it” 

*The boy asked there to be rain. Object Control Incompatible 

Expletive “there” 

The kid wanted there to be biscuits in the bag. Raising to Object Subject compatible 

Expletive “there” 

The girl wanted it to be her friend’s turn. Raising to Object Subject compatible 

Expletive “it” 

Table 3:  Sample Test Sentences in the GJT Test II 

All the targeted sentences had an animate noun phrase (NP) matrix subject. While 

the embedded predicate had both in ROs and OCs either an expletive “there” or “it” subject. 

All the RO test sentences were grammatically correct, whereas their OC counterparts were 

all incorrect. Sample test sentences are given in Table 3. In light of the order of the 

acquisition under the sub-set principle, the following assumptions were made: 
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i. If the subjects’ first guess regarding these sentences is control one (with the 

assumption that control verb in this case needs a sentient/animate subject in the 

embedded predicate), the subject may reject these sentences as incorrect. 

ii. If the subjects’ first guess, on the other hand, (contra subset principle) is a raising 

one, they may accept all the sentences as correct. 

iii. Finally, if these subjects do have a mature knowledge of object control and raising 

to object sentences, they may behave like the control group. 

 

Sentence 
Assumption (i) Assumption (ii) Assumption (iii) 

All Control All Raising Control Group 

Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect 

The kid wanted there to be 

biscuits in the bag. 

      

The girl wanted it to be her 

friend’s turn. 

      

*The boy asked it to rain.       

*The boy asked there to be rain.       

Table 4: The Expected Response Pattern on the Basis of Respondents’ Behavior 

 

3.7 TRANSLATION TASK 

The second part of this research study is a continuation of the same theme i.e., the 

subset principle but from a different perspective. Here the theory is tested by administering 

the participants a production task, i.e., cross-linguistic translation. This second production 

aspect also gives a sort of symmetrical shape to this study. The production part again 
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consists of two steps. The first step consists of a translation task I and the second again 

consists of a Translation task II. The design of these two translation tasks has been adopted 

in a modified shape from White’s (1989) study where she had investigated whether L2 

learners of English while learning the “Adjacency condition” observe the subset principle. 

The adjacency condition states “that a noun phrase receiving case must be adjacent to its 

case assigner”. Below (65a & 65b, respectively) are instances from English language, of 

strict adjacency and adjacency violation. 

(65) a. “Mary ate her dinner quickly”. 

b. *“Mary ate quickly her dinner” (White, 1989, p. 136). 

In French, on the other hand, adjacency violation is a little laxer. 66a and 4b are 

examples from French and both are grammatically correct. 

(66) a. “Marie a maye le diner rapidement”. 

b. “Marie a mange rapidemente le diner”(White, 1989, p. 137). 

The basic question investigated in that two-way design study was to find out which 

path, i.e., the laxer (French one) or the English stricter one was adopted by French learners 

of English. In other words, the study examined whether there was L1 structural transfer or 

not when the French (L1) learners were learning the constructions in question. The same 

type of situation holds true in the case of the present study. In English raising and control 

constructions, there is no complementizer between the matrix and the embedded clause. In 

the context of the present study, this may be termed as the restrictive grammar. As against 



 

 

118 

 

this in Pashto (which is the L1 in this study), the so-called raising and control constructions 

instantiate two types of constructions, i.e., with a complementizer and without a 

complementizer. In Pashto language, construction with a complementizer is the unmarked 

grammar, whereas the one without a complementizer is the marked grammar. This 

comparison between English (L2) and Pashto (L1) presents a picture similar to White’s 

(1989) study just described in the previous lines. Keeping in view White’s (1989) design, 

the two Translation Tasks were designed on the following pattern. 

The purpose of the two translation tasks on the whole is to find out whether or not 

the learners (in this case L2 learners of English) transfer any structural features (in this case, 

the focus is on the functional category of complementizer) from their L1 (Pashto) during 

production of the targeted L2 structures. In Pashto, as has been discussed in the literature 

review that infinitival bi-clausal constructions may be realized with or without a 

complementizer before the embedded clause. For convenience’s sake, (47) is being 

reproduced here once again as (67a),(67b), and (67c): 

(67) a. Dawood ghwari che kor ta laar shi. 

b. Dawood kor ta tlal ghwari. 

c. Dawood wants to go home. 

As against this, in English infinitival complement clauses, only one form is 

instantiated as shown in (67c). There is no such construction in English like (68). 

(68) *Dawood wants that to go home. 
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But at theoretical level, it means that so far as the acquisition of infinitival 

complement clauses is concerned, it is the complementized constructions which must be 

acquired later (Chomsky, 1981). Thus, Pashto has a laxer/wider grammar on raising and 

control as compared to English which may be termed as restrictive grammar. This has 

potential implications for both L1 as well as L2 acquisition. In the context of the present 

research, the following assumptions were made for the translation task II. 

(iv) If the subset principle interacts with UG during acquisition of the constructions 

under investigation, the learners would go for the restrictive grammar and in this 

case, they would produce sentences without the complementizer. 

(v)  If not, then learners may produce utterances which shall at least initially have 

complementizer in their L2 targeted sentences. 

In a nutshell, assumption (iv) shall favour the strong access hypothesis of UG and 

assumption (v) shall go in favour of the partial access or transfer hypothesis. In the light of 

assumptions (iv) and (v), the two Translation Tasks were worked out and ordered as TTI 

and TTII. 

 

3.7.1  Translation Task I 

The first translation task included eight L2 sentences (items), two each from RS, 

SC, OC and RO construction frames, respectively (Appendix F). In this task, the subjects 

were asked to translate the English version into their native language (Pashto). This task 
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had two ends. In the first place, the purpose was to check whether or not L2 learners, who 

were to be administered the subsequent GJ tasks, had a working capacity of understanding 

the items under investigation. Half of the subjects were administered the TTI items in one 

order and the second half in reverse order in order to counterbalance the response bias due 

to exhaustion, etc. of the subjects. The second purpose was to use the native translation’s 

structural pattern (Pashto version) in the design of the second translation task, i.e., TTII. 

Translation tasks like the present ones have been employed in previous studies by a number 

of researchers (d'Anglejan & Tucker, 1975; Liceras, 1989). Such tasks have given useful 

insights both at semantic and syntactic levels in those studies particularly at the production 

level where the phenomenon of “avoidance” is reduced to the maximum level (Izumi, 

2003). The prediction on the first translation task was that the proportion of translation 

items with a complementizer would be greater than the translation items without a 

complementizer. 

One of the reasons for the choice of subjects at adult level is that the constructions 

under focus in this study are learned late even by L1 learners (Chomsky, 1969; Hirsch & 

Wexler, 2007). Thus the idea was that at lower level with L2 subjects it may not be possible 

to get the desired data due to the inability of the subjects in understanding such 

constructions. For any grammatical test, it is necessary that subjects must have a working 

capacity to participate in the test that is presented to them. There are exceptions as well. 

For example, where the design of the test is such that the subjects are given some 

treatment(s), in those cases, one may select learners who may not have any knowledge of 

the constructions being investigated. Even then, care is taken that the learners are at stage 

from where they can be taught the targeted constructions. 
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The TT1 had eight items (English sentences), two from each of SC, RS, OC and 

RO frames, respectively. In this test, as already mentioned, subjects had to translate all the 

English sentences into their native language (Pashto). This test was manually checked. The 

purpose of this translation task was to find out whether the subjects had the ability level to 

attempt the main two GJ tasks which also included the already mentioned pairs of raising 

and control sentences. The cut-off marks for this translation task were set at six, i.e., those 

subjects who successfully translated six out of the total eight items were considered as 

eligible for the upcoming two GJ tasks. Prior to this TT1, task all the eight items were 

translated into Pashto and then checked and rechecked with native speakers of Pashto. It 

was found that the English sentences could be translated into two Pashto versions. This 

included a translation type without a complementizer similar to the English infinitival 

complement clauses, i.e., a bi-clausal Pashto sentence with embedded infinitive which 

lacks any complementizer. It is worth-mentioning here that such pure infinitival embedded 

sentences without a complementizer are very rare in Pashto language. A second possibility 

of the Pashto translation version of all the eight items on the TT1 was a bi-clausal sentence 

which had an overt complementizer immediately after the matrix verb. This is instantiated 

in (69a, 69b and 69c). 69a is the English version of an object control sentence, whereas 

69b and 69c are its corresponding possibly occurring Pashto translations. Thus in this task, 

the focus was on the presence/absence of the functional category which in this case is the 

realization/non-realization of the complementizer. 

(69) a. The doctor advised the patient to take rest. 

 b. Doctor mariz ta mashwara warkra che araam okri. 
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   Doctor patient to advise did that rest do. 

 c.   Doctor mariz la da araam kawalo mashwara warkra. 

   Doctor patient to of rest doing advise did. 

During evaluation which was done manually, translations of the types 69b and 69c 

were deemed as correct, whereas any other types were considered as incorrect. By other 

types, the researcher means monoclausal translations. The reason for this is that during 

consultations with native speakers of Pashto, raising to subject constructions which were 

item (3) and (4) in Table 22 on the TT1 were sometimes translated as monoclausal 

sentences in Pashto. On a closer look, such translations made no sense and were therefore 

rejected. 

   In English raising and control constructions, the subjects in the embedded clauses 

are phonetically not realized. In addition, the complement clause also lacks the 

complementizer. On the other hand, in Pashto language, among the so called raising and 

control constructions, the infinitival clause, is immediately preceded by a phonetically 

realized complementizer. Thus, raising and control constructions with a complementizer 

or the default form (David, 2012). Pashto is an under-researched language. No large scale 

statistical data is available regarding the respective default and non-default forms of raising 

and control constructions. The present translation task may serve an additional purpose of 

finding out the respective ratios of occurrence of raising, control and their sub type 

constructions with/without the complementizer “che” (that). These findings shall have 

implications for the second translation task, i.e., TTII. The TTI items were coded using 



 

 

123 

 

binary notation. The findings from TTI also helped the researcher in determining the wider 

versus restrictive grammar crosslinguistically, i.e., English versus Pashto. 

 

3.7.2  Translation Task II 

The second translation task included the same 8 items (Appendix G) which had 

been used in the TTI. The difference between these two tasks was that in the first (TTI), 

English versions of the RS, SC, RO and OC were translated by the L2 subjects into their 

native Pashto language. In TTII, the eight translated (Pashto version) sentences were again 

presented to the subjects for re-translation into English. This was basically a production 

task since the subjects were producing English version of raising and control constructions. 

It was at this stage that the subjects’ data may yield findings, favoring the strong access 

hypothesis of UG in combination with the subset principle.  If not, then the results might 

favour the partial access or Transfer Hypothesis. 

