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Abstract This paper presents a theoretical approach to adjunct control in German
and English participial clauses. Based on a corpus study of 1600 non-finite adverbial
clauses with a participial head in German and English, we argue that there is a clear
correlation between the syntactico-semantic scope of a participial adjunct and its
control status: while adjuncts modifying the event generally display obligatory
control (OC), adjuncts modifying the matrix proposition or utterance occur with non-
obligatory control (NOC). To capture this theoretically, we analyse OC as an upward
Agree relation between a matrix argument and PRO, as also suggested in other recent
approaches to control. Since this Agree relation can only be established without
further ado when the adjunct is in the c-command domain of a matrix argument, OC
is restricted to adjuncts in the verbal domain. For adjuncts above T, an NOC relation
is established, which is licensed by a salient perceiver or referent that is syntactically
encoded in the C-domain. Thus, we argue that the syntactic height of an adjunct is
crucial for its control status and that OC and NOC are generally in complementary
distribution in adjuncts. However, in contrast to previous work, we suggest that the
control relation is established phase-wise, which leaves room for a certain amount of
flexibility if the first potential goal is not a suitable controller.
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1 Introduction

This paper is concerned with syntactic theories of adjunct control, with an empirical
focus on non-finite adjunct clauses with a participial head. After standing in the
shadow of complements for a long time, adjuncts have finally become a focal point in
today’s minimalist control theory. Recently, theories of adjunct control have been
proposed within Hornstein’s (1999, 2001) Movement Theory of Control by Green
(2018, 2019), within Landau’s (2015) Two-Tiered Theory of Control by Landau
(2021) and within Agree-based approaches to control (cf. Landau 2000; Fischer
2018) by Høyem (2018), McFadden and Sundaresan (2018), and Fischer and Høyem
(2021, 2022). Contrary to earlier proposals, where adjunct control has been
categorised as either obligatory control (OC, e.g., Clark 1990; Hornstein 1999; Pires
2006, 2007) or non-obligatory control (NOC, cf. Landau 2000), more recent
approaches acknowledge that the picture of adjunct control is more complex than this
and that adjuncts can display both OC and NOC. A question that remains
controversial, however, is whether OC and NOC are in free variation in (some)
adjuncts, as is claimed by Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021), or in
complementary distribution depending on adjunction site, as argued by Høyem
(2018), McFadden and Sundaresan (2018), Høyem and Brodahl (2019), and Fischer
and Høyem (2022).

The starting point for the current paper is the observation that there is a significant
discrepancy in the literature on control on the one hand and the literature on adjuncts
on the other regarding the empirical basis that the different theories rely on. More
specifically, the types of adjuncts that most approaches to adjunct control base
themselves on differ from the typology of adjuncts that arises from the literature on
adjuncts in general. In the non-control-specific literature on adjuncts, there is general
agreement that adjuncts can be divided into different groups depending on their
semantic and syntactic scope properties, which are assumed to correlate (see, e.g.,
Frey and Pittner 1998, 1999; Pittner 1999, 2004; Haider 2000; Ernst 2002 et seq.;
Frey 2003). In the literature on adjunct control, on the other hand, the focus is
typically on specific groups of (English) adjuncts such as rationale clauses, purpose
clauses and temporal gerunds, whose syntactic and semantic properties remain
somewhat unclear (see, e.g., Williams 1974 et seq.; Clark 1990; Hornstein 1999;
Landau 2000 et seq.).

The aim of this paper is twofold. First, we wish to shed light on the discrepancy
described above and utilise the results from the traditional literature on adjuncts. In
particular, we argue that based on these insights we can straightforwardly account for
the syntactico-semantic versatility that non-finite adjunct clauses actually display. We
will demonstrate this by exploring the possible interpretations and adjunction sites of
one type of syntactically and semantically underspecified non-finite clausal adjunct,
namely participial adjuncts in German and English. Relatedly, the second aim of the
paper is to show that a control theory which takes as its starting point a scope-based
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approach to adjuncts can capture interesting correlations between the syntactico-
semantic scope and control properties of adjuncts. Specifically, we will implement a
phase-based approach to adjunct control based on Fischer (2018) and Fischer and
Høyem (2022) whereby control relations are licensed under upward Agree: in the
case of OC, Agree is established between a participial PRO and a matrix clause
argument, while NOC involves Agree between PRO and a salient perceiver or
discourse referent that is syntactically encoded in the C-domain.1

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 will provide a brief overview of
current approaches to adjunct control and the inventory of adjuncts they account for,
focusing on Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021) and the control-specific types of
adjuncts they base their theories on in Sect. 2.1, and the scope-based approaches of
Høyem (2018), Høyem and Brodahl (2019), and Fischer and Høyem (2022) in Sect.
2.2. In Sect. 3, we will explore the adverbial interpretations and control properties of
participial adjuncts in German and English. Based on corpus data from both
languages, we will argue that participial adjuncts may realise syntactico-semantic
adverbial classes that are not covered in Green’s (2018, 2019) and Landau’s (2021)
approaches to adjunct control, and that the OC/NOC status of these adjuncts
generally coincides with their syntactic and semantic scope. Building on this
observation, we will present a scope-based account of adjunct control in Sects. 4 and
5, arguing that adjuncts adjoined below T are OC adjuncts, while adjuncts adjoined
above T typically display NOC properties (cf. also Fischer and Høyem 2022). In
Sect. 4, we will first apply different syntactic tests to show that the respective
adjunction heights correlate with the corresponding control relations before we turn
to the details of the technical implementation in Sect. 5. In that section, we will also
discuss potential counterevidence to the claim that OC and NOC are generally in
complementary distribution in adjuncts. Section 6 concludes the paper.

Before we proceed, we would like to clarify what we mean by ‘OC’ and ‘NOC’ in
this paper. Going back to Williams (1980), OC is assumed to occur when the
interpretation of PRO is uniquely determined by a (syntactically local and
c-commanding) antecedent. When this is not the case, we are dealing with NOC.
The characteristic properties of OC can be summarised as follows:2

(1) Characteristics of OC
a. The controller must be an argument of the adjunct’s matrix clause.

Thus, long-distance and arbitrary control are ruled out.
b. OC PRO only allows a sloppy reading under ellipsis.

1 By contrast, Fischer and Høyem (2022) assume that NOC results from a last resort strategy involving
pragmatic factors; moreover, for OC Fischer and Høyem (2022) suggest that the first available goal
generally ends up as the controller of PRO, whereas this paper argues that it might alternatively be another
DP in the same phase (see Sects. 4 and 5 for details).
2 See also Landau (2013, 226), where it has been suggested in addition that only OC allows non-human
PRO. However, Donaldson (2021) extensively discusses the [+human] criterion for NOC and provides
many examples of NOC with a non-human referent, which makes this criterion seem questionable. Hence,
we do not consider it to be part of the definition given in (1).
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NOC PRO, on the other hand, can be non-local or arbitrary (generic), and can get
a strict reading under ellipsis. Given these properties, we categorise control that
fulfils the criteria outlined in (1) as OC, while control by an arbitrary referent, a non-
c-commanding or clause-external referent in the context (i.e., long-distance control)
or the speaker/construer of the situation is classified as NOC.3 Furthermore, we
follow Donaldson (2021) in assuming that various NOC interpretations have one
important thing in common: they all involve a relation between PRO and a salient
perceiver or referent in the discourse.

2 Background: adjuncts and control in the literature

In this section, we present the core claims of two current approaches to adjunct
control with regards to their empirical basis and their assumptions about the
distribution of OC and NOC in adjuncts. In Sect. 2.1, we consider Green
(2018, 2019) and Landau (2021), who argue that some groups of English adjuncts
alternate between OC and NOC, while others display OC or NOC only. In Sect. 2.2,
we focus on the approach taken by Høyem (2018), Høyem and Brodahl (2019), and
Fischer and Høyem (2022), who rely on standard assumptions about the scope
properties of adjuncts to argue that OC and NOC are generally in complementary
distribution in adjuncts. For a more in-depth comparison of these approaches,
including a discussion of their technical implementations of the OC and NOC
mechanisms, see Brodahl (2023).

2.1 Adjunct control in Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021)

The first approach is advocated by Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021). It should
be noted that there are significant differences in the assumptions these two authors
make regarding the mechanisms involved in OC and NOC, with Green arguing for a
specific version of the Movement Theory of Control (cf. Hornstein 1999) and Landau
for a selection-based version of the Two-Tiered Theory of Control (cf. Landau 2015).
However, what both authors have in common is that they focus on (largely) the same
selection of infinitival and participial clauses in English and argue that these can be
divided into different groups depending on their control properties: some adjuncts
display OC only (‘strict OC adjuncts’), while others alternate between OC and NOC

3 There are conflicting views as to whether control relations such as control by an implicit agent and event
control should be considered instances of OC or NOC in adjuncts. While implicit control into complements
is traditionally analysed as OC (see, e.g., Landau 2000, 2010; Pitteroff and Schäfer 2019) and the same has
been suggested for adjuncts by, e.g., Høyem (2018) and Fischer et al. (2024), it is considered to be an
instance of NOC by Landau (2017, 2021) and Green (2018, 2019). Similarly, while Høyem (2018) and
Fischer and Høyem (2021) analyse event control as OC, Landau (2021, 174 ff.) argues against such an
analysis. The examples used in this paper to illustrate NOC only involve control relations that are less
controversially assumed to be NOC, i.e. arbitrary and long-distance control.
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(‘OC/NOC adjuncts’). Green and Landau categorise the following adjunct groups as
strict OC adjuncts:

(2) Goal clause: OC (subject control)
Maxi works hard [PROi to stay out of jail]. (Green 2018, 176;

Landau 2021, 31)
(3) Stimulus clause: OC (subject control)

Hei shuddered [PROi to remember
the boy he’d been back then].

(Landau 2021, 11)

(4) Result clause: OC (subject control)
Groundwateri has seeped in
[PROi to create a small labyrinth of canals].

(ibid.)

(5) Subject-gap purpose clause: OC (object control)
The slave driver donated three slavesi
to the plantation [PROi to work in the fields].

(Green 2019, 12)

Other adjuncts, according to Green and Landau, alternate between OC and NOC:

(6) Temporal adjuncts (including without-clauses according to Landau and Green):
OC or NOC
a. OC: Roni talked to Harry

[before PROi leaving the room].
(Green 2019, 2)

b. NOC: There won’t be any progress
[without PRO insisting on guidance from the outside].

(Landau 2021, 44)

(7) Rationale clauses: OC or NOC
a. OC: This booki was written

[in order to PROi be read].
(Williams 1992, 317;
Green 2018, 133; Landau 2021, 40)

b. NOC: The painting was on the wall
[in order PRO to check
how it would be received].

(Landau 2017, 98;
Green 2018, 11, 2019, 2;
Landau 2021, 40)

(8) Justification clauses (Green: “response clauses”): OC or NOC
a. OC: Harryi got a trophy

[for PROi winning the tournament].
(Green 2019, 5)

b. NOC: I left them in heri locker
[for PROi being so kind to me].

(Green 2019, 6)
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(9) Object purpose clauses: OC or NOC
a. OC: Chandler bought Monicai a frying

panj [PROi to cook with tj].
(Green 2019, 7)

b. NOC: I left itj in heri mailbox
[PROi to look over tj once
she returned from the Bahamas].

(Green 2019, 8)

(10) Absolutive clause: OC or NOC
a. OC: [PROi Having come this far], Ii can’t go back. (ibid.)
b. NOC: [PROi Sitting in class that day],

myi eyes refused to stay open.
(ibid.)

(11) Telic clauses: OC or NOC4

a. OC: Harryi opened the letter [only PROi

to discover it wasn’t for him].
(Green 2019, 12)

b. NOC: Ouri road to the quarter final was fantastic
[only PROi to lose to a team
like Saudi Arabia on penalties].

(Landau 2021, 51)

In addition, Green argues that one group of adjuncts displays NOC only. This is
the case for so-called speaker-oriented adjuncts (speech-act adjuncts in Landau
2021), which Green classifies as strict NOC adjuncts. Landau (2021, 87), on the
other hand, argues that such adjuncts should be considered “a special kind of OC
adjunct”.

(12) Speaker-oriented/speech-act adjuncts: strict NOC (Green)

or strict OC (Landau)

a. [PRO To be honest], John would be

better off without Mary.

(Landau 2021, 85)

b. [PRO Judging from experience],

Jon will be better off without Mary.

(Green 2019, 9)

Both Green and Landau argue that there are syntactic differences between these
adjunct groups that correlate with their control properties.5 Strict OC adjuncts are
argued to have a low adjunction site; Green suggests that they adjoin below vP, while
Landau assumes adjunction to RootP, i.e. even lower in the verbal domain. OC/NOC
adjuncts, on the other hand, seem to have a higher adjunction site than strict OC

4 Green (2018, 2019) classifies telic clauses as strict OC adjuncts. However, as Landau (2021)
demonstrates with examples such as (11b), these adjuncts also seem to allow NOC.
5 Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021) base their conclusions about adjunction height on standard tests
for attachment height, i.e. VP ellipsis, VP fronting and pseudoclefting, which show whether an adjunct is
included in the (extended) VP or not. See also Sect. 4.2.
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adjuncts: according to Green (2018, 2019), they adjoin above vP, whereas Landau
(2021) assumes that they adjoin to Voice’, VoiceP or TP.6 As for speaker-oriented or
speech-act adjuncts, both authors argue that these adjuncts have a very high
adjunction site, according to Green (2019, 10) “well above the TP” and according to
Landau (2021, 87) in “the Speech Act (SA) projection that hosts the AUTHOR (in
declaratives) or the ADDRESSEE (in interrogatives) participant of the local context
of evaluation”. Note that Green and Landau do not attempt to compare the syntactic
and semantic properties of these adjunct groups to the scope-based groups defined in
the more general literature on adverbials, a point we will return to in Sect. 2.2.

