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Abstract

HEED to AEFNZ DOV T, Z4LE T Wood (1956), Dixon (1984), Quirk et al. (1985),
Wierzbicka (1988), Dirven (1989), Langacker (1991, 2008, 2009, 2015), Verspoor (1996, 1999),
Duffley (1992, 2000, 2003, 2006, 2020), Smith and Escobedo (2001), Hamada (2002), Huddleston
and Pullum (2002), Egan (2008), Smith (2009) %X U & L7=2% < ORATHFRENFET D, 2
NHD to NEFFIRIZIBWNTIE, SRR HIEICE T 2 to NEFOMEHOEESIT 2 5
MZTBHZ LR, FULKEEOIEEFE L L THHEEIND-ing EDEWEHLNITSZ
EMHFLIATON TE 72, BERMIZIE, 2D OATIFRIC W TR, to A ER i
FICAME, b LI EHRIC Lo TN G725 &1 d &0V 9 Tl —B L7z R
WARENTWD, ZHITH LT, -ing (2OW T, 18 & Ao Hsk DR oA & 72
V. DFEY R Lo THARIERR 726 SN D L5 TS,

L L2 H, ZHETO to REFARESCOMFRIZB N TIT A< & HIRD 4 SDOFE-EN
FRENTWDHEEZD, 1 B, to REFMELOREBFOFFEICHET HMETH D, to ~
TEFIAE S L -ing LD SR FHIO 5 F KA TV DT L L TREMZ2 D DIX
Smith and Escobedo (2001) <° Smith (2009) 232817 AL, A6 OWFEITIBVTIE to A E
HEC L -ing HESCOFERNTIICRKE L 4 2D NV —TIZpEEND LR TWD, Lz
L. Smithand Escobedo <° Smith (235 Tix (a3 B[R & 72 0 i Lo FEf| 2 K& < 4 Dl
DETHIEELEZLLTNDION] LWV I OWTIEHALMZE TR,

2 REIZDWT Y to REFMESLOSFICED SN, Z 2 CoRMBIE, [F U< IFEEHE &
LTSN 5-ing &L OFFEEMGHEICIT 2B, >F 0 of (EHHF) (2Bb 5,
to AN E RIS L & -ing ML A [FIRF ISR, B2 R A T 2428 & LTI Smith and Escobedo
(2001) <° Smith (2009) 23Z&1F 5415, L2 L. Smithand Escobedo <> Smith D733 1%, to R
EFE S L -ing HESLOZNZENDO AT IV —NIZEB T D3 FEOIERBPITOI TSI T
BV, EBEOSEERGIO—HDOY A 7 AT DO ST OENE K L2 D &
IX72 o TR,

3RBEIZDWT, ZHETO to REFFEIZIB N THLARRB L 225 TVl
BT D to REFDOHETH V| to REFD FFEHIEICHOWTUTH 2R E03 T
NTEEIEE 272\, Egan (2008) <° Duffley (2003) 72 Ei2 L - T to AR Emi Lk D FHl
IZHT 2003 TN THWD 0D, ZH b DOFZEIZEBWTIL, Zet-ing & | to RE
FIERELE LTHOWOLND Z B THDLONE NI SOV TIEHALIZ STV,

4 5 BT SRS & it SCc BT 5 (o) REFORIEICET 2METH 5, i
ST REENRE TIE (la,¢) D L 9 ITJREAER (to 72 LARER) ZAMHise LTE D28, (1b,
d) X izzEbEnD & to REFMBHVLND,



(1) a. Mary made John drive the car.
b. John was made to drive the car.
c. They saw/heard/noticed John kick Mary.
d. John was seen/heard/noticed to kick Mary. (Dixon 2005: 251-252)

P (2004) <° Dixon (2005) 72 £ (la,c) 2% (1b,d) X HiZxzEbENndZ LItk T,
ELENE - RN e ody, B - FERIREE (RFEIANZ23°40) B ESh, 2D Z L8 (1b,
d) O XD RZERRIZENT to REFMOMEHEZHZL LTS LTS, LarL, Z
N B DFATIIFEIC BN TUL, 22BN (1b,d) (T TITEEEME - FIREME K bi, B
P« EFERHEREE SN D DN LWV ) JUZHOWTIEH LT STV R,

AR SCERREISEDO 2 > b — /L3 7 )L (Langacker 2002, 2009) (255X to AN E Rl
LK LT—EH L 21T 5 2 & T, AT T OISR TW e ERED 4 5D
WA ERT D, arte—AP A7 0EiE ANEDHEW, B, R EDHLx DAL
TECRERD & B DGHICE W TREET D & SNDOREET L TH S, Langacker (2002,
2009) (2 XiuX, = ba—/L¥ A 7 )i Baseline Phase, Potential Phase, Action Phase,
Result Phase D 4 DOEFENORRY F 2 NRAI LM EAD LWV ) —EDOY A 7 vz —fl
ELTHET TS, BEMICIE, 223XV 7 v 7 A LTREIZH 57 (Baseline
Phase), RAINHHEDHMCA->TELLGE, XTI AILZMBEL LD LI EEE
f2 < (Potential Phase), K DELMETIX (Action Phase), 2R X IZEW 1D | IiAD
., T L ENERINDE, FAIFTRIDOXET (FI=4r) L7225 (Result
Phase) L \\5 Z L THD,

Langacker (2002,2009) [Z =1 > b a2 —/b¥A 7 W2 i3 & £ that Hi7e E OEE % 4l
LELTEDERBFEL DL WD B 20X, (2) (21T 5 EHidGETH 5 suspect, decide,
know | X Z N EFEFRA) = > k@ — L1 7 )L (epistemic control cycle)! @ Potential Phase,
Action Phase, Result Phase 3K L T\ 5 Lk XT\ 5%,

(2) She suspected/decided/knew that her husband was unfaithful. (Langacker 2009: 152)
Langacker |, 2> b — /%A Z VKD BEITERH ZMC L LTL Hik5ED S

HORIBESINDHDE L TEZTWDLDITTIEZRL ., 3a,b) DX HIT to NEFZ LD
FERFEXFESN 2 b — Vb b Ll T D, BRI, Ba) & (3b) IZBIT

! Langacker (2009) (Z XL, ik oy ha— P A 7 V32 ETRVIAL H & T 5FK~
DENZEDLbDOTHLEWVWAD, iz, ZO®ROER TN S Z LI 2FEIH= s hu—L
A 7L (effective control cycle) &1, AINEFIERZZH LT 52 DBHENFTICEDLLHDT
boENZD,
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(3) a. She wants/hopes/aspires to become an opera diva.

b. She ordered/forced/persuaded her daughter to end the relationship.  (Langacker 2009: 153)

L2 L. Langacker M= h i —/ LA Z )VIZESW T e 24X e LTE D
FEIRFEICEADN Y THNTEY , EERH TH D to REFE ML E LT L D EHLRFEID
KLU TEZNLL LD Z SRR B TVRYY, AGwSC Tl Langacker O =1 b o —/L A
7 NV to NEFHEXOHICHEMT 52 LT, ZHETO to NEFMFFETIEH LIS
NTIRhotz 4 DOMEEEERT 5,

AL 8 DDOFEMNOER I N T VWD, H 1 =TI, KD BRINZ DWW TR, §w
DERGZRHNTT D,

F2 W, RESUEDBEGRIMEAEZMBIL, = br— P A 7 VAT LD E LT
AR S BT 2 B e &R O 21T 9,

FIETIE, 2 br—AWY A 7V % to RNEFES DT 325 24T DOV TR
L, 2 br—nAP A 700 to NiEm % & D FHIRFEDO AT O 2 & T, A
BIFDEHBIOSEEAE ST b TR ERNB G072 5 2 L2 TET 5, BRMIZIT
(4a—f) DL D72 to REFELDOKHBNIEFRGEN = > b —/Li A 7L LD Potential
Phase (PP). Action Phase (AP), ResultPhase (RP) O EDEifEA T TN K-> T, K&< 3o

IEEnN5D 2 e ERT D,

=il

(4) PP: a. I want to have him in jail.
b. [ expect him to resolve his situation with us first.
AP: c. And 1 did this to take care of a seriously ill parent.
d. That evening, my grandfather went out to feed his animals ...
RP: e. I know you to be a resourceful lady.

f. I was surprised to find his wife waiting in the living room. (COCA)

(4a, b) @ FEHiARFE want, expect 7% Potential Phase 3R L TV 5 &9 fUT DWW TELET
LE, INOORBFEIL, =7y b DFED AREFOHPRFITRH LT (EITLLD &0 D)

BEZE o), bLEMECTHEEZLTND (@b) LWVWH ZEEEREL TR, EE
WZATHDTENZ AT > TV D DT TH, FERIZE -S> TWD DI TH 7729, Potential Phase %
KLTWDHEERD, 2D L HICEHEIRFED Potential Phase # KT H5, #—7 v b (to &~
EFHD X FI=FHICEVIAER T RN, to REFHIIARKROH K FEEEE

il



%o I (4c d) O X 5&’%’5[5‘71*§£75§ Action Phase %3 L T\ HBIC DWW TELET 5,
(4c, d) IZBIT D EHBFEIZY —F vy N THLIREFADO MK EZFITL L 5 & BRI RT
%%1T 9 (did this), & L < ZWEAIZKEEI L T 5 (went out) 728, Action Phase 3 L
TS EFEAXD, ZTDEHIT Action Phase ZEXTHAEIZOWTH, XEHRITELES—T v
N &2 FATT D JRMEICIEE > TWRW D o NEFRIIA RO K F A EET 5, &l
(de, H) IZOWTIL, EHIIRFEIX Result Phase # K L THY, TOHBIELLEX—F v
L (to NEFAH) N EFHEOH - 5 (FI=42) O—fE LTRVAENTND D
EEEELTWDENEHTH D, ResultPhase TIEHX—7 v MEIRI =4 HNICZRVIAENT
WD, to REFFITHFEFE (de). b L ITEBBIZAE U HKE (4f) EEET 5,

ZOXHSar i — YA I NCE SN SEICINA T, B 3 ETIEa—32
(Corpus of Contemporary American English, COCA) (232 SEZE 72 30T 21T\, to RIE
FAlE S D HEARFIDZ < 23 Potential Phase (e.g. (4a, b)) I[ZHEH L. Action Phase & %fi&d 5 F4i
(e.g. (4c,d)) BRI ZNEF 2D T & AT, £72, ResultPhase & %53 2 FHT (e.g
(4e, D) [FAXHNCAD < ZDO T LT to AIER DM 2 HREZ b 72 & AR ED
Wi MR ZTE SNV ThH Z L &2 FiET 5, LAL, ResultPhase & %fi57 5%
FHENIE, BMERMOSIET 7 8 AZES EERPF SR SN THBY, 20X
9 IR B ED to REFDHEME L/ZHLTND L2 FET 5, H3ETIE, B3R
RT 7B AL ZUTHES S EERFTAMET to NEFIRCRER L EET 2 2 F—~v RN
TV, Potential Phase X> Action Phase & i7" % HURIA 72 2517 & Result Phase & s
LI 22 F1HE T, ARELCBIT 2T X TORHBUCNET 2E®R TH L Z L 2 1kET
Do

WIZH 4 BIZBWTE, to NEFDOKEZ S SICHLMNICT D720, = hr—ndA
Va2 5ok mxiﬁﬁikngﬁi%wﬁié AREEIZBWTIL, COCA M HERELL
72 to RIEF & -ing D EHLRFEICHRET 2 FH 2095 Z & T, to REFESIT DWW T
% < OFEHF O EHIRFEDY (5a) D X 5 1T Potential Phase 7% L TV DIZH LT, -ing #E3C
D% OFEFNITEHIRFED (5b) DL 51T Action Phase #FE L TWDH Z LA BLMNIT 5,

(5) a. I really want to go back to her ...
b. I kept thinking that I won't be able to wear it until Spring.
c¢. He did it to make fun of me. (COCA)

F7, to NEFE LT OWTIL (5¢) DX DT Action Phase &R T HHIH L < AFET D
ZEEfEMT 52, (5b) @ X D 7p-ing #ESXOFEE| O EHIRFE DS HAAIZFR T Action Phase
D JFyT & to ASE S SC O F] O T HiRFEH K T Action Phase O R ifi 132 4L-E 4L 7 2 i bH
ERLTWD LT 5, BIRIITIE. (Se) O X972 to REFGCOLE, CEHFITH —
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7y MR L THTBN A2 Z Loob, £7RFTT DEMEICITE > T2, EHilGE
I& Potential Phase (23T Action Phase DJRjiiZ# 2 L T\ 5, Z1UIxf LT, (5b) D X 9 7z-

I% Result Phase (Z3TV Y Action Phase DR #&K L TWHEWH 2L TH D,

ZOXIITHAFETIE, COCANDLREBI/ONIERT — &y ba—L¥A 7L
MHBLET DT LR WL OSBS5BIk, S F 0 oAn (E i)
DIENZ R T, BRI, to A EFAE SCIE Potential Phase 7> & Potential Phase {Z3TV Y Action
Phase @ i %, -ing #3302V Tl Result Phase 23TV Action Phase O J&j i 2 L 12 3%
THLTHDLZLEEAHLNIT L, to NERMEIL & -ing #3CT = hr—/L A 7L Lo
MR B AR LT D & ERT 5,

B3 EEE 4 ETIEaY hr— A I A0S EHIRFEIC &S T D to NE O FB %
BRETDOHN,HSETIEay hr—AP A 7% o REFOEFEHEICEHA L B84 R
B4 %, (6a) DEHIKRGE be 1%, it (¥ —7 > b)) ML EORH (FI=4>2) N
ICHRDAENTWDLZEEEELTEY, TD7=% (6a) 7 ResultPhase & 5952 & %
RLTWD,

(6) RP: a. To live with regret is heavy.
PP: b. To live there as a student requires parental wealth ...