 

3.8 RATIONALE OF TRANSLATION TASKS 

The rationale for making the translation task as part of the present study is based 

on Izumi’s (2003) stress on the importance of speech production data. According to Izumi 

(2003), it is at the production level of speech that the learners are forced not only to 

assimilate but simultaneously exhibit complete syntactic knowledge. Citing Gass’s (1988) 

model of SLA, Izumi (2003) explicates on the two levels of speech, i.e., comprehension 
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and production. At the comprehension level, especially when the semantic/pragmatic 

context is rich, learners may resort to semantic and pragmatic cues at the expense of 

syntactic knowledge. This reliance on contextual cues instead of syntactic cues has been 

termed by Izumi (2003) as ‘faking’. Citing further Clark and Clark (1977), in Izumi (2003), 

it is claimed that during listening and reading, there are many factors which the 

listener/reader may resort to in order to comprehend the speaker/writer. One of the factors 

may be a “situation being described”, on the basis of which the learner might arrive at a 

certain meaning of the written/spoken discourse. While listening/reading, it is expected 

that the speaker/writer will hold to the maxims of co-operation, i.e., quality, quantity and 

relevancy in his/her discourse. Thus they navigate through the discourse, employing 

semantic/pragmatic devices, guessing what could be the appropriate meaning of that 

discourse. Being helped by such semantic/pragmatic cues, all or most of the time learners 

try to “circumvent” syntactic knowledge. 

Further studies cited in the same article give credence to the phenomenon of 

“faking”. Skehan’s (1996) “schematic versus systematic” and Tylor’s (2001) “topic versus 

syntactic knowledge” refer to the same phenomenon of avoidance of syntactic knowledge. 

Izumi’s (2003) conclusion is that comprehension, being rich in resources, provides greater 

but at the same time temporary solutions of linguistic knowledge accumulation. Such 

learners when placed in a discourse situation, where the semantic/pragmatic context lacks 

in richness, fail to come at par with the native speakers’ performance. Learners who are 

left at this stage of “comprehensible input” mostly tend to lack in syntactic knowledge. 
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The solution to this lacuna is in the phenomenon of pushing learners into the 

production level. It is assumed that in classroom context and other such pragmatically and 

semantically rich contexts, the learners only resort to the use of comprehended input 

stage/component (for a full appreciation of Gass’s model, see Izumi (2003, p. 173). There 

are additional three steps beyond this stage if the learner has to gain mature syntactic 

knowledge. These are intake, integration and output stages. The immature learners at the 

most make up only to the stage of ‘comprehended input’ employing only 

semantic/pragmatic cues in analyzing discourse. Such input is never made part of the 

“intake component” which usually carries syntactic level analyses. From the ‘intake’ step, 

knowledge is integrated with the previous knowledge if it contains something new, 

otherwise, it is discarded. This integrated knowledge is subsequently employed in the 

production process. The crucial difference here is going beyond the ‘comprehended input’ 

stage. It is here that the learner starts analyzing and sorting-out syntactic knowledge. From 

the input stage, syntactic knowledge not only accumulates but also gains strength on future 

recurrence. This also helps in what is called the ‘fluency function’. Thus it is assured that 

learners are no more in a position to fall back on semantic/pragmatic context and general 

shared knowledge of the world during the process of production as they would be in the 

process of comprehension. 

It is thus important that learners are put in situations where they are compelled to 

produce speech and, in turn, accumulate syntactic knowledge which ultimately may lead 

to native-like linguistic competence. It is in the light of the above discussion that the TTII 

follows upon the two GJ tasks. The findings from this TT2 will give further support to the 

findings from the preceding GJ tasks. It will remove any doubts regarding the phenomenon 
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of “faking”. In addition, it will serve the main premise of the present research, i.e., whether 

the subset principle also holds cross-linguistically at production level in L2 acquisition. 

 

3.9 ADMINISTRATION PROCEDURES 

All the instruments, i.e., the two GJ tests and the Translation Tasks were 

administered during the regular classroom timings. The number of participants (n=127) (L2 

learners of English) recruited form three different levels of education, i.e., undergraduates 

(FA—Intermediate level of education); n=28; graduate students (n=62); and current 

MS/M. Phil students (n=37) at the department of English, Hazara University, Mansehra, 

Pakistan and Islamia College University, Peshawar, Pakistan. The instruments were 

therefore administered in their respective classrooms. Formal prior permission of the 

administration of the department was also sought. The participants were all volunteers and 

no hesitation on participation in the different tasks was felt on the part of the subjects. Not 

only were the instructions on the successive task clearly written on the first pages of each 

instrument, they were also read out aloud by the researcher to them. The participants were 

briefed as to what the purpose of the research was and also that the various tests and tasks 

they were about to take had no bearing on their academics. They were also assured that 

their response to the tests and translation tasks would remain confidential. In addition they 

were encouraged to ask any question regarding the present research and the various 

instruments. The subjects could also ask for translation of individual lexical items if they 

felt the need but not of complete sentences. 
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3.9.1 The GJ Tests 

The two GJ tests included 20 targeted items each. Their respective designs were 

different from each other and therefore they were devised separately. The two GJ tasks 

each consisted of 40 items, i.e., 20 targeted items and 20 fillers. They were administered 

separately. The reason for this was that normally the number of items on such tests should 

not exceed 40 items (Mackey & Gass, 2005). The GJ tasks were administered prior to the 

second translation task. The GJ tasks were designed for obtaining spontaneous response 

from the subjects, therefore, on each GJ task, limited amount of time was allotted. The time 

for each GJ task (40 items) was 10 minutes excluding the instructions time. Thus for every 

single item, the subjects had to read and respond within 15 seconds. The idea behind this 

limited response time was not to allow the subjects to have a recourse to analogical 

structures from their native language (White, 1989). The allotment of limited time to the 

GJ test was justified because the subjects easily completed this task without any delay or 

reservations regarding the allotted time. The test materials were collected on completion 

of the stipulated time. The 40 randomized items were retrieved. Each targeted item, i.e., 

RS, SC, RO and OC were labeled and fed into the data analysis system through SPSS 

software for further processing. 

For the GJ tasks, there was also a control group. Due to the current security situation 

in Pakistan, the availability of native speakers of English was very difficult. For the purpose 

of data from native speakers of English, the GJ tasks were sent online to adult native 

speakers of English to the Universities of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon and World Learning 

Brattleboro, Vermont USA. 
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3.9.2  Translation Task 

  For administering the translation task, the following procedure was adopted. The 

TTI, being a pro-gate test for the succeeding tasks, was the first to be administered. The 

researcher went to the respective classrooms and read out the instructions for the TTI. Once 

again, they could only ask the meaning of the individual lexical items but not of complete 

sentences. There was no stipulation of time duration. The subjects were allowed a 

reasonably long time for attempting this task compared to the GJ tasks. The number of 

items was also limited, i.e., two each from RS, SC, RO and OC sentences. The eight items 

at the most took 30 minutes. Two separate sheets were used for the TTI. The first sheet 

contained L2 (the English version) of the constructions which the subjects had to translate 

into their L1 native language (Pashto). On top of that sheet were the written instructions for 

attempting the TTI. The second sheet was blank and the subjects were instructed to write 

down the translated items with proper number of every item. They were also asked to write 

their name and qualification on the blank sheet which was to be used later on in comparing 

this task, with the GJT and TTII. On completion of this task both the printed as well as the 

separate sheets (answer sheets) were collected from the subjects. TTI, besides testing the 

subjects’ comprehension on the different raising and control constructions, had a second 

purpose as well. This was to employ the same translated items (Pashto version) in designing 

TTII for retranslation into English. On completion of TTI, the subjects were given three 

days break. On expiry of three days, the subjects were then administered first of the two 

GJ tasks and finally, the second translation task. 
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On the fourth day, the same subjects who had attempted the two GJ tasks were 

given two sheets of papers. The first sheet contained 8 printed items, two each of RS, SC, 

RO, and OC constructions from Pashto language. The second sheet again was a blank one. 

The subjects were instructed to write their names and educational level on the blank sheet. 

This time, they were asked to re-translate the Pashto-items into English. There was no 

stipulation of the time duration and they were asked to attempt the task at their own ease. 

Why the three days gap? If the subjects had been administered the two translation tasks in 

quick successions with no gap, there might have been a retention bias while attempting the 

TTII. Keeping the gap and by giving a gap of 3 days and the subject being unaware of the 

nature of the TTII, the possibility of retention bias was limited up to a minimum level. All 

the three instruments, i.e., GJ test, and two translation tasks were manually checked, 

tabulated and fed into SPSS for further calculations. 

The evaluation criteria for the GJT test were straight forward. All the test items had 

an expected binary yes/no answer. Thus the GT evaluation did not take any longer time 

and effort during the retrieval and subsequent tabulation. For evaluation of TTI, the 8 

English items were translated into Pashto and checked and rechecked with native speakers 

of Pashto. During evaluation of the TTI task, translated items with a complementizer “che” 

(that) and those without a complementizer before the embedded clause were accepted as 

correct. Of interest to the researcher was the presence or absence of complementizer in the 

translated items (sentences). This absence or presence had implications on both the TTI 

and TTII from the perspective of the subset principle. Similarly, in the evaluation of the 

TTII raising and control construction with a complementizer and without a complementizer 

were differentiated, tabulated, and then fed into SPSS for further calculations.  
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

 

4 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter mainly consists of the tabulated data (results) that were retrieved after 

applying the tests of Logistic Regression on the percentage responses of the subjects on the 

various tasks that were administered to them in this study. For the sake of clarity, the 

respective percent responses have also been graphically represented. Tables (Table 6 to 

Table 9) illustrate the percent responses on individual items included in the first GJ Task. 

The respective p-values and the z-score for every individual item have been given at the 

base of each table. This is followed by the cumulative percent response on the first GJ task 

(Table 17). The same pattern is replicated in the tabulation of the results on the second GJ 

task (Table 12 to Table 16 illustrate the percent responses on the individual items-OC and 

RO; and Table 19 illustrates the cumulative percent response again on OC and RO items). 

Finally, Table22 and Table 24 illustrate the percent responses on the two translation tasks 

along with their respective p-values and the z-scores. Detailed discussion on important 

tables follows in Chapter 5. 

 

4.1 GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK I (SC & RS) 

Table 5 graphically represents the predicted response pattern of the three non-

native groups and a fourth control group. 
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Sentence 

Assumption (i) Assumption (ii) Assumption (iii) 

All Control All Raising Control Group 

Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect 

The mango likes to be 

on the tree. 

      

 

The mango likes to 

move upward. 

      

 

The book tends to get 

tougher. 

      

 

The book tends to get 

angry. 

      

Table 5: GJT I: Expected Response Pattern on the Basis of Respondents’ Behaviour 

 

4.2 GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK I (EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE) 

Tables (Table 6 to Table 10) are the actual percent responses on individual targeted 

items (20 sentences). 