Green and Landau assume that strict OC and OC/NOC adjuncts display
differences in their internal structure as well. As noted above, the technical details
of their approaches differ significantly, but they also have some important elements
in common. On both theories, adjuncts which alternate between OC and NOC have a
more complex internal structure than strict OC adjuncts, in that only the former may
project a CP. Green and Landau base this on the observation that only alternating
adjuncts allow a variant with a lexical subject (cf. Landau’s “Propositional Variant
Criterion”), as is demonstrated in (13) and (14) for one type of OC/NOC adjunct and
one type of strict OC adjunct, respectively:

(13) Rationale clause (OC/NOC): propositional variant available
a. Jane stepped back [in order to get a better view].
b. Jane stepped back [in order for Bill to get a better view].

(Landau 2021, 18)
(14) Result clause (OC only): propositional variant unavailable

a. The earth’s crust melted [to form magma].
b. *The earth’s crusted melted [for the rocks to form magma].

(Landau 2021, 33)

While Green assumes that all OC/NOC adjuncts project to CP, Landau only
assumes this for the NOC variant of alternating adjuncts. On his approach, OC and
NOC adjuncts belong to two different syntactic and semantic types: OC adjuncts
only project to FinP and denote a property, while NOC adjuncts project to CP and
denote a proposition. Note that on Landau’s theory, the control status of the adjunct
must be known before the derivation can proceed, as the control status has
consequences for the internal structure of the adjunct.7

The important take-home message of Green and Landau’s approaches for the
current paper is the assumption that OC and NOC are not in complementary
distribution in adjuncts. Rather, several adjunct types (cf. (6)–(11) and (13)) are
argued to allow for variation between OC and NOC. As we will see in the next
section, scope-based approaches to adjunct control draw the opposite conclusion,
arguing that OC and NOC are linked to different adjunction sites.

6 Object purpose clauses constitute an exception in this respect, with a lower adjunction site than other
OC/NOC adjuncts (RootP for Landau, below vP for Green).
7 Landau (2021) also encodes the difference between OC and NOC adjuncts in a P-head that selects both
the semantic type of its complement (property or proposition) and its attachment site in the matrix clause.
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2.2 Scope-based approaches to adjunct control

A different approach to adjunct control takes the scope-based classification assumed
in the general literature on adjuncts and adverbials as a starting point. Although
adjuncts are famous for being difficult to handle within syntactic theory, there is
agreement in the literature that a clear correlation holds between an adjunct’s
syntactic height and its interpretation: adjuncts with a wide semantic scope are
adjoined in a higher position than those with a narrower scope; thus, semantic and
syntactic scope correlate.

In the adjunct literature, different classes of adverbials are distinguished
depending on which domain of the matrix clause they modify. Table 1 gives a
simplified overview of the classes assumed by Frey and Pittner (1998, 1999), Pittner
(1999, 2004), Ernst (2002, 2014), and Frey (2003). Each of these classes modifies a
specific syntactico-semantic domain of the clause (the event or a part of it, the
proposition or the speech act) and is adjoined in a position where the adverbial
c-commands the relevant domain.

Note that the scope-based adjunct literature generally assumes that sentence-initial
adjuncts (with the exception of speech-act adjuncts; see Table 1) have been moved
there from a base position in the TP or vP/VP domain of the clause, an assumption
we make in the present paper as well (differently from, e.g., Landau 2021).

Basing themselves on this classification of adjuncts as well as an empirical
foundation of non-finite adjunct clauses in German, English and Norwegian, Høyem
(2018), Høyem and Brodahl (2019), and Fischer and Høyem (2022) argue that
control properties and syntactico-semantic scope go hand in hand. These authors note
that event-related adjuncts, i.e. adjuncts that are base-generated in the verbal domain,
adhere to the OC properties as defined in Landau (2013, 226) (see fn. 2 and definition
(1) above). These adjuncts consistently occur with subject or object control and
disallow non-local control, as (15) and (16) illustrate:

(15) Subject control (OC) in English as-phrases

Peteri claimed that, [PRO*i/*arb/j as a financial expert],

Maryj should have noticed the mistake.

(cf. Fischer and Høyem 2022, 14)

(16) Object control (OC) in German infinitives

Peteri behauptete, manj bezahle die Studentenk, [PRO*i/*j/*arb/k um Flyer

Peter claimed one would.pay the studentsACC in.order flyer

zu verteilen].

to hand.out

‘Peter claimed that the students were paid to hand out flyers.’

(based on Fischer and Høyem 2022, 11)
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Adjuncts with a wider syntactic scope, on the other hand, display NOC properties,
and are typically controlled by the speaker:

(17) Speaker control (NOC) in German infinitives

Eri ist, [PROspeaker/*i ohne zu übertreiben], weit und breit der beste

he is without to exaggerate widely and broadly the best

Billiard-Spieler.

billiard-player

‘He is, without exaggeration, the best billiard player ever.’

(cf. Pittner 1999, 338; Fischer and Høyem 2022, 20)

Table 1 Adjunct classes in the scope-based adjunct literature (adapted from Ernst 2014, 115)

a Frame adverbials are defined as “locative and temporal adverbials [which] apply to whole propositions
and restrict their validity to certain times or places” (Pittner 2004, 275, see also Parsons 1990; Maienborn
1996, 2001; Frey and Pittner 1998, 1999; Pittner 1999). Ernst’s (2002, 2004, 2014) domain adjuncts have a
similar function, but are not restricted to temporal or locative interpretations (cf. professionally in Table 1).
For this reason, we will use both terms in this paper. Note, however, that only some of the adjuncts Ernst
refers to as domain adjuncts are comparable to frame adverbials, as domain adjuncts have a flexible
distribution and may also modify smaller constituents than the proposition. In this paper, only those domain
adjuncts that (like frame adverbials) scope over the proposition are considered
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(18) Speaker control (NOC) in English participial adjuncts
[PROspeaker Putting it mildly], the holiday resort didn’t quite meet our expectations.

(cf. Kortmann 1991, 51; Fischer and Høyem 2022, 21)

Thus, OC is associated with event-related adjuncts, and NOC with adjuncts that
have scope over the proposition or speech act. Based on this, these authors conclude
that the adjunct’s syntactico-semantic scope is the determining factor for the control
type it displays. In this way, the attachment site of an adjunct becomes the predictor
for whether it displays OC or NOC. Specifically, Fischer and Høyem (2022) argue
that event-related OC adjuncts are adjoined to vP (subject control) or VP (object
control), while higher adjuncts are adjoined to TP or CP. Thus, OC and NOC
adjuncts are essentially in complementary distribution depending on adjunction site,
as shown in the following figure taken from Fischer and Høyem (2022, 4):

(19) Distribution of OC and NOC in adjuncts
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Crucially, scope-based approaches to adjunct control do not assume that OC and
NOC adjuncts show differences in their internal structure, contrary to Landau (2021).
Instead, they argue that it is “the question of how PRO is ultimately licensed which
determines whether we end up with OC or NOC” (Fischer and Høyem 2022: 30).
These approaches assume that for adjuncts adjoined to vP or VP, an OC relation can
be established via upward Agree (cf. Zeijlstra 2012; Wurmbrand 2014). Adjuncts in
the TP/CP domain, on the other hand, are adjoined too highly to be c-commanded by
a matrix argument and thus cannot take part in an Agree relation to license OC.
Fischer and Høyem (2022) argue that PRO instead receives an interpretation that is
dependent on pragmatic factors like logophoricity, yielding NOC.

Although we follow basic assumptions of Fischer and Høyem (2022) in this paper
and also argue for a licensing mechanism under upward Agree, we present a slightly
modified version of the theory which differs in particular in the following two
relevant respects: first, we assume that the goal of the Agree relation that establishes
OC is not necessarily the first c-commanding DP that is accessible to PRO; instead,
the controller could be another DP in the same phase, which means in particular that
VP adjuncts are not restricted to object control but could also display subject control
(see Sect. 4.2.3 concerning the concrete conditions). Second, we argue that the
licensing of NOC also takes place in syntax and ultimately boils down to licensing
under Agree with a syntactically encoded speech-act participant or topic as
controller.8 We will come back to the technical details in Sect. 5.

One big advantage of such an approach to adjunct control is that it takes into
account not only the specific English adjunct types described in the traditional
literature on control, but the full inventory of adjuncts cross-linguistically and is
precise in its assumptions about which role the syntactic and semantic properties of
different adjuncts play for control. In the subsequent section, we will have a closer
look at German and English participial adjuncts with regard to their control
properties and syntactico-semantic characteristics as adjuncts.

8 In fact, Fischer and Høyem (2022) also mention this alternative strategy to implement the licensing of
NOC syntactically in fn. 30 and on p. 34.
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3 Participial adjuncts in German and English

Participial adjuncts constitute a class of controlled adjuncts that have a shared form
(i.e., a participial head and, arguably, a CP structure9), but, as this section will show,
are very versatile when it comes to their syntactic and semantic properties. Being
non-finite and lacking an overt subject, these adjuncts are syntactically and
semantically underspecified. This means that their interpretation (as adverbials of
different types, depictives or DP adjuncts) is largely dependent on the context they
occur in. As the German example in (20) illustrates, one and the same participial
adjunct may have different interpretations in different contexts. Here, the participial
adjunct acts as a DP (relative-clause-like) modifier in (20a),10 as an adverbial of
reason in (20b) and as a manner adverbial in (20c):

(20) Underspecification of participial adjuncts

a. Konstantiusi, [PROi aufs [G]enaueste unterrichtet], handelte mit

Konstantius in.the most.detailed taught acted with

bewundernswerter Geschicklichkeit.

admirable skill

‘Konstantius, having been taught well, acted with admirable skill.’

b. [PROi Aufs [G]enaueste unterrichtet], handelte Konstantius mit

in.the most.detailed taught acted Konstantius with

bewundernswerter Geschicklichkeit.

admirable skill

‘Having been taught well, Konstantius acted with admirable skill.’

c. Konstantiusi handelte [PROi aufs [G]enaueste unterrichtet] und mit

Konstantius acted in.the most.detailed taught and with

bewundernswerter Geschicklichkeit.

admirable skill

‘Konstantius acted well-taught and with admirable skill.’

(cf. Rath 1971, 58; Zifonun et al. 1997, 2217; Brodahl 2016, 16)

9 Space does not permit us to go into detail on the internal structure of participial adjuncts in this paper, but
see Brodahl (2022) for an analysis of these adjuncts as small clauses with a CP structure.
10 Participial adjuncts modifying DPs will not be considered further in this paper, as the PRO subject of
these adjuncts is always controlled by the head of the noun phrase they modify.
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On the other hand, one and the same participial adjunct may also be interpreted
differently in one and the same position and context; cf. (21), where the participial
adjunct can be interpreted either as a temporal or a conditional adjunct (cf. the
paraphrases in (i) and (ii)):

(21) The plan was abandoned shortly afterwards, however,
[having come under heavy criticism]. (BNC: HLF 2373)
(i) ... because/since it came under heavy criticism.
(ii) ... when it came under heavy criticism.

This is an expected outcome within a scope-based approach to adjuncts since
ambiguities typically involve several interpretations within one and the same
syntactic-semantic adjunct class, e.g. event-modifying adjuncts with different
readings (cf. Table 1). Focusing on underspecified adjuncts like these rather than
adjunct types that have a specific set of (to some extent unclear) syntactic and
semantic properties, as e.g. Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021) do, arguably
enables us to explore a wide array of controlled adjuncts.11

The empirical conclusions in this section are based on corpus data from German
and English. In total, we analysed 1600 bare/non-prepositional12 participial adjuncts
headed by a present or past participle with regard to their syntactic and semantic
properties as non-finite clausal adjuncts. The majority of the 1068 German and 532
English adjuncts was excerpted from the online corpora The German Reference
Corpus (Ger. Deutsches Referenzkorpus/DeReKo), The Oslo Multilingual Corpus
(OMC) and The British National Corpus (BNC), which are all based on written

11 Note, however, that we will have little to say about the adjunct groups that Green (2018, 2019) and
Landau (2021) categorise as “strict OC adjuncts” in this paper. The reason for this is that these adjuncts are
infinitival rather than participial clauses (see (2)–(5) above) and thus were not included in our corpus study.
However, the theoretical approach to be presented in Sects. 4 and 5 predicts that if these adjuncts have such
a low adjunction site as Green and Landau suggest, they should display OC, just as these authors argue.
12 Participial adjuncts can be introduced by specific prepositions such as for (see (8)) or without (see (6b)),
but these were not included in our study. The main reason for this is that German participial adjuncts can
hardly be introduced by prepositions. The only preposition that can introduce a German participial adjunct
is mit ‘with’ in constructions with an overt subject, as illustrated in (i) adapted from Brodahl (2020, 249)
(but see Høyem 2019; Brodahl 2020, 2022 for an analysis where mit is argued to be a predication particle
rather than a preposition).

(i) Es laufen auffällig viele Pariser [mit [subj einem Weißbrot] [pred aus der Tasche

there walk strikingly many Parisians with a baguette out.of the bag

ragend]] vorbei.

sticking by

‘A striking number of Parisians walk by with a baguette sticking out of their bag.’

However, some of the participial adjuncts in the corpus of the present study are introduced by
complementisers, like obwohl ‘even though’, weil ‘because’ and falls ‘if’ in German, and after, while and
although in English. Thus the adjuncts which Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021) refer to as ‘temporal
clauses’—with the exception of those introduced by without, which can arguably hardly be classified as
temporal—do occur in our corpus. See Brodahl (2022) for a discussion of the categorial nature of the
subordinating element.
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material, while a small number of the examples was manually collected from
contemporary German-language novels and English-language online newspapers.
While most previous generative studies of adjunct control have primarily relied on a
small number of constructed examples,13 a corpus-based study makes it possible to
uncover the control properties of underspecified adjuncts as they occur in their
natural contexts and, crucially, to identify the factors influencing adjunct control.