AP: c. To write such words changed the meaning. (COCA)

%t LT, (6b) & (6¢) D EHIRGE require & change X, ITAE N ARETFHOHMKE (¥ —7 v
R) 2479 Z LI L TEEZILS (6b), b LIFAREFADOHFELZFEITLI-Z L (6c) %
BETLHED, FNENDOEH]D Potential Phase & Action Phase & Xt d 5 Z & Z/R LT
W5,

3 ELE4ETIE, EfEHRICHRT S to RAER O MiEDZ < 13 Potential Phase, %
7z Action Phase & Xt/ % &9 EIRARINDHA, 5 5 HTIL, COCA 7 HEILT to
REFOEFBERIELZ ST L, Z01FE A EDOFEHID (6a) DL 9 IZ ResultPhase & k7%
HHTHDHEND ZEPHBLNIIND, ZOE I to REFAPEFEOHEITIE, 1T LA
E DOFE A3 Result Phase & kit~ d™ 2 B IZ-DW T, 255D B A & Potential Phase X° Action
Phase T/AEU 2 H MO KD KFEOBANORA SN D, DF V| CEFHEITME
BN LV HENTH D Z RO BIND A (cf. Langacker 1987: 236). (6b) <° (6¢) D L H
|Z Potential Phase X° Action Phase & %fI5d D456, 1TAENREMOHRELZITE S &7
LHEE (6b) REEAS LM IITH (6¢) REDE—F v b (REFDOHIKE) ~Lmro
FRMERGE I, 2O X5 e FmME to NEFEFEMTAE KNI Z a2 b T
53, ZOXIATAEIRFINC /2 5 2 L IZEFFD B HME L AERSE 2 Potential
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Phase & Action Phase (2% 3 2 FHllE to ANE A EFED H LTI S MR LR &
No, ZIUH LT, (6a) @ X 7 Result Phase & % hiad™ 2 HEH BN BT to A EF ik
2T B D HREOBESITAMICITEE SN T, FiEE L TORBMERRIZND 2D,
L0 ERBEERREW EFHIT L 2 L HkKD,

Fo. BSEICBWTE, to AR ERE L e, -ing TREO S AMERBEENE O &R
fEfis i, ToHEHIZOWTHHHAESN D, £71E. Emonds (1976) 72 LI XV | -ing (344
R LN SN D DIZHT LT, to REFIZ SNV E W) SFEFED/ERShTns 2
EMB, Ang NEVAFL LI ZHRHATWD &V xR d 5, £7-. Langacker
(2008:200,589) A4 FNTE /EEE T 7 AL L, B/ BRITAFRENTH D & FEL T
WA EEREEZD L, to AEFEY b-ing DHFN LY BEMEETHL L) Z N
HkD Z LIZHOWTHHRT 2, HSETIE, 20X RMEBDEBEEDENDD, to RN
ERERE LV boing FREO A LEGFEO BAMEEMEMENR R, EiE L L TOREMBEER S
WETRT D, ZOZEITMAT, &S5 ETIE, to AEd LR & i 2 BERGESRE
CTHDHZEIZONTHIER L, T OHEBZ F OB LHHT 5,

FOmLETETIL, ar br—A¥A 7k S HITTS IR ST L MRS
% (to) NEFDIHTIZEA LI BRZNEH SN D, 56 ETIE (7Ta,b) O LD RiESHE
B EEET D,

(7) a. Mary made John drive the car.
b. John was made to drive the car. (Dixon 2005: 251)

(7a) \Z31F 2 LHibRFE make (T, #HEHE (John) NAREFDHKEELITI Z & (¥ —F
R) Tk LTERE Mary) 2MBIE 0 Tnd (i) 2L 2384252 L2 b, Action
Phase # &K L TWA5 525, LL, LK, H%EE] make 133D HR I FE
BLIZZEbEET LD, H709IC Result Phase bR L TWHEF 25, 2O L) 7k
P CIEIR A & R ORI B - RIRENE B S5 720 JFIEAER DV 545 (Dixon
2005; Langacker 1991, 2009; 75 2004 £ [R),

L2l (Ta) 23 (Tb) DX S ICZBEMbIND &, FAIREBD R E RN Y75 Z LI
725728 (cf. Dixon 2005: 252; Duffley 1992: 77; Langacker 1990: 130-131), (7b) 2BV TlE
Action Phase O EIRN AL, MiSCO HRENEHL L 72 L vy 9 Result Phase [IZE A Y725 =
L%, £5F 2 LK (FEH) LR WSO ORRBEROEZEER TN, £
RIRFZJRA (EH) ICBIT 2255 CTh H8#%E (John) & REF D HIKF & ORIZ A%
SHRBREENAE LD 2 LI D, T DD, BB EENREFRDOHRFIZT 7 & 2 HER
IZ1E, BEREEZSEL LTT 7 BALEOBIZ, REFAOERFE~LT 7 EATH L
) REEREDNLIRENTAE S, £ LT #ERE N O AREFOHRFA~L T 7 & 2§ D

vi



2iE, REFOHEFE A~ B9 5B ERM O TR 2 TR AE T D2 Licky, 2o
ﬁﬁfﬂmﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ%%%t%bfwékfﬁﬁé

BITETIE, 2> ha—Y A 7S E 8a,b) DX ) RAEMEIZBITS (o) R
ERla BET D,

(8) a. They saw John kick Mary.
b. John was seen to kick Mary. (Dixon 2005: 252)

(8a) DX 5 llcH1T D EHIBLFE see 1T¥—F > b (WX OHDKRE) OBRHBIZRMEDOTT
2R L TWDHTD, ActionPhase #RK L TWAHEF x5, LrL, ZHLEFRIFIZ, (8a) D
T BN see |TARE RO HRF kick DEAAIRFEREZ T T2 Z & bEET 5720 Result
Phase HETHIICR LTV D L FE R D, ZOHAE . EHIRGE see & M HIRFIIFRRFICA
ELTWLEEAR, 20X RAKENFEREAEFAOEMNZ 6L TVDSEERD
(Dixon 2005; Langacker 1991, 2009; %75 2004 £[#),

Ll (8b) DX o icxzEbEND &, MARREOREICERNHIZL 2 LIZRDI20
(cf. Dixon 2005: 252; Langacker 1990: 130-131), D172 DELRE T 5 Action Phase D E

ML, BRI Bk O HRIRIETH 5 Result Phase IZE SN Y75 TNDHEF 25D,
Z DX HIZZEIZ L 5 T Action Phase 2> HERIMLD & BEARZIT-hREOE
RN D T2, AR OBEEMEN TR | R () kg (o HkE)
DR ’*E%‘E’J@EE%E#%L% Z LT, MTERRER & TG ORISR 22 BEBEANE T D
&L HERBRICEBIT 22 5F CThS John L AER O HRFOMIC b EI&H 22 REEN 4 ©
éo_®i9Cﬂ@%@ﬁ%ﬁébé%é\%@M%ii?bM%i%ﬁ&bf?&tx
L, TOBRAEFMOHRKE~LT 7 AT 5, £ LT, Jon NPOAEFOHKE~LET
T AT DERTIE, AEFDHDRFA~ L) O BAERBO ST FHERE, 2D &5 2 ER
HI72 07 MY (8b) D K 5 7RG S OZEREIZHB W T to MEFMDOHEHZH72H L TN D
EFERT D,

ENG BIIOEEDETHLHH 8 ETIX, KX DFE &L A5%DOWFFEREIZ OV T
HARHNTWD
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1. The Aim and Scope of this Study

This dissertation provides an analysis of fo-infinitive constructions within the
theoretical framework of Cognitive Grammar. Many previous studies have attempted to
explain the semantic motivation for various uses of fo-infinitives and compared the fo-
infinitive with the -ing form (Wood 1956; Dixon 1984; Quirk et al. 1985; Wierzbicka
1988; Dirven 1989; Langacker 1991, 2008, 2009, 2015; Verspoor 1996, 1999; Duffley
2000, 2003; Smith and Escobedo 2001; Hamada 2002, 2016; Huddleston and Pullum
2002; Kasai 2004; Egan 2008; Smith 2009, etc.). Many of these studies agree that fo-
infinitive constructions typically evoke the notion of futurity or potentiality (see Dixon
1984: 590; Quirk et al. 1985: 1191; Wierzbicka 1988: 165; Langacker 1991: 445446,
2009: 301, 2015: 73; Smith and Escobedo 2001: 553—554; Smith 2009: 369-373). In
contrast, several previous studies state that the -ing form is typically motivated by
sameness of time or temporal (or more general conceptual) overlap between the matrix
and subordinate processes (see Wierzbicka 1988: 60—73; Langacker 1991: 445, 2008:
439; Smith and Escobedo 2001: 556—559; Smith 2009: 376-377).

However, there are at least four deficiencies in the previous studies of fo-infinitive
constructions. First, Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) claim that instances of

to-infinitive and -ing constructions are globally divided into four groups.! However, they

! In later chapters, I argue that the groupings by Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) can be
rearranged from a more global perspective into three groups.
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do not explain what causes this division. A cognitive basis for the grouping is required
because, in cognitive semantics, meaning is identified as the conceptualization that
resides in cognitive processing (Langacker 2008, 2009).

Second, Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) simply categorize instances
of each construction. Their classifications do not describe the distributional differences
between the two constructions in a series of usage events, i.e. actual instances of language
use (Langacker 2000: 9).

Third, the previous studies of fo-infinitive constructions focus primarily on the fo-
infinitive as a post-predicate complement or modifier and lack any comprehensive
examination of the fo-infinitive as a clausal subject. While Duffley (2003) and Egan
(2008) do provide an account of the fo-infinitive subject, they do not explain why the fo-
infinitive subject is rarer and collocates with a narrower range of matrix predicates than -
ing as a clausal subject.

Fourth, several previous studies (e.g. Kasai 2004; Dixon 2005) attempt to explain
why to must be included when causative and perception verbs like (1a) and (2a) are used

in the passive as in (1b) and (2b).

(1) a. They made him feel ashamed.
b. He was made to feel ashamed. (Kasai 2004: 37)
(2) a. They saw/heard/noticed John kick Mary.

b. John was seen/heard/noticed to kick Mary. (Dixon 2005: 252)

Dixon (2005) claims that the pragmatic immediacy as in (1a) and (2a) is lost in the passive
because “[t]he passive verges towards being the description of a state” (p. 252), while
Kasai (2004) maintains that fo must be included in examples like (1b) because passivized

instances evoke a temporal lag between the matrix and subordinate clauses. Kasai also
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states that 7o is included in instances like (2b) because perception verbs in the passive do
not imply direct perception. However, Dixon does not elaborate on why verging towards
being the description of a state leads to indirectness (i.e. why the pragmatic immediacy
of causative and perception verbs is lost in the passive). Neither does Kasai explain why
a temporal lag is evoked between the matrix and subordinate events in instances like (1b)
nor why perception verbs lose their directness when used in the passive as in (2b).

This dissertation addresses these issues in a consistent way by examining various
instances of fo-infinitive constructions in terms of the control cycle (Langacker 2002,
2009). For example, this study classifies instances of fo-infinitive and -ing constructions
in terms of the control cycle and demonstrates that these are globally divided into three
groups depending on whether the matrix predicate represents the potential, action, or
result phase of the control cycle. These classifications based on the control cycle also
describe, in a series of usage events, the distributional differences between the two
constructions: that is, that instances of fo-infinitive and -ing constructions typically
represent successive phases of the control cycle (the potential and action phases,
respectively). This study also explains the notion of directionality involved in the to-
infinitive as a clausal subject in terms of the control cycle and argues that this
directionality renders the fo-infinitive incompatible with the autonomy of the clausal
subject. In addition, this study also explains, in terms of the control cycle, why to must
be included in passive sentences like (1b) and (2b) and specifies the notion of
directionality as the motivation for the use of the to-infinitive in these examples.

Furthermore, the present study is usage-based in two respects. First, fo-infinitive
constructions are examined in the spirit of a dynamic usage-based model (Langacker
2000). Second, actual usage data is observed in the Corpus of Contemporary American

English (COCA).



1.2. Overview

This dissertation presents a consistent analysis of fo-infinitive constructions by
examining various instances in terms of the control cycle. Chapter 2 introduces the
framework of Cognitive Grammar and outlines the notion of the control cycle.

Chapters 3 and 4 apply the idea of the control cycle to an analysis of the fo-infinitive
as a post-predicate complement or modifier. Chapter 3 classifies instances of to-infinitive
constructions in terms of the control cycle and describes a network for the constructions.
Chapter 4 further specifies the properties of the to-infinitive by comparing the to-
infinitive with the -ing form in terms of the control cycle. The distributional
characteristics of the two subordinate clauses are demonstrated in a series of usage
events—i.e. actual instances of language use (Langacker 2000: 9)—empirically showing
that the to-infinitive and the -ing form typically represent successive phases of the control
cycle (i.e. the potential and action phases, respectively). Chapter 4 also examines, in terms
of the control cycle, matrix predicates taking either the fo-infinitive or the -ing form.

Chapter 5 applies the control cycle to an analysis of the to-infinitive as a clausal
subject in order to explain why this use of the to-infinitive is rare compared with -ing as
a subject and other uses of the fo-infinitive (e.g. a post-predicate complement or modifier).
Chapter 5 also explains why the fo-infinitive subject collocates with a limited range of
matrix predicates.

Chapters 6 and 7 examine, in terms of the control cycle, the fo-infinitive and the
bare-infinitive (i.e. the infinitive without ¢0) in periphrastic causative constructions (e.g.
(1a, b)) and perception constructions (e.g. (2a, b)). Chapter 6 discusses the infinitive with
or without 7o in periphrastic causative constructions and explains why 7o must be included
when the causative verb make is used in the passive. Chapter 7 examines the infinitive
with or without fo in perception constructions and explains why fo must be included in

passive sentences.



Chapter 8 recapitulates the findings and results of this dissertation and considers

their implications for future research.



Chapter 2

Assumptions and Basic Concepts in Cognitive Grammar

2.1. Introduction
The theoretical framework I adopt in this dissertation is based on Langacker’s theory
of Cognitive Grammar. The following sections introduce some basic concepts relevant to

my study of fo-infinitive constructions.

2.2. Basic Semantic Notions

Cognitive Grammar adopts a conceptualist view of meaning that accommodates
construal, i.e. “our ability to conceive and portray the same situation in alternate ways”
(Langacker 2019: 140). Therefore, Cognitive Grammar presupposes that a meaning
consists of both conceptual content and the manner in which that content is construed
(Langacker 2008: 43, 2019: 140). The dimensions of construal include “the level of
specificity at which a situation is characterized, the perspective adopted for ‘viewing’ it,
and the degree of prominence conferred on the elements within it” (Langacker 2009: 6).
This section focuses on two sorts of prominence, namely profiling and trajector/landmark
organization.

An expression evokes some conceptual content as the basis for its meaning. Within
this conceptual base, attention is directed to a particular substructure, called the profile:
this is the substructure the expression designates (or refers to) (Langacker 2008: 66, 2009:
7). For example, Langacker (2009: 7) states that the word arc evokes the conception of a

circle as its base and profiles any segment within this conceptual base. This is shown



diagrammatically in Figure 2.1 (a). Note that the profile is indicated by a heavy line.
Langacker (2009: 7) also provides expressions that have the same conceptual content yet
differ in meaning because of the different profiles they impose on this common base. For
example, he notes that husband and wife both evoke as their base the conception of a male
(M) and a female (F) linked in a relationship of marriage, as shown in Figures 2.1 (b) and
(c). However, they differ in meaning because of the alternate profiles they impose on the

same conceptual content.

(a) arc (b) husband (c) wife

() 00 -0

Figure 2.1: Profile and Base (Langacker 2009: 7)

Another kind of prominence is trajector/landmark alignment (see Langacker 1987:
231, 2008: 70, 2009: 8). When an expression profiles a relationship, varying degrees of
prominence are conferred on its participants. The most prominent participant, called the
trajector (tr), is the entity the expression is concerned with locating or characterizing.
Often another participant is made prominent as a secondary focus, and this is called a
landmark (Im). Langacker (2008: 71) provides the prepositions above and below as
examples that have the same content, and profile the same relationships, but differ in
meaning because of the alternate choices of trajector and landmark, as shown in Figures

2.2 (a) and (b).



(a) above (b) below

A A
| |
J

|
Im é tr

Figure 2.2: Above and Below (Langacker 2008: 71)

This section has outlined some basic notions pertaining to semantic structure,
focusing on profiling and trajector/landmark alignment. These two basic notions are
fundamentally important throughout this dissertation. The following section provides a

historical review of categorization and outlines Langacker’s model of categorization.

2.3. From Classical Categories to Langacker’s Model of Categorization

Classical categorization (to use Taylor’s (2003) term for it') classifies members of a
particular category in terms of a conjunction of necessary and sufficient features (see
Taylor 2003: 21). The classical theory assumes categories with clear and rigid boundaries
and considers all members of a category to have equal status (see Taylor 2003: 20-21;
Tuggy 2007: 88—89).