Table 6 shows that the response pattern of the first group (FA Level) is in line with 

the control group on raising constructions; while on control constructions, their behaviour 

is not a uniform one. The behaviour of the second group (BS Level) is a mixed one. Finally, 

behaviour-wise, the MS group uniformly assimilates to the control group except on the 

first OC sentence. 
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Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve + 

ve 

- ve 

The mango likes to be on the 

tree. 

62 38 47 53 54 46 20 80 

The mango likes to move 

upward. 

12 88 28 72 6 94 4 96 

The book tends to get tougher. 56 44 42 58 69 31 80 20 

The book tends to get angry. 11 89 14 86 8 92 4 96 

Table 6: GJTI: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual SC and 

RS Items (Item 1 – 4) 

 

The data in Table 6 was analyzed in two steps. In the first step, the analysis was 

carried out in terms of education level and in the second step by verb type. The statistical 

technique of logistic regression was performed with the objective to compare the number 

of correct responses per education group to a chance level (i.e., 50%). A test of the 

hypothesis indicated that participants’ responses on the 1st SC construction for the BS group 

was not above chance level (BS: z = 1.074, p = 0.789) and for the other two groups, i.e., 

FA and MS, the response pattern was self-explanatory and clear from the responses.  On 

the whole, it could be observed that for the three groups, the response pattern on the 1st SC 

construction was a deviant one. Coming to the 2nd SC construction, the participants’ 

responses for all three groups are above chance level, i.e., they correctly rejected sentence 

like * The mango likes to move upward (FA, z = 0.143, p = 0.002; BS: z = 0.400, p = 0.002, 

MS, z = 0.061, p = 0.000). The response pattern on the 1st RS construction group-wise are 
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(FA, z = 0.091, p = 0.001; MS, z = 2.182, p = 0.032) with BS performing in a deviant 

fashion by rejecting a correct sentence like *The book tends to get tougher. While the 

response pattern on the 2nd RS construction are above chance level for all the three groups, 

i.e., they correctly rejected sentence like *The book tends to get angry (FA, z = 0.143, p = 

0.002; BS: z = 0.167, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.094, p = 0.000). 

A look at Table 7 shows that the overall response pattern was in line with the 

control group for all the three groups on all the four constructions with the exception of FA 

group on the 3rd SC construction. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The bed tried to be 

comfortable. 

56 44 33 67 8 92 4 96 

The bed tried to run away. 11 89 3 97 6 94 4 96 

The ball seems to be in the air. 89 11 86 14 92 8 96 4 

The ball seems to be happy 11 89 6 94 3 97 4 96 

Table 7: GJTI: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual SC and 

RS Items (Item 5 – 8) 

 

A test of the hypothesis indicated that participants’ responses for the first group 

(FA) were not above chance level on the 3rd SC construction while the response pattern of 

the other two groups (BS& MS) were above chance level (FA, z = 1.182, p = 0.683; BS, z 

= 0.514, p = 0.018, MS, z = 0.094, p = 0.000). While on the 4th SC construction the 
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participants’ responses were above chance level, i.e., they correctly rejected sentence like 

*The bet tried to run away (FA, z = 0.143, p = 0.002; BS: z = 0.037, p = 0.000, MS, z = 

0.061, p = 0.000). Similarly, the response pattern on the 3rd RS construction group-wise 

was (FA, z = 7.000, p = 0.002; BS: z = 6.000, p = 0.000, MS, z = 10.667, p = 0.000) above 

chance level. Finally, the response pattern on the 4th RS construction for all the three groups 

was above chance level, i.e., they correctly rejected sentence like *The ball seems to be 

happy (FA, z = 0.143, p = 0.002; BS: z = 0.077, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001). 

Interpreting Table 8, overall, the response pattern for BS and MS groups is in line 

with the control group. Whereas the FA group once again falters on the 5th SC and 5th RS 

constructions. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The chocolate promised to be a 

tasty one. 

55 45 33 67 31 69 12 88 

The chocolate promised to be 

back in time. 

11 89 14 86 6 94 4 96 

The tower happened to be a tall 

one. 

55 45 58 42 69 31 88 12 

The tower happened to breathe 

heavily. 

22 78 17 83 6 94 4 96 

Table 8: GJTI: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual SC 

and RS Items (Item 9 – 12) 
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A test of the hypothesis indicated that participants’ responses on the 5th SC 

construction were above chance level for BS and MS, whereas the response pattern on the 

same construction for FA was not above chance level (FA, z = 1.182, p = 0.683; BS, z = 

0.514, p = 0.018, MS, z = 0.458, p = 0.032). On the 6th SC construction, the participants’ 

responses for all the three groups were above chance level, i.e., they correctly rejected 

sentence like *The chocolate promised to be back in time(FA, z = 0.143, p = 0.002; BS: z 

= 0.167, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.061, p = 0.000). Turning to the 5th RS construction, the 

response patterns group-wise were (FA, z = 1.182, p = 0.683; BS: z = 1.435, p = 0.184, 

MS, z = 2.182, p = 0.032), only the MS group performed above chance level. Finally, the 

response patterns on the 6th RS construction for all the three groups were above chance 

level, i.e., they correctly rejected sentence like *The tower happened to breath heavily (FA, 

z = 0.263, p = 0.008; BS: z = 0.217, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.061, p = 0.000). 

On the whole, the response pattern in Table 9, on the first three constructions was 

in line with the control group except for the FA group. On the same table the response 

pattern of all the three groups completely deviates from the control group on 8th RS 

construction. 
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Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The tree decided to be a tall one. 33 67 28 72 23 77 16 84 

The tree decided to leave quickly. 11 89 11 89 3 97 4 96 

The painting appears to be a 

classic one. 

89 11 89 11 85 15 96 4 

The painting appears to be 

excited. 

67 33 58 42 62 38 12 88 

Table 9: GJT I: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual 

SC and RS Items (Item 13 – 16) 

 

A test of the hypothesis indicated that participants’ responses are not above chance 

level on the 7th SC construction for the first group (FA), while for the other two groups, the 

response pattern was above chance level (FA, z = 2.000, p = 0.109; BS, z = 4.000, p = 

0.002, MS, z = 0.296, p = 0.003). Coming to the responses on the 8th SC construction, the 

pattern of the responses of the participants was above chance level for all the three groups, 

i.e., they correctly rejected sentence like *The tree decided to leave quickly (FA, z = 0.143, 

p = 0.002; BS: z = 0.143, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001). The response pattern on 

the 7th RS construction happened to be above chance level for all the three groups (FA, z 

= 7.000, p = 0.002; BS: z = 10.200, p = 0.000, MS, z = 6.000, p = 0.000). On the other 

hand, the response pattern on the 8th RS construction for all the three groups was uniformly 

a deviant one evident from the percentages. 
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The overall response pattern in Table 10 is roughly in line with the control group’s 

response pattern with the exception of the responses of the FA and BS groups on the 9th 

SC construction. 

 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve 

The window plans to be open. 44 56 56 44 15 85 25 75 

The window plans to remain silent. 22 78 22 78 3 97 4 96 

The statue turned out to be a fake one. 67 33 81 19 85 15 96 4 

The statue turned out to be eating 

something. 

11 89 31 69 8 92 8 92 

Table 10: GJT I: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual 

SC and RS Items (Item 17 – 20) 

 

A test of the hypothesis indicated that participants’ responses were not in line with 

the expected pattern for the first two groups (FA &BS) on the 9th SC construction, while 

they were above chance level for the third group, i.e., MS (FA, z = 0.846, p = 0.683; MS, 

z = 0.167, p = 0.000). On the 10th SC construction, the participants’ responses were above 

chance level for all the three groups, i.e., they correctly rejected sentence like *The window 

plans to remain silent, (FA, z = 0.263, p = 0.008; BS: z = 0.302, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, 

p = 0.001). The responses of the respondents on the 9th RS construction were not above 

chance level for the first group (FA) and above chance level for the rest of the two groups 

(FA, z = 2.000, p = 0.109; BS: z = 4.600, p = 0.000, MS, z = 6.000, p = 0.000). Finally, the 
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response pattern on the 10th RS construction were above chance level for all the three 

groups, i.e., they correctly rejected sentence like *The statue turned out to be eating 

something (FA, z = 0.143, p = 0.002; BS: z = 0.436, p = 0.004, MS, z = 0.094, p = 0.000). 

 

4.3 GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK II (OC & RO) 

 Table 11 graphically represents the predicted response pattern of the three non-

native groups and a fourth control group. 

Sentence 

Assumption (i) Assumption (ii) Assumption (iii) 

All Control All Raising Control Group 

Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect 

The kid wanted there to 

be biscuits in the bag. 

      

The girl wanted it to be 

her friend’s turn. 

      

The boy asked it to rain.       

The boy asked there to 

be rain. 

      

Table 11: GJTII: Expected Response Pattern on the Basis of Respondents’ Behavior 
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4.4 GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK II (EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE) 

Tables 12 to 16 are the actual percent responses on individual targeted items (20 

sentences). 

On the whole, the overall response pattern in Table 12 of the first group (FA) is not 

according to the predicted pattern, while the other two groups (BS& MS) roughly followed 

the response pattern of the control group. 

 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The boy asked it to rain. 44 56 17 83 15 85 12 88 

The boy asked there to be rain. 44 56 67 33 31 69 25 75 

The kid wanted there to be biscuits 

in the bag. 

56 44 78 22 46 54 80 20 

The girl wanted it to be her 

fiend’s turn. 

89 11 86 14 92 8 92 8 

Table 12: GJT II: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual 

SC and RS Items (Item 1 – 4) 

 

The data in Table 12 was analyzed in two steps. In the first step, the analysis was 

carried out in terms of education level and in the second step, by verb type. The statistical 

technique of logistic regression was performed with the objective to compare the number 

of correct responses per education group to a chance level (i.e., 50%). A test of the 

hypothesis indicated that responses of the first group (FA) were not above chance level and 

the remaining two groups performed above chance level on the 1st OC construction (FA, z 
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= 0.846, p = 0.683; BS, z = 0.217, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.167, p = 0.000). On the 2nd OC 

construction, the participants’ responses were not above chance level for the first two 

groups (FA &BS), i.e., they incorrectly accepted sentence like *The boy asked there to be 

rain, while the MS group behaved according to the expected pattern, i.e., they correctly 

rejected the 2nd OC construction (FA, z = 0.714, p = 0.416; MS, z = 0.458, p = 0.032). The 

response pattern on the 1st RO construction group-wise was (FA, z = 1.182, p = 0.683; BS: 

z = 3.000, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.482, p = 0.613) with only BS group performing above 

chance level. Finally, the response pattern on the 2nd RO construction was above chance 

level for all the three groups, i.e., they correctly accepted sentence like *The girl wanted it 

to be her friend’s turn (FA, z = 7.000, p = 0.002; BS: z = 6.000, p = 0.000, MS, z = 10.667, 

p = 0.000). 