In Sect. 3.1, we will show that participial adjuncts occur with a variety of
adverbial interpretations associated with all the syntactico-semantic classes defined in
the scope-based adjunct literature (cf. 2.2). This means that they cannot be reduced to
the few participial adjunct types described by Green (2018, 2019) and Landau
(2021). Following this, Sect. 3.2 will give an overview of the wide range of control
interpretations participial adjuncts display. Based on these data, we will argue in Sect.
3.3 that the control status of participial adjuncts generally coincides with their
syntactico-semantic scope.

3.1 Interpretations and syntactico-semantic scope

As has been argued in previous works on participial adjuncts in English and German
such as Kortmann (1991), Brodahl (2016, 2018), and Høyem and Brodahl (2019),
these adjuncts are very versatile in their interpretation. The corpus data of the current
study confirm this and show that participial adjuncts may realise all the scope-based
adjunct classes defined in Sect. 2.2. To determine the specific interpretation and
syntactico-semantic class for each of the adjuncts in our corpus, we have relied on
paraphrases, standard constituency tests and other syntactico- semantic tests used in
the literature on adverbial base positions (such as w-pronouns in German, scope
effects, Principle C effects and focus projection; see, e.g., Pittner 1999; Ernst 2002;
Frey 2003). For reasons of space, we cannot employ such tests here, but in Sect. 4.2
we will use constituency tests to show the different positions participial adjuncts
adjoin to.

Starting at the bottom of the clause, we see that participial adjuncts may have a
very narrow scope and modify only the process described in the matrix clause. This
is the case for participial adjuncts with a manner reading, as in the following
examples:

(22) (Process-modifying) participial adjuncts with a manner reading

a. [Leaning back in a wicker chair] sat Doctor Oswald Little. (OMC: MM1E.s182)

b. Er liest die Dialoge [stark pointiert], eben in

he reads the dialogues strongly emphasised, simply in

Schauspielermanier.

actor.manner (DeReKo: RHZ09/OKT.12786)

‘He reads the dialogues with strong emphasis, just like an actor.’

13 Some exceptions are Lyngfelt (2002), Flaate (2007), Høyem (2015), and Høyem and Brodahl (2019).
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Most of the participial adjuncts in the corpus, however, modify the matrix event.
Following Frey and Pittner (1998, 1999) and Pittner (1999, 2004), these adjuncts
either belong to the class of event-internal adjuncts, such as the instrumentals in (23),
or modify the event in its entirety (event-related adjuncts), such as the temporal
adjuncts in (24) and the causal ones in (25).

(23) (Event-modifying) participial adjuncts with an instrumental reading

a. Sie testen [auf einem Bein stehend] ihr Gleichgewichtsgefühl.

they test on one leg standing their balance.sense

(DeReKo: BVZ07/JUN.02586)

‘They test their sense of balance by standing on one leg.’

b. [Lying completely still], they can see without being seen. (OMC: DM1E.6.s88)

(24) (Event-modifying) participial adjuncts with a temporal reading

a. [Nach dem Motiv befragt] gaben die Kinder an, dass sie

about the motive asked said the children PART that they

in einen Dönerladen gehen wollten.

to a Döner.shop go wanted (DeReKo: RHZ07/MAI.07673)

‘Asked about their motive, the children said they wanted to go to a Döner-kebab shop.’

b. [When threatened by a predator, such as a fox], the hedgehog rolls itself into an

impenetrable ball.

(OMC: ML1E.4.2.1.s6)

(25) (Event-modifying) participial adjuncts with a causal reading

a. [Angeblich provoziert von Äußerungen der Frau], waren dem

allegedly provoked by statements the.GEN woman were the.DAT

Südländer die Nerven durchgegangen.

Southerner the nerves broken.down (DeReKo: A08/APR.06318)

‘Allegedly provoked by statements made by the woman, the Southerner had lost his cool.’

b. The plan was abandoned shortly afterwards, however, [having come

under heavy criticism]. (= (21))

Furthermore, many of the adjuncts in the corpus have an even wider scope,
modifying the entire matrix proposition. This is the case for sentence-adverbial
adjuncts, which either have an epistemic interpretation, as in (26a), or comment on
the content of the proposition more generally, as in (26b), in which case they have
more in common with evaluative adverbials (see Zifonun et al. 1997, 2328 ff.).
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(26) Participial adjuncts modifying the matrix proposition

a. [Dies alles in Betracht ziehend], kann doch der Behauptung (…), der

this all into consideration taking can still the claim the

ISI beschütze bin Laden, keinen Glauben [sic] geschenkt werden.

ISI protects bin Laden no credibility given be

(DeReKo: U05/JAN.01232)

‘Taking all of this into consideration, the claim that ISI is protecting bin Laden really has no credibility.’

b. Our antihero promptly blows himself up with a hand grenade, [rendering him unfit for future combat].

(https://www.theguardian.com/film/2020/jan/05/jojo-rabbit-

review-taika-waititi-hitler-scarlett-johansson-sam-rockwell)

Similarly, participial adjuncts may act as domain adverbials, which restrict our
understanding of the proposition to a specific domain (see Table 1, fn. a):

(27) Participial adjuncts as (proposition-modifying) domain adjuncts

a. Demnach war der Februar 2010, [den ganzen Globus betrachtend],

according.to.this was the February 2010 the entire globe considering

der sechstwärmste in der Statistik.

the sixth.warmest in the statistic (DeReKo: U10/MAR.02848)

‘According to this, February 2010 was the sixth warmest month in the statistics,

taking the entire globe into consideration.’

b. [Discounting the hypopus], the passage from egg to adult (…) takes one to three

weeks.

(OMC: SJG1E.1.2.s13)

Finally, many of the adjuncts in the corpus act as (somewhat formulaic) speech-act
modifiers, which take scope over the entire matrix utterance:

(28) Participial adjuncts as speech-act modifiers

a. [[S]trictly speaking], the classification should really be changed.

(OMC: WB1E.3.s13)

b. [In “-ismen” sprechend] halte ich mal fest: Der Pazifismus ist ein

in isms speaking conclude I PART PART the pacifism is a

konstitutives Element des neuen Patriotismus.

constitutive element the.GEN new patriotism (DeReKo: RHZ06/SEP.25483)

‘Speaking in “-isms” I conclude: Pacifism is a constitutive element of the new patriotism.’

However, some of the corpus examples occur with an interpretation that is more
difficult to categorise. These adjuncts denote what Kortmann (1991) calls an
‘accompanying circumstance’, i.e. an event occurring or state holding at the time of
the matrix event, as in (29a) and (29b), respectively. These adjuncts resemble
depictives, as their primary semantic contribution is to provide additional information
about the matrix subject or object (i.e., the antecedent of PRO) rather than to modify
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the event (or proposition/speech act) as adverbials do. For this reason, we will
analyse them as depictives, which are generally assumed to be base-generated in the
c-command domain of their antecedent, i.e. the matrix subject or object (see, e.g.,
Pittner 1999).

(29) Depictive participial adjuncts

a. [Popcorn essend] (…) wohnen sie der spannungsgeladenen

popcorn eating witness they the suspenseful

Ankunftsszene bei.

arrival.scene PART (DeReKo: A98/JUN.38590)

‘Eating popcorn, they witness the suspenseful arrival scene.’

b. He listened to its words, [drugged with terror, near fainting] (OMC: SK1E.1.s133)

The examples provided in this section demonstrate that participial adjuncts are
compatible with many different adverbial and depictive interpretations and may
modify different domains of the matrix clause. This means that they can adjoin in
different positions depending on their interpretation, a point we will return to in Sect.
4.

3.2 Control relations in participial adjuncts

The participial adjuncts in the corpus are versatile also when it comes to their control
properties. As one would expect, the majority of the adjuncts displays subject
control, as in the following examples:

(30) Subject control

a. Mr Kostikovi played down these fears, [PROi saying Western analysts were getting

over-emotional]. (BNC: K5M 2905)

b. [PROi Popcorn essend] wohnen siei der spannungsgeladenen Ankunftsszene bei.

‘Eating popcorn, they witness the suspenseful arrival scene.’ (= (29a))

This is the case for 86.7% of the English participial adjuncts and 70.5% of the
German ones.14 The relatively low percentage of subject control in the German part
of the corpus compared with the English one can partly be traced back to the fact that
sentence-, frame-/domain- and speech-act-adverbial adjuncts, which consistently
display other control relations than subject control (see below), make up a rather
large proportion of the German subcorpus (19.7% compared with 6.2% of the
English data).

14 For comparison, Kortmann (1991) found 91.5% subject control in his study of English free adjuncts
with various (i.e., not only participial) predicates. Among German adjuncts with the present participle,
Brodahl (2016, 2018) found 88.7% subject control, while Høyem and Brodahl (2019) report only 59%
subject control among German past-participial adjuncts, due to a high proportion of formulaic sentence-
adverbial or speech-act adjuncts such as ehrlich gesagt ‘honestly said’.
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The remaining corpus examples display a variety of control phenomena. One of
them is object control, as in (31)–(33). In the German part of the corpus, the
antecedent is either an accusative object, as in (32), or a dative object, as in (33).

(31) Object control
They planned to cook themi [PROi steeped in apple beer]. (cf. OMC:

JC1E.1.1.s9)

(32) Accusative object control

Sie habe ihre Mutteri alleine im Wartebereich vor

she has.SBJV her.ACC mother alone in.the waiting.area in.front.of

der Arztpraxis angetroffen, [PROi auf den Rücktransport wartend]

the doctor’s.office met on the back.transport waiting

(DeReKo: NUZ10/JUL.00551)

‘She met her mother alone in the waiting area in front of the doctor’s office, waiting for

her transport back.’

(33) Dative object control

[PROi Angeblich provoziert von Äußerungen der Frau], waren dem Südländeri die

Nerven durchgegangen.

‘Allegedly provoked by statements made by the woman, the Southerner had

lost his cool.’ (= (25a))

While subject and object control typically constitute OC relations,15 the participial
adjuncts in the corpus also occur with different types of NOC relations. The most
frequent one is control by the person who is construing the situation, or a “salient
perceiver” (Donaldson 2021, 110), a phenomenon we will refer to as logophoric
control (cf. Donaldson 2021; see also Williams 1992 and Landau 2015). This is
typically the speaker, but it can also be interpreted as an arbitrary or generic referent,
as the paraphrases below show. This phenomenon occurs in participial adjuncts
which have a speech-act, domain-adverbial or epistemic interpretation (see (34a),
(34b), (34c), respectively), as in the following examples repeated from Sect. 3.1:

(34) Logophoric control: speaker or arbitrary referent

a. [PROspeaker/arb Strictly speaking], the classification should really be changed. (= (28a))

→ If I may speak/one speaks strictly, (…)

b. [PROspeaker/arb Dies alles in Betracht ziehend], (…) (cf. (26a))

→ If I take/one takes all this into consideration, (…)

15 See Sect. 5.3.2 for a discussion of some examples of object and subject control that might in fact be
instances of NOC.
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c. [PROspeaker/arb Discounting the hypopus], the passage from egg to adult takes

one to three weeks. (= (27b))

→ If I discount/one discounts the hypopus, (…)

A few German corpus examples involve control by an arbitrary or generic referent
which is not the construer of the situation. These have a temporal or conditional
adverbial interpretation, as the example in (35) shows.

(35) Arbitrary (non-logophoric) control

[PROarb In körperwarmer Wassertemperatur und auf Schwimmhilfen

in lukewarm water.temperature and on swimming.aids

treibend] setzt ein schnellerer und tieferer Entspannungsprozess ein

floating kicks a quicker and deeper relaxation.process in

In water at body temperature and floating on swimming aids, a quicker

and deeper relaxation process kicks in.’

(DeReKo: HMP09/MAR.02958,

see also Brodahl 2016, 54)

→ When/if one is in water at body temperature and floating on swimming aids, (…)

For a small number of adjuncts in the corpus, the antecedent of PRO is a DP that
occurs outside the matrix clause, as in (36a, b), or a DP that is embedded within a
matrix clause constituent and thus does not c-command the adjunct, as in (36c).16

Among the English data we also find the interesting control pattern in (36d), where
PRO is controlled by another PRO subject of an extraposed infinitival clause.17 In
these cases, we are dealing with examples of long-distance (LD) control, i.e. control
by a matrix-clause-external or non-c-commanding antecedent. Note that in these
examples, the non-local DP controlling PRO is a salient referent in the discourse,
generally the topic. We will have a closer look at this control pattern in Sect. 5.3.

16 There is an interesting cross-linguistic difference in the type of long-distance relation the German and
English examples display: while the majority of the German adjuncts have a controller that is located
outside the matrix clause (usually in the preceding sentence, as in (36a)), most of the English examples are
controlled by a referent that is present within the matrix clause, but does not c-command the adjunct. This
is most often either a possessive pronoun, as in (36c), or the PRO subject of an extraposed infinitival
clause, as in (36d).
17 This is reminiscent of the phenomenon Lyngfelt (2009) calls ‘indirect control’ in predicative
complements (see also Lebeaux 1984):

(ii) PROarb,i Seeing is PROi believing. (Lyngfelt 2009, 45)
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(36) Long-distance control

a. [PRO Mit Sammelglas und Schaufel ausgerüstet] ging es

with observation.jar and shovel equipped went it

in den Wald auf Entdeckungstour.

in the forest on discovery.tour (DeReKo: RHZ09/AUG.08212)

‘Equipped with observation jars and shovels, one embarked on a discovery tour of the forest.’

b. [Die Festgänger]i hatten ihren Spaß. [PROi Von der einen zur

the party.goers had their fun from the one to.the

anderen Bar schlendernd], ging der Samstagabend vorbei.

other bar wandering passed the Saturday.evening by

(cf. DeReKo: A08/SEP.00338)

‘The party-goers had their fun. Wandering from bar to bar, the Saturday evening passed by.’

c. [PROi Absorbed in the painting], theiri ears hadn’t caught his almost

silent approach through the open door.