Wittgenstein (2009) (first edition published 1953) points out that the classical theory
fails to analyze the referential range of words. For example, he notes that the various
members of the category “game” (e.g. board games, card games, ball games, athletic

games, etc.) do not share a set of common properties on whose basis games can be clearly

! Taylor (2003: ch.2) uses the term ‘classical’ in two senses. First, “[t]he approach is classical in that
it goes back ultimately to Greek antiquity” (p. 20). Second, the approach “has dominated psychology,
philosophy, and linguistics (especially autonomous linguistics, both structuralist and generative)
throughout much of the twentieth century” (p. 20).
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distinguished from non-games (Wittgenstein 2009: 36-37). Instead, he characterizes the
similarities of these different members as ‘family resemblance’ and considers the category
“game” to be unbounded. (See also Taylor’s (2003: 42—-43) review of Wittgenstein.)
While recognizing Wittgenstein’s insight that the classical theory fails to predict the
referential range of some words, Taylor (2003: 43) notes that “Wittgenstein did not appear
to have considered the possibility that some kinds of games might be better examples of
the category than others, or that some other kinds might be quite marginal”. Rosch (1975)
gathered and observed data on subjects’ ratings of the extent to which instances of
semantic categories represent their idea or image of the meaning of the category name.
Her experiment showed that degree of membership in a category is a psychologically
valid notion. Given her empirical exploration of prototypes (i.e. best examples), scholars
such as Fillmore (1982), Lakoft (1987) and Taylor (2003) propose descriptions of word
meanings that make use of the prototype notion. To take just one example, Lakoft (1987)
proposes a radical category, where the prototype of the category is predictable and the
noncentral members are motivated by family resemblances to prototypical members.
The prototype notion also plays an important role in Langacker’s model of
categorization. Langacker (1987: 371) considers that “[a] prototype is a typical instance
of a category, and other elements are assimilated to the category on the basis of their
perceived resemblance to the prototype”. The prototype theory entails, however, that a
category could produce an unrestrained number of variants (see Hayase and Horita 2005:
28). In addition to the prototype notion, therefore, Langacker considers that schemas,
which represent various levels of abstraction (see Langacker 2009: 4), are also organized
within a category. That is, he claims that a schema is compatible with all the members of

a category and defines the category with multiple variants (Langacker 1987: 371).2 Let

2 Taylor (2003: 69-71) also reviews the position taken by Langacker (1987). However, he states that
his own study emphasizes categorization by prototype rather than categorization by schema.
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us observe Langacker’s (1987: 374) account of how a child masters the concept [TREE].
When the child “encounters a tall plant with branches, leaves, and bark he readily sees it
as conforming to the specifications of [TREE]” (Langacker 1987: 374). When he first
encounters a pine tree, he calls it a free on the basis of similarity with [TREE], even
though a pine tree is not fully compatible with [TREE]. Also, when the child observes the
similarity between [TREE] and [PINE], a further schema is extracted: (TREE’), which
embodies the commonality of [TREE] and [PINE]. Langacker (1987: 374) depicts the
categorizing process as the schematic network in Figure 2.3 (a). This kind of categorizing

process can be repeated as shown in Figure 2.3 (b).

(@ (b)

TREE [---- > PINE
(e ——~

Figure 2.3: The “Tree” Category (Langacker 1987: 374)

The present study adopts Langacker’s integrated model of categorization, which
accommodates both schemas and prototypes. Chapters 3 and 4 specify a cognitive basis
that causes prototypical instances of to-infinitive constructions to evoke a future
orientation (see Section 1.1). Chapter 3 also proposes a constructional schema that defines

a complex category comprising multiple variants of to-infinitive constructions.

2.4. Constructions in Cognitive Grammar
In general, a construction is defined as any linguistic structure that is analyzable into

components (Taylor 2002: 561). For example, [BLACK CAT]/[blek kat] constitutes a

10



symbolic construction where two component symbolic units (i.e. [BLACK]/[blek] and
[CAT]/[ket]) are identified (Taylor 2002: 562). Cognitive Grammar holds that a
construction can be of any size and any specificity. Therefore, Langacker (2009: 2)
defines a construction as either an expression (of any size) or a schema abstracted from
expressions to capture their commonality (at any level of specificity).

In Cognitive Grammar, grammatical patterns are represented by constructional
schemas (i.e. schematic symbolic assemblies) (Langacker 2009: 5). Because a
construction can be of any specificity, expressions and the patterns they instantiate difter
only in degree of specificity, and form a continuum (Langacker 2000: 32, 2009: 5).
Observe Figure 2.4, which is a fragment of the grammatical network for English

ditransitive constructions.

L

|TRANSFER| |NP | | NP |

|send1 ”NP ”NP |

Ilgive ”me ”NPl

][]

Figure 2.4: Constructional and Lexical Networks (Langacker 2000: 34)

Constructional subschemas like [ [sendi] [NP] [NP] ] represent the commonality inherent

11



in complex expressions like send me a package, send your mother an eviction notice, send
Washington a message (Langacker 2000: 33). More specific structures, such as [ [give]
[me] [NP] ], are also entrenched as units; Langacker (2000: 33) notes the contraction
gimme. The constructional schema [ [TRANSFER] [NP] [NP] ] represents the transfer
pattern involved in [ [give/sendi] [NP] [NP] ]. While the transfer pattern is prototypical,
ditransitives are also used in many other cases (e.g. promise, owe, permit, allow, make,
cook) (Langacker 2008: 243). The higher-level schema [ [V] [NP] [NP] ] covers all these
variants. Note that the subschema [ [send] [NP] [NP] ] also belongs to the partial network
of the constructional schemas describing the grammatical behavior of send, as shown in
the circle on the right in Figure 2.4. Langacker (2000: 34-35) states that lexical items like
send emerge by abstraction from larger symbolic assemblies like [ [sendi] [ NP] [NP] ]
and [ [ send>s3] ([NP]) [to/for] [NP] ]. Thus, Cognitive Grammar holds that lexicon and
grammar form a gradation and any specific line of demarcation is arbitrary (Langacker
2000: 33, 2008: 5).

The present study adopts Langacker’s symbolic account of grammar. Chapter 3
describes a grammatical network for fo-infinitive constructions, while Chapter 4
describes a grammatical network for complement clause (i.e. fo-infinitive, -ing and that-
clause) constructions. The following section outlines Langacker’s view of grammatical

classes.

2.5. Grammatical Classes in Cognitive Grammar

This section outlines grammatical classes (or categories) from a Cognitive Grammar
perspective. Langacker (2008: 98) claims that profiling (see Section 2.2) determines an
expression’s grammatical category. He argues that a noun is defined as an expression that

profiles a thing. Langacker represents a thing by a circle as in Figure 2.5.
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O

Figure 2.5: Thing (Langacker 2008: 99)

According to Langacker (2008: 99), the members of other basic classes (e.g.
prepositions, verbs, etc.) profile relationships. He represents relationships by lines or

arrows connecting the entities participating in them as in Figure 2.6.

(a) Non-Processual (b) Non-Processual (c) Process
Relationship Relationship
(Simplex) (Complex)
| 1 1 1 1 1 1

S bhd it

Figure 2.6: Relationships (Langacker 2008: 99)

Langacker (2008: 99) distinguishes various kinds of relationship and uses these
distinctions to characterize basic grammatical categories. He distinguishes a process and
a non-processual relationship. He argues that a process develops through time,
represented in Figure 2.6 (¢) by the arrow labeled t; the bar along the time arrow indicates
that its evolution through time is in focus. He also notes that a process is complex in the
sense that its manifestation at any one instant is itself a relationship; that is, each time-
slice consists of a simplex relationship (Langacker 2008: 99, 109). Langacker (2008: 100)
defines a verb as an expression that profiles a process. According to Langacker (2008:

99), a relationship that lacks these properties is non-processual. He argues that a
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relationship can be non-processual by virtue of being simplex, consisting of just one
component state fully manifested at a single instant, as in the spatial relationship profiled

by on in (1a) Figure 2.6 (a).

(1) a. She is sitting on the roof.

b. She climbed up onto the roof. (Langacker 2008: 99)

In contrast to on, Langacker considers the relationship profiled by path prepositions like
onto (1b) to be complex (see Figure 2.6 (b)) because the relationship develops through
time (see Langacker 2008: 99); that is, the clausal subject occupies a series of positions
in relation to the roof. However, Langacker (2008: 99) claims that the preposition onto
leaves time in the background (i.e. it is atemporal) because the spatial relation is construed
holistically, as a single, static situation observable at a single moment (see also
Langacker’s (2015: 67) discussion of into). Langacker (2008: 100) states that a number
of grammatical categories—such as adjective, adverb and preposition—are characterized
as profiling non-processual relationships.

Langacker (2008: 118) notes that the expressions that profile complex relationships
are not limited to verbs and path prepositions. He argues that the infinitive and the -ing

form as in (2a, b) also have this character.

(2) a. The firemen tried fo enter the burning building.

b. They kept finding errors in the manuscript. (Langacker 2008: 118)

According to Langacker, since both the infinitive and the -ing form derive from the verb,
their component states are conceived as extending through time. However, he

distinguishes the two nonfinite clauses and the verb in terms of scanning. That is, while
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the component states of the process profiled by the verb are scanned sequentially (i.e.
each component state is activated and accessed at a different moment), the component
states of the infinitive and the -ing form are scanned in summary fashion: that is, their
component states undergo summation and are mentally superimposed, resulting in their
simultaneous activation (see Langacker 2008: 111, 118-119). Langacker diagrams the
infinitive and the -ing form as in Figure 2.7; the imposition of summary scanning is

indicated by the absence of a bar along the time arrow.

(2) (b)

ﬁ) Q.

Figure 2.7: Infinitive and -/ng (Langacker 2008: 119-121)

Y

As shown in Figure 2.7 (a), Langacker (2008: 120) claims that the infinitive profiles
all the component states of the process. In contrast, as shown in diagram (b), -ing focuses
attention on some internal portion of a verbal process by imposing on the process a limited
immediate scope (IS), i.e. “the portion directly relevant for a particular purpose”
(Langacker 2008: 63).

This section has outlined the Cognitive Grammar perspective on grammatical classes

(or categories). The following section outlines that on complementation.

2.6. Complementation in Cognitive Grammar
Langacker (1991: 439) states that complement clauses are accompanied by the

markings that, to, -ing, and zero as in (3a—d); the markings are generally referred to as
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complementizers.

(3) a. We realize that you have to make a profit.
b. His wife pretended to believe his implausible story.
c. Portia really enjoys walking along the beach.

d. Numerous witnesses heard the bomb explode. (Langacker 1991: 439)

Langacker (1991: 444-445, 2009: 300-301) claims that temporal coincidence is the
hallmark of zero and -ing. For example, he states that in (4a) the complement process
fully coincides with the duration of the matrix process (Langacker 2009: 300). He also
notes that the temporal coincidence in (4b) is partial because -ing restricts the scope of
perception to some internal portion of the overall process. Therefore, in (4b) we perceive

part of the ongoing process of several bombs exploding (Langacker 2009: 300-301).

(4) a. We saw/heard/felt the bomb explode.

b. We saw/heard/felt the bombs exploding. (Langacker 2009: 300)

In contrast to the temporal coincidence involved in zero and -ing as in (4a, b),
Langacker (2009: 301) states that the complementizer to indicates non-immediacy with
respect to the time of the matrix process. He claims that fzo-complements typically lie in

the future, relative to the matrix process, as in (5).

(5) We want/expect/would like the bombs to explode. (Langacker 2009: 300)

3 Langacker (2009) refers to Wierzbicka (1988), who analyzes various instances of to-infinitives in
terms of a future orientation.
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Langacker (1991: 446) considers that the notion of futurity is attributed to the
complementizer fo. He notes that the path-goal image schema is inherent in both a

prepositional phrase with fo, as in (6a), and a to-infinitival clause as in (6b).*

(6) a. They walked to the store.

b. He did it just to annoy her. (Langacker 1991: 446)

Langacker (2015: 73) also states that the infinitival fo “usually portrays the profiled
event as being future or potential with respect to some reference point (R)”. This so-called
reference point ability is defined as invoking “the conception of one entity in order to
establish ‘mental contact’ with another” (Langacker 2008: 83). Langacker calls the first-
invoked entity the reference point and the entity accessed via the reference point the target.
He notes, for instance, that the boat is the reference point and the duck is the target in the
following example: “Do you see that boat out there in the lake? There’s a duck swimming
right next to it” (Langacker 2008: 83—84).

Langacker (1991) discusses the that-clause, the to-infinitive and the small clause
(e.g. adjective) in terms of (in)directness. Based on Borkin’s (1973) analysis, Langacker
(1991: 450) claims that (7a) “might be used if Susan had searched through her files to
learn the results of consumer reaction tests”; (7b) “would be more appropriate if Susan
herself had conducted such tests”; and (7c) “implies that Susan tried the bed herself and

directly experienced the discomfort”.

(7) a. Susan found that the bed was uncomfortable.

4 There is an assumption that the infinitival fo is semantically vacuous (cf. Chomsky 1957: 100;
Radford 1997: 52). However, in addition to Langacker, both Smith and Escobedo (2001: 552-554)
and Smith (2009: 368-373) argue that the notion of futurity or potentiality is attributed to the infinitival
to. The present study agrees with Langacker and Smith.

17



b. Susan found the bed to be uncomfortable.

¢. Susan found the bed uncomfortable. (Langacker 1991: 450)

Langacker (1991: 450) states that the indirectness involved in (7a) is partly
ascribable to the conceptual distance conveyed by the complementizer that.’ In addition,
he explains the (in)directness in (7a—c) in terms of semantic function. The that-clause in
(7a), he argues, “includes not only an assessment of the bed being uncomfortable, but also
its epistemic status as embodied in the grounding relationship (i.e. its location in time and
reality with respect to the current speech situation)” (p. 450). Therefore, the conception
attributed to Susan is abstract and propositional. Langacker argues that the other,
ungrounded complements in (7b, ¢) evoke a simpler, less abstract conceptualization. Note,
however, that their directness is not equivalent. Langacker states that in (7b), the verb be
means that Susan conceives of the bed’s uncomfortableness as extending through some
span of time, and the infinitival to implies that there is no specification of temporal
coincidence. In contrast, he argues that the absence of be in the complement of (7c) means
that Susan’s conception is portrayed at the moment she makes her judgment and can be
interpreted as being induced by direct perceptual experience.

This section has outlined the relative immediacy and directness involved in
complement clause constructions. That is, zero and -ing, which evoke temporal
coincidence with the matrix process, imply more immediate experience than do fo-

infinitives, which entail that the complement process is subsequent to the matrix process.

3> Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 130) also note the semantic difference between sentence (ia) and (ib):
(ib) indicates that / found out that the chair was comfortable by direct experience, whereas (ia) leaves
open the possibility that 7 found it out indirectly. They claim that the metaphorical concept CLOSENESS
IS STRENGTH OF EFFECT is reflected in sentences (ia, b). That is, “[tJhe CLOSER the form [ is to the
forms the chair and comfortable, the more direct is the experience that is indicated” (p. 130). It is
argued that in (ia, b) “the effect of the syntax is to indicate the directness of the experience, and
CLOSENESS indicates the STRENGTH of that EFFECT” (p. 130).
(1) a. I found that the chair was comfortable.
b. I found the chair comfortable. (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 130)

18



The experience implied by fo-infinitives is, however, more direct than that implied by
that-clauses. The following section outlines the cognitive processing reflected in

passivization.