Coming to the response pattern in Table 13, it is the control constructions on which 

the subjects underperformed as compared to their RO counterparts. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve 

The doctor advised it to get up 

early. 

67 33 83 17 57 43 12 88 

The doctor advised there to put 

vitamins on the counter. 

44 56 75 25 38 62 12 88 

The guests needed it to be cooler 

in the room. 

78 22 67 33 38 62 92 8 

The manager needed there to be 

a locker. 

78 22 83 17 69 31 88 12 

Table 13: GJT II: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual 

SC and RS Items (Item 5 – 8) 
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The response pattern on the 3rd OC construction for all the three groups was the 

opposite of the control group. A test of the hypothesis indicated that the response pattern 

on the 4th OC construction was not above chance level for the two groups (FA, z = 1.400, 

p = 0.416; MS, z = 1.692, p = 0.133). The response pattern of the first two groups on the 

3rd RO construction was above chance level, whereas the response pattern of the MS group, 

unexpectedly, deviated from the control group (FA, z = 3.800, p = 0.008; BS: z = 2.111, p 

= 0.009). Finally, the response pattern for all the three groups on the 4nd RO construction 

was above chance level, i.e., they correctly accepted sentence like *The manager needed 

there to be a locker (FA, z = 3.800, p = 0.008; BS: z = 4.600, p = 0.000, MS, z = 3.800, p 

= 0.008). 

Looking at Table 14, the actual behaviour on RO constructions is in accordance 

with the expected pattern. Whereas, the response, particularly on both the OC constructions 

is problematic. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The customer told it to open the 

gate. 

89 11 72 28 31 69 20 80 

The girls told there to be a 

function. 

56 44 78 22 54 46 20 80 

The customer expected there to be 

some facilities. 

78 22 97 3 77 23 92 8 

The client expected it to be a 

cheaper one. 

67 33 83 17 92 8 92 8 

Table 14: GJT II: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual 

SC and RS Items (Item 9 – 12) 
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A test of the hypothesis indicated that the response pattern on the 5th OC 

construction was above chance level for the MS group (MS, z = 0.458, p = 0.032). The 

response pattern on the 6th OC construction again deviated from the control group as is 

evident from the percentage responses. Coming to the response pattern on the 5th RO 

construction, it was uniformly above chance level for all the three groups (FA, z = 3.800, 

p = 0.008; BS: z = 27.000, p = 0.000, MS, z = 3.375, p = 0.003). Similarly, the response 

pattern on the 6th RO construction was above chance level for the two groups (BS& MS) 

and not above chance level for the FA group (FA, z = 2.000, p = 0.109; BS: z = 4.600, p = 

0.000, MS, z = 10.667, p = 0.000). 

Table 15 shows that so far as control constructions were concerned, the response 

pattern was extremely deviant. Against that, the behaviour of the respondents on the RO 

constructions, particularly at the advanced level, was consistent and in the right direction. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The judge allowed it to speak. 78 22 69 31 54 46 20 80 

The judge allowed there to talk. 33 67 86 14 54 46 8 92 

People believe it to be a genuine 

case. 

78 22 86 14 92 8 96 4 

Sergeant believed there to be 

some theft. 

44 56 44 56 31 69 96 4 

Table 15: GJT II: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual 

SC and RS Items (Item 13 – 16) 
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The response pattern of all the groups on the 7th and 8th OC constructions was 

against the response of the control groups pattern, i.e., they dominantly accepted the OC 

constructions with expletive it/there as correct. Coming to the response pattern on the RO 

constructions, it could be observed that the response pattern on the 7th RO construction for 

all the three groups was above chance level (FA, z = 3.800, p = 0.008; BS: z = 6.000, p = 

0.000, MS, z = 10.667, p = 0.000). Whereas on the 8th RO construction, the response pattern 

of the MS group was only above chance level (FA, z = 0.846, p = 0.683; BS: z = 0.806, p 

= 0.424, MS, z = 0.458, p = 0.032). 

The overall response pattern in Table 16 on OC constructions was against the 

response pattern of the control group. On the other hand, on RO constructions, the response 

pattern of FA and MS groups was inconsistent. Against these two groups, the response 

pattern of BS on RO constructions accorded well with that of the control group. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The police warned it to stop 

immediately. 

89 11 78 22 85 15 8 92 

The police warned there to 

disperse in no time. 

56 44 81 19 85 15 25 75 

The counsel reported there to be 

no evidence. 

56 44 83 17 38 62 96 4 

The vet reported it be a case of 

rabies. 

33 67 81 19 62 38 96 4 

Table 16:  GJT II: Test’s Percent Results on SC and RS Constructions on Individual 

SC and RS Items (Item 17 – 20) 
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The response pattern of all the groups on the 9th and 10th OC constructions was 

against the control groups’ response pattern, i.e., they dominantly accepted the OC 

constructions with expletive it/there as correct. This response pattern replicated the pattern 

on the 7th and 8th OC constructions reported in Table 15. The behaviour of the subjects on 

the 9th RO construction was not above chance level for the two groups (FA & MS), wherein 

the behaviour of the BS group was above chance level (FA, z = 1.182, p = 0.683; BS: z = 

4.600, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.591, p = 0.133). Finally, the respondents’ behaviour on the 10th 

RO construction was an exact replication of the response pattern on the 9th RO construction 

(FA, z = 0.500, p = 0.109; BS: z = 4.600, p = 0.000, MS, z = 1.692, p = 0.133). 

 

4.5 GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK I (SC & RS) 

Table 17 represents the actual cumulative percent response pattern of the three non-

native groups and a fourth control group on the SC and RS constructions. On the whole, 

the response pattern of all the three experimental groups on all the four construction types 

on Table 17 accorded with the response of the control group, with the exception of the 

behaviour of the FA group on the 1st OC construction type. 
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Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The mango likes to be on the 

tree. 

50 50 39 61 26 74 15 85 

The mango likes to move 

upward. 

13 87 15 85 5 95 4 96 

The book tends to get tougher. 71 29 71 29 80 20 91 9 

The book tends to get angry. 24 76 25 75 17 83 6 94 

Table 17: Cumulative Percent Responses on GJTI 

 

The data in Table 17 is the cumulative data and was analyzed in two steps. In the 

first step, the analysis was carried out in terms of education level and in the second step, 

by verb type. The statistical technique of logistic regression was performed on the 

cumulative percentage responses with the objective to compare the response pattern of the 

experimental three groups to a chance level (i.e., 50%).A test of the hypothesis indicated 

that the responses of the participants for sentences like The mango likes to be on the tree, 

are above chance levels on the OC constructions for the BS and MS groups, respectively 

but at chance level for the FA group (FA, z = 1.400, p = 0.416; BS, z = 0.474, p = 0.009, 

MS, z = 0.129, p = 0.000; CG, z = 0.624, p = 0.004). 

The response pattern on OC constructions like *The mango likes to move upward 

are above chance level for all the three groups (FA, z = 0.043, p = 0.002; BS, z = 0.077, p 

= 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001; CG, z = 1.025, p = 0.003). The response pattern of all 
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the three experimental groups on such constructions assimilated to the control group’s 

behaviour.  

Similarly, on the RS constructions like *The book tends to get tougher the response 

pattern of all the three experimental groups was above chance level (FA, z = 11.000, p = 

0.001; BS, z = 4.600, p = 0.000, MS, z = 34.000, p = 0.001; CG, z = 1.025, p = 0.003). 

Once again, the experimental groups behaved like the control group. 

Finally, on RS constructions like *The book tends to get angry, the response pattern 

of the experimental groups was also above chance level (FA, z = 0.043, p = 0.002; BS, z = 

0.120, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001; CG, z = 1.025, p = 0.003). Once again behaviour 

wise, the three experimental groups followed the response pattern of the control group. 

Table 18 represents a graphic representation of the percentage results of Table 17, 

with the aim to give pictorial snapshot to the reader for better understanding of the findings. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve 

The mango likes to be 

on the tree. 

        

The mango likes to 

move upward. 

        

The book tends to get 

tougher. 

        

The book tends to get 

angry. 

        

Table 18: Graphic Results of GJTI: Relative Proportion of Correct (+ve)/Incorrect   

(-ve) Responses 

 



 

 

147 

 

4.6 GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK II (OC & RO) 

 Table 19 represents the actual cumulative percentage response pattern of the three 

non-native groups and a fourth control group on OC and RO constructions. On the whole, 

the response pattern of the three non-native groups on RO constructions dominantly 

assimilated to the native group’s response pattern and in the case of OC constructions, the 

behaviour was the other way round. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The boy asked it to rain. 73 27 64 36 48 52 14 86 

The boy asked there to be rain. 47 53 77 23 52 48 18 82 

The kid wanted there to be 

biscuits in the bag. 

69 31 82 18 58 42 91 9 

The girl wanted it to be her 

friend’s turn. 

62 38 75 25 69 31 93 7 

Table 19: Cumulative Percent Responses on GJT II Test 

 

 

A test of the hypothesis indicated that the response pattern on the OC sentences like 

*The boy asked it to rain, was not above chance level for the MS group (MS, z = 0.842, p 

= 0.613; CG, z = 0.743, p = 0.002) which meant that the response pattern for all the three 

experimental groups was against the control group’s behaviour. 
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Similarly, the response pattern on the 2nd OC sentence like *The boy asked there to 

be rain, for the FA group was not above chance level (FA, z = 1.000, p = 1.000; CG, z = 

0.556, p = 0.009),i.e., the behaviour on such construction types again was not in line with 

the control group’s response pattern. 

On the other hand, the response pattern of the three experimental groups on RO 

constructions like The kid wanted there to be biscuits in the bag, was above chance level 

for all the three experimental groups, i.e., their behaviour is similar to the native group on 

such constructions (FA, z = 5.000, p = 0.003; BS, z = 17.667, p = 0.000, MS, z = 2.500, p 

= 0.014; CG, z = 1.025, p = 0.003). 

Finally, the behaviour of all the three non-native groups once again was above 

chance level on the RO constructions like The girl wanted it to be her friend’s turn (FA, z 

= 3.800, p = 0.008; BS, z = 8.333, p = 0.000, MS, z = 6.000, p = 0.000; CG, z = 1.025, p = 

0.003). 

Table 20 represents a graphic representation of the percentage results of Table 19 

with the purpose to give a pictorial snapshot to the reader for a clear representation of the 

findings. 
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Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve 

The boy asked it to rain.         

The boy asked there to be 

rain. 

        

The kid wanted there to 

be biscuits in the bag. 

        

The girl wanted it to be 

her friend’s turn. 

        

Table 20: Results of GJT II: Relative Proportion of Correct (+ve)/Incorrect (-ve) 

Responses 

 

4.7 TRANSLATION TASK I 

For the purpose of recruitment for the subsequent three tasks, the subject were 

administered the translation task I initially. Table 21 shows the overall number of the 

qualifying subjects in their respective groups. 