(OMC: PDJ3E.1.5.s95)

d. [PROi Before placing the planted lily into the pond] it is best [PROi to saturate the

growing medium using a watering can with a fine rose to settle the soil around the plant].

(BNC: C97 1169)

Lastly, participial adjuncts also display control relations whose status as OC or
NOC is disputed in the literature (see fn. 3 above). This involves event control, as in
(37), and control by an implicit agent, as in (38).

(37) Event control
[Our antihero promptly blows himself up with a hand grenade]i,
[PROi rendering him unfit for future combat]. (= (26b))

(38) Control by implicit agent

Vielmehr können die Verbrauchswerte [PROagent vor dem Haus

in.fact can the consumption.values in.front.of the house

stehend] mit einem speziellen Gerät gelesen werden

standing with a special device read be (DeReKo:

A13/JUL.05105)

‘In fact, the consumption values can be read with a special device standing in front of the house.’

As noted in fn. 3, we will leave these control relations aside in this paper, focusing
on control patterns that are less controversially considered to be OC (subject and
object control) and NOC (arbitrary, speaker and long-distance control).
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3.3 Correlations between adjunct type and control properties

When we take a closer look at the correlations between adverbial interpretations and
control relations in the corpus, an interesting pattern unfolds: the OC relations of
subject and object control are only the norm among participial adjuncts that modify
(a subpart of) the matrix event. Adjuncts modifying the matrix proposition or speech
act, on the other hand, consistently display other control phenomena (see also Høyem
and Brodahl 2019).

Starting with the former, we note that the large majority of the process-related,
event-internal, event-related and depictive adjuncts (from now on jointly referred to
as event-modifying adjuncts) in the corpus displays either subject or object control.
Object control is primarily attested in those adjuncts with the narrowest scope, e.g.
the manner and depictive adjuncts, as in (39), something which is to be expected
given that they adjoin in a low position where they may be c-commanded by the
object. Higher event-modifying adjuncts such as temporal and causal adjuncts, as in
(40), generally display subject control.18

(39) Low-adjoined event-modifying adjuncts: object control

a. Außerdem sollte man Tomateni [PROi getrennt von anderen

additionally should one tomatoes separated from other

Nahrungsmitteln] aufbewahren.

foods store (DeReKo: RHZ08/SEP.13533)

‘Additionally, one should store tomatoes separately from other foods.’

b. They planned to cook themi [PROi steeped in apple beer]. (= (31))

(40) High-adjoined event-modifying adjuncts: subject control
a. [PROi Nach dem Motiv befragt] gaben die Kinderi an,

dass sie in einen Dönerladen gehen wollten.
‘Asked about their motive, the children said they wanted
to go to a Döner-kebab shop.’ (= (24a))

b. The plani was abandoned shortly afterwards, however,
[PROi having come under heavy criticism]. (= (21))

Among the 1360 event-modifying adjuncts in the corpus, logophoric control is
never attested, and long-distance or arbitrary control is found in only 46 examples,
such as those in (41). Thus, clear NOC relations occur in only 3.39% of all event-

18 Some exceptions, where temporal and causal adjuncts display object control, will be discussed in Sect.
5.3.2.

123

Adjuncts in control theory: a scope-based approach Page 21 of 58     8 



modifying adjuncts in the corpus (see Table 2).19 We will have a closer look at these
examples We will have a closer look at these examples in Sect. 5.3.

(41) Event-modifying adjuncts with NOC readings
a. [Die Festgänger]i hatten ihren Spaß. [PROi Von der einen zur anderen Bar

schlendernd], ging der Samstagabend vorbei.
‘The party-goers had their fun. Wandering from bar to bar, the
Saturday evening passed by.’ (= (36b))

b. [PROi Absorbed in the painting], theiri ears hadn’t caught
his almost silent approach through the open door. (= (36c))

Conversely, among participial adjuncts modifying the matrix utterance or
proposition, i.e. speech-act adverbials, frame/domain adverbials and sentence
adverbials, other control relations than subject control constitute the norm. The
most frequent control pattern is logophoric control, where either the speaker or an
arbitrary construer controls PRO. This occurs systematically in the epistemic,
domain- and speech-act-adverbial adjuncts in the corpus.

(42) Domain-adverbial and epistemic adjuncts with logophoric control
a. [PROspeaker/arb Dies alles in Betracht ziehend], kann doch

der Behauptung, der ISI beschütze bin Laden, keinen
Glauben [sic] geschenkt werden.

19 As a reviewer points out, the low proportion of NOC adjuncts may have to do with the fact that the
corpus is based on written, edited material. Non-standard control is typically stigmatised and frequently
rewritten by editors (as noted by, e.g., Donaldson 2021), thus one would expect it to occur rarely in formal
writing. A corpus based on different sources might have yielded more examples of NOC than the corpus of
the present study.

Table 2 Correlations between adverbial interpretation and control status

a As the more detailed overview in the appendix shows, this category encompasses event control, implicit
agent control and split control. The rather large percentage of ‘other’ interpretations among proposition- or
speech-act-modifying adjuncts is made up by event control in proposition-modifying adjuncts, as in
example (37)
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‘Taking all of this into consideration, the claim that ISI is protecting
bin Laden has no credibility.’ (= (26a))

b. [PROspeaker/arb Discounting the hypopus], the passage from egg
to adult takes one to three weeks. (= (27b))

(43) Speech-act adjunct with logophoric control
[PROspeaker/arb Strictly speaking], the classification should really be changed.
(= (28a))

The following table provides a simplified quantitative overview of the correlations
between the domain modified by an adjunct and its control status among the adjuncts
in the corpus. For a more detailed overview, see the appendix.

In summary, three important empirical conclusions can be drawn from the corpus
study presented here. First, it was shown in Sect. 3.1 that participial adjuncts can
have many different adverbial interpretations, modifying all domains of the matrix
clause, a versatility which does not seem to be acknowledged in the literature on
adjunct control. Second, the corpus data presented in Sect. 3.2 showed that participial
adjuncts also display a range of different control phenomena, which involve both OC
and NOC. Finally, we have argued in this section that there is a correlation between
the syntactico-semantic scope of a participial adjunct and its control status in that we
generally get the OC relations of subject and object control in event-modifying
adjuncts, while adjuncts modifying the matrix proposition or utterance display other
control phenomena, primarily the NOC relation of logophoric control. In what
follows, we will explore how this can be captured theoretically. We will also return to
apparent exceptions to this generalisation in Sect. 5.3.

4 A scope-based control analysis

4.1 The OC-NOC dichotomy

A scope-based approach to adjunct control should be able to distinguish syntactically
between OC and NOC adjuncts. First, one would expect adjuncts in the vP/VP
domain to display the OC properties in (1) (repeated in (44)), whereas high adjuncts
in the TP and CP domains should not.

(44) Characteristics of OC
a. The controller must be an argument of the adjunct’s matrix clause.

Thus, long-distance and arbitrary control are ruled out.
b. OC PRO only allows a sloppy reading under ellipsis.
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Second, one should find syntactic evidence for OC adjuncts being adjoined in the
vP/VP domain and for NOC adjuncts being adjoined in the TP and CP domains. As
we will see below, both predictions seem to be borne out.

For reasons of space, we will demonstrate the syntactic differences using data
from German in Sect. 4.1.1 and English in Sect. 4.1.2 (see also Fischer and Høyem
2022 for more evidence of this type). When not indicated otherwise, the example
sentences used here are inspired by authentic examples from the corpus but modified
to allow for testing and negative evidence.

4.1.1 OC in vP/VP adjuncts

We will first focus on adjuncts in the verbal domain, i.e. event-related, event-internal
and process-modifying adjuncts adjoined in the vP/VP layer. The overall pattern is
that PRO in these adjuncts displays both OC properties listed in (44) above. (See the
discussion of some exceptions in Sect. 5.3.)

According to the first OC property, the controller must be an argument of the
adjunct’s matrix clause. Typically, the antecedent is the matrix subject (see (45a)), but
it can also be the object (see (45b)).

(45) Matrix argument as controller

a. Der Schiedsrichteri hat [PROi von den Fans provoziert] das Spiel unterbrochen.

the referee has by the fans provoked the match interrupted

‘Provoked by the fans, the referee stopped the match.’

b. Die Polizei hat den Manni [PROi auf der Straße schlendernd] entdeckt.

the police has the man on the street wandering discovered

‘The police discovered the man walking down the street.’

A consequence of the first OC property is that OC PRO cannot have an arbitrary
or long-distance reading, and this is attested by the data below. Thus, long-distance
controllers, either in higher embedding clauses or in the preceding context, are
normally ruled out as possible controllers for PRO even though the context is
constructed such that PRO should be compatible with these readings.

(46) Long-distance and arbitrary readings of OC PRO are ruled out

Die Fans versuchten, das Fußballfeld zu stürmen. Die Spieleri waren außer

the fans tried the football.field to storm the players were beside

sich vor Wut. [PRO*i/*arb/j Von den Fans provoziert] hat der Schiedsrichterj

REFL with rage by the fans provoked has the referee

das Spiel unterbrochen.

the match interrupted

‘The fans tried to storm the football field. The players were beside

themselves with rage. Provoked by the fans, the referee stopped the match.’
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The second OC property, stating that in the case of VP ellipsis, OC PRO only
allows a sloppy and never a strict reading, is confirmed by the data in (47). Here, we
see that PRO can only be controlled by a local antecedent in the second conjunct.

(47) OC PRO only allows a sloppy reading under ellipsis20

[PROi Von den Fans provoziert] wollte der Schiedsrichteri das Spiel unterbrechen,

by the fans provoked wanted the referee the match interrupt.INF

und das wollte auch der Trainerj PRO[*i/j von den Fans provoziert das Spiel

and thatwanted also the coach by the fans provoked the match

unterbrechen.

interrupt.INF

‘Provoked by the fans, the referee wanted to stop the match, and so did the coach.’

To sum up, the tests in (46) and (47) confirm that adjunct control in the verbal
domain is indeed obligatory control.

4.1.2 NOC in TP/CP adjuncts

We now turn to higher adjuncts in the TP and CP domain, which modify the speech
act or proposition. In Sect. 3.3, we saw that in such adjuncts we find logophoric
control, where PRO is either co-referential with the speaker or has an arbitrary
interpretation. These adjuncts are classified as NOC adjuncts because PRO can (cf.
(48a)), but crucially does not need to be (cf. (48b)) co-referential with a matrix
argument.21

(48) NOC in TP/CP adjuncts
a. [PROi = speaker/arb Oversimplifying], Ii will define speck as an aged ham.
b. [PROspeaker/arb/*i Putting it briefly], hei’s doing well!
c. [PROarb/speaker/*i Discounting the hypopus], the passagei from

egg to adult takes one to three weeks. (= (27b))

Note that this also holds when PRO is co-referential with a matrix argument; as
(48b, c) show, the matrix subject is excluded as a possible controller when it is not
co-referential with the person construing the situation. Thus we argue that also
examples like (48a) are an instance of logophoric control rather than (local and
syntactic) subject control. In fact, Donaldson (2021) goes on to subsume logophoric
control under what he calls ‘topical control’, which otherwise involves the NOC

20 As noted by one of the reviewers, the reading according to which the second conjunct is not modified
by the adverbial at all is of course also available (and might even be preferred). But the elided material can
subsume the adverbial, and if it does, we only get a sloppy reading; this is the crucial point.
21 Note that Landau’s (2013) ellipsis criterion (cf. (44b)) cannot be applied to adjuncts with logophoric
control because the test does not target adjuncts outside the vP.
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relation which we referred to as long-distance control in Sect. 3, whereby PRO is
controlled by a discourse-salient referent which occurs either outside the matrix
clause or in a clause-internal position where it does not c-command the adjunct (see
(36) and (41)): “In broad terms, there are two places in which adjuncts are thought to
look for non-subject controllers: salient perceivers (logophoric control) and salient
referents (topical control). [...] Logophoric control, I argue [...] involves the ever-
present participants in the speech act, which include generic controllers” (Donaldson
2021, 110). As it is not quite clear to us why logophoric control should be subsumed
under topical control, we will keep the two separate here and assume that NOC can
be classified as follows:

(49)

We will return to topic control in Sect. 5.3.1, where we have a closer look at such
examples.

To conclude the discussion, we have seen that event-modifying (lower) adjuncts
adjoined in the vP/VP domain adhere to the OC properties in (44), whereas higher
adjuncts in the TP and CP layers display NOC properties.

4.2 Syntactic evidence for different adjunction positions

In this section, we will use syntactic tests to tease apart the three syntactic adjunction
positions that are relevant for our account of control: 1) adjunction to VP, yielding
object control (and subject control in restricted contexts; see Sect. 4.2.3), 2)
adjunction to vP, yielding subject control, and 3) adjunction to TP or CP, yielding
NOC. First, we will use Principle C effects to indicate the three structurally different
positions in both languages.22 Then we will employ standard constituency tests like
VP fronting, pseudoclefting and VP ellipsis to illustrate the crucial syntactic
difference between event-modifying OC adjuncts (as VP/vP adjuncts) on the one
hand and proposition- or speech-act-modifying NOC adjuncts (as TP/CP adjuncts)
on the other.