2.7. Passivization in Cognitive Grammar

Langacker (2008: 385) states that “[t]he primary function of a passive is to provide
an alternative to the default agent orientation of canonical transitives”. According to his
interpretation, the passive sentence (8b) below selects as trajector the theme that is

construed as landmark in the active sentence (8a).

(8) a. I opened the door.

b. The door was opened. (Langacker 2008: 385)

Figure 2.8 (a, b) elucidates the processing reflected in passivization. Sentence (8a)
is diagrammed as in Figure 2.8 (a), where the agent is selected as trajector and the theme
as landmark. Note that in Figure 2.8 (b), which diagrams the passive (8b), the theme
which is construed as landmark in Figure 2.8 (a) is selected as trajector. Thus, the shift of

trajector status is the primary function of passivization.

(@) (b)
tr Im tr
I opened the door. The door was opened.

Figure 2.8: Active Transitive (a) and Passive (b) (Langacker 2008: 385)

Based on the cognitive processing reflected in passivization, Chapters 6 and 7
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explain why o must be included in periphrastic causative and perception constructions in

the passive. The following section outlines the control cycle (Langacker 2002, 2009).

2.8. The Control Cycle

The control cycle is “a general cognitive model applicable to many aspects of human
experience” (Langacker 2009: 130).° Langacker (2002: 193) sketches its basic form as
in Figure 2.9. Langacker (2002: 193, 2009: 306-307) cites an example of physical capture,
as when a cat (the actor, A) catches a mouse (the target, T). According to Langacker’s
description, a cat is normally in a state of relaxation (the baseline phase, BP); but if a
mouse should wander into its field of view, the cat immediately intends to catch the mouse
and shifts into a crouching posture, its body quivering with tension (the potential phase,
PP). In the next phase (the action phase, AP), the cat pounces on the mouse and bites it;
and the cat succeeds in catching and mortally wounding the mouse, the mouse is then

under its control (the result phase, RP).

6 As we have seen in Chapter 1, this dissertation presents a consistent analysis of fo-infinitive
constructions in terms of the notion of the control cycle.
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Baseline Potential

<stasis> <tension>

Action Result

<force> <stasis>

A =actor T=target D=dominion F =field

Figure 2.9: The Basic Form of the Control Cycle (Langacker 2002: 193)

Based on the control cycle, Langacker (2009) examines matrix predicates taking
finite complements (e.g. that-clauses). For example, he claims that the matrix predicates
in (9a), (9b) and (9c), respectively, profile processes residing in the potential, action and

result phases of the epistemic control cycle.

(9) PP: a. I suspect they will never agree to my offer.
AP: b. She learned that his whole story was a pack of lies.

RP: c. He knows that Bush is a pacifist. (Langacker 2009: 132)

Langacker maintains that potential predicates as in (9a) indicate that the conceptualizer
inclines toward accepting the proposition as part of her view of reality; action predicates
as in (9b) profile the event of accepting the proposition; and result predicates as in (9¢)

indicate that the proposition is already established in the conceptualizer’s reality
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conception (i.e. dominion).

Langacker does not claim that the control cycle is limited to an analysis of predicates
taking finite complements. He notes that matrix predicates of desire and influence as in
(10) pertain to effective control’, i.e. they reflect our efforts to influence what happens

(Langacker 2009: 153).%

(10) a. She wants/hopes/aspires to become an opera diva.
b. She ordered/forced/persuaded her daughter to end the relationship.

(Langacker 2009: 153)

Based on Langacker’s argument, we can say that the matrix predicate in (10a) entails that
the clausal subject (the actor) has volition toward carrying out the infinitive’s event (the
target), and the matrix predicate in (10b) performs an action (e.g. giving an instruction or
intervening in some way) in order to realize the event (the target). Therefore, we can
reasonably assume that the predicates in (10a) and (10b), respectively, represent the
potential and action phases of the effective control cycle.’

However, in terms of the control cycle, Langacker focuses on matrix predicates

taking finite clauses and does not pursue any further analysis of predicates taking the fo-

7 According to Langacker (2009), the epistemic control cycle is relevant to our efforts to acquire
knowledge about the world, and the effective control cycle is relevant to our efforts to influence what
happens.
8 T agree with Langacker that the matrix predicates in (10) pertain to effective control, not only in
(10b), where the predicates entail that the matrix subject takes action toward realizing the infinitive’s
event, but also in (10a), where the predicates represent the matrix subject’s desire for the realization
of the event. Note that the predicates in (10a) imply that the subject might later take action in order to
achieve the event (i.e. to influence what happens rather than to acquire knowledge).
° In addition to (10a, b), Langacker (2002: 198) discusses (ia, b) below. He suggests that the effortful
activity (strain, concentrate) in (ia, b) is best assigned to the potential phase.

(i) a. She strained to see the dim outlines of the castle.

b. I concentrated very hard in order to hear his faint voice. (Langacker 2002: 198)

I suggest, however, that further examination is required to confirm the phase the matrix predicates in
(ia, b) represent. This issue is left for future research.
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infinitive. This dissertation applies the idea of the control cycle to an analysis of to-
infinitive constructions and explains the issues left unresolved in previous studies. The

following section outlines the Cognitive Grammar notion of subjectivity vs. objectivity.

2.9. Subjectivity vs. Objectivity

One of the basic tenets of Cognitive Grammar is “the asymmetry between the subject
and object of conception: that is, the conceptualizer and what is conceptualized”
(Langacker 2008: 260). Langacker (2008: 260) diagrams the subject and object roles in a

conceptualizing relationship as in Figure 2.10.

S = subject of conception
O = object of conception

O = full scope of awareness

o = “onstage” region

'T‘= directing of attention
|

Figure 2.10: The Subject and Object of Conception (Langacker 2008: 260)

As shown in the diagram, the subject (S) engages in conceptualizing (i.e. it is the locus of
conceptual experience) but it is not itself conceived. In contrast, the object (O) is
conceptualized by the subject and is singled out as the focus of attention. Langacker says
that the subject is construed subjectively and the object objectively.'”

Langacker (2008: 261) explains the notion of subjectivity vs. objectivity in relation

10 Langacker (2008) notes that “[t]he subject and object of conception must not be confused with
subject and object as specifically grammatical notions. The speaker and hearer are the principal
subjects of conception, even when implicit, whereas grammatical subjects and objects are overt
nominal expressions that generally refer to other entities” (p. 260).
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to visual perception. “In vision, the perceiving subject is the viewer—in particular the
visual apparatus (eyes, etc.), as well as the subjective locus of experience inside the head
[...] The object of perception, then, is the focus of visual attention—that is, the onstage
entity specifically being looked at. The eyes are construed with maximal subjectivity, for
they see but cannot themselves be seen. What they see [...] is construed with maximal
objectivity”, he argues (p. 261).

Langacker (2008: 528) states that mental operations, which are subjectively
construed, come to be independent of the objective circumstances where they initially
occur. The mental operations “are applied to situations with respect to which their
occurrence is extrinsic” (Langacker 2008: 528). This is called subjectification, where “an
objectively construed relationship fades away, leaving behind a subjectively construed
relationship that was immanent in it (inherent in its conception)” (Langacker 2009: 85).
Langacker (2008: 529) uses the sentences in (11) to illustrate one product of

subjectification: the phenomenon known as fictive motion.

(11) a. The pitcher ran from the bullpen to the mound.
b. An ugly scar runs from his elbow to his wrist.

c. An ugly scar runs from his wrist to his elbow. (Langacker 2008: 529)

The verb run and the prepositions from and fo are used primarily to describe spatial
movement, as in (11a). Langacker states that we conceptualize an actual motion event in
such instances. Note that the motion event in (11a) (i.e. the pitcher running) is construed
objectively. According to Langacker, the conceptualizer’s mental scanning is immanent
in the conception of the actual motion in (11a) because “to properly apprehend this event
[the motion event], C [the conceptualizer] must access the successive locations in the

same order that the mover reaches them” (p. 529). He claims that the same mental
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operations are applied to a static scene, as in (11b, c¢). “Instead of tracking an object’s
movement, C scans along the path by way of building up to a full conception of the
object’s spatial configuration”, he argues (p. 529).

This dissertation states that subjectification is also involved in to-infinitive
constructions. Chapter 3 argues that the reference point ability!! immanent in objective
directionality (e.g. futurity as in (5) in Section 2.6) is applied even to atypical instances
of to-infinitive constructions that do not evoke objective directionality. Chapter 3 also
states that it is the subjective directionality lying in reference point ability that motivates
the use of the ro-infinitive in these atypical instances. Chapter 5 maintains that the
subjective directionality based on the reference point ability also explains the use of the
to-infinitive in fo-infinitive subject constructions corresponding to the result phase of the
control cycle. Chapters 6 and 7 explain the use of the fo-infinitive in periphrastic causative
and perception constructions in the passive voice in terms of the subjective directionality
based on the reference point ability.

This chapter has introduced the framework of Cognitive Grammar and some basic
concepts relevant to this dissertation. The following chapters provide an analysis of fo-

infinitive constructions from a Cognitive Grammar perspective.

T Tn Section 2.6, we have seen Langacker’s (2015) claim that the infinitival fo “usually portrays the
profiled event as being future or potential with respect to some reference point (R)” (p. 73). For a
discussion of reference point ability, see Section 2.6.

25



Chapter 3

A Network Model of 7o-Infinitive Constructions Based on the

Control Cycle*

3.1. Introduction

This chapter applies the control cycle (see Section 2.8) to an analysis of fo-infinitive
constructions and describes a network for the constructions. Instances of fo-infinitive
constructions are shown to correspond to respective phases of the control cycle, and the
cognitive foundation for this classification is specified. The proposed network indicates
the distributional information, which is supplied by specific instantiations and lower-level
schemas with varying degrees of entrenchment and ease of activation. The network also
demonstrates that, in contrast to that-clause constructions, most instances of fo-infinitive
constructions cluster in the potential or action phase of the control cycle and typically
evoke volitionality and purpose toward fo-infinitival clauses.

The organization of this chapter is as follows. Section 3.2 reviews previous studies
related to the topic examined in this chapter and specifies the issues to be resolved.
Section 3.3 classifies examples with fo-infinitives, based on the control cycle. Section 3.4
describes a network for fo-infinitive constructions, which supplies a substantial
characterization for the constructions. Section 3.5 explains why some examples take fo-
infinitives even though they do not evoke a forward-looking meaning, which

prototypically motivates the use of to-infinitives (see Langacker 1991: 446; Smith and

* Part of this chapter was presented at the 36th Conference of the English Linguistic Society of Japan
held at Yokohama National University (later published in JELS 36, Sasaki 2019). I would like to thank
the audience for their comments.
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Escobedo 2001: 554). Section 3.6 summarizes and reviews my arguments.

3.2. Previous Studies of Classifications of fo-Infinitives
3.2.1. Previous Studies of fo-Infinitives

Many previous studies have attempted to explain the use of fo-infinitives with
various matrix verbs (e.g. Dixon 1984; Quirk et al. 1985; Wierzbicka 1988; Langacker
1991, 2008; Verspoor 1999; Smith and Escobedo 2001; Duffley 2003; Smith 2009;
Hamada 2016, etc.). Most of these studies agree that fo-infinitive constructions typically
evoke the notion of futurity or potentiality.! Of these studies, Smith and Escobedo (2001)
and Smith (2009) are the focus of this chapter because they classify to-infinitive

constructions according to the meaning of the matrix predicate.

3.2.2. Previous Studies of Classifications of fo-Infinitives and Their Problems
Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) divide the use of fo-infinitives into

four groups as in (1a—d).

(1) a. Jethro went (out) to feed the pigs.”
b. He does those things to annoy his mother.

c. They want to start a new job.

d. It is difficult/easy to repair a VCR. (Smith and Escobedo 2001: 553-555)

In both (1a) and (1b) the subject performs an action to attain a goal (the fo-infinitival
clause). However, Smith and Escobedo differentiate between examples like these because

in (1a) the infinitival to retains its spatial, path-like sense, while in (1b) it is a sense of

I Chapter 4 discusses in detail the notion of futurity by comparing fo-infinitive and -ing constructions.
2 Smith and Escobedo (2001) quote sentence (1a) from Langacker, Ronald W. (1992) “Prepositions
as grammatical(izing) elements,” Leuvense Bijdragen 81.
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purpose rather than a physical path that motivates the directionality of the fo-infinitive.
An example like (1c), which evokes future intention and volition, also reflects the inherent
directionality of to, they maintain. In sentences like (1d), however, they argue that the zo-
complement does not evoke any kind of purpose, intention or apparent motion toward a
goal; the motivation for to is that the subordinate process is construed holistically, i.e. as
an event in its entirety, from start to finish.

Thus, Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) classify examples of fo-
infinitives in terms of the specificity of the directionality. It is reasonable to assume that
the specificity of the directionality of a to-infinitive depends on the meaning of its matrix
predicate. Besides, in cognitive semantics, meaning is identified as the conceptualization
that resides in cognitive processing (see Langacker 2008: 4, 31). Therefore, we need to
specify cognitive factors in the matrix predicates in order to classify instances of to-
infinitive constructions. However, Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) do not
specify the cognitive factors that motivate each classification. As a result, a problem arises
with respect to their classifications: even though Smith and Escobedo (2001) explain each
property of the examples within the same group, their groupings are still groundless. For
example, they do not specify any cognitive factors in the matrix predicates to explain why
(1a) should be classified as a different group from (1b). While it is true that (1b), unlike
(1a), does not designate a spatial, path-like sense, both examples designate the action of
a clausal subject and involve purpose toward a goal. On the basis of the cognitive factors
in the matrix predicates, which can be explained in terms of the control cycle, examples
(1a) and (1b) could therefore be classified together as one group.

To resolve this issue, the present study classifies instances of fo-infinitives in terms
of the control cycle and specifies the cognitive factors in the meanings of the matrix

predicates that motivate the classification of the to-infinitives.
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3.3. To-Infinitives and the Control Cycle
3.3.1. The Control Cycle

The control cycle is “a general cognitive model applicable to many aspects of human
experience” (Langacker 2009: 130).> As we have seen in Section 2.8, Langacker (2002,
2009) divides predicates taking a finite clause as a complement, as in (2), into different
phases of the control cycle. He claims that the predicates suspect, decide and know

respectively represent the potential, action and result phases of the epistemic control cycle.

(2) She suspected/decided/knew that her husband was unfaithful.

(Langacker 2009: 152)

Langacker also states that matrix predicates taking the fo-infinitive as in (3) pertain to
effective control (Langacker 2009: 153) and that predicates of desire and influence as in
(3) reflect our efforts to influence what happens.* However, in terms of the control cycle,
Langacker focuses on predicates taking finite complements and does not examine in detail

predicates taking fo-infinitives.
(3) a. She wants/hopes/aspires to become an opera diva.
b. She ordered/forced/persuaded her daughter to end the relationship.

(Langacker 2009: 153)

This chapter applies the control cycle to classifying examples involving fo-

3 Recall the discussion of the control cycle in Section 2.8. For a general discussion of the control cycle,
see Langacker (2002, 2009).

4 As we have seen in Section 2.8 (footnote 7), the epistemic control cycle is relevant to our effort to
acquire knowledge about the world, and the effective control cycle is relevant to our effort to influence
what happens (cf. Langacker 2009). Based on Langacker’s analysis, I have argued that the predicates
in (3a) and (3b), respectively, represent the potential and action phases of the effective control cycle
(see Section 2.8 for details).
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infinitives, which corroborates the cognitive foundation for grouping examples with fo-

infinitives.