 

Description 

Education Level of the Respondents  

Total FA BS MS 

Yes 24 56 35 115 

No 4 6 2 12 

Total 28 62 37 127 

Table 21: Respective Numbers of Respondents Qualifying Translation Task I 
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4.8 USE OF COMPLEMENTIZER BY THE LEARNERS 

The translation tasks in the present study consisted of a two way design, i.e., 

translation of the relevant constructions from English into Pashto (translation task I) 

wherein it was expected that the learners would produce translated sentences dominantly 

containing the complementizer in the infinitival bi-clausal construction.  Table 22 clearly 

shows the assumption regarding the first translation task, i.e., the translations dominantly 

consisted of ‘with complementizer’ Raising and Control constructions of Pashto which is 

the default form in Pashto language. 

Sentence 
FA BS MS 

With Without With Without With Without 

Aslam likes to work without a 

break. 
100 0 100 0 100 0 

They decided to leave earlier. 100 0 84 16 100 0 

The ball seems to be in the air. 100 0 98 2 100 0 

The statue appears to be a fake 

one. 

62 38 100 0 100 0 

He asked the servant to wash the 

dishes. 

100 0 93 7 100 0 

The doctor advised the patient to 

take rest. 

67 33 95 5 100 0 

The public expected him to 

honour the promise. 

16 84 67 33 67 33 

We want them to perform. 100 0 89 11 80 20 

Table 22: Percent Translation Items With/Without Complementizer 
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The data in Table 22 is from the translation task (TT1),in which English (L2) 

constructions were translated into Pashto (L1) by the subjects of this study. The sentences 

included two constructions each from SC, SR, OC, and RO frames, respectively. Overall, 

on the infinitival constructions referred to above, Pashto represents a wider grammar as 

compared to the English language. The assumption was that the learners while translating 

the different types of English infinitival constructions into Pashto, would go for translations 

which would contain the complementizer that (che) which is not found in the English 

version of such constructions. The syntactic structure of infinitival construction in the 

respective languages has already been discussed in the Chapter 2. The results of this task 

in percentage are given in Table 22. 

# Results 

1 (FA, z = 1.022, p = 0.002; BS, z = 1.009, p = 0.000, MS, z = 1.015, p = 0.001) 

2 (FA, z = 1.022, p = 0.002; BS, z = 0.364, p = 0.000, MS, z = 1.015, p = 0.001) 

3 (FA, z = 1.022, p = 0.002; BS, z = 1.009, p = 0.000, MS, z = 1.015, p = 0.001) 

4 (FA, z = 0.422, p = 0.226; BS, z = 1.009, p = 0.000, MS, z = 1.015, p = 0.001) 

5 (FA, z = 1.022, p = 0.002; BS, z = 0.519, p = 0.000, MS, z = 1.015, p = 0.001) 

6 (FA, z = 0.433, p = 0.109; BS, z = 0.593, p = 0.000, MS, z = 1.015, p = 0.001) 

7 (FA, z = 0.548, p = 0.003; BS, z = 0.286, p = 0.009, MS, z = 0.356, p = 0.068) 

8 (FA, z = 1.022, p = 0.002; BS, z = 0.432, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.423, p = 0.001) 

Table 23: Results of the Statistical Analysis of the Translation Task I 
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The data in Table 22 was analyzed item-wise. The statistical technique of logistic 

regression was performed on the responses with the objective to compare the response 

pattern of the experimental three groups to a chance level (i.e., 50%). A test of the 

hypothesis indicated that the response pattern on all the four pairs of the infinitival 

constructions was above chance level, i.e., the L2 learners dominantly produced translations 

with a wider grammar as predicted. The only exception was the FA group on the RO 

construction where they produced translations on the 7th construction with a narrower 

option. Statistical values of the logistic regression for all the constructions are presented in 

Table 23. 

 

4.9 TRANSLATION TASK II 

As has already been mentioned, the translation task consisted of a two way design. 

The first part of that design consisted of translation from English into Pashto. In the second 

translation task, the subjects translated the relevant constructions from Pashto into English. 

Here the assumption was that while performing this translation task, the learner would 

follow the subset principle order, further assuming that UG would be intact. The results 

show that the learners did not follow the subset order and they transferred the 

complementizer from their L1 into their L2 (English) translation, particularly the focus was 

on the functional category of complementizer which represents a wider grammar in the 

Pashto bi-clausal Control and Raising constructions. 

Overall, the response pattern on the different infinitival constructions showed that 

the response pattern particularly of the FA group deviates from the expected pattern. These 
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findings clearly indicated that at least initially, the L2 subjects (the FA group in the present 

study) carry over some of the structural features from their L1 into their L2. This has 

implications for UG as well as the learnability theory. 

Sentence 
FA BS MS 

Without With Without With Without With 

Aslam ghwari che bagher da 

waqfe kar okri. 

96 4 98 2 97 3 

Haghwi faisla okra che pa 

wakth laar shi. 

92 8 80 20 97 3 

Dase khakari che baal pa hawa 

ke de. 

75 25 95 5 97 3 

Dase khakari che mujassima 

naqli da. 

56 44 87 13 95 5 

Hagha nokar ta owel che 

lokhi owenza. 

96 4 93 7 97 3 

Doctor mariz la mashwara 

warkra che aram oki. 

67 33 95 5 94 6 

Khalaq tamma lari che hagha 

ba wa’ada pora kai. 

12 88 67 33 72 28 

Mong ghawaro che haghwi 

kaar oki. 

56 44 78 22 82 18 

Table 24: Percent Response Pattern on Translation Task II 
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A test of the hypothesis for the first sentence indicated that the response pattern on 

the 1st SC construction was above chance level for all the three groups, i.e., they dominantly 

produced translated version of the Pashto version into English without a complementizer 

(FA, z = 0.043, p = 0.002; BA, z = 0.018, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001). The same 

pattern of translation was replicated on the 2nd SC construction, i.e., the response pattern 

for all the three groups was above chance level (FA, z = 0.091, p = 0.001; BS, z = 0.191, p 

= 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001). 

The response pattern on the 2nd pair of RS constructions was dominantly above 

chance level for all the three groups as assumed (FA, z = 0.333, p = 0.020; BS, z = 0.057, 

p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001) and (FA, z = 1.182, p = 0.683; BS, z = 0.098, p = 

0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001), respectively. 

The response pattern on the 1st OC construction in the 3rd pair was above chance 

level for all the three groups (FA, z = 0.043, p = 0.002; BS, z = 0.077, p = 0.000, MS, z = 

0.029, p = 0.001). Similarly, on the 2nd OC construction, the response pattern was above 

chance level for the two advanced groups (BS & MS) and not above chance level for the 

FA group (FA, z = 0.500, p = 0.109; BS, z = 0.057, p = 0.000, MS, z = 0.029, p = 0.001). 

The response pattern on the 1st RO construction was above chance level for the BS 

group (BS, z = 0.750, p = 0.001). And finally, the response pattern on the 2nd RO 

construction was above chance level for the two advanced groups (BS & MS) and not 

above chance level for the FA group (FA, z = 0.846, p = 0.683; BS, z = 0.217, p = 0.000, 

MS, z = 0.296, p = 0.003). 
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4.10 SUMMARY 

In summary, one can see that the statistical data in this chapter follows a particular 

pattern. First, across all the four tasks in this study, it is the FA group which uniformly 

deviates from the other three groups, i.e., the two experimental groups and the control 

group. The deviant behaviour of the FA group is also interesting as it was expected that the 

FA group, compared to the BS and MS groups, would exhibit such behaviour and the 

results also pattern with the researcher’s assumptions. These findings are also in line with 

child acquisition data (L1) from UG perspective, where data from the formative phase of 

acquisition of language is considered as the most appropriate and authentic one. Secondly, 

on the two GJ Tasks, it is on the control construction that the FA group almost consistently 

shows deviation from the other groups. Finally, on the 2nd translation task, once again, it 

was the FA group which showed some transfer phenomenon from their L1 to their L2. These 

findings are not only consistent but also reflect on the reliability of the different measures 

employed in this study. 
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Chapter 5 

DICUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

5 INTRODUCTION 

This study examined control and raising constructions from two different but 

related aspects (i.e., comprehension and production) under the subset principle of 

learnability theory. For this purpose, four different tasks (a) GJT I, (b) GJT II, (c) TT I, and 

(d) TT II were designed.  In this chapter, the researcher shall take the findings from each 

test separately and discuss them in light of the previous research findings on such 

constructions. Finally, the researcher will be in a position to give an evaluation regarding 

the path of acquisition of the constructions under investigation. 

 

5.1 GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK I 

 For the GJT I, the following assumptions were framed: 

i. If the subjects’ first guess regarding these sentences (Table 5) is a control 

construction guess and if (as is required) they assume an animate subject for the 

control verbs, their response may be a negative one for all the four sentence types 

since all the matrix subjects in the given sentences are inanimate. 
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ii. If the subjects’ guess regarding these constructions was a raising one (contra subset 

principle), they may accept those sentences with a compatible lower predicate and 

reject the ones with an incompatible lower predicate. 

 

iii. In the final case, if these adult subjects do have a mature knowledge of raising and 

control, they may behave like the control group. 

Table 17 and 18 reproduced here as Table 25 and 26, show the response pattern in 

percentages of the three non-native groups, i.e., FA, BS, and MS groups, respectively and 

a fourth native (control) group. It can be seen that the response pattern of the control group 

is in accordance with the 3rd hypothesis, i.e., the subjects in that group dominantly rejected 

the first two control type constructions given in Table 17 plus the last raising one and 

accepted the third construction on the same table which again is a raising one. In other 

words, the response pattern for the control group formed a clean slate and was in accord 

with the 3rdassumption. 

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The mango likes to be on the 

tree. 

50 50 39 61 26 74 15 85 

The mango likes to move 

upward. 

13 87 15 85 5 95 4 96 

The book tends to get tougher. 71 29 71 29 80 20 91 9 

The book tends to get angry. 24 76 25 75 17 83 6 94 

Table 25: Cumulative Percent Responses on GJTI 
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Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve 

The mango likes to be 

on the tree. 

        

The mango likes to 

move upward. 

        

The book tends to get 

tougher. 

        

The book tends to get 

angry. 

        

Table 26: Results of GJTI: Relative Proportion of Correct (+ve)/Incorrect (-ve) 

Responses 

 

Coming to the response pattern of the non-native groups, it can be observed that 

the response pattern of all the three non-native groups (FA, BS & MS) on the raising to 

subject constructions is in accord with the control group’s response on the same 

constructions. All the three groups dominantly accepted raising constructions like The book 

tends to get tougher, which is a true raising to subject construction and at the same time, 

rejected raising constructions like The book tends to get angry, which is an incorrect 

construction due to carrying an embedded incompatible predicate. 