22 Principle C effects (or the lack thereof) are also used as an indicator of adjunction height by, e.g., Frey
and Pittner (1998, 1999), Pittner (1999), Frey (2003), Haegeman (2012), Solstad (2016), and Fischer and
Høyem (2022). As argued by Nissenbaum (2005) and Fischer and Høyem (2022), word order restrictions,
in the literature known as mirror effects (cf. Barbiers 1995, 102 ff.; Åfarli 1997, 99; Pittner 1999, 304 ff.),
present further evidence for structural differences between subject- and object-controlled adjuncts. We will
not employ this test here, as it is not well-suited for participial adjuncts; especially in German, it is difficult
to construe sentences containing more than one participial adjunct to tease apart the three different
adjunction sites.
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4.2.1 Principle C effects

Turning to Principle C first, we see that the sentences in (50) and (52) below contain
the same adjunct, at least superficially: [PRO auf ihn/Peter wartend] (‘PRO waiting
for him/Peter’). However, while the examples in (50) involve obligatory control by
the accusative object ihn/Peter, PRO is controlled by the matrix subject in (52). This
yields a difference with regard to binding. First, the object-controlled adjunct in
example (50a) contains the pronoun ihn (‘him’), which is coindexed with the matrix
subject. This constellation is fine since the matrix subject is not c-commanded by
anything inside the adjunct. If we use a pronoun as matrix subject (er, ‘he’) and a
coindexed R-expression inside the adjunct, however, the sentence becomes
ungrammatical, as we see in (50b). This suggests that a Principle C effect arises; i.
e., the matrix subject c-commands into the object-controlled adjunct. This is an
expected outcome if object-controlled adjuncts are adjoined at the VP layer, i.e.
below the base position of the matrix subject, as shown in (51).23

(50) OC: accusative object control (= Principle C effect)

a. … dass Peteri siej [PROj auf ihni wartend] unerwartet im

that Peter her.ACC for him waiting unexpectedly in.the

Krankenhaus angetroffen hatte

hospital met had

‘… that Peter unexpectedly had met her in the hospital waiting for him.’

b. *… dass eri siej [PROj auf Peteri wartend] unerwartet im

that he her.ACC for Peter waiting unexpectedly in.the

Krankenhaus angetroffen hatte

hospital met had

‘… that he unexpectedly had met her in the hospital waiting for Peter.’

(51) VP adjunction of object-controlled adjuncts

When we consider the subject-controlled adjuncts in (52), we get a different result.
In (52a), the accusative object (Peter) is an R-expression, coindexed with the
pronoun ihn (‘him’) inside the subject-controlled adjunct. In (52b), we have the
opposite situation, with the pronoun ihn as the accusative object and the
R-expression Peter inside the adjunct. In these cases, however, no Principle C

23 Note that in (50a) subject control is ruled out for independent reasons: if PRO were controlled by the
subject, a Principle B violation would arise due to the coindexed pronoun inside the adjunct.

123

Adjuncts in control theory: a scope-based approach Page 27 of 58     8 



effect arises if the R-expression is inside the adjunct, suggesting that the accusative
object does not c-command into subject-controlled adjuncts, as shown in (53).24

(52) OC: subject control (= no Principle C effect)

a. … dass siei [PROi auf ihnj wartend] Peterj unerwartet im

that she for him waiting Peter unexpectedly in.the

Krankenhaus angetroffen hatte

hospital met had

‘… that she, waiting for him, had met Peter unexpectedly in the hospital.’

b. … dass siei [PROi auf Peterj wartend] ihnj unerwartet im

that she for Peter waiting him unexpectedly in.the

Krankenhaus angetroffen hatte

hospital met had

‘… that she, waiting for Peter, had met him unexpectedly in the hospital.’25

24 In OV German, VP topicalisation can be used to demonstrate the same difference regarding the
adjunction site of object- and subject-controlled adjuncts, respectively. When the VP is fronted, the base
positions of subject- and object-controlled adjuncts become clear:

(iii) … dass die Polizeii gestern ([PROi auf der Straße
that the police yesterday on the street
schlendernd]) den Mannj ([PROj auf der Straße
wandering the man on the street
schlendernd]) entdeckt hat. (based on (45b))
wandering discovered has

(iv) subject control: [[PROi/*j Auf der Straße schlendernd] den Mannj
on the street wandering the man
entdeckt] hat die Polizeii gestern
discovered has the police yesterday

(v) object control: [Den Mannj [PRO*i/j auf der Straße schlendernd]
the man on the street wandering
entdeckt] hat die Polizeii gestern.
discovered has the police yesterday

The constituents of a fronted German VP must occur in their base positions and cannot be scrambled (cf.
Frey and Pittner 1998, 495). Thus, (iv) and (v) clearly show that an object-controlled adjunct is adjoined in
a lower position (or linearly further to the right) than a subject-controlled adjunct. In English, it is not
possible to demonstrate the same difference using this test, as English is a VO language.
25 A reviewer notes that, as expected, a Principle C effect arises when the object pronoun is scrambled
across the adjunct containing the R-expression, as in the following example:

(vi) … dass siei ihnj [PROi auf Peterj wartend] unerwartet
that she him for Peter waiting unexpectedly
im Krankenhaus angetroffen hatte
in.the hospital met had
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(53) vP adjunction of subject-controlled adjuncts

Scope-based adjunct theories suggest that adjuncts modifying the matrix utterance
or proposition (i.e., speech-act-adverbial, frame-/domain-adverbial and sentence-
adverbial adjuncts) are higher adjuncts adjoined in the TP and CP domains of a
clause (see Sect. 2.2 and also below). As a result, one would not expect a Principle C
effect to arise when the adjunct contains an R-expression which is coreferential with
the subject of the matrix clause. This prediction is borne out, as the examples below
demonstrate.

(54) NOC: logophoric control (= no Principle C effect)
a. [PROspeaker/arb Speaking about Peteri], hei would never allow this.
b. [PROspeaker/arb Petersi Einkommen miteinkalkulierend] kann eri

Peter’s income taking.into.account can he
sich immer noch keinen Urlaub leisten.
REFL always still no vacation afford
‘Taking Peter’s income into account, he still cannot afford a vacation.’

(55) Structural representation of (54a): CP adjunction
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4.2.2 Constituency tests

For the present paper, the difference between VP/vP adjuncts on the one hand and
TP/CP adjuncts on the other is crucial because we argue that this syntactic difference
correlates with the distribution of OC (found in adjuncts adjoined in the extended
VP) and NOC (found in higher adjuncts). The semantic fact that the OC adjuncts
modify the event, while the NOC adjuncts modify the proposition or speech-act (cf.
Sect. 3.3) is in itself evidence that these adjunct groups have different adjunction
sites, given that an adjunct’s semantic and syntactic scope is assumed to correlate (cf.
Sect. 2.2). Standard constituency tests like VP fronting, pseudoclefting and VP
ellipsis provide further evidence for this difference in adjunction height, as we will
show below.26 Note that the syntactic difference between these two groups of
adjuncts is reminiscent of Haegeman’s (2012) distinction between central and
peripheral adverbials, which is based on the same (and other) constituency tests.

First, we see that when the VP is fronted, only VP/vP adjuncts like the ones in
(56) can be moved along with it. Higher adjuncts, however, must remain in situ, as
(57) illustrates.

(56) VP fronting: VP/vP adjuncts (adjunct is fronted with VP)

a. Jenna wanted to eat cereal [before going to school] and eat cereal [before going to school] she did.

b. [Singend und tanzend] das Publikum in Stimmung gebracht hat Sigrid bei

singing and dancing the audience in mood brought has Sigrid at

jedem Konzert dieses Jahr.

every concert this year

‘Get the audience in the right mood by singing and dancing Sigrid has done at every concert this year.’

(57) VP fronting: TP/CP adjuncts (adjunct is not fronted with VP)

a. We did not expect Jane to play well considering it was her first game, but play well

(*[considering it was her first game]) she certainly did(, [considering it was her first game]).

b. (*[Ihre mangelnde Erfahrung in Betracht ziehend]) gut gespielt hat

her lacking experience into consideration taking well played has

auch Anna(, [ ihre mangelnde Erfahrung in Betracht ziehend]).

also Anna, her lacking experience into consideration taking

‘Play well Anna did as well, considering her lack of experience.’

Second, only a VP/vP adjunct can be in the focus zone of a pseudocleft (i.e.,
following the copula), as in (58). The higher participial adjuncts in (59), on the other
hand, cannot follow the copula as easily. In English, the adjunct needs to be clearly
prosodically separated from the matrix clause by a comma. As is argued by e.g.
Haegeman (2012, 168), this type of orthographic and prosodic disintegration is in

26 Note that the layer of the extended VP that these tests target is not low enough to tease apart VP and vP
adjunction. Green (2019, 14) argues, building on Aelbrecht and Harwood (2015), that these tests minimally
target vP, while Landau (2021) assumes that they minimally target Voice in an articulated [VoiceP [vP*
[✓P]]] structure.
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itself evidence of a higher adjunction site. In German, even a disintegrated adjunct
yields a questionable result.

(58) Pseudoclefting: VP/vP adjuncts (adjunct in focus zone)

a. What we usually do is mark all the exam questions [before setting the grade boundaries].27

b. Was Sigrid immer tut ist [singend und tanzend] das Publikum in Stimmung

what Sigrid always does is singing and dancing the audience in mood

bringen.

bring

‘What Sigrid always does is get the audience in the right mood by singing and dancing.’

(59) Pseudoclefting: TP/CP adjuncts (adjunct outside focus zone)

a. What Jane certainly did(, [considering it was her first game],) was play well(*(,)

[considering it was her first game]).

b. Was Anna (, [ihre mangelnde Erfahrung in Betracht ziehend,]) auf jeden

what Anna her lacking experience into consideration taking in any

Fall tat, war gut spielen (*/? , [ihre mangelnde Erfahrung in

Betracht ziehend]).

case did was well play her lacking experience

into consideration taking

‘What Anna certainly did(, considering her lack of experience,) was play well.’

Finally, (60) shows that VP/vP adjunct can be elided together with the (extended)
VP, yielding either a strict or a sloppy reading of the pronoun (cf. Haegeman 2012,
171).28 As (61) illustrates, the case is different for TP/CP adjuncts, which cannot be
elided along with the VP.

(60) VP ellipsis: VP/vP adjuncts (adjunct elided with VP)

a. [Before going to her house], Jenna grabbed a bite to eat but Anna didn’t.

→ Anna didn’t grab a bite to eat before she went to Jenna’s/her own house.

b. [Nach ihrem Motiv befragt] gaben die Mädels Hunger an, aber das

about their motive asked mentioned the girls hunger PART but that

taten die Jungs nicht.

did the boys not

→ ‘The boys didn’t mention hunger when they were asked about the girls’/their own

motive.’

27 We thank Andrew Weir for coming up with this example.
28 Note, however, that PRO itself must always have a sloppy reading under ellipsis; cf. Sect. 4.1.1.
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(61) VP ellipsis: TP/CP adjuncts (adjunct not elided with VP)

a. [Considering it was her first game], Jane played well, but her sister didn’t.

→ Her sister didn’t play well (*considering it was her first game).

b. Ihre mangelnde Erfahrung in Betracht ziehend hat Anna gut

her lacking experience into consideration taking has Anna well

gespielt, aber das hat ihre Schwester nicht.

played but that has her sister not

→ Her sister didn’t play well (*considering her lack of experience).

4.2.3 The case of VP adjuncts

So far, we have not paid particular attention to the distinction between VP and vP
adjuncts in this section since the more important contrast is that between adjunction
inside vs. outside the verbal domain (which reflects the contrast between OC and
NOC). In this subsection, however, we will briefly have a closer look at control into
VP adjuncts since it seems to subsume different scenarios. For vP adjuncts, the
picture is relatively clear: semantically, vP adjuncts are event-related adverbials (see
Table 1), and syntactically, they typically involve subject control. In the case of VP
adjuncts, by contrast, we can make the following observations: as Fischer and
Høyem (2022) have already pointed out, VP adjuncts (which comprise event-internal
and process-modifying adverbials, see Table 1) often display object control (see
(62a)). In fact, (62a) could in principle also have a subject control reading (although
it would of course be weird from a semantic point of view in this particular case);
note, however, that this would change the interpretation of the adverbial, which
would then no longer have a process-modifying reading (manner, in answer to How
were the apples cooked?), but rather an event-related interpretation (temporal/
accompanying circumstance, cf. Theyi cooked the apples while theyi were steeped in
apple beer). Thus, the transition from object to subject control would in addition
involve a different adjunction height, which means that under subject control, the
adverbial would be a vP adjunct instead of a VP adjunct (and subject control would
therefore be the expected control scenario).

There are, however, also examples with subject control into VP adjuncts, as (62b)
and (62c) illustrate. Crucially, both examples involve a modal interpretation of the
adverbial and exclude object control under this adverbial reading.

(62) a. VP adjunct with object control:

They cooked the applesi [PROi steeped in apple beer]. (based on (31))

b. VP adjunct with subject control:

... dass Annai jeden Sohnj [PROi/*j alles für ihnj machend] zu sehr verwöhnt.

... that Anna every son everything for him doing too much indulges

‘... that Anna indulges every son too much by doing everything for him.’

c. VP adjunct with subject control:

Mr Kostikovi played down these fearsj, [PROi/*j saying Western analysts were

getting over-emotional]. (= (30a))
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In (62b), the adjunct contains a bound pronoun which is bound by the quantified
direct object DP (jeden Sohn). In addition to the semantics of the adverbial (= manner
reading, which classifies it as VP adjunct) we thus have syntactic evidence that this
must be a VP adjunct. That we are dealing with a VP adjunct is also true for (62c), in
which the object cannot function as a controller either and only subject control is
possible. In fact, what both examples have in common is that although the object DP
seems to be the closest potential goal for the Agree relation, this option is ruled out
independently with these adverbial interpretations: in (62b), this would yield a
Principle B violation inside the adjunct since PRO would then locally bind the
pronoun ihn. In (62c), PRO is adjunct-internally theta-marked as the external
argument of say, which means that it is an agent and is thus marked as [+human], a
property that is not compatible with the features of the object these fears.29 PRO
therefore keeps on searching for another suitable goal in the current vP phase, which
it ultimately finds in form of the subject DP in examples of this type.

To sum up, we argue that real ambiguity between subject and object control does
not exist; if both interpretations are superficially possible, the semantics of the
adjunct changes (as in (62a); recall the classification in Table 1), which suggests that
we are dealing with different adjunction sites (VP vs. vP adjuncts). Regarding vP
adjuncts, they only occur with subject control (but see Sect. 5.3 for a discussion of
possible exceptions); and as far as VP adjuncts are concerned, they often involve
object control, but in case the object cannot function as a controller for independent
reasons (as in (62b) and (62c)), subject control occurs instead.