3.3.2. To-Infinitives and the Control Cycle
In this section, I utilize the control cycle to specify the cognitive foundation for
grouping examples with fo-infinitives into several classes. Based on the control cycle,

examples involving fo-infinitives are globally divided into three classes as in (4).

(4) PP: a. I suspected it to be to the contrary.
b. I want to have him in jail.
c. I expect him to resolve his situation with us first.
AP: d. And I did this to take care of a seriously ill parent.
e. That evening, my grandfather went out to feed his animals ...
f. Searching the Internet, we discovered this to be true.
RP: g. I know you to be a resourceful lady.

h. I was surprised to find his wife waiting in the living room. (COCA)

I have selected the eight verbs as in (4) for two reasons. First, the present study
requires a wide range of verbs so that there are verbs corresponding to each phase of the
control cycle. Second, the present study adopts the verbs discussed in previous studies.
For example, Langacker (2009) classifies suspect, expect, discover, know and be
surprised taking finite clauses as complements in terms of the control cycle, while Smith
and Escobedo (2001) deal with the verbs want, do and go in order to examine the semantic

motivation for the use of fo-infinitives.’

5 1t should be noted that the matrix predicates examined in this chapter are rather limited due to the
preliminary nature of this study, which is a first attempt to apply the control cycle to an analysis of fo-
infinitive constructions. The content of this chapter is confirmed in Chapter 4 with an observation of
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The validity of applying the control cycle to classify examples with fo-infinitives as
in (4) stems from the fact that “the Control Cycle represents a fundamental pattern
inherent in many aspects of living and functioning in the world” (Langacker 2009: 307).
For example, according to Langacker (2009: 307), besides the case of physical capture
(see Section 2.8), the control cycle applies to bodily functions like breathing, eating and
drinking and, at the social level, to meeting someone new. Given that the control cycle
applies to a wide range of phenomena in the world, it follows that matrix clauses with a
to-infinitive, which symbolize some part of this world, must reside in a certain phase of
the control cycle. Furthermore, note that the zo-infinitive construction as a whole (i.e. a
matrix clause plus a fo-infinitival clause) conceptualizes an event residing in a certain
phase of the control cycle, with the fo-infinitival clause providing essential information
and contributing significantly to the construction’s overall conceptual content. In addition,
the to-infinitive is conceptually dependent on the main clause. For example, the to-
infinitival clause depends on the matrix clause for the identification of its trajector
(Langacker 2008: 438). The matrix clause also predetermines the tense-mood of the to-
infinitival clause, and the outcome of the to-infinitival clause is typically dependent on
the agent of the main clause (Croft 2001: 352). Therefore, the to-infinitival clauses in (5a—
c) designate the object of the desire (5a), the purpose of the action (5b) or the cause of the
emotion (5¢), depending on whether their matrix clause resides in the potential, the action

or the result phase, respectively.®

(5) PP: a. I want to win the game.
AP: b. I did my best to win the game.

RP: c. I was delighted to win the game.

more varied matrix predicates.
¢ Sentences (5a—) are from an informant.
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Compared with fo-infinitives, other adverbial clauses like the underlined portions in
(6a—) are relatively independent of the main clause and provide supplementary
information for the sentence. The adverbial clauses in (6) always supply the background
for the matrix clause and are semantically equivalent, regardless of whether their matrix
clause designates a desire (6a), an action (6b) or a stable situation where the proposition

(he was nervous) is an established part of the reality conception, as in (6¢).”

(6) PP: a. When I danced with him, I wanted to escape from him.

AP: b. When I danced with him, I stepped on his toes.

RP: c. I knew he was nervous when I danced with him.

Therefore, it is not workable to classify adverbial clauses as in (6a—c) in terms of whether
their matrix clause resides in the potential, the action or the result phase of the control
cycle.

Thus, fo-infinitival clauses are semantically varied depending on which phase of the
control cycle their matrix clause resides in. Therefore, it is valid to globally classify the
use of to-infinitives in terms of whether their matrix clause designates events in the
potential, the action or the result phase of the control cycle.

Let us undertake a detailed examination of the examples in (7) in terms of the control
cycle. Sentences (7a-c) are classified as the same group, the rationale of the grouping
being that their matrix predicates all represent the potential phase. In (7a—c), the target
designated by the fo-infinitive is in the matrix subject’s field of awareness (for a
discussion of suspect and expect, see Langacker (2009)). In (7a), the subject has an

impression of the truth (without certain proof) vis-a-vis the target (see NOAD: 1715),

7 Sentences (6a—) are from an informant.
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which motivates the fo-infinitival clause to imply an imaginary state; the subordinate
clause is profiled as likely to be true.® In (7b) and (7c), the matrix subject has
intentionality or belief directed toward the target, which motivates the to-infinitival clause
to implicate a future event. None of the matrix subjects in (7a—c) carry out any action, nor
do they achieve any result; they simply have an impression, intention or belief vis-a-vis

the target (the to-infinitival clause).

(7) PP: a. I suspected it to be to the contrary. (=4a)
b. I want to have him in jail. (=4b)

c. I expect him to resolve his situation with us first. (=4c)

AP: d. And I did this to take care of a seriously ill parent. (=44d)

e. That evening, my grandfather went out to feed his animals ... (=4e)

f. Searching the Internet, we discovered this to be true. (=41

RP: g.  know you to be a resourceful lady. (=4g)

h. I was surprised to find his wife waiting in the living room. (=4h)

Next, the reason sentences (7d—f) are grouped together in the same class is that
their matrix predicates all represent the action phase. Regarding (7d, ), the actor performs
a concrete action (did this) or physically moves (went out) in order to bring the target
designated by the fo-infinitival clause under his control, which motivates the fo-infinitival
clause to imply a future event. In (7f), the verb discover profiles the event of accepting
the target (the fo-infinitival clause), so the example is classified as the same group as (7d,
e). However, according to Langacker (2009: 132), the verb discover can be seen to

represent not only the action phase but also part of the result phase. This is because

8 See Egan’s (2008: 97-98) examination of judgement constructions as in (i).
(1) For a second he supposed them to be Prussian, then recognized the shape of the cloth-covered
helmets. (Egan 2008: 97, from the British National Corpus)
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discover implicates that the target comes to be established in the conceptualizer’s
epistemic dominion (see Langacker 2009: 132), and the fo-infinitival clause implies a
reality. As for the verbs do and go in (7d, e), this study regards them as representing only
the action phase because they do not imply that the actor establishes control over the
target.

Finally, let us examine sentences (7g, h). These are grouped together because their
matrix predicates both represent the result phase. In both (7g) and (7h), the target (the fo-
infinitival clause) is incorporated as part of the matrix subject’s knowledge (D). Sentence
(7g) states that the conceptualizer knows the content of the target as part of his/her
knowledge, which motivates the to-infinitival clause to implicate a reality. Sentence (7h)
means that the target (the fo-infinitival clause) causes the matrix subject to experience an
emotion, which motivates the fo-infinitival clause to imply the already established event:
a past event.

This section has specified a cognitive foundation for the classification of fo-
infinitives in terms of the control cycle. This section has also indicated that a zo-infinitival
clause implicates various meanings depending on which part of the control cycle its
matrix predicate represents. The following section presents a network for to-infinitive

constructions based on the control cycle.

3.4. A Network Model for to-Infinitive Constructions

This section describes a network for to-infinitive constructions based on the
classification in Section 3.3.2 and demonstrates that, in contrast to other related
constructions (that-clause constructions), most instances of fo-infinitive constructions are
distributed in the potential and action phases of the control cycle. This characterization of
to-infinitive constructions explains why instances of to-infinitives typically evoke the

notion of futurity.
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Citing Buchanan (2002), Diessel (2019: 9—-10) notes that network models are
frequently used across scientific disciplines to analyze a wide range of phenomena (e.g.
ecosystems, social relations, the brain, economic circuits, traffic systems, cognitive
processes and language). Bearing in mind the limitations of the metaphor®, Langacker
views linguistic categories as networks (Langacker 2000, 2008). He states that a language
comprises an enormous inventory of conventional linguistic units, which are abstracted
from usage events; these units are connected by relationships of categorization, both
elaboration and extension, and form networks (Langacker 2008: 221-222). Since “the
network model is applicable to any category of linguistic relevance” (Langacker 1987:
377), the present study proposes a network for fo-infinitive constructions and provides an

essential characterization for the constructions.

3.4.1. A Usage-Based Approach to zo-Infinitive Constructions

Networks comprise schemas and their instantiations. However, Langacker (2000:
14-16) notes that lower-level schemas, i.e. structures with greater specificity, have a built-
in advantage in categorizing a usage event with respect to higher-level schemas
representing what is common to the lower-level schemas, because the finer-grained detail
of a low-level schema affords it a larger number of features potentially shared by the

target (i.e. a usage event).!® Langacker also claims that “lower-level schemas are

 Langacker (2008) states that, like any metaphor, “the network model is useful because it captures
some essential properties of complex categories: that there are multiple variants, that these are related
in certain ways, and that some are more central (or easily elicited) than others” (p. 227). On the other
hand, he notes that the discreteness the model implies should not be taken too seriously. The model
suggests that “a category has an exact number of clearly distinct members, that it exhibits a unique
configuration defined by a specific set of categorizing relationships, and that a target of categorization
can always be assigned to a particular category member,” he argues (p. 227).

19 According to Langacker (2000: 16), the amount of overlap between the target and a potential
categorizing structure is one of the factors that determine which particular member of potential
categorizing structures categorizes the target. For a discussion of schema competition (i.e. competition
for the right to categorize a linguistic unit), see also Taylor (2002: ch. 16).
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frequently invoked and thus essential to language structure” (2008: 237).!! Therefore,
the present study represents the low-level schemas specifying each verb co-occurring
with to-infinitives as in (8a—h), which categorize actual instances like (7a—h). The ellipses

3 2

without parentheses and with parentheses ‘(...)" indicate, respectively, whether
taking a nominal (or adverbial) expression before the fo-infinitival clauses is obligatory

or not.

(8) PP: a. [suspect ... to-INF]
b. [want (...) to-INF]
c. [expect (...) to-INF]
AP: d. [do (...) to-INF]
e. [go (...) to-INF]
f. [discover ... to-INF]
RP: g. [know ... f0-INF]

h. [surprised to-INF]

The network the present study describes supplies a substantial characterization for
to-infinitive constructions by indicating the degree of entrenchment of each low-level
schema in (8). Entrenchment is defined as pertaining “to how frequently a structure has
been invoked and thus to the thoroughness of its mastery and the ease of its subsequent

activation” (Langacker 1991: 45).!2 Therefore, by indicating the degree of entrenchment

1" Croft (2003) also argues for the construction schema specifying each verb that occurs in the
construction. For example, he adopts constructional representations—what he calls verd specific
constructions—as in (i).
(1) a. [[SBJ permit OBJ1 OBJ2]/[enabling XPoss by permitting]]

b. [[SBJ allow OBJ1 OBJ2]/[enabling XPoss by allowing]] (Croft 2003: 58)
On the other hand, Goldberg (1995) adopts constructional representations that are more abstract than
those of Croft.
12 For a discussion of entrenchment, see also Hayase and Horita (2005: ch. 4) and Schmid (2007: 118—
119).
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of the low-level schemas, the network provides the distributional information of specific
instantiations of fo-infinitive constructions.

A usage-based study such as this requires hard data, so a random sample was
collected from COCA. The search for examples was conducted in terms of the low-level
schemas in (8), and the collected examples were limited to those containing a to-infinitive
either immediately following the matrix verb or with fewer than four words intervening.'®
Table 3.1 shows the result of the corpus study.'*

In the table, ‘COCA’ indicates the total number of quoted instances. ‘Totals per 1,000’
indicates the number of actual instances of each low-level schema among the 1,000 pieces
of collected data. ‘Projected totals’ indicates the total number of instances estimated to
occur in COCA as a whole on the basis of the figures in ‘Totals per 1,000’ and ‘COCA’.
In order to examine the degree of entrenchment of each low-level schema, the present
study focuses on the projected totals.!> Sentences (9)—(16) are some of the downloaded

instances.'®

13 Without this limitation, the quoted instances would include a large number of examples that are
irrelevant to the present study, as in (i), where know does not take the to-infinitive as its complement.

(i) But he knew a magistrate had ordered him fo arrest Faine ... (COCA)
The present study’s limitation on the number of words between the matrix verb and the fo-infinitive is
based on empirical research. I examined 500 examples containing the matrix verb want followed by a
to-infinitive in COCA. Of these examples, 413 are instances of fo-infinitive constructions, 405 of
which contain the fo-infinitive following the matrix verb either immediately or with fewer than four
words intervening. Besides, the present corpus study excludes wh-infinitives as in (ii) below because
scholars (e.g. Biber et al. 1999: 685; Diessel 2004: ch. 4; Egan 2008: 12) classify the wh-infinitive as
a different group from the fo-infinitive as a post predicate complement or modifier.

(i) You don't know what to say to a woman who's giving their child to you ... (COCA)
14 The format of Tables 3.1 and 3.2, which we will consider later, is based on Egan’s (2008) tables.
15 Asfor [do/go (...) fo-INF] and [know ... to-INF], the number of totals per 1000 is not large because,
in addition to fo-infinitive constructions, many other uses are included in the collected instances.
However, in terms of COCA as a whole, [do/go (..) fo-INF] is considered to be highly entrenched, and
[know ... fo-INF] is more entrenched than [suspect ... to-INF], [discover ... fo-INF], or [surprised fo-
INF].
16 The instances of [suspect/want/expect/surprised (...) to-INF], [do (...) to-INF] and [go/discover/
know (...)/... to-INF] were collected on 14, 15 and 17 October 2020, respectively.
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Low-level schema Phases COCA Totals per 1,000 | Projected totals
[suspect ... to-INF] PP 1,438 286 411
[want (...) fo-INF] PP 1,112,555 987 1,098,092
[expect (...) to-INF] PP 113,561 994 112,880
[do (...) fo-INF] AP 674,390 236 159,156
[go (...) to-INF] AP 909,427 220 200,074
[discover ... to-INF] AP 2,609 212 553
[know ... f0-INF] RP 163,840 86 14,090
[surprised zo-INF] RP 8,499 965 8,202

Table 3.1: Projected Totals for fo-Infinitive Constructions

(9) a. We suspect it to be the environment.
b. You simply suspect it to be true.
(10) a. I want to read all the Harry Potter books in my room in a week ...
b. [ want you to give him this.
(11) a. I expect to see more records in the upcoming decade.
b. [ expect her to protect herself ...
(12) a. ... he did everything he could to shoot around it ...
b. I did this to see how it would be received.
(13) a. I went out to get the mail at my house in Beverly Hills a few minutes ago ...
b. ... and he went on to own a big fancy store of his own.
(14) a. I also discovered it to be truly challenging to me ...
b. When [ was discovered to have breast cancer, I had just turned 40.
(15) a. You know me to be a professional school counselor ...
b. Sir William Murphy, a wealthy farmer, for example, is known to have built
an eight-year primary school for 270 children.
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(16) a. ... I was surprised to find out it was a self-published book.

b. ... I was surprised to discover that he had taken up etching. (COCA)

First, we can say that the low-level schema [want (...) to-INF] has the highest degree
of entrenchment because the number of projected totals is the largest among the low-level
schemas. The projected totals of the low-level schemas [expect (...) fo-INF] and [go/do
(...) to-INF] are also relatively larger, which means they have a higher degree of
entrenchment. The degree of entrenchment of the other low-level schemas, especially
[suspect ... to-INF] and [discover ... to-INF], is comparatively low.