Coming to the response pattern on the subject control constructions, it can be seen 

that the response pattern on control constructions like *The mango likes to move upward, 

which has not only an inanimate matrix subject but also an incompatible predicate in the 

embedded clause, was again in line with the control group’s response pattern. They 
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correctly and dominantly rejected such control sentences. Finally, it was only, on control 

constructions with an inanimate (incompatible) matrix subject and a compatible embedded 

predicate, that the response pattern group-wise was not uniform. It was only the FA group 

subjects who behaved in a different fashion from the control group’s response pattern on 

such constructions. For the other two non-native groups (BS & MS), the response pattern 

on the same control construction types was in accord with the control group. 

On the classical approach to raising and control, structurally, raising constructions 

form a wider grammar compared to the control ones. On that approach, from acquisition 

point of view, it was further assumed that on the order of acquisition, control constructions 

which formed a narrower grammar were assumed to be acquired first than the raising ones. 

From a developmental perspective (Hirsch & Wexler, 2007), especially in child 

acquisition, it was assumed that control constructions would be learned first followed by 

raising ones. The idea behind this was that raising construction involved movement of the 

subordinate clause subject to the matrix clause subject position. On the other hand control, 

being a merger phenomenon, lacked movement. Thus children could not learn raising 

constructions due to lack of the movement mechanism before the age of six. 

From the point of view of Tree Adjoining Grammar (TAG) (Frank, 1998) which 

again had a formal biological basis, control constructions preceded the raising ones on the 

respective acquisition order. Frank’s (1998) conclusions are, thus, in accord with the sub 

set principle. It had been assumed that so far as formal acquisition of complex grammatical 

constructions was concerned (in the present study between raising and control), it depended 

on the availability of two formal operations. The first operation was substitution which on 
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Frank’s (1998) formalism was assumed to be a simple operation compared to the second 

operation Adjoining which is a complex one. It was further assumed that substitution, being 

simple and available before the age of 5, was responsible for control construction’s earlier 

acquisition; whereas adjoining, being complex and available after five, was again 

responsible for the late acquisition of raising construction. It is worth mentioning here that 

both these studies (Frank, 1998; Hirsch & Wexler, 2007) differ so far as their formal 

mechanism in explaining the respective acquisition of control and raising constructions is 

concerned. At the same time, there is a commonality in the order of acquisition of these 

two constructions. This order of acquisition is in analogy with the order of the subset 

principle, i.e., control precedes raising. 

Looking at the results from Table 17, it can be observed that the findings are exactly 

the opposite of the subset principle’s acquisition order i.e., the subjects’ performance on 

raising constructions is not completely in accord with that of the control group. All the 

three non-native groups (FA, BS, & MS) performed well on the raising constructions but 

when they came to the performance on the control ones, especially the FA group, they took 

some of the control constructions like The mango likes to be on the tree as raising ones. 

Thus these findings showed that at least initially, the learners’ first guess for control 

constructions is not a control guess; rather, they take such verbs to be raising ones. In other 

words, the empirical findings go against the formal (received) acquisition order already 

reported in the literature review section. 

The findings from the first GJT in this study are not new. Previous studies on 

control and raising in child acquisition data have also reported similar findings. In two such 
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studies (Becker 2005; Kirby 2010) on child acquisition of the constructions under 

investigation in the present study, the results were of the same pattern, i.e., raising preceded 

control constructions contrary to the formal received pattern. The constructions which were 

given a raising interpretation in that study, were also of the same syntactic frame that has 

been used in the present study. Two such sentences, one from the previous L1 study and 

one from the existing study, are reproduced here for convenience. 

(70) “The flower wants to be pink” (Becker, 2005, p. 55). 

(71) The mango likes to be on the tree. 

In addition, in both cases, it was the initial group (3 years group in the child 

acquisition study and FA group in the present study, respectively) who behaved in a deviant 

pattern from their respective control groups. An interesting aspect of the present findings 

is that even L2 learners are following the same behavioural path as that followed by the L1 

learners in acquiring the same pair of constructions, i.e., control and raising. 

From a classical point of view, Chomsky (1995) and Hornstein (2001) claim that 

merger (PRO/control) compared to Move (trace/raising) is more economical. But the 

present findings refute such an approach. Parallel to this are the views of Shima (2000), 

supported by empirical findings from McElree and Bever (1989) and Bever and McElree 

(1988), wherein it has been found that raising constructions (trace/movement) are 

comprehended faster than the control ones (merger). From the findings of the present study 

(the two GJ tasks) along with similar previous findings (Becker, 2005; Kirby, 2010; 

Saleemi, 1992), it can be concluded that PRO/control carries greater cognitive/processing 

load compared to the raising one. These findings also suggest that processing load is 
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determined not by movement/trace, rather it is the number of theta-roles assigned in the 

respective constructions (raising carrying one theta-role lesser than control) which may 

have effect on the processing mechanism of the learners. The discussion up to this point 

has been done from a pure formal perspective. In the literature on control and raising, such 

findings have also been looked into from semantic perspective. 

 

5.2 SEMANTIC ANALYSIS 

According to Taylor and Taylor (1990), children between the ages of 2-5 years, 

while acquiring different constructions (from simple to complex), are not just influenced 

by syntactic complexity but also by semantic and pragmatic complexity. As an evidence, 

Taylor and Taylor (1990) take a few concrete instances from the pioneering study on 

complex constructions (in this case, control constructions) by Chomsky (1969) and show 

how children’s responses may have been affected by semantic considerations, over-riding 

the syntactic ones. 

(72) “The doll is easy to see”. 

(73) “The rabbit is soft to touch”. 

(74) “The wolf is tasty to bite” (Taylor & Taylor, 1990, pp. 319-320) 

In (72), the property of doll is a momentary one and the subjects (children below 8 

years) could not give the proper response, i.e., they took the ‘doll’ (subject of the matrix 

clause) as the controller of the embedded clause which in this case is not the proper 

controller. The controller in (72) is an impersonal one or the reference is outside the said 
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construction. In other words, this sentence is misunderstood not only for the reason that the 

subjects in that study lacked syntactic knowledge regarding the phonetically unrealized 

embedded subject but also that the sentence lacks rich pragmatic knowledge as compared 

to the two succeeding (73) and (74) expressions. In the case of (73), the property of 

‘softness’ (which is an intrinsic property of all rabbits) compensates for the lack of 

syntactic knowledge and ultimately the subjects’ response was a correct one on (73, which 

is a control construction. In the last construction (74), the adjective ‘tasty’ again is 

suggestive, like ‘softness’ in (73) and most of the response of the subjects was a correct 

one. For the minority subjects who considered the ‘wolf’ as the biter, may again well be 

attributed to semantic plausibility. Instances like these abound in psycholinguistic literature 

on acquisition. One such example (Scovel, 1998) is the case of processability of sentences 

like (75) which is a passive as well as semantically plausible construction, compared to 

(76) which is an active but semantically implausible construction. 

(75) “The struggling swimmer was rescued by the life-guard”. 

(76) *“The struggling swimmer rescued the life-guard” (Scovel, 1998, p. 62). 

Passive constructions like (75) took lesser reaction time in comprehension than 

their active counterparts like (76). Not only this, the active ones (76 semantically 

implausible) were reported as if they were passives which are normally considered as hard 

so far comprehension is concerned. Keeping these two studies in mind, let us turn to the 

findings of GJTI and particularly to the deviant behavior of the FA group (Table 17) on 

the control construction types with compatible embedded predicates (the mango likes to be 

on the tree). In the first case, from pragmatic point of view, ‘mangoes’ and ‘trees’ on the 
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analogy of Taylor and Taylor (1990) explanation go together and learners might be tempted 

into accepting such sentences due to the rich semantic/collocational association between 

‘mangoes’ and ‘trees’. This line of analysis is further corroborated by “the effect of primacy 

and recency” (Deese & Kaufman, 1957). In such situations, when subjects are presented 

with items in a linear order one by one the elements (words) at the two extremes (beginning 

and end of a sentence) shall have “primacy and recency” compared to the middle elements. 

It is, thus, assumed that the learner can easily recall the items from a sentence, which are 

either the beginning words or the last words. Keeping in view this process, i.e., the effect 

of “primacy and recency”, one may assume that in the present case, the FA group may be 

resorting to some such mechanism which is further clarified by looking at (77) and (78): 

(77) The mango likes to be on the tree. 

(78) The mango……….. be (is) on the tree. 

Looking at (77) and (78), one can guess what the FA group subjects might have 

done while parsing sentence (77). They initially parse the main clause subject, move down 

the sentence linearly to the succeeding elements of the sentence and when they reach the 

end of the embedded clause, they not only need to keep in memory the matrix verb but also 

the missing semantic subject (Phonetically null subject) of the embedded clause. Due to 

severe processing load, the middle items (matrix verb and the null subject of the embedded 

clause) are difficult to be recalled. In addition to this, there is also the question of volition, 

i.e., whether ‘mangoes’ can ‘like’ (wish) or not. The outcome of this process is that the 

subjects interpret bi-clausal sentences like (77) as if they were mono-clausal which might 

be represented as in (78). This line of analysis of (77) is also in line with previous findings 
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on control constructions (Shima, 2000). Control constructions, according to the classical 

approach (Chomsky, 1986; Kirby, 2010) , carry greater number of theta-roles as compared 

to raising constructions (1 theta-role less than control). Therefore, it might be due to this 

assignment of theta-roles in the respective constructions that may ultimately determine the 

processing load. 

In a nutshell, from the findings of the GJTI, one can suggest that at least, initially, 

the subset principle cannot be the sole guiding criteria for acquiring raising and control 

constructions in both first and second language acquisition. As children in L1 acquisition 

resorted to semantic/pragmatic cues (Becker, 2005; Kirby, 2010), similarly at adult level, 

the FA group in this study may also have been affected by semantic/pragmatic plausibility 

and suggestivity of the constructions under investigation. Such a conclusion has also 

implications so far as verb’s lexical semantics is concerned (Becker 2005). We may 

conclude this section with a relevant and succinct comment from Kirby (2010) that: 

“Processing load is correlated with animate NPs for children and with theta-roles 

for adults” (p. 13). 

 

5.3 GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK II 

Recall that in the second GJ task, the subjects were tested on object control and 

raising to object constructions. Again under the assumption of the subset principle, it was 

expected that the control constructions forming a narrower grammar will be learned first, 

followed by the raising to object constructions, having a wider grammar. All OC and RO 
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constructions had an animate matrix subject and a lower embedded predicate partially 

manipulated. In the case of object control constructions, the lower predicates carried an 

incompatible expletive subject (it/there) and in the case of RO constructions, the lower 

predicate carried a compatible expletive subject (it/there). Table 19and 20 of percentage 

results along with the graphic representation are reproduced (Table 27 & 28) here for 

convenience.   

 

Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve +ve - ve 

The boy asked it to rain. 73 27 64 36 48 52 14 86 

The boy asked there to be rain. 47 53 77 23 52 48 18 82 

The kid wanted there to be 

biscuits in the bag. 