So Sect. 4.2 has provided syntactic evidence firstly for the assumption that
subject-controlled adjuncts can occur higher in the structure than object-controlled
adjuncts, which only adjoin to VP; subject-controlled adjuncts, by contrast, can be
found at the vP and VP level. Secondly, we have shown that adjuncts modifying the
matrix proposition or utterance are adjoined in an even higher position, i.e. to TP or
CP, marking a distinction between adjunction within and above the verbal domain,

29 As pointed out by one of the reviewers, these are presumably not the only reasons that can lead to the
exclusion of object control in the case of VP adjuncts. In (vii), for instance, we also only get subject control
under an instrumental reading of the adverbial (= VP adjunct). This might be due to the fact that an
instrumental reading obligatorily involves an agent, which would rule out the object as potential controller.
But whatever the reason is why the object is not a suitable controller, the crucial point is that in these cases
subject control becomes an available option instead.

(vii) Ottoi frightened Mariaj [PROi/*j saying share prices would fall dramatically].
intended adverbial interpretation: Otto frightened Maria by saying share prices would fall dramatically.
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which, as we have argued above, correlates with the distribution of OC and NOC in
adjuncts. In the next section, we will provide a technical analysis which captures
these observations.

5 Structural analysis: the OC and NOC mechanisms

5.1 Obligatory control: adjunction in the verbal domain

First, we turn to obligatory control. After introducing our basic assumptions concerning
the licensing of OC in general, wewill illustrate explicitly howOC is derived in the case
of adjunct control in the verbal domain. Following ideas in Fischer (2018) and Fischer
and Høyem (2021, 2022), we argue that OC is syntactically licensed under upward
Agree with PRO acting as a probe and the controller functioning as corresponding goal.
The resulting Agree relation syntactically links controller and controllee and thereby
establishes OC—a binding relation which makes sure that PRO is interpreted in the
same way as its binder, i.e. its controller.

Technically speaking, we adopt the following underlying assumptions: PRO starts
out as a referentially defective argument which has to be referentially identified in the
course of the derivation. In line with Fischer and Høyem (2022), we assume that this
is encoded in terms of unvalued semantic iφ-features which have to get valued via
Agree by the valued semantic iφ-features of the controller.30

In a nutshell, the derivation then proceeds as follows: when PRO is inserted into
the derivation, the fact that its semantic iφ-features are unvalued (which encodes its
referential defectiveness) forces it to look for a suitable goal. Since we adopt a local-
derivational view of the syntactic component, the domain in which syntactic relations
can be successfully licensed is restricted by the Phase Impenetrability Condition (see
(63)), which implies for OC scenarios that controller and controllee must both be in
the accessible domain in order to establish an Agree relation, value the latter’s
semantic iφ-features, and thereby license OC. The formal definitions we adopt are
given in (63) and (64):

(63) Phases and the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)31

a. The domain X of a phase XP is not accessible to operations outside
XP; only X and its edge are accessible to such operations.
(cf. Chomsky 2000, 108)

b. CPs and vPs are phases.

30 The distinction between formal uφ-features and semantic iφ-features goes back to Wurmbrand (2017),
who suggests that “formal uφ-features [...] feed (only) into PF and carry the values realised in morphology;
and semantic iφ-features [...] feed (only) into LF and carry the values interpreted in semantics”
(Wurmbrand 2017, 31 f.). What is crucial (independent of the concrete terminology) is that these features
comprise more than just number/person/gender (which is typically associated with standard φ-features) as
they must be able to referentially identify the controllee; so they rather pattern like binding indices in the
sense of Müller (2025, 123, fn. 9). Fischer (2004, 2006) and Fischer (2018) adopts similar assumptions for
the licensing of anaphoric/pronominal binding and control, respectively, and uses the term β-feature for this
kind of feature.
31 Note that we adopt the restrictive version of the PIC outlined in Chomsky (2000).
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(64) Agree and feature valuation32

a. Probe α with an unvalued feature [F:_ ] agrees with goal β iff
(i) β c-commands α
(ii) α and β are in the accessible domain, and
(iii) β bears a matching feature F.

b. If α agrees with β, feature [F:_ ] on α is valued by feature [F: val] on β.

To illustrate the derivation of adjunct control in the verbal domain concretely, let
us have a closer look at some examples from the previous sections which involve vP
adjunction (see (65)) and VP adjunction (see (66)), respectively.33

(65) Subject control into vP adjuncts
A snakei swallows its prey [PROi using its teeth and muscles].

(based on OMC: ML1E.3.1.2.s19)

(66) Control into VP adjuncts
a. object control:

They cooked themi [PROi steeped in apple beer]. (based on (31))
b. subject control:

Mr Kostikovi played down these fearsj, [PROi/*j saying
Western analysts were getting over-emotional]. (= (30a))

In general, PRO enters the derivation as an argument in the verbal domain of the
adjunct (Specv in active clauses, CompV in passives). As outlined above, PRO bears
unvalued semantic iφ-features and probes upward to find a suitable goal; however, in
its base position, PRO cannot find a licensor—in fact, inside the whole adjunct, no
such goal is available. At this point it becomes relevant that we adopt an approach
that relies on upward probing: since PRO itself (as probe) needs licensing, it moves
(successive-cyclically) to the next phase edge to retain the possibility of establishing
the required Agree relation later in the derivation. This is in line with earlier
proposals that assume that successive-cyclic movement is “driven by the needs of the

32 See e.g. Wurmbrand (2014, 132) for a similar definition.
33 The analysis does not hinge on the adjunct’s category; for the sake of concreteness, we suggest that the
adjuncts in our examples are CPs (cf. Brodahl 2022) and therefore use this notation in our tree structures
(see also fn. 10).
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moved element itself and not by the need of some target position” (Zeijlstra 2012,
511 on the motivation of successive-cyclic wh-movement).34 As a result, PRO stays
in the accessible domain and ends up at the edge of the highest phase of the adjunct
(i.e. in SpecC if the adjunct is a CP, see (67)).35

(67) Adjunct clause

a. external Merge of PRO: active: [vP PRO[F: _ ] ...]; passive: [VP ... PRO[F: _ ]]

b. movement to the highest phase edge: [CP PRO[F: _ ] ... [vP tPRO ...]]

At this point in the derivation, PRO has reached its final position: since adjuncts
are islands for extraction, movement out of the adjunct is excluded, independent of
whether PRO can find a suitable goal to agree with or not. Crucially, however, the
island status of the adjunct does not prohibit Agree between an element in the matrix
clause and an element at the adjunct’s edge, which is still in the accessible domain
until the next phase is completed.36

If the adjunct is adjoined to vP (as in (65)), the derivation looks as indicated in
(68) when the adjunct and the matrix clause are concatenated:

(68) Merging of the vP adjunct

Following Reinhart’s (1976, 1983) definition of c-command given in (69), the
subject c-commands the adjunct at this point of the derivation (and with it PRO at the
adjunct’s edge).

34 See also Boškovic (2007) on wh-movement. In Heck and Müller (2000, 2003), Müller (2004), Fischer
(2004), a.o., this idea has been encoded in the underlying principle Phase Balance. More generally, the idea
as such is reminiscent of Chomsky's (1995, 201) Greed principle, which implements “self-serving Last
Resort”.
35 Crossed out material has already become inaccessible following the PIC (cf. (63a)).
36 See also Fischer and Høyem (2022); for a discussion of complement control within this framework, see
Fischer (2018).
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(69) Node A c-commands node B iff the first branching node α1 dominating A
(i) either dominates B
(ii) or is immediately dominated by a node α2 which dominates B,

and α2 is of the same category type as α1.
(cf. Reinhart 1976, 148; Reinhart 1983, 23)

In our configuration, A = the subject DP in Specv, B = PRO, and α1 = the lower vP
segment. The latter does not dominate PRO, but it is dominated by the higher vP
segment (= α2), which dominates PRO and is of the same category as α1. Hence,
PRO is c-commanded by the subject and an Agree relation can be established. As a
result, the subject DP values PRO’s semantic iφ-features (following (64b)), and OC
by the subject is thus derived, see (70).37

(70) Obligatory subject control into a vP adjunct

37 Note that the subject DP in Specv is the only potential goal that PRO inside a vP adjunct can find; other
potentially occurring DPs in the derivation either do not c-command PRO or must be introduced after the
completion of the vP phase (which means that PRO has already become inaccessible by then).
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Let us now have a closer look at VP adjuncts, as in example (66). The tree in (71)
illustrates the point in the derivation when the adjunct and the matrix clause are
concatenated:

(71) Merging of the VP adjunct

Crucially, according to Reinhart’s (1976, 1983) c-command definition in (69), the
object DP in (71) c-commands the VP adjunct (and with it PRO at the latter’s
edge).38 This follows from the following consideration: let A be the object DP, B =
PRO, and α1 = the lower VP segment; although the latter does not dominate PRO, the
higher VP segment (= α2) does so and is of the same category as α1. Hence, the
object c-commands PRO, and since it bears valued semantic iφ-features, it can
establish an Agree relation with PRO and value the latter’s unvalued iφ-features in
examples like (66a) (following the definition in (64)); see tree (72).

38 In fact, while part (69i) of Reinhart's (1976, 1983) c-command definition is well-known, part (69ii) is
often neglected. If we look at Reinhart's (1976) original motivation, this part of the definition becomes
relevant in the context of binding relations between objects and material inside adjuncts: as a result,
Principle C effects as in (viii) or (ix) can easily be derived, and in (x), binding into the adjunct ensures that
Principle A is satisfied.

(viii) *The gangsters [VP [VP killed himi] [PP in Hoffai's hometown]].

(Reinhart 1976, 69; labeled brackets
adapted from Bruening 2014, 355, tree (47b))

(ix) *I met himi [in Beni's office]. (Reinhart 1976, 148)

(x) Mary hit the twinsi [PP in each otheri's presence]. (Hasegawa 1996, 17)
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(72) Obligatory object control into a VP adjunct

However, it is crucial to note that the subject DP, which is merged into the
derivation in Specv, also satisfies the definition in (64) and could thus in principle
also act as a goal. That this does not happen in (66a) has to do with the stepwise
derivation of the syntactic structure; as a result, the object DP is simply the first
potential goal that comes into sight and the control relation is thus established
immediately, yielding obligatory object control.

In (66b), by contrast, the problem is that due to theta-marking, certain properties
of PRO’s referential identity are already known which turn out to be incompatible
with the features of the object DP; specifically, we know that PRO must be
[+human], but the object is [–human]. If the object valued PRO’s iφ-features, this
would therefore yield a feature mismatch and the derivation would crash.39 However,
as observed before, the subject DP is merged into the derivation in the same phase
and is thus an alternative goal for PRO; and since the features of the subject are
compatible with PRO’s features, the subject DP ultimately values PRO’s iφ-features,
yielding subject control (as illustrated in (73)).

39 In fact, this is generally the risk if binding comes into play; since binding links the references of two
constituents, all kinds of features that encode properties hereof have to match. For instance, a sentence like
*Peteri likes themselvesi (as a variant of Peteri likes himselfi) is also not ruled out because of a Principle A
violation (which does not hold), but due to the resulting mismatch of the number features.
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(73) Obligatory subject control into a VP adjunct

5.2 Non-obligatory control: adjunction outside the verbal domain

Now we will have a closer look at control into higher adjuncts, i.e. adjuncts in the
TP/CP domains. As shown above in Sect. 4.1, these adjuncts typically involve
(logophoric) NOC.

Crucially, and differently from, e.g., Landau (2021) (cf. Sect. 2.1), we do not
assume that OC and NOC clauses have different syntactic structures from the start.
This means that the distinction between OC and NOC is derived in the course of the
syntactic derivation and not before, since this would otherwise involve look-ahead
(in order to know which structure has to be used, we need to know in advance
whether we are dealing with OC or NOC). By contrast, our analysis aims to derive
this difference derivationally based on the same initial structure. In the previous
section, we have outlined how OC is derived: it is the result of a successful Agree
relation between PRO and a DP argument in the matrix clause. In the case of NOC,
PRO fails to establish such an Agree relation with an argument DP. But why is the
subject/object DP in the matrix clause not a suitable controller for PRO if the latter is
part of an adjunct outside the verbal domain, and what exactly happens instead?

To answer the first question, we must have a closer look at the underlying
syntactic configuration. Inside the adjunct, NOC and OC do not differ; i.e., PRO
moves to the edge of the adjunct to remain in the accessible domain in both scenarios
(see (67) above). So the answer must have something to do with the goal, not the
probe, which leads to the conclusion that the subject/object DP cannot serve as a goal

123

    8 Page 40 of 58 K. K. Brodahl



in these configurations. Certainly, it is not generally the case that there are no DP
arguments around which could c-command PRO inside TP/CP adjuncts—any DP in
SpecT, for instance, c-commands (into) TP adjuncts; and any DP argument that might
be moved to SpecC does not only c-command TP adjuncts, but also CP adjuncts.
This means that there must be a crucial difference between DPs in the verbal domain
and DPs outside the verbal domain which renders them suitable for a successful
Agree relation in the former case, but not in the latter. Following ideas in Fischer and
Høyem (2022), we suggest that the relevant difference between DPs c-commanding
into vP/VP adjuncts and DPs c-commanding into TP/CP adjuncts is related to the fact
that DPs are already saturated in the latter case—i.e., they have already checked their
DP-related features and are thus no longer available as a goal. As a result, they
cannot establish an Agree relation with PRO. We call these DPs which cannot license
OC anymore A-inactive DPs.40,41

So what is the interpretation of PRO in these structures and where does it come
from? Recall that we have already observed before that TP adjuncts (= sentence
adverbials) and CP adjuncts (= speech-act adverbials) typically involve logophoric
control (cf. Sect. 3.2/3.3 and 4.1.2). Following Donaldson’s (2021) terminology (see
Sect. 4.1.2), this means that PRO is controlled by the “ever-present participants in the
speech act” (Donaldson 2021, 110), giving rise to speaker control if the controller is
the salient perceiver, or arbitrary control if it is a generic perceiver. This means that
the controller is determined by the logophoric centre, which we argue to be
syntactically encoded in the left periphery of the clause (cf. a.o. Speas 2004 regarding
the general idea that this is syntactically represented, and Landau 2015, Fischer 2018
a.o. for related proposals within control theory; moreover, cf. also Sigurðsson
2004, 2014, where syntax and pragmatics are linked via so-called edge linkers at the
phase edge, which also refer to speaker/hearer or topic categories).