Based on the control cycle and the corpus study in Table 3.1, a network for zo-
infinitive constructions is shown in Figure 3.1. The low-level schemas, which categorize
specific instantiations of fo-infinitives as in (4) and (9)—(16), are divided into three groups,
represented as [Potential/Action/Result Predicate fo-INF]. The higher-level schemas
emerge through extracting the commonality inherent in the lower-level schemas. This
process, represented by the dotted arrows in Figure 3.1, is called schematization (see
Langacker 1991, 2000, 2008). The relationships between the higher-level schemas and

the lower-level schemas that elaborate them are represented by the solid arrows. !’

17 Figure 3.1 implies that the low-level schemas (e.g. [want (...) fo-INF]) categorize actual instances
(e.g. (9)(16)), which are simplified in the diagram.

39



E— | Predicate to-INF |

Elaboration 4 Y-...
Schematization
Potential Predicate to;INF —| | Action Predicate fo-INF | |_Reéult Predicate fo-INF |

suspect do (...)lgo (...) Bldiscover surprised
... to-INF to-INF il 10-INF ... to-INF to-INF
[N N ] o0 0 [N N ] [N X ] o0 0

expect (...)
to-INF

Figure 3.1: A Network of fo-Infinitive Constructions

The proposed network is usage-based in two respects. First, the network consists of
low-level schemas that are abstracted from actual usage events, as in (4) and (9)—(16),
and of higher-level schemas representing what is common to the lower-level schemas.
Second, the network reflects the actual usage data from COCA and represents the degree
of entrenchment of each low-level schema. The thickness of each box of the low-level
schemas indicates the degree of entrenchment: the highly entrenched low-level schemas
[want/expect (...) to-INF] and [do/go (...) fo-INF] are represented by bolder boxes; the
low-level schemas [know ... fo-INF] and [surprised to-INF] are represented by less bold
boxes; and [suspect ... fo-INF] and [discover ... to-INF] by thinner boxes. However, all
the low-level schemas are represented by bolder boxes than the higher-level schemas,
[Potential/Action/Result Predicate to-INF] and [Predicate to-INF], which is the highest-
level schema in the present network. Lower-level schemas are more frequently activated
and entrenched than higher-level schemas because lower-level schemas have a built-in

advantage in categorizing a usage event (see Langacker 2000: 14-16).8

18 Chapter 4 will describe, in terms of the control cycle, a network of complement clause constructions
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As shown in the network, the highly entrenched low-level schemas [want/expect/do/
g0 (...) to-INF] are distributed between [Potential Predicate fo-INF] and [Action
Predicate fo-INF]. This is because in the potential or the action phase, the actor (or
conceptualizer) either has volition or belief (as in (17a, b)) or takes some action (as in
(17c, d)) toward the target (the to-infinitive); so a potential or action predicate involving
a to-infinitive typically evokes a forward-looking meaning (i.e. volition, belief, purpose

or physical path), which prototypically motivates the use of the fo-infinitive (see Smith

and Escobedo 2001).
(17) PP: a. I want to have him in jail. (=4b)
b. [ expect him to resolve his situation with us first. (=4c)
AP: c. And I did this to take care of a seriously ill parent. (=4d)
d. That evening, my grandfather went out to feed his animals ... (=4e)

As we have seen in Section 2.6, Langacker (2015: 73) claims that the infinitival zo
“usually portrays the profiled event as being future or potential with respect to some
reference point (R)”. Based on this claim, the present study argues that reference point
ability is immanent in the forward-looking meaning directed toward the infinitive’s event
in (17a—d). When the conceptualizer construes the notions of volition (17a), belief (17b)
or purpose (17c, d) directed toward the infinitive’s event, she first accesses the matrix
subject’s desire (17a), him (17b) or the matrix subject’s action (17c, d) as a reference point
to establish mental contact with the event (the target). This study maintains that subjective
directionality lies in the mental access from the reference point to the target. (For a
discussion of the notions of reference point ability and the subject of conception, see

Sections 2.6, 2.9.) Note that reference point ability and the subjective directionality based

(i.e. fo-infinitive, -ing, that-clause constructions).
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on this ability are invoked in all instances of fo-infinitive constructions—including
atypical instances corresponding to the result phase, like (15a, b) and (16a, b)—and
retained in the highest-level schema [Predicate fo-INF] in Figure 3.1. Section 3.5 will
discuss in detail the reference point ability and subjective directionality invoked in
instances like (15a, b) and (16a, b).

Let us now consider example (18), which implies that the subordinate clause is

realized: it is implicated that the clausal subject actually owned a big fancy store.

(18) ... and he went on to own a big fancy store of his own. (=13b)

The present study argues that the matrix predicate in (18) represents the action phase just
as in (17d) because it entails that the clausal subject proceeded to carry out the target (the
to-infinitival clause).'” Besides, examples like (18) imply a future orientation just as do
examples like (17d) because “[i]f you go on to do something, you do it after you have
done something else” (CCALD: 659), and with respect to ‘having done something else’,

‘going on to do something’ is a future event.

3.4.2. Less Well Entrenched Low-Level Schemas and that-Clause Constructions
Compared with the four low-level schemas [want/expect/do/go (...) to-INF] in the
potential and action phases, the low-level schemas [know ... to-INF] and [surprised fo-
INF] in the result phase do not have a high degree of entrenchment. This is because they
are in the result phase, where the target (the fo-infinitive) is already incorporated as part

).20

of the conceptualizer’s knowledge, i.e. dominion (D Therefore, unlike sentences such

19 The collected instances of [go (...) fo-INF] include not only examples like (17d), which evoke
movement toward the target (the to-infinitive), but also examples like (18), which do not evoke such
movement. The present study treats both (18) and (17d) as variants of [go (...) fo-INF] because both
examples correspond to the action phase and use the same predicate go to profile the process.

20 As for examples like (i), the conceptualizer is generalized and not necessarily a particular individual.
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as (17a—d), examples like (19a, b) and (15a, b) or (16a, b) do not evoke a forward-looking

meaning, which means they are not prototypical instances of fo-infinitive constructions.!

(19) RP: a. I know you to be a resourceful lady. (=4g)

b. [ was surprised to find his wife waiting in the living room. (=4h)

Let us examine the low-level schemas [suspect ... fo-INF] and [discover ... to-INF],
whose degree of entrenchment is much lower than that of the other low-level schemas.
These two low-level schemas are categorized as [Potential Predicate to-INF] and [ Action
Predicate ro-INF], respectively. However, we have seen that the low-level schemas
categorized by [Potential/Action Predicate ro-INF] tend to have a higher degree of
entrenchment (e.g. [want/expect/do/go (...) to-INF]) because the actor (or conceptualizer)
has volition or a belief toward the target, as in (17a, b), or takes some action to incorporate
the target into her dominion, as in (17c¢, d); forward-looking meanings motivate the use
of the fo-infinitive (cf. Smith and Escobedo 2001). So why do the two low-level schemas
[suspect/discover ... fo-INF] have a much lower degree of entrenchment, even though
they correspond to the potential or action phase?

First, examples like (20a) below correspond to the potential phase, just as do
examples like (20b). However, while the verb expect is defined as “regard (something) as
likely to happen” (NOAD: 609), the verb suspect is defined as “have an idea or impression

of the existence, presence, or truth of (something) without certain proof” (NOAD: 1751).

(1) Sir William Murphy, a wealthy farmer, for example, is known to have built an eight-year
primary school for 270 children. (=15b)
21 In examples like (19b), emotional directionality toward the target (the fo-infinitive) is evoked,
motivating the use of the fo-infinitive; Section 3.5. will discuss this issue. Section 3.5 will also examine
the motivation for the use of the fo-infinitive in examples like (19a), and (ia, b) below, in terms of the
control cycle.
(1) a. I suspected it to be to the contrary. (=4a)
b. Searching the Internet, we discovered this to be true. (= 4f)
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Therefore, in contrast to (20b), examples like (20a) do not evoke a forward-looking
meaning, but rather an impression of the truth (without certain proof) vis-a-vis the target.
Besides, given the definitions of the verbs expect and suspect, the present study maintains
that, while examples like (20b) reside in a stage where the actor has belief directed toward
the target—a local stage that is very close to the action phase—examples like (20a) are
further removed from the action phase. Thus, examples like (20a) do not reside in the
local stage where the conceptualizer/actor has a forward-looking meaning toward the
target as in (20b), and that is why the low-level schema [suspect ... to-INF] has a low

degree of entrenchment.

(20) PP: a. I suspected it to be to the contrary. (=4a)

b. I expect him to resolve his situation with us first. (=4c)

Next, the low-level schema [discover ... fo-INF] categorizes examples like (21a)
and (14a, b). This low-level schema is categorized as instances of [Action Predicate to-
INF]. However, as we have seen in Section 3.3.2, the verb discover represents not only
the action phase but also part of the result phase. This means that examples like (21a) are
not prototypical instances of the action phase, unlike (21b, ¢), which represent only the
action phase. Also, because discover as in (21a) represents part of the result phase and
implicates that the target (the to-complement) comes to be established in the
conceptualizer’s epistemic dominion, the instances categorized by [discover ... fo-INF]
do not evoke a forward-looking meaning toward the target. That is why the low-level

schema [discover ... fo-NF] has a low degree of entrenchment.?

22 Bear in mind that the phase of the control cycle to which a low-level schema belongs is determined
by the meaning of the matrix predicate in the construction as a whole, rather than its compatibility
with the fo-infinitive. Besides, the reason why the low-level schemas [suspect/discover ... to-INF] are
less well entrenched than [know ... to-INF] is that the verb know is more entrenched as a component
of constructions that specify its various morphological realizations than are the verbs suspect and
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(21) AP: a. Searching the Internet, we discovered this to be true. (=41
b. And I did this to take care of a seriously ill parent. (=4d)

c. That evening, my grandfather went out to feed his animals ... (=4e)

Thus, a network providing an essential characterization for to-infinitive
constructions has been described, based on the control cycle. That is, in to-infinitive
constructions, their actual instantiations cluster locally in the regions of [want/expect (...)
to-INF] and [do/go (...) to-INF], and the highly entrenched low-level schemas are
distributed between the potential and action phases, where the actor has some intention
or belief or carries out some action toward the target. Note that this characterization of
to-infinitive constructions explains why instances of to-infinitives typically evoke the
notion of futurity or potentiality (see Dixon 1984: 590; Quirk et al. 1985: 1191;
Wierzbicka 1988: 165; Langacker 1991: 445-446, 2009: 301, 2015: 73; Smith and
Escobedo 2001: 553-554).23

Compared with fo-infinitive constructions, that-clause constructions provide
different distributional information. Let us examine several verbs taking a that-clause as

in (22). The low-level schemas categorizing examples like (22) are represented in (23).

(22) PP: a. I expect that he will abandon the attempt before too long.
b. Scientists suspect that human VLPO neurons are similar to those in mice,

but more experiments are needed ...

discover. Note that the verb know occurs in more than 1,200,000 instances in COCA, whereas the
verbs suspect and discover occur in only about 22,000 and 56,000 instances, respectively (observed
on 29 May 2019).

23 In contrast, the use of -ing is typically motivated by sameness of time or temporal overlap between
the matrix and subordinate processes (see Wierzbicka 1988: 60—73; Langacker 1991: 445, 2008: 439;
Smith and Escobedo 2001: 556-559). Chapter 4 compares fo-infinitive constructions with -ing
constructions in terms of the control cycle.
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AP: c. The team discovered that some trees had many different kinds of insects

RP: d. And, everybody knows that Houston needs more police officers.
(COCA)
(23) PP: a. [expect that ...]
b. [suspect that ...]
AP: c. [discover that ...]

RP: d. [know that ...]

In order to examine the degree of entrenchment of each low-level schema in (23),
examples of the four verbs with a that-clause immediately following the matrix predicate

were collected from COCA. Table 3.2 shows the result of the corpus study.?*

Low-level schema Phases COCA Totals per 1,000 Projected totals
[expect that ...] PP 6,715 818 5,493
[suspect that ...] PP 5,567 960 5,344
[discover that ...] AP 11,193 968 10,835
[know that ...] RP | 105,658 809 85,477

Table 3.2: Projected Totals for that-Clause Constructions

Note that in Table 3.2, as shown in ‘Projected totals’, the verbs suspect, discover and
know have a much higher degree of entrenchment in that-clause constructions than when

they take to-infinitival clauses as in Table 3.1. On the other hand, expect has a much lower

24 The instances of [expect/suspect/discover that ...] and [know that ...] were collected on 5 and 4
May 2019, respectively.
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degree of entrenchment than when it takes the to-infinitive as in Table 3.1. In addition, in
contrast to fo-infinitive constructions, we can reasonably assume that most of the that-
clause constructions cluster in the result phase ([know that ...]) rather than the potential
and action phases ([expect/suspect/discover that ...]). > So why are there such
distributional differences between fo-infinitive constructions and that-clause
constructions?

Let us first observe the difference between the to-infinitive and the that-clause as in

(24).

(24) a. Jane knows her to be intelligent.

b. Jane knows that she is intelligent. (Riddle 1975: 470)

Riddle (1975) claims that while (24a) expresses that the woman’s intelligence is merely
Jane’s opinion, (24b) entails that “the woman’s intelligence is attested to by an outside
source” (p. 471) (see also Borkin 1973: 45-46; Langacker 1991: 450). Given Riddle’s
interpretation, we can say that the fo-infinitive is more appropriate when the subordinate
clause is construed as a personal opinion, whereas the that-clause is more appropriate
when the subordinate clause is construed as a fact.

Based on this difference between the two types of subordinate clause, let us consider
why the verbs suspect, discover and know are more compatible with the that-clause than
with the fo-infinitive, whereas expect is not. First, observe the following definitions of

know (25a), discover (25b) and suspect (25c).

(25) a. If you know a fact, a piece of information, or an answer, you have it correctly

25 Chapter 4 supports this assumption by observing instances from COCA that collocate with more
varied matrix predicates.
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in your mind. (CCALD: 840)
b. If you discover something that you did not know about before, you become
aware of it or learn of it. (CCALD: 427)
c. You use suspect when you are stating something that you believe is probably

true, in order to make it sound less strong or direct. (CCALD: 1520)

Based on the definition in (25a), know is more compatible with a complement meaning a
fact rather than a personal opinion because the matrix subject is certain that the
proposition is correct; it is thus incorporated as part of her knowledge, which comprises
what is accepted as fact. Also, based on (25b), discover is more appropriate when the
complement means a fact rather than a personal opinion because the matrix subject learns
that the proposition is incorporated as part of her knowledge—the definition of learn
being “If you learn something, you obtain knowledge or a skill through studying or
training” (CCALD: 860). In addition, although the subordinate clause of suspect does not
imply a reality (see Section 3.3.2), suspect does nonetheless involve the notion of a fact,
which motivates the use of the that-clause. That is, based on the definition in (25c), the
matrix subject is stating that something she believes is probably incorporated as part of
her knowledge, comprising what is accepted as fact, rather than as her personal opinion.
Thus, since the notion of a fact figures in the verbs suspect, discover and know, these
verbs typically take the that-clause rather than the fo-infinitive.