69 31 82 18 58 42 91 9 

The girl wanted it to be her 

friend’s turn. 

62 38 75 25 69 31 93 7 

Table 27: Cumulative Percentage Responses on GJT II Test 
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Sentence 

FA BS MS CG 

+ ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve + ve - ve 

The boy asked it to rain.         

The boy asked there to be 

rain. 

        

The kid wanted there to be 

biscuits in the bag. 

        

The girl wanted it to be 

her friend’s turn. 

        

Table 28: Results of GJT II: Relative Proportion of Correct (+ve)/Incorrect (-ve) 

Responses 

For the GJT II, the following assumptions were framed: 

i. If the subjects’ first guess regarding these sentences is a control one (with the 

assumption that control verbs in this case need a sentient/animate subject in the 

embedded predicate), the subjects may reject all the sentences as incorrect (Table 

11). 

ii. If the subjects’ first guess, on the other hand (contra subset principle), is a raising 

one, they may accept all the sentences as correct (Table 11). 

iii. Finally, if these subjects do have a mature knowledge of raising to object and object 

control sentences, they should behave like the control group (Table 11). 

Table 27 shows the response pattern in percentages of the three experimental 

groups, i.e., FA, BA, MS (non-natives) and the native (control) group. The response pattern 

of the control group is according to the third hypothesis, i.e., they dominantly rejected the 
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first two control (OC) constructions carrying expletive (it/there) subjects in their embedded 

predicates and responded positively on raising (RO) constructions carrying expletive 

embedded subjects like their OC counterparts. The response pattern of the control group 

was according to the expectations, i.e., they exhibited a mature knowledge of OC and RO 

constructions. 

Turning to the response pattern of the three experimental groups, i.e., FA, BA and 

MS, it was found that on RO constructions like The kid wanted there to be biscuits in the 

bag, all the three groups uniformly behaved on the pattern the control group had responded. 

The same response pattern was also observed by the three experimental groups on RO 

constructions with embedded expletive (it) subject. It was the behavior of three 

experimental groups which was completely the opposite of the control group response on 

the OC constructions with incompatible embedded expletive (it/there) subject(s). All the 

subjects of the three experimental groups incorrectly responded positively to OC sentences 

like The boy asked it to rain, and The boy asked there to be rain, which are both 

grammatically incorrect. These results once again, like the response pattern on the first GJ 

task, show that it is the control constructions which pose problem during acquisition and 

not the raising ones (contrary to the subset principle). It is also worth-mentioning in this 

place that expletive (it/there), being a purely syntactic category, pose greater difficulty as 

compared to the animacy/inanimacy test being employed in the first GJ task. This 

difference in performance is brought forth by performance ratio of the experimental groups 

on control constructions in the two GJ tasks. In the first GJ task, it was only the FA group 

which deviated from the control group’s response pattern. On the other hand, in the second 
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GJ task, all the subjects of the three experimental groups faltered in their response pattern 

on OC constructions with embedded expletive subjects. 

The findings from the second GJ task are not only in line with the previous (Becker, 

2005; Kirby, 2010) child acquisition data but are more robust so far as acceptability of OC 

constructions with embedded expletive subjects is concerned. 

These findings are not new and there are a number of instances where control verb, 

both at the subject and object level, may not theta-mark the respective arguments. Kirby 

(2010) gives a variety of such utterances from Postal and Pullum (1988), where OC verbs 

occur with embedded expletive arguments as shown in (79). 

(79) a. “The Lord stopped it from raining”. 

b. “They kept it from becoming too obvious that she was pregnant”. 

c. “The mayor prevented there from being a riot” (Kirby, 2010, p. 7) 

This phenomenon of de-thematisation of an argument position in the control 

constructions either at the matrix subject or object positions has been termed as 

‘bleaching/coercion’ and is dominantly found at the object positions (OCs) than in subject 

position (SRs). 

The findings from the current GJ task are also supported by the occurrence of 

SC/RO alternations in the case of verbs as ‘want’ and ‘preferred’ reported, again in (80). 

(80) a. “Ii want PROi to be warm/I want iti ti to be warm in the house”. 
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 b. “Ii prefer PROi to eat cake/I prefer therei ti to be no cake at home” 

(Kirby, 2010, p. 7). 

(80) shows that alternation between SC/RO is an established pattern. Against this 

for SC/SR alternation, a few instances from Becker (2009) and MacWhinney (2000) are 

not independently familiar constructions. They are instances of contrived situations to 

which reference has already been made in the form of semantic bleaching. These results 

also have theoretical implications in the sense that if dropping a theta-role is possible, there 

is room for considering the role of lexical semantics during acquisition (Culicover & 

Jackendoff, 2001). In addition to this, Hornstein’s (1999) proposal of an argument carrying 

more than one theta-role may also be worth consideration. 

 

5.4 TRANSLATION TASK I 

The main idea behind this translation task was to find out whether the subjects in 

this study had a working capacity of understanding the constructions on which they were 

going to be tested in the succeeding two GJ tasks. A secondary outcome of this task was 

that it yielded empirical data on the respective occurrence of these constructions with and 

without a complementizer in their L1, i.e., Pashto. In the discussion on the clause structure 

of raising and control constructions in Pashto, it was brought to the fore that in Pashto 

language, control and raising constructions, unlike English, may be realized in two forms, 

i.e., with a complementizer intervening between the matrix and the embedded clause or 
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without an intervening complementizer between the matrix and embedded clause. The 

response pattern in percentage on the first translation task is reproduced here (Table 29). 

Sentence 
FA BS MS 

With Without With Without With Without 

Aslam likes to work without 

a break. 

100 0 100 0 100 0 

They decided to leave 

earlier. 

100 0 84 16 100 0 

The ball seems to be in the air. 100 0 98 2 100 0 

The statue appears to be a 

fake one. 

62 38 100 0 100 0 

He asked the servant to wash 

the dishes. 

100 0 93 7 100 0 

The doctor advised the 

patient to take rest. 

67 33 95 5 100 0 

The public expected him to 

honour the promise. 

16 84 67 33 67 33 

We want them to perform. 100 0 89 11 80 20 

Table 29: Percent Translation Items With/Without Complementizer 
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5.5 TRANSLATION TASK II 

For the second translation task, the subjects had translated (from Pashto into English) 

eight bi-clausal infinitival constructions, two each from SC, RS, OC and RO frames. The 

purpose again was to test cross-linguistically any transfer phenomenon under the subset 

principle. The control and raising constructions across Pashto and English from the point 

of view of realization of complementizer stand in a parameterized relationship. This has 

already been explained in chapter 3. The following assumptions had been framed for 

checking the transfer phenomenon from Pashto (L1) to English (L2): 

(iv) If the subset principle interacts with UG during acquisition of the 

constructions under investigation, the learners would go for the restrictive 

grammar and in this case, they would produce sentences without a 

complementizer. 

(v)  If not, then the learners may produce utterances which shall at least initially 

have complementizer in their L2 targeted sentences. 

Table 24 (as Table 30) from the results chapter is reproduced here for discussion 

on the above assumptions.  
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Table 30: Percent Response Pattern on Translation Task II 

Sentence 
FA BS MS 

Without With Without With Without With 

Aslam ghwari che bagher da 

waqfe kar okri. 

96 4 98 2 97 3 

Haghwi faisla okra che pa 

wakth laar shi. 

92 8 80 20 97 3 

Dase khakari che baal pa hawa 

ke de. 

75 25 95 5 97 3 

Dase khakari che mujassima 

naqli da. 

56 44 87 13 95 5 

Hagha nokar ta owel che 

lokhi owenza. 

96 4 93 7 97 3 

Doctor mariz la mashwara 

warkra che aram oki. 

67 33 95 5 94 6 

Khalaq tamma lari che hagha 

ba wa’ada pora kai. 

12 88 67 33 72 28 

Mong ghawaro che haghwi 

kaar oki. 

56 44 78 22 82 18 

 

A look at Table 30 shows that there is considerable effect of L1 (Pashto) syntax on 

the L2 (English) so far as acquisition of the infinitival constructions is concerned. This 
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effect is once again dominant in the case of the FA group which accords with our second 

hypotheses wherein it had been assumed that if the subset principle does not hold during 

acquisition of the constructions under investigation, the learners on this second translation 

task may come up with translated versions which shall at least initially have 

complementizer in their L2 (English) sentences (in this case, the translated constructions). 

The pattern of response for the FA group is consistently in violation of the subset principle, 

i.e., they transfer the complementizer which is realized in Pashto constructions but is 

lacking in their counterparts in English. The occurrence of the L1 transfer effect is not just 

limited to the initial learners (FA group). A glance at Table 30 shows that even learners 

from the most advanced group (MS group) had also faltered on one of the RO constructions 

in this translation task. 

These findings are in line with previous studies (White, 1989) with the quest to find 

out whether the L2 learners followed the subset principle of learnability theory. Two such 

studies which have already been referred to and worth recalling here again are White (1989) 

and Tattem (2011). In a two way design (White, 1989) wherein both English (L1) and 

French (L1) subjects (English subjects learning French as L2 and French subjects learning 

English as L2) were tested crosslinguistically to find out whether they adhered to the subset 

principle initially proposed by Berwick (1985). The subjects in this study were particularly 

tested on the ‘adjacency condition on case assignment parameter’ which is parameterized 

across English and French languages with English representing the stricter grammar 

whereas French representing a wider one. The findings from that study showed that the 

subjects (English L2 and French L1) did not adhere to the subset principle and there were 

some effects of L1 specifically in the case of French subjects who, while responding to the 
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different test items, transferred their superset grammar (-strict-adjacency condition) 

contrary to the (+ strict-adjacency condition) observed in English. One crucial aspect of 

such studies is the question of noticing of ‘positive evidence’. In the present study, since 

the non-native subjects (Pashto) represent a wider grammar, the phenomenon of noticing 

of the ‘positive evidence’ in L2 (English) is out of question. It is only when native speakers 

of English (L1) are tested on the same constructions with Pashto as L2 that one can maintain 

some suggestion of the possibility of noticing the positive evidence under the subset 

principle. 