For our analysis this means that although the subject/object DPs of the matrix
clause cannot license PRO, the syntactic implementation of the speech-act

40 The licensing of DPs involves the checking of a D-feature when the DP is merged into the structure, the
assignment of a θ-role if the DP is an argument, and Case licensing. Since the latter is the last operation that
takes place, Fischer and Høyem (2022) suggest that DPs become A-inactive when they have been Case-
marked (see also McGinnis 1998, 36 and Chomsky 2001, 6 for similar assumptions). As far as nominative
Case licensing is concerned, note that even if we assume that nominative Case is licensed in SpecT, this
would happen before the TP adjunct is merged into the derivation, so a DP in SpecT cannot control into a
TP adjunct since it is already A-inactive at this point. In addition, it has been suggested in the literature that
nominative Case might already been licensed in the subject’s base position Specv, under Agree with T°
(see, for instance, Chomsky 2000, 2001; Pesetsky and Torrego 2007), in which case it would be A-inactive
even earlier in the derivation. However, since this does not affect our approach, we remain agnostic as to
the concrete position of nominative Case licensing.
41 This restriction on potential controllers points to an interesting parallel between the licensing of control
and anaphoric binding, which is typically also restricted to the verbal domain since the binding domain
standardly corresponds to vP (since it is, roughly speaking, the smallest phrase containing the bound
element and a subject, which is introduced in Specv). (Note that although subjects surface in SpecT in
languages like English, they license anaphoric binding already in their base position earlier in the
derivation if they act as binders.) Anaphoric licensors are therefore restricted to the same positions as OC
licensors—or, put differently, it seems as if anaphoric licensing also hinges on DPs that have not turned
into A-inactive DPs yet. Although a more detailed comparison of control and binding along these lines
must be left to future research, the similarities can clearly be seen—a parallel which also fits the old
observation that OC PRO has the properties of an anaphor.

123

Adjuncts in control theory: a scope-based approach Page 41 of 58     8 



participants implies that the construer of the situation (= salient or generic perceiver)
is located at the edge of the CP phase; and from here it c-commands both CP and TP
adjuncts (and with these PRO inside). Thus, PRO can establish an Agree relation
with the given speech-act participant, which results in speaker or arbitrary control. So
technically speaking, the licensing of OC and NOC is not so different after all since
both types involve Agree as underlying syntactic licensing mechanism—but while
OC is licensed by an argument DP of the matrix clause, NOC licensing in TP/CP
adjuncts involves the syntactically encoded speech-act participant at the edge of the
CP phase.

To illustrate how the analysis works in practice, let us have a look at some of our
previous examples. (Note that the analysis of TP and CP adjuncts is basically the
same since licensing generally takes place in the CP domain in these examples.)

(74) NOC into TP adjuncts
[PROspeaker/arb Discounting the hypopus], the passage from egg
to adult takes one to three weeks. (= (27b))

(75) NOC into CP adjuncts
[PROspeaker/arb Strictly speaking], the classification should really
be changed. (= (28a))

In the case of TP adjuncts (= sentence adverbials), the structure looks as indicated
in (76) when the adjunct is merged into the derivation (see also Fischer and Høyem
2022). Independent of whether there is a DP in SpecT or not (which would typically
be assumed for English, but might arguably not be the case in German), such a DP
would in any case already be A-inactive, as outlined above, and thus it cannot
function as a goal for PRO.

(76) Merging of the TP adjunct42

In fact, the same is true for any DP that might occur later in the CP layer; however,
before the phase is completed, PRO finds the speech-act participant in the left

42 We use right-adjoined structures in the subsequent trees for the sake of convenience and since our
account does not hinge on linear ordering.
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periphery of the clause, can establish an Agree relation with it and can thus ultimately
value its semantic iφ-features; see (77).

(77) NOC into a TP adjunct

In the case of CP adjuncts (= speech-act adverbials), the line of reasoning is
basically the same, the only difference being the height of the adjunction site (see
(78)).

(78) NOC into a CP adjunct

To sum up, our theory generally predicts (i) obligatory object control into VP
adjuncts if the object is a suitable controller (cf. the discussion in Sect. 4.2.3), (ii)
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obligatory subject control into VP adjuncts if this is not the case, (iii) obligatory
subject control into vP adjuncts, and (iv) non-obligatory (logophoric) control into
adjuncts outside the verbal domain, i.e. into TP/CP adjuncts. The basic correlations
are summarised in Table 3.

At the same time, however, it is not entirely excluded by the analysis that OC in
the verbal domain might fail in case the subject/object does not qualify as a controller
for independent reasons; and, on the other hand, some NOC cases might in fact look
like OC by the subject/object on the surface if the subject/object referents happen to
be the salient perceivers. In the next section, we will turn to some of these apparent
exceptions.

5.3 Discussion of apparent exceptions

In this section, we will take a closer look at some adjuncts in the corpus and in the
literature that, at least at first glance, do not fit the pattern described above. In Sect.
5.3.1, we will discuss participial adjuncts that occur with NOC despite being
adjoined in the verbal domain, i.e. unexpected NOC. In Sect. 5.3.2, we will consider
the reverse situation, i.e. adjuncts that appear to display OC despite being outside the
c-command domain of their antecedent. Note that we do not intend to present final
answers to how these problematic cases should be handled here, but merely propose
a few solutions that can be further explored in future research.

5.3.1 Unexpected NOC

As described in Sect. 3.3, a large majority (94.33%) of the vP/VP adjuncts in the
corpus of the present study occurs with clear OC readings and thus behaves as our
analysis would predict. Arguably, this strong tendency for OC in vP/VP adjuncts is
difficult to account for within the theories of Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021),
who argue that a subset of event-modifying adjuncts alternates more or less freely
between OC and NOC (cf. Sect. 2.1). However, 3.39% of the examples in our corpus,
a total of 46 participial adjuncts, appear to display NOC despite being adjoined in the
verbal domain. We would like to emphasise that these examples make up a very
small proportion of the corpus and that the acceptability of some of them seems
questionable (as is to be expected when we are dealing with authentic data).
Nevertheless, these examples do exist and deserve some discussion.

Table 3 Overview of correlations
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A few examples of NOC in event-modifying adjuncts were provided in Sect. 3
and are repeated here for convenience:

(79) Event-modifying adjuncts with NOC readings
a. [PRO Mit Sammelglas und Schaufel ausgerüstet] ging es in den Wald auf

Entdeckungstour. (= (36a))
‘Equipped with observation jars and shovels, one embarked on
a discovery tour of the forest.’

b. [Die Festgänger]i hatten ihren Spaß. [PROi Von der einen zur anderen Bar
schlendernd], ging der Samstagabend vorbei.
‘The party-goers had their fun. Wandering from bar to bar, the
Saturday evening passed by.’ (= (36b))

c. [PROi Absorbed in the painting], theiri ears hadn’t caught his
almost silent approach through the open door. (= (36c))

In these and a few other participial adjuncts in the corpus which have a temporal,
causal, conditional or depictive interpretation, i.e. adverbial interpretations that are
associated with the verbal domain, we find long-distance control by a salient referent
in the discourse (or, in a handful of examples, arbitrary control). These examples
have two important traits in common. Firstly, the matrix clause lacks an argument
that could function as a suitable controller for PRO. This is either because the matrix
subject is an expletive, as with es ‘it’ in (79a), or because it is inanimate when the
adjunct predicate requires a human subject, as in (79b, c) (see also Lyngfelt
2002, 2009 and Høyem and Brodahl 2019, who discuss similar examples).43

Secondly, they have a strong tendency to occur in sentence-initial position, as also
noted by e.g. Williams (1992), Landau (2000, 2013, 2021) and Donaldson (2021).
According to Donaldson (2021), the latter is in fact a requirement when the
antecedent of PRO is non-human.

The theory outlined in the previous section makes the following prediction:
similar to the derivation of subject control into VP adjuncts outlined above (cf. tree
(73)), the first potential goal (which is the subject DP in these examples) is not a
suitable controller due to the apparent feature mismatch. Inside the vP phase, no
alternative goal can be found; however, since the adjunct is typically moved to a
clause-initial position in these examples (see (79)), this means that it is moved into
the higher CP phase. As a result, an NOC relation would be predicted straightfor-
wardly if a potential licensor occurred in the left periphery of the clause. While
examples of type (79) do not involve logophoric control with a speech-act participant
acting as the controller, as the TP and CP adjuncts described in Sect. 5.2 do, their
PRO subject is controlled by a discourse-salient referent which is topic-like. Thus we

43 Note that Williams and Landau argue that sentence-initial adjuncts are base-generated in a position
above the matrix subject, something which could explain their lack of OC (see also Green 2018, 23 ff.).
This, however, implies that all sentence-initial adjuncts should display NOC, something which is not
supported by the corpus data of the present study, where the large majority of sentence-initial (event-
modifying) adjuncts displays OC. Furthermore, as noted in Sect. 2.2, we assume that event-modifying
adjuncts in sentence-initial position are moved there from a base position in the verbal domain, where they
would be c-commanded by a potential controller.
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argue that the examples in (79) involve topic control (recall the NOC classification in
(49)). Technically, we suggest that this topic is also syntactically encoded in the left
periphery of the clause, somewhere at the phase edge, similar to the speech-act
participants in the case of logophoric control (cf. again Sigurðsson’s 2004, 2014 edge
linkers, which also include topic categories). Returning to the derivation of (79), an
NOC relation can thus ultimately be established under Agree with the syntactically
encoded topic at the edge of the CP.

To sum up, although NOC into vP adjuncts is normally ruled out since licensor
and licensee would occur in different phases, this is different in the cases at hand
since PRO moves into the higher phase (and cannot be licensed earlier in the
derivation). When an adjunct occurs in the CP domain of the matrix clause, it is
located within exactly that domain of a clause that is responsible for discourse
anchoring, and an adjunct in the left periphery is of course also linearly closer to the
preceding context than a sentence-medial or -final adjunct.

That the NOC readings in (79) really only come about due to the lack of a
semantically suitable goal in the matrix clause is moreover corroborated by the
following data in which the matrix clause has been changed so that the matrix subject
turns into a semantically compatible controller. Our theory would then predict that
Agree between PRO and these matrix subjects should give rise to an OC relation—a
prediction which is indeed borne out, as (80) shows:

(80) Semantically compatible controller available → OC

a. [PROi/*j/*arb Mit Sammelglas und Schaufel ausgerüstet] ging Peteri

with observation.jar and shovel equipped went Peter

in den Wald auf Entdeckungstour.

in the forest on discovery.tour

‘Equipped with observation jars and a shovel, Peter embarked on a discovery tour of the forest.’

b. [Die Festgänger]j hatten ihren Spaß. [PROi/*j/*arb Von der einen zur

the party.goers had their fun from the one to.the

anderen Bar schlendernd], genossen auch wiri den Abend.

other bar wandering enjoyed also we the evening

‘The party-goers had their fun. Wandering from bar to bar, we also enjoyed our evening.’

c. [PROi/*j/*arb Absorbed in the painting], Maryi hadn’t caught

his almost silent approach through the open door.

As far as frequency is concerned, recall that the corpus data suggest that event-
modifying adjuncts with NOC occur very rarely. This is what we expect since the
matrix subject is generally a potential goal for PRO inside an event-modifying
adjunct, and NOC only comes into play when OC leads to “semantic anomaly”, as
Landau (2017, 3) puts it.

In addition to these unexpected cases of NOC in the corpus, a few interesting
examples are mentioned by Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021) of what appears
to be OC/NOC ambiguity in one and the same participial adjunct:
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(81) (Apparent) OC/NOC ambiguity in participial adjuncts
a. The pooli was the perfect temperature [after PROi/arb being

in the hot sun all day].
(cf. Green 2018, 45, 2019, 2; Landau 2021, 3)

b. Chickensi taste better [after PROi/arb being forced to eat celery].
(cf. Green 2018, 45)

This type of ambiguity is not expected if OC and NOC are in complementary
distribution, as we argue. The adjuncts in the examples above appear to be temporal
adjuncts that belong in the verbal domain, where we would expect OC on a scope-
based approach to control. A possible explanation could be that the NOC variant of
these adjuncts has a higher adjunction site than the OC variant. McFadden and
Sundaresan (2018, 494 f.) argue that this is the case for the comparable infinitival
adjunct in (82). Here, the infinitive allows both an OC reading with subject control
and an NOC reading implying that “[s]ome group of people A is too angry for some
other group B (salient in the discourse) to hold a meeting” (McFadden and
Sundaresan 2018, 494), as shown in (82a). Interestingly, as has been noted by
Chomsky (1986, 33) and Truswell (2011, 15) as well, only the OC reading remains
accessible when the embedded object is extracted into the matrix clause, as in (82b):

(82) OC/NOC ambiguity in infinitival adjuncts
a. Theyi were too angry [PROi/j to hold the meeting].
b. Which meetingk were theyi too angry [PROi/*j to hold tk]?

(cf. McFadden and Sundaresan 2018, 494)

McFadden and Sundaresan argue, based on Chomsky (1986), that there is a
hidden structural difference between the OC and the NOC variant here:

We can essentially follow Chomsky (1986) in assuming that the [OC reading]
involves a relatively low adjunction site, where the adjunct clause is
c-commanded by the matrix subject, while the [NOC] reading has a higher
adjunction site, such that that c-command does not hold. (…) The movement
operation, again, has c-command as a precondition, and is not possible in the
structure with high adjunction (…). Movement thus diagnoses the low
adjunction structure, and thus we see in [(82b)] that that structure forces OC.