In contrast to these three verbs, the notion of a fact is not apparent in expect. Observe

the following definition.

(26) If you expect something to happen, you believe that it will happen.

(CCALD: 529)
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As defined in (26), when you expect something to happen, your interest lies in whether
the event will happen rather than in whether the event will be accepted as fact. Also, recall
that the verb expect evokes a forward-looking meaning. Therefore, expect typically takes
a to-infinitive rather than a that-clause.

In addition, as we have seen in Table 3.2, many instances of that-clause constructions
are distributed in the result phase. This is because a that-clause is more compatible with
the subordinate clause being construed as a fact, and a fact is accepted as such when the
proposition is incorporated as part of the conceptualizer’s knowledge, i.e. as part of the
conceptualizer’s epistemic dominion.

Thus, by examining to-infinitive and that-clause constructions in terms of the control
cycle, the present study specifies a cognitive basis for essentially characterizing the two
constructions. That is, fo-infinitive constructions are characterized as reflecting the
distributional information that most actual instances cluster in the potential and action
phases of the control cycle. In contrast, that-clause constructions are characterized as
reflecting the distributional information that many instances cluster in the result phase.
The following section will explain why instances of [know/suspect/discover ... t0-INF]
(e.g. (19a), (20a), (21a)) take a fo-infinitive even though they do not evoke a forward-

looking meaning.

3.5. Non-prototypical Examples

First, let us examine examples (27a—c) in terms of the control cycle.?

(27) PP: a. I suspect Mary to be a Mormon.

26 Sentence (27¢) is quoted from Wierzbicka (1988), but sentences (27a, b) are from an informant.
Also, see Langacker’s (2009: 308) argument that suspect, learn and know represent successive phases
of the control cycle. The present study replaces learn with discover, which also represents the action
phase.
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AP: b. I discovered Mary to be a Mormon.

RP: c. I know Mary to be a Mormon. (Wierzbicka 1988: 51)

In order to incorporate the target ‘Mary to be a Mormon’ into the conceptualizer’s
dominion as in (27¢), it is natural to pass through the potential and action phases of (27¢),
as in (27a, b). Even though sentences (27a, b) do not evoke a forward-looking meaning,
they do evoke directionality, which motivates the use of the zo-infinitive. In (27a, b), the
conceptualizer has the mental attitude of suspicion (27a) or performs the act of
discovering (27b) in order to incorporate the target (the to-infinitival clause) into her
dominion (knowledge). In these phases, the mental attitude or the action leads the matrix
subject to the conclusion that Mary is a Mormon. In other words, Mary is directed to
being a Mormon by the mental attitude or the action. Therefore, directionality is evoked
between Mary and the state of being a Mormon in (27a, b).

The directionality evoked in (27a, b) is diagrammed as in Figure 3.2.

->

--

Figure 3.2: A Conceptual Structure of (27a, b)

The bold circle (C) represents the conceptualizer (that is, the matrix subjects in (27a, b)),
and the bold dashed arrow from C represents the mental attitude ‘suspecting (27a)’ or the
action ‘discovering (27b)’. Since (27a) resides in the potential phase and (27b) in the

action phase, the target (T) (‘Mary to be a Mormon’) represented by the thin box is not
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incorporated into the dominion (D). In the box, the bold circle represents Mary and the
bold box the ro-infinitival clause. The directionality evoked between Mary and the fo-
infinitival clause is represented by the bold dashed arrow between them. This study claims
that this directionality is what motivates the use of the fo-infinitive in examples like (27a,
b).

Here, we have to recognize that reference point ability is immanent in the
directionality. When the conceptualizer (C) directs her mental attitude to the subordinate
clause or discovers the content of the subordinate clause, she (C) first has to direct her
attention to Mary as a reference point (R’) to establish mental contact with the state of
Mary being a Mormon (T”) (see Langacker 2015: 73).27 This reference point ability is
represented by the thin dashed arrows in Figure 3.2.

Note that the reference point ability that is immanent in the relatively objective
directionality of examples like (27a, b) is also applied to examples like (27c¢) in the result

phase. Example (27¢) is diagrammed as in Figure 3.3.

Figure 3.3: A Conceptual Structure of (27¢)

27 Aswe have seen in Section 2.6, Langacker (2015: 73) claims that the infinitival o “usually portrays
the profiled event as being future or potential with respect to some reference point (R)”. The prime
symbol (’) is used to represent the reference point and the target as in R’ and T’ because we need to
distinguish between the elements in a reference point relationship and those in the control cycle.
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The matrix subject (C) mentally accesses (represented by the bold dashed arrow) the
target (T) and, unlike (27a, b), incorporates the target as part of her knowledge (D) with
certainty and without taking any action. Therefore, in (27¢), nothing directs Mary to being
a Mormon. This is represented by the omission of a bold arrow between Mary
(represented by the bold circle) and the fo-infinitival clause (represented by the bold box).
However, even though the relatively objective notion of directionality has faded away,
the reference point ability that is immanent in the objective directionality of (27a, b) still
remains in (27c). According to Langacker (2008: 517-518), when we conceptualize a
process, the subject of the clause is a reference point with respect to the profiled
relationship. Therefore, as shown in Figure 3.3, when the conceptualizer (C) apprehends
the subject-predicate relationship between Mary and a Mormon, she (C) first directs her
attention to Mary as a reference point (R’), and then mentally accesses the state of Mary
being a Mormon as the target (T’), wherein lies subjective directionality from Mary to
being a Mormon.

Thus, by examining examples like (27¢) in the successive phases of the control cycle,
we can observe that the reference point ability inherent in the relatively objective
directionality®® of (27a, b) is naturally applied to (27c)—where the objective notion of
directionality fades away?’—and motivates the use of the fo-infinitive in (27c). As
demonstrated in Section 3.4.1, reference point ability and the subjective directionality

based on this ability are invoked in all instances of fo-infinitive constructions and retained

28 The directionality evoked between Mary and the state of being a Mormon in (27a, b) is construed
objectively and is more salient than the reference point ability inherent in the directionality. In (27a,
b), Mary is directed to being a Mormon by the mental attitude (27a) or the action (27b), so objective
directionality is evoked between Mary and the state of being a Mormon. On the other hand, in (27¢),
nothing directs Mary to being a Mormon, so the objective notion of directionality is attenuated.
However, in (27c¢), the conceptualizer directs her attention to Mary as a reference point, and then
accesses the state of Mary being a Mormon as the target, wherein lies subjective directionality from
Mary to being a Mormon. For a discussion of the subject and object of conception, see Section 2.9.

2 As we have seen in Section 2.9, Cognitive Grammar calls such linguistic phenomena
subjectification (Langacker 2008).
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in the highest-level schema in Figure 3.1; the highest-level schema retaining reference
point ability and subjective directionality defines a complex category comprising multiple
variants of fo-infinitive constructions.?® Note that the notion of futurity or potentiality
(see Quirk et al. 1985; Wierzbicka 1988, etc.) cannot explain the motivation for the use
of the fo-infinitive in (27¢).

Finally, let us consider why instances of [surprised t0-INF] as in (28), which also

reside in the result phase and do not evoke the notion of futurity, take the zo-infinitive.

(28) I was surprised to find his wife waiting in the living room. (=4h)

In (28), the cause (to find his wife waiting in the living room) is construed as being
conceptually distant from the emotion (being surprised) because the matrix subject felt
the emotion not in the course of finding, but after she had found. Therefore, the emotion
is directed toward the conceptually distant event (the cause); if the emotion were not
directed to the event, the event would not be interpreted as the cause of the emotion.
Inherent in emotional directionality is reference point ability. That is, in (28), the
conceptualizer, who is identified with the matrix subject, first directs her attention to the
emotion (being surprised) as a reference point and then accesses the subordinate clause
(to find his wife waiting in the living room) as the cause of the emotion (the target) out of
a set of potential targets (e.g. to hear the news); these potential targets are in the vicinity
of the emotion and hence accessible via the emotion. The present study argues that
emotional directionality involving reference point ability motivates the use of the fo-

infinitive in instances like (28).3!

30 Langacker (2000: 31) notes that “[t]he highest-level constructional schema may define a vast space
of structural possibilities” (i.e. define a complex category comprising multiple variants).
31 Citing Langacker (2015: 73) and Sasaki (2020), Hamada (2020: 65-66) also suggests that a matrix
clause as in (i) is a reference point with respect to the infinitive’s event.

(i) John was delighted to hear the news. (Hamada 2020: 65)
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3.6. Conclusion

This chapter has described a network based on the control cycle that specifies a
cognitive basis for characterizing to-infinitive constructions in relation to that-clause
constructions. That is, most actual instances of fo-infinitive constructions are distributed
between the potential and action phases of the control cycle, in contrast with that-clause
constructions, most of which cluster in the result phase. This chapter has shown that the
category of fo-infinitive constructions does not grow haphazardly, but within the range of

the control cycle.
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Chapter 4

Nonfinite Clauses and the Control Cycle

4.1. Introduction

In Chapter 3, we have seen that most instances of the fo-infinitive construction
cluster in the potential and action phases of the control cycle. This chapter confirms this
observation by analyzing a wider variety of matrix predicates involved in the construction.
This chapter also compares to-infinitive constructions with -ing constructions in order to
further specify the properties of the to-infinitive. The comparison of the to-infinitive and
the -ing form has been one of the central interests in the study of nonfinite clauses to date.
Enlarging on previous studies (e.g. Wierzbicka 1988; Langacker 1991, 2008; Verspoor
1996, 1999; Duffley 2000, 2003, 2006; Smith and Escobedo 2001; Smith 2009; Hamada
2016), this chapter examines, in terms of the control cycle! (Langacker 2002, 2009),
instances of fo-infinitive and -ing constructions involving various matrix predicates and
specifies the differences between the two contrasting constructions.

There is a broad consensus among scholars that typical instances of fo-infinitive
constructions evoke a future orientation between the matrix and subordinate processes,
as in (1a, b), while -ing constructions typically evoke temporal overlap, as in (2a, b). This

is not always the case for either construction, however, as illustrated in (1c) and (2c).

(1) a. I want to kiss a frog. (Langacker 2008: 438)

b. He did it just to annoy her. (Langacker 1991: 446)

! Section 2.8 discusses in detail the notion of the control cycle.
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c. It is difficult/easy/tough/important/dangerous to repair a machine like that.

(Smith 2009: 375)

(2) a. She kept dancing. (Wierzbicka 1988: 24)
b. She enjoyed swallowing that spider. (Langacker 2008: 413)
c. Stan considered spending a year in Europe. (Smith 2009: 378)

Applying the idea of the control cycle to the phenomenon of the fo-infinitive and -
ing, this chapter argues that instances of fo-infinitive and -ing constructions are distributed
in the potential, action and result phases of the control cycle, which causes instances of
the two constructions to be globally divided into three groups. Also, this chapter
empirically shows that many instances of to-infinitive constructions cluster in the
potential phase of the control cycle, while -ing constructions tend to occur in the action
phase. This confirms the previous suggestions that fo-infinitive constructions typically
represent futurity and ing constructions temporal overlap.

The organization of this chapter is as follows. Section 4.2 reviews previous studies
related to the topic of this chapter. Section 4.3 examines various uses of fo-infinitives and
-ing in terms of the control cycle. Section 4.4 compares the two nonfinite clauses with
that-clause constructions. Section 4.5 examines matrix predicates taking either the fo-
infinitive or the -ing form. Section 4.6 summarizes and reviews the arguments presented

in this chapter.

4.2. Previous Studies of Nonfinite Clauses
4.2.1. Future Orientation vs. Temporal Overlap

As we have seen in Chapters 1 and 3, many previous studies of the fo-infinitive agree
that fo-infinitive constructions typically evoke futurity (Wierzbicka 1988: 165; Langacker

1991: 445-446, 2009: 301, 2015: 73; Smith and Escobedo 2001: 553-554; Smith 2009:
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369-373) or potentiality (Dixon 1984: 590; Quirk et al. 1985: 1191; Huddleston and
Pullum 2002: 1241; Langacker 2015: 73). On the other hand, previous studies of -ing
state that the -ing complement is typically motivated by sameness of time (Wierzbicka
1988: 60-73) or temporal overlap (Langacker 1991: 445, 2008: 439; Smith and Escobedo
2001: 556-559; Smith 2009: 376-377) between the matrix and subordinate processes.
Smith and Escobedo (2001: 556-559) claim that this temporal overlap is one aspect of
the more general conceptual overlap involved in -ing complementation.

Previous studies attribute the notion of futurity or potentiality to the infinitival zo (cf.
Langacker 1991: 446; Smith and Escobedo 2001: 552—554; Smith 2009: 368-373), which
is construed as a path or movement leading to the actualization of an infinitive’s event (cf.
Duffley 1992: 16-17,2003: 350, 2006: 26, 2020: 41-42; Smith and Escobedo 2001: 552—
554; Smith 2009: 368-373).

As we have seen in Section 2.5, Langacker (1991, 2008) argues that -ing focuses
attention on some internal portion of a verbal process by imposing on the process a limited
immediate scope (IS), i.e. the portion directly relevant for a particular purpose (see Figure
2.7 (b) in Section 2.5). In contrast, he notes that an infinitive profiles all the component
states of the process (see Figure 2.7 (a) in Section 2.5). With -ing, Verspoor (1996: 438)
states that “[t]he conceptualizer (speaker/viewer) (C) construes an event (E) as seen from
very close-by so that his perceptual field includes an event in progress, but the boundaries
of the event [...] are not within his perceptual scope”. Therefore, in order to impose a
limited scope (IS) on the process, the conceptualizer (or the matrix subject, e.g. she in
(2b)) necessarily construes the subordinate process at close range, so a temporal (or more

general conceptual) overlap is evoked between the matrix and subordinate processes.

4.2.2. Remaining Issues

Several previous studies classify various uses of the to-infinitive and the -ing form.
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For example, Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) classify instances of fo-
infinitive and -ing constructions in terms of the notions of directionality and conceptual
overlap, respectively.?

As we have seen in Chapter 3, Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) classify
instances of fo-infinitive constructions like (3a—d) into four distinct groups. Let us review

the classifications by Smith and Escobedo.

(3) a. Jethro went (out) to feed the pigs.>
b. He does those things to annoy his mother.

c. They want to start a new job.

d. It is difficult/easy to repair a VCR. (Smith and Escobedo 2001: 553-555)

Smith and Escobedo state that both (3a) and (3b) designate an action and evoke the notion
of purpose toward the infinitive’s event. However, they classify (3a) and (3b) into two
distinct groups because the matrix predicate in (3a) retains a spatial, path-like sense, while
that in (3b) does not. In (3c), while the subject does not take any action, they state that
the matrix predicate evokes future intention and volition toward the infinitive’s event. In
contrast to (3a—c), they claim that (3d) does not evoke any kind of purpose, intention, or
motion toward the infinitive’s event, and ¢o is motivated because the subordinate process
is construed holistically, i.e. as an event in its entirety, from start to finish.

As for -ing constructions, Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) also classify

instances like (4a—d) into four distinct groups.

2 Note that Dirven (1989), Verspoor (1999) and Egan (2008) also classify instances of nonfinite
clauses from different perspectives. This chapter focuses on Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith
(2009).