The L1 transference phenomenon has also been reported even in yet another study 

(Nadra, 1983)on the acquisition of infinitival complementation. The subjects in that study 

were also adult speakers of Arabic (L1) who were tested on the acquisition of a variety of 

English (L2) infinitival constructions. The subjects in that study showed greater tendency 

of transferring the ‘nominalized gerundive’ and the complementizer ‘that’ from their L1 

(Arabic) to their English version of the different infinitival complement constructions on 

which they were tested. Unlike the present study, the nominalzed gerundive’s transference 

ratio dominated in the study with Arab subjects. The phenomenon of transference of 

nominalized gerundive’s transference was also found in the present study in an attenuated 

form. The particular verbs which allowed transfer from the mother tongue in that study 

were ‘want’, ‘need’, ‘order’ and ‘expect’. In the present study too, the transference 

phenomenon, i.e., the complementizer ‘che’ (that) being part of the Pashto infinitival 

constructions, was carried over to their English language (L2). It was dominantly the FA 

group which faltered on the subset principle. The particular verbs in the present study on 

which transference occurred were ‘appear’ (RS), ‘advise’ (OC), ‘expect’ (RO) and ‘want’ 
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(RO). In this second translation task, apart from the FA group, even one of the advanced 

groups (the MS group) also exhibited the L1 transfer which can be observed from Table 

30. This has implications from the point of view of ‘final attainment’ which again has been 

a long and controversial issue in the field of SLA. It is also pertinent to mention here that 

the transference phenomenon of nominalized/gerundive complementation from Pashto into 

their English counterpart constructions was also noticed during manual evaluation of the 

present translation task. But the ratio of such transfer (nominalized gerundive) compared 

to the complementizer ‘che’ (that) was negligible, the researcher has consolidated and 

presented both such realizations under one heading, i.e., complementizer ‘che’ (that) 

phenomenon. 

Findings (d'Anglejan & Tucker, 1975; Waterbury & Tucker, 1978) contrary to the 

phenomenon of transference effect of L1from pervious literature on adult learners in SLA 

are worth mentioning in this place. These two L2studies, in adult L2 learning settings were 

replications of Chomsky (1969), the pioneering study on various control constructions. 

Both these studies reported no transference effect of the respective L1 constructions, i.e., 

French (L1) and Egyptian Arabic (L1), respectively. 

From the perspective of availability/non-availability of UG parameters, the results 

of the second translation task of the present study fall in the indirect access approach, to 

UG (White, 2000). On this approach L2 learners while learning a second language go 

through two stages. In the first stage, the learners’ initial guess regarding the second 

language constructions is based upon the L1 final state parameters. The implication in this 

approach is that initially, there will be transfer of L1 parameters to L2. On subsequent 
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exposure to L2 input, the parameters in question are reset according to the L2 data. Looking 

at table 16, it can be observed that the transfer phenomenon in terms of complementizer 

transfer from Pashto into English is greater for the FA group which in the present design 

represents the initial learners. When it comes to the performance of the two advance groups 

(BS and MS groups), their performance improves, i.e., their translated versions are in 

accord with the English infinitival constructions. Overall, the results indicate that so far as 

subset principle is concerned, the learners in this study do not follow the sub-set grammar, 

rather it appears from the findings of the second translation task that the super set grammar 

might be the default form. 

 

5.6 CONCLUSION 

This study went into an empirical exploration of the subset principle within the 

framework of principles and parameter hypothesis. The basic premise of the present 

research study was that control verbs (both SC & OC) in bi-clausal infinitival constructions 

are sensitive from the point of view of thematic relationship with the matrix subject (SC) 

and matrix object (OC), whereas the raising verbs (RS & RO) are not. They may allow 

both animate and inanimate subjects and objects in addition to the expletives. 

This study examined the following four research questions: 

1. Whether or not the L2 learners follow the subset principle order, i.e., their initial 

guess regarding control and raising constructions is a narrower one or the other way 

round? 
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2. Whether or not while acquiring control and raising grammars, the L2 (English) 

learners instantiate any L1 (Pashto) transference phenomenon? 

3. Whether or not the UG parameterized grammatical representations interact with the 

subset principle as assumed in L1 acquisition? 

4. Whether or not UG and learnability principles (the subset principle in the present 

case) remain intact in L2 acquisition and whether they are as much operative as in 

the case of L1 acquisition? 

 

5.7 FINDINGS 

 The findings from the first GJ task wherein the subjects were tested on SC and RS 

constructions under the subset principle order, showed, that at least initially the L2 

subjects’ first guess regarding control constructions was not a control one 

(restrictive). They took such verbs to be raising ones. Empirically this behaviour 

was contrary to the subset order’s assumption. 

 In the second GJ task, the L2 subjects in the present study were tested on OC and 

RO constructions. The performance on OC constructions, as compared to the RO 

construction, was once again very poor. From the perspective of learnability, again 

the order of acquisition deviated from the subset order. Since the subset principle 

is assumed to interact with the parameterized grammatical representation, these 

findings have implications for UG as well. 

 Finally, the findings from the second translation task showed that the L2 subjects in 

their translated constructions (from their L1-Pashto to L2-English) on all the four 
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types of constructions transferred the complementizer “che” (that) violating the 

subset principle. This, in turn, suggests that UG is also not intact during second 

language acquisition. 

From a look at tables (Table 17 & 19), one can see that behaviour-wise the L2 

subjects, especially, the FA group behaved in a fashion that is not in line with the 

hypothesis of the subset principle. They (the FA group subjects) empirically 

underperformed on the control constructions compared to the raising ones on both the GJ 

tasks. From a linguistic perspective as well as the maturational approach, control (Merger) 

and raising (Move) are assumed to stand in a subset-superset relationship. In the present 

study too, the researcher had gone with the same assumptions, i.e., that UG and the domain 

specific learnability mechanism would be available to the L2 learners. The findings from 

the present study refute the strong access assumption. 

The researcher’s first tentative conclusion on the whole is that L1 and L2 learning 

are two different processes and that UG and the domain specific learning principle are not 

available to the L2 learners. On a closer look, one can see that empirical findings like the 

present ones on the same constructions have also been reported in previous L1 research 

(already referred to in the discussion section). The findings from the present study as well 

as from the previous L1 studies suggest that it may well be possible that control (Merger) 

is more complex than raising (Movement). This in turn implicates that the relative 

complexity of control and raising may lead some reformulation at the theoretical level 

which has already been attempted by Hornstein (1999). On this view, the subset hypothesis 

(order) may still remain valid with reevaluation of the relevant constructs from a linguistic 

point of view. 
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Apart from this, there is also the question of the role of semantics at least in the 

initial stages of learning the relevant control and raising constructions. Evidence of the role 

of the semantics has equally been found in the present investigation as well as in previous 

L1 studies. These tentative conclusions and suggestions are being given only in the light of 

the findings from the first two GJ tasks. Coming to the findings from the second translation 

task, again it can be seen that initially, the FA group transferred the complementizer from 

their L1, clearly showing that UG is not completely intact and that the subjects are at least 

initially resorting to the structure of their L1. Subsequent adjustments to the L2 constructions 

which are being learnt are made by coming across the additional input later on. 

In conclusion, it can be said that the answer to the first research question is in 

negative, i.e., the subjects in this study did not follow the subset path as assumed by Wexler 

and Manzini (1987). The answer to the second research question is a positive one, the L2 

learners have shown substantial transfer from their L1 which simultaneously refutes the 

subset principle and logically the third research question—the non-availability of UG on 

the strong access approach is confirmed. The answer to the fourth research question, the 

interaction of UG, with the subset principle is that since L2 learners have indirect access to 

UG it implicates that UG is impaired. In addition, the L2 leaners also did not follow the 

subset path on the constructions in questions which suggests that UG impairment may be 

the cause of non-interaction with the learnability domain. Whether the learnability domain 

remains functional or not during the second language acquisition is a question that may be 

answered by future studies. 
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APPENDIX A 

List of Subject Control (SC) items in the GJ Task I 

1. The mango like to be on the tree. 

2. The mango likes to move upward. 

3. The bed tried to be comfortable. 

4. The bed tried to be comfortable. 

5. The chocolate promised to be a tasty one. 

6. The chocolate promised to be back in time. 

7. The tree decided to be a tall one. 

8. The tree decided to leave quickly. 

9. The window plans to be open. 

10. The window plans to remain silent. 
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APPENDIX B 

List of Raising to Subject (RS) items in the GJ Task I 

 

1. The book tends to get tougher . 

2. The book tends to get angry. 

3. The ball seems to be in the air. 

4. The ball seems to be happy. 

5. The tower happened to be a tall one. 

6. The tower happened to breathe heavily. 

7. The painting appears to be a classic one. 

8. The painting appears to be excited. 

9. The police warned it to stop immediately. 

10. The statue turned out to be eating something. 
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APPENDIX C 

List of Object Control (OC) items in the GJ Task II 

1. The boy asked it to rain. 

2. The boy asked there to be rain. 

3. The doctor advised it to be taken regularly. 

4. The doctor advised there to be some vitamins. 

5. The customer told it to open the gate. 

6. The girls told there to be a function. 

7. The judge allowed it to speak. 

8. The judge allowed there to be a trail. 

9. The police warned it to stop immediately. 

10. The police warned there to be no procession. 
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APPENDIX D 

 

List of Raising to Object (RO) items in the GJ Task II 

 

1. The kid wanted there to be biscuits in the bag. 

2. The girl wanted it to be her friend’s turn. 

3. The guest needed it to be cooler in the room. 

4. The manager needed there to be a locker. 

5. The customer expected there to be some facilities. 

6. The client expected it to be a cheaper one. 

7. People believe it to be a genuine case. 

8. The sergeant believed there to be some theft. 

9. The counsel reported there to be no evidence. 

10. The vet reported it to be a case of rabies. 
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APPENDIX E 

List of the filler items (Tough Movement) in the two GJ Tasks 

1. Ali is easy to please. 

2. He is difficult to argue with. 

3. The doll is easy to see. 

4. Aslam is tough to please. 

5. Anwaris impossible to please. 

6. This mountain is difficult to walk up. 

7. The doll was hard to see. 

8. The monkey was easy to teach. 

9. The boy was easy to help.  

10. The fairy was easy to fight.  

11. The spaceman was easy to draw.  

12. The tiger was hard to fight. 

13. The hedgehog was hard to ride. 

14. The monkey was hard to draw. 

15. The king was difficult to draw. 

16. The prince was difficult to fight.  

17. The dinosaur was too naughty to teach.  

18. The giraffe was too big to ride. 

19. The lamb was too small to ride.  

20. The snake was too small to eat. 
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APPENDIX F 

List of the translation items in the first translation task 

 

1. Aslam likes to work without a break. 

2. They decided to leave earlier. 

3. The ball seems to be in the air. 

4. The statue appears to be a fake one. 

5. He asked the servant to wash the dishes. 

6. The doctor advised the patient to take rest. 

7. The public expected him to honour the promise. 

8. We want them to perform. 
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APPENDIX G 

List of the translation items in the second translation task 

 

1. Aslam ghwari che bagher da waqfe kar okri. 

2. Haghwi faisla okra che pa wakth laar shi. 

3. Dase khakari che baal pa hawa ke de. 

4. Dase khakari che mujassima naqli da. 

5. Hagha nokar ta owel che lokhi owenza. 

6. Doctor mariz la mashwara warkra che aram oki. 

7. Khalaq tamma lari che hagha ba wa’ada pora kai. 

8. Mong ghawaro che haghwi kaar oki. 