(McFadden and Sundaresan 2018, 494 f.)
Unfortunately, it is not possible to apply the same test to our temporal participial

adjuncts, as extraction from such adjuncts is impossible or at least severely restricted
(see, e.g., Truswell 2011 and his ‘Single Event Condition’ as well as Huang’s 1982
‘Adjunct Condition’). However, standard tests for determining the structural position
of an adjunct may be used to determine the adjunction site of these adjuncts, and such
tests do not indicate that the NOC variant of the adjuncts in (81) has a higher
adjunction site than the OC variant. For example, if this were the case in the
examples above, the NOC reading should become unavailable when the adjunct is

123

Adjuncts in control theory: a scope-based approach Page 47 of 58     8 



elided together with the rest of the VP (indicating an adjunction site below T). This
does not seem to be the case, however, as shown for (81b) in (83):

(83) VP ellipsis including the adjunct: both OC and NOC possible in the elided adjunct

Chickensi taste better [after PROi/arb being forced to eat celery], and so do

fishj [taste better after PROj/arb being forced to eat celery].

There also does not seem to be any significant difference in the interpretation of
the adjunct itself depending on the control relation (i.e., a different adverbial
interpretation on NOC than on OC), something we would expect to go along with a
structural difference on a scope-based account of adjunction. Thus, the explanation
for this apparent OC/NOC ambiguity must be sought elsewhere.

Another possibility, which is briefly discussed by Green (2018, 22) for some NOC
adjuncts, is that what looks like NOC in examples like these is in fact a different
variety of OC, namely implicit control (if we take implicit control to be OC, that is;
see fn. 3). As shown in (84), the two clauses in (81) both seem to involve an implicit
experiencer, something which becomes especially clear on the NOC reading. This
implicit argument could be acting as an obligatory controller for PRO. Interestingly,
when this argument is made explicit, the possibility of arbitrary control disappears:

(84) Implicit control?
a. The pooli was the perfect temperature for usj [after PROi/j/*arb

being in the hot sun all day].
b. Chickensi taste better to usj [after PROi/j/*arb being forced to eat celery].

Thus what seems to be OC/NOC ambiguity in these examples might instead be
ambiguity between two different OC relations that can arguably both be established
in the verbal domain. However, more research on the nature of implicit control, as
well as more ambiguous examples of this type (the corpus does not contain any such
examples), are needed to settle this question.

5.3.2 Unexpected OC

Having established that NOC can occur unexpectedly under certain conditions, we
now turn to unexpected OC relations. The first empirical domain where we find
(what looks like) an unexpected occurrence of OC is in higher event-modifying
adjuncts displaying object control. In the corpus of the present study, this is a rare
phenomenon that occurs only once in the English subcorpus (see (85c)) and in 13
German examples with a temporal, causal or conditional interpretation, such as (85a,
b):
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(85) Higher event-modifying adjuncts with object control

a. [PROi Auf der Brücke über der Autobahn stehend] hatten

on the bridge over the highway standing had

michi die unten gefahrenen Geschwindigkeiten (…) beeindruckt.

me.ACC the below driven speeds impressed

(DeReKo: BRZ10/OKT.10901)

‘Standing on the bridge over the highway, the speed that the cars below were driving

at impressed me.’

b. [PROi Angeblich provoziert von Äußerungen der Frau], waren dem Südländeri die

Nerven durchgegangen

‘Allegedly provoked by statements made by the woman, the Southerner had lost

his cool.’ (= (33))

c. Gradually stir in the stocki and cook (iti) [PROi until thickened]. (BNC: H06 412)

More English examples of temporal participial adjuncts with object control are
provided in the literature, such as the following:44

(86) English temporal adjuncts with object control
a. Woman’si family beats abusive husbandj with sticks [after PROj

leaving heri with black eye]
(Paz 2019, 7; Landau 2021, 116)

b. [After PROi finishing the dissertation], they couldn’t blame heri
for taking a vacation.
(Lyngfelt 2009, 39; Landau 2021, 116)

As was shown in Sects. 2 and 4.1, 4.2, we assume that event-related adverbial
adjuncts like these adjoin to vP, i.e. in a position where they are not c-commanded by
the (accusative or dative) object, thus object control through Agree is not expected to
occur. Importantly, adjuncts of this type also pose a problem for the accounts of
Green (2018, 2019) and Landau (2021), according to which object control is also
generally restricted to low-adjoined strict OC adjuncts. In fact, such examples pose a
problem for most syntactic accounts of adjunct control, and for this reason they are
typically simply “noticed and swept aside” (Landau 2021, 116).

Discussing examples of this sort, Landau (2021) argues that while this looks like
OC, we are in fact dealing with NOC here. As he notes, these adjuncts share with
‘true’ NOC adjuncts that PRO is interpreted as a discourse-salient referent (which
also happens to be realised as the object of the matrix clause), something which can
easily be explained if this type of object control is NOC as well: “the strong
dependence of object controllers on contextual salience is entirely natural on the
NOC analysis” (Landau 2021, 121). If these adjuncts are indeed NOC adjuncts, this
would be another instance of NOC in the verbal domain, as with the adjuncts

44 See also Janke and Bailey (2017), who tested the availability of object control in English temporal
adjuncts experimentally and found it to be an acceptable interpretation, especially with (strong) discourse
priming.
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discussed in the previous section. Interestingly, these two groups of adjuncts have
something more in common: similarly to the NOC adjuncts discussed in the previous
section, most of the object-controlled event-related adjuncts in the corpus are
characterised by a low level of agentivity in the matrix clause and a sentence-initial
position (cf. (85a–b)). However, this is not the case for the examples taken from the
literature in (86) as well as the single relevant example in the English subcorpus (cf.
(85c)).

In fact, it might be possible to analyse the control relation in at least some of these
adjuncts as OC via Agree. Looking more closely at the corpus data, we note that
several of the relevant (German) corpus examples involve a matrix subject that seems
to originate in a low position. As is well-known, some German predicates require the
subject to be generated in a position below that of a (typically dative) object, where it
remains throughout the derivation (cf. Wurmbrand 2006). Compare the following
examples from the corpus:

(87) German object-controlled adjuncts in matrix clauses with a low subject

a. [PROi Umgeben von mehreren Gegenspielern] blieb [dem

surrounded by several opponents remained the.DAT

heimischen Stürmer]i nur der überhastete Abschluss.

local.DAT striker only the rushed completion

(DeReKo: RHZ07/MAR.19129)

‘Surrounded by several opponents, the local striker could only make a rushed shot on goal.’

b. In dieser Kirche fiel miri, [PROi in mein Schreien versunken],

in this church struck me.DAT in my crying lost

ein Wort aus der Bibel ein

a word from the Bible PART (OMC: HME1D.3.s96)

‘In this church, lost in my crying, a word from the Bible came to mind.’

Given that the matrix subject in these examples is located VP-internally, with the
dative object being generated in a projection above it (such as ApplP; see, e.g.,
Anagnostopoulou 1999; Pylkännen 2002), we may be able to explain this as OC if
we assume that the adjunct is adjoined to the projection hosting the dative object
rather than to vP. In this case the dative object would c-command the adjunct (given
the definition of c-command provided in (69) above). Thus, it may be possible to
analyse at least some of the adjuncts involving object control and a higher adjunction
site as instances of OC, in particular those cases involving dative-marked objects as
in the German examples above.

A second phenomenon involving what looks like OC where our analysis does not
predict this is subject control in peripheral or epistemic causal adjuncts (cf. Zifonun
et al. 1997, 2304 ff.; Pittner 1999, 340 ff.; Haegeman 2012, 161 f.). This is another
rare phenomenon that occurs only six times in our corpus, as in the following
examples:
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(88) Peripheral/epistemic causal adjuncts

a. [PROi Not endowed with remarkable physique (…) or blessed with exceptional speed,]

Fergusoni simply has a precious gift for going past defenders.

(BNC: A2E 183)

→ ??Therefore he simply has a precious gift for …

b. [PROi 1988 aus der ungeliebten DDR gereist und heute

1988 from the unloved GDR travelled and today

wieder in Berlin lebend], hat die 67-jährigei

again in Berlin living has the 67-year.old

Schriftstellerin offenbar (…) gelernt, was Glück heißt.

author clearly learned what happiness means

(DeReKo: M09/MAR.17354, see also Brodahl 2016, 71)

‘Having left the unloved GDR in 1988 and living in Berlin again today, the 67-year-old author has clearly

learned what happiness means.’

→ ??Therefore she has clearly learned …

As the paraphrases indicate, the participial adjuncts in (88) are not true causal
adverbials, which express “a cause for the state of affairs expressed in the matrix
clause” (Haegeman 2012, 161 f.). Instead, they establish “a causal relation between
the main proposition and the speaker’s epistemic attitude” (ibid., 162; see also Pittner
1999, 232 ff.). In Haegeman’s terms, they are peripheral rather than central causal
adjuncts, both semantically and syntactically (see also Frey 2023 on the diverse
nature of German causal clauses). In this sense, they do not modify the matrix event,
but rather the proposition and are comparable to epistemic sentence adverbials. Thus
they adjoin above T, i.e. outside the c-command domain of any matrix argument, and
we expect them to display NOC. However, as the indices in (88) indicate, these
adjuncts seem to occur with subject control. We have no explanation for these few
examples other than that this may also be an instance of NOC that simply looks like
OC, as was discussed for (some) object-controlled event-related adjuncts above.
More research on the nature of peripheral or epistemic causal adverbials, which
constitute an understudied adjunct class (but see, e.g., Frey 2023), might help shed
light on this.

6 Concluding remarks

The aim of this paper has been to provide new insight into the nature of adjunct
control from both an empirical and a theoretical perspective. Our point of departure
was twofold: first, we noted an empirical discrepancy between the literature on
control and the literature on adjuncts, in that the control literature typically focuses
on specific groups of adjuncts that do not easily fit the scope-based classes defined in
the more general literature on (adverbial) adjuncts. Second, we set out to tackle a
question that is at the heart of current control theory: are OC and NOC in
complementary distribution in adjuncts depending on adjunction site or not?
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From an empirical perspective, this paper has presented a corpus-based study of
the control behaviour and adverbial interpretations of a group of syntactically and
semantically underspecified adjuncts in German and English, i.e. participial adjuncts.
The data show that participial adjuncts occur with a wide range of adverbial
interpretations, some of which have not previously been discussed in the literature on
adjunct control. The adjuncts in our corpus modify different syntactico-semantic
domains of the matrix clause and thus adjoin in various positions along the structural
spine. The adjuncts in the corpus also display a variety of control relations, and here
we observed a crucial correlation between control relation and adverbial interpre-
tation: while a large majority of the adjuncts modifying the event of the matrix clause
display OC, i.e. subject and object control, a majority of the adjuncts modifying the
matrix proposition or speech act occurs with the NOC relations of speaker or
arbitrary control.

We have argued that this correlation can be captured theoretically by assuming
that the syntactico-semantic scope of an adjunct plays a crucial role for its control
status. For the PRO subject of an adjunct to be obligatorily controlled, the adjunct
must be in the c-command domain of the subject or object of the matrix clause and
thus adjoined in the verbal domain. In accordance with Fischer (2018) and Fischer
and Høyem (2022), we analyse OC as an upward Agree relation between a matrix
argument and PRO, with the latter moving to the phase edge of the adjunct in order to
remain in the accessible domain. However, when the adjunct is adjoined above T, no
Agree relation can be established with an argument of the matrix clause; instead, a
syntactically encoded speech-act participant or topic in the left periphery of the CP
phase then licenses NOC. As was argued in Sect. 5.3, the same mechanism can occur
in adjuncts that are base-generated in the verbal domain and fronted in the course of
the derivation if no semantically suitable potential antecedent is present in the vP
phase, something which was the case for a small subset of the examples in our
corpus. We summarise the general procedure of how to establish control relations
into vP/VP adjuncts in Table 4; in the case of adjuncts which are base-generated in
the TP/CP domain, only the box on the bottom right applies (which yields NOC).

Differently from other recent approaches to adjunct control (like Green
2018, 2019 and Landau 2021), the theory presented here does not assume that the
control status of an adjunct (as OC or NOC) affects the internal structure or
adjunction site of the adjunct clause. Instead, we argue that it is the other way around:
the control status of a given adjunct clause can generally be predicted from its
adjunction height and adverbial interpretation, such that OC and NOC are generally
in complementary distribution in adjuncts. The fact that adjunction height correlates
with adverbial interpretation (as outlined in Table 1) has two further important
implications on our approach: first, apparent ambiguities between OC and NOC
readings are typically based on two different underlying structures since the adverbial
meaning of the adjunct changes with the different control readings; this means that
different adjunction heights are involved, which again predict different control
properties (see, e.g., (62a)). Second, it is the base position of an adjunct that is crucial
for determining the respective control properties; if the adjunct is moved to a higher
adjunction site later in the derivation, this may only have an effect on control if the
control relation could not be licensed earlier in the derivation (as in (79)) and
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movement helps to extend the search domain of PRO, as indicated in Table 4 in the
scenario on the bottom right.

As discussed in Sect. 5.3, there are some cases that may pose a challenge to the
control theory presented here and need further study, such as apparent OC/NOC
ambiguity in certain event-modifying adjuncts discussed in the literature and what
looks like OC in a few corpus examples where the adjunct is outside the c-command
domain of PRO’s controller. In addition, more research is needed to determine how
control phenomena such as event control and implicit (agent) control fit into this
picture (but see Fischer and Høyem 2021 on the former and Fischer et al. 2024 on the
latter). Nevertheless, we argue that only an analysis that links control status to
adjunction height can account for the overwhelming majority of OC in the verbal
domain and the lack of OC above it observed in the study presented here.

Table 4 Step-by-step derivation of adjunct control in a scope-based approach
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