3 Smith and Escobedo (2001) quote sentence (3a) from Langacker, Ronald W. (1992) “Prepositions
as Grammatical(izing) Elements,” Leuvense Bijdragen 81.
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(4) a. Fred enjoyed studying his reading assignment.
b. John admitted writing the letter.
c. Fran imagined living in the forest like Jane Goodall.

d. John dreaded reading Syntactic Structures. (Smith 2009: 376-379)

Smith claims that (4a) evokes actual temporal overlap between the matrix and subordinate
processes. He argues that (4b) evokes prior, rather than actual, overlap because the
subordinate event has been fully (or partially) completed prior to the time of the matrix
process. In addition, he states that in (4c) the -ing complement is motivated because the
matrix predicate evokes some kind of hypothetical or imagined conceptual overlap
between the matrix and subordinate processes. In contrast to (4a—c), he claims that (4d)
does not evoke overt objective overlap; however, subjective overlap is involved in (4d)
and motivates the use of the -ing complement. (For a discussion of the notion of
subjectivity and objectivity, see Section 2.9.) That is, a matrix predicate as in (4d) evokes,
from the perspective of the speaker and/or conceptualizer, some kind of implied necessity
or obligation between the matrix subject and the subordinate process. The selection of a
matrix predicate as in (4d) therefore indicates the speaker’s construal that conceptual
overlap between the matrix subject and the complement process is obligated in some way
(Smith 2009: 379—380; Smith and Escobedo 2001: 558).*

Thus, Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) classify instances of to-

infinitive and -ing constructions into four groups. However, they simply categorize

4 Smith’s claim is based on Cognitive Grammar, whose tenet is the asymmetry between the subject
and object of conception. As we have seen in Section 2.9, Langacker (2008: 260) states that the subject
is the locus of conceptual experience but is not itself conceived. Conversely, the object is what is
conceptualized by the subject and is singled out as the focus of attention. He says that the subject is
construed subjectively and the object objectively. According to Smith (2009), instances like (4a, b)
evoke objective temporal or prior overlap. In contrast, the overlap involved in an instance like (4d) is
subjective because it is the subject’s (i.e. the speaker’s) construal that conceptual overlap is obligated
between the matrix subject and the complement process.
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instances of each construction; their classifications do not describe the distributional
differences of the two constructions in a series of usage events, i.e. actual instances of
language use (Langacker 2000: 9). In order to describe the distributional phenomena, the
two constructions must be classified in terms of a model that underlies a series of usage
events. The present study suggests classifications based on the control cycle, which is
fundamental to many aspects of our experience (cf. Langacker 2009) and, consequently,
our language. The proposed classifications show that the zo-infinitive and the -ing form
typically represent successive phases of the control cycle (i.e. the potential and action
phases, respectively).

In addition, the four groupings by Smith and Escobedo (2001) and Smith (2009) can
be rearranged from a more global perspective. Regarding fo-infinitive constructions, (3a)
and (3b) can be classified as the same group because they both designate an action and
evoke purpose toward the infinitive’s event.> This means that instances of fo-infinitive
constructions can be globally classified into three groups: (3a, b), (3¢), and (3d).

As for -ing constructions, Smith and Escobedo note that the verb dread as in (4d)
may also be compatible with the group of predicates evoking hypothetical overlap as in
(4c¢). In addition, they argue that the notion of subjective construal may also be relevant
in examples like (4c), albeit to a lesser extent than in examples like (4d). It therefore
seems plausible to suggest that examples like (4c) and (4d) can be classified from a more
global perspective as the same group. Thus, like to-infinitive constructions, instances of
-ing constructions can be globally classified into three groups: (4a), (4b), and (4c, d).

What concerns us here is to ascertain what causes various instances of zo-infinitive
and -ing constructions to be globally divided into three groups. To resolve this issue, this
study examines, in terms of the control cycle (see Section 2.8), actual instances of the two

constructions in the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) and concludes

3> Section 3.2.2 has also argued that (3a) and (3b) can be classified as the same group.
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that these fall naturally into three groups depending on whether the matrix predicates

represent the potential, action, or result phase of the control cycle.

4.3. An Analysis of the fo-Infinitive and the -ing Form Based on the Control Cycle

This section empirically shows that matrix predicates taking the to-infinitive or the
-ing form represent the potential, action, or result phase of the control cycle, which causes
instances of each construction to fall naturally into three groups. In addition, this study
empirically shows that instances of fo-infinitive constructions are distributed primarily in
the potential phase and secondarily in the action phase.® It is also shown that most
instances of -ing constructions are distributed in the action phase. This usage-based study
focusing on the control cycle confirms previous suggestions that fo-infinitive
constructions typically evoke futurity and -ing constructions temporal overlap.

This section examines token frequency’ in fo-infinitive and -ing constructions, in
terms of the control cycle. I searched COCA for examples containing zo-infinitives and -
ing forms. The search yielded 15,697,128 and 18,426,096 instances, respectively,
comprising 6,770 distinct fo-infinitives (e.g. to be, to do, etc.) and 45,811 -ing forms (e.g.
being, doing, etc.). The large number of instances made manual sorting impracticable, so
I limited each total to the instances collocating with the top 20 to-infinitives (fo be, fo do,
to get, to make, to have, to see, to go, to take, to say, to find, to know, to keep, to help, to
come, to give, to work, to tell, to use, to talk, to look) and -ing forms (being, doing, getting,
trying, having, looking, making, using, saying, coming, talking, working, taking, thinking,

playing, rumning, giving, watching, moving, telling) and randomly selected 1,000

6 Recall that Chapter 3 has also observed that most instances of fo-infinitive constructions cluster in
the potential and action phases. This chapter confirms this observation by analyzing a wider variety of
matrix predicates involved in the constructions.

7 Token frequency is defined as “the count of the occurrence in texts of particular words [...] or of
specific phrases” (Bybee and Thompson 1997: 378).
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instances of each construction.® In contrast to Chapter 3, where the analysis is limited to
8 matrix predicates, no limit was set on matrix predicates in to-infinitive or -ing
constructions in the present corpus study. This enabled the frequency of each matrix

predicate in the two constructions to be observed in a more natural way.

4.3.1. Token Frequency in fo-Infinitive Constructions

Let us first examine token frequency in fo-infinitive constructions. Among the
sample of 1,000 fo-infinitives, this study found 681 tokens where the fo-infinitive is used
as a post-predicate complement or modifier; the fo-infinitives collocate with 239 different
matrix predicates.® The result is shown in Table 4.1. The collected instances are
categorized by lower-level schemas (e.g. [want (...) to-INF]), i.e. structures with greater
specificity, because lower-level schemas have a built-in advantage in categorizing a usage
event with respect to higher-level schemas (see Langacker 2000: 14—16).'° The ellipses
without parentheses °...” and with parentheses °(...)" indicate, respectively, whether a

nominal (or adverbial) expression is obligatory before the fo-infinitive or not.

8 The instances of fo-infinitive and -ing constructions were collected on 12 and 15 May 2020,
respectively. Note that even though going was the most frequently used -ing form and gon(na) was
the fourth, I didn’t select these because many instances of going and all those of gon(na) are used as
a marker of futurity, as in the be going to/ gon(na) construction, which is outside the scope of this
study. (In a random selection from COCA of 1,000 instances each of going and gon(na), this
construction accounted for 729 instances of going and every instance of gon(na).)

9 This study found many other uses of the fo-infinitive (e.g. noun modifier, adverbial at the beginning
of the sentence, auxiliary verb + to-infinitive (like ought to do), etc.), which are excluded from this
study. Instances of wh-infinitives (e.g. what to do) are also excluded from this study: as we have seen
in Section 3.4.1 (footnote 13), Biber et al. (1999: 685), Diessel (2004: ch. 4) and Egan (2008: 12) all
classify the wh-infinitive as a separate group distinct from the fo-infinitive as a post-predicate
complement or modifier.

10 For a discussion of the advantage of lower-level schemas in categorizing a usage event, see Section
3.4.1.
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Low-level schema Phase Total out of 681 tokens
[want (...) fo-INF] PP 74
[need (...) to-INF] PP 53
[seem (...) to-INF] PP 28
[try to-INF] AP 28
[be to-INF] RP 20
[do ... f0-INF] AP 11
[get (...) to-INF] AP 10
[appear to-INF] PP 9
[be supposed to-INF] PP 9
[use ... t0-INF] AP 9
[(be) hard to-INF] RP 8
[tell ... fo-INF] AP 8
[(be) willing to-INF] PP 8
[happen fo-INF] AP 7
[(would) like fo-INF] PP 7
[ask ... t0-INF] AP 6
[begin to-INF] AP 6
[expect (...) to-INF] PP 6
[make ... fo-INF] AP 6
Others 368
Total 681

Table 4.1: Totals for fo-Infinitive Constructions

This study examines the phase of the control cycle that the matrix predicates
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represent. However, we need to examine the meaning of the matrix predicate in each
construction as a whole (i.e. a matrix clause plus a fo-infinitival (or -ing) clause) because
in some cases the meaning varies depending on the subordinate clause. For example,
remember in (5a) represents the potential phase because it entails that, at the time the
matrix subject has an awareness in her mind of something she must do (see NOAD: 1476),

she does not yet take any action.

(5) a. I remembered to see the student (but by the time I looked in the waiting room
he had given up and gone home). (Dixon 1984: 591)

b. I remember dancing with the Prince of Wales. (Wierzbicka 1988: 71)

Contrastingly, remember in (5b) represents the result phase because it entails that the
experience ‘dancing with the Prince’ is accepted as part of the matrix subject’s experience
(dominion).!!

Let us now consider some actual instances. Observe the following instances of

[want/need (...) to-INF]:

(6) a. I really want to go back to her ...
b. ... but Americans need fo get the facts about universal healthcare ...

(COCA)

The matrix predicates want and need as in (6a, b) represent the potential phase of the
effective control cycle because they mean that the matrix subject feels desire or necessity

to carry out the target (i.e. the fo-infinitival clause). This study maintains that the matrix

1 Section 4.5 discusses in detail different meanings of the same predicate pertaining to different
phases of the control cycle.
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predicates in instances of [willing/(would) like, etc. f0-INF] represent the potential phase
for a similar reason.

The matrix predicates in instances of [do/tell ... to-INF] as in (7a, b) represent the
action phase because they mean that the matrix subject performs an action (do) or orders
someone (tell) to carry out the target (i.e. the to-infinitival clause) (see NOAD: 509, 1785).
This study argues that the matrix predicates in instances of [use/ask, etc. ... t0-INF]

represent the action phase for a similar reason. '?

(7) a. He did it to make fun of me.
b. He told me to give him the deposit of $1000 ...
c. He tried to get off the bed a couple more times ...

d. ... he has no idea how his employer got to be so rich ... (COCA)

This study also maintains that #7y as in (7c) represents the action phase because the
predicate means that the matrix subject takes some action in order to realize the target
(see CCALD: 1618)."3 The matrix predicate in instances of [get (...) to-INF] as in (7d)
also represents the action phase because the predicate means that the matrix subject
eventually or gradually reaches a stage at which she carries out the target (see CCALD:
645).14

The matrix predicates in instances of [be/know (...) fo-INF]'° as in (8) represent the

result phase because the predicates entail that the target (the proposition

12 The matrix predicate in instances of [happen fo-INF], as in (i) below, also represents the action
phase because the verb entails that the clausal subject (actor) carries out the infinitive’s event (target)
by chance.

(i) ... why don't you tell me how you happened to find your sister ... (COCA)
13 The issue of try to do vs. try doing is discussed in Section 4.5.
14 The matrix predicate in (7d) entails that the clausal subject reaches a state of being rich because the
predicate get represents not only the action phase but also part of the result phase (cf. Langacker 2009:
131).
15 The corpus study found one instance of [know ... fo-INF], which is included in ‘others’ in Table 4.1.
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their role was to make Donald Trump unpopular in (8a) or the complement clause this to

be true in (8b)) is incorporated into the conceptualizer’s/subject’s dominion. '¢

(8) a. ... their role was to make Donald Trump unpopular.

b. I know this to be true ... (COCA)

Thus, instances of fo-infinitive constructions fall naturally into three groups,
depending on whether the matrix predicate represents the potential, action, or result phase
of the control cycle. Instances whose matrix predicate represents the potential or action
phase evoke a future orientation (e.g. (6a, b), (7a, b)) because these predicates entail that
the matrix subject desires or needs to carry out the target (the potential phase) or performs
an action in order to realize the target event (the action phase). In contrast, instances
whose matrix predicate represents the result phase as in (8a, b) do not evoke the notion
of futurity because the target (the clausal proposition (8a) or the complement clause (8b))
is already incorporated into the conceptualizer’s or subject’s dominion.

This study suggests that fo-infinitive constructions most typically describe an event

in the potential phase because, from the perspective of category validity (Taylor 2012)'7,

16 Even though Langacker (2009: 302-303) suggests that predicates taking an infinitival complement
basically designate relationships at the effective level (like those in (6) and (7)), this study proposes
that predicates as in (8a, b) are involved in the epistemic control cycle because they pertain to our
effort to acquire knowledge about the world (see Section 2.8 (footnote 7)). Therefore, the target in
instances like (8a, b) is the clausal proposition (8a) or the complement clause including its trajector
(this) (8b), which can be acquired as part of the conceptualizer’s/subject’s knowledge. Other instances
pertaining to the epistemic control cycle include examples like (ia—c) below.
(i) a. ... it now seems to be facing another debt crisis ...

b. He appears to be under some type of evil mind control and manipulation.

c. Audrey suspected it to be an uncut diamond. (COCA)
Seem, appear and suspect in (ia—c) represent the potential phase: the predicates entail that the target—
the clausal proposition in (ia, b) and the complement clause in (ic)—is not incorporated into the
conceptualizer’s/subject’s knowledge. (For a discussion of examples like (ic), see Chapter 3.) Unlike
want and need as in (6a, b), which also represent the potential phase, the predicates in (ia—) do not
evoke the specific notion of futurity (e.g. desire or necessity to carry out the infinitive’s event) because
these predicates represent the potential phase of the epistemic (rather than the effective) control cycle.
17 Taylor (2012) defines category validity of constructions vis-a-vis their component words as in (ia)
below and cue validity of words vis-a-vis constructions as in (ib).
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to-infinitive constructions are highly predictive of want and need; the low-level schemas
[want/need (...) to-INF] have a higher degree of entrenchment'® than the other schemas
(see Table 4.1). This is not to say that these two verbs are the most frequently used
predicates: in COCA, while want and need occur in 1,671,696 and 945,324 instances,
respectively, know occurs in 2,761,533 and do occurs in 8,185,760 instances (observed
on 22 May (want, need, do) and 3 June (know) 2020). Also, in terms of cue validity
(Taylor 2012) (see footnote 17), want and need cue to-infinitive constructions with a high
degree of probability: of 1,000 occurrences each of want and need randomly selected
from COCA, 731 (want) and 631 (need) were in fo-infinitive constructions, while of 1,000
occurrences of do and get, only 21 (do) and 35 (get) were in fo-infinitive constructions.
Taylor (2012: 193) states that “[b]oth cue and category validity [...] underline the status
of certain instances of the constructions as the construction prototype”. Therefore, this
study argues that instances of [want/need (...) fo-INF] are the construction prototypes. I
maintain that their prototypicality is effected by the notion of futurity: the two matrix
predicates represent the potential phase, where the matrix subject—i.e. the actor, e.g. /
and Americans in (6a, b)—desires or needs to carry out the target.'’

Note that instances whose matrix predicate represents the action phase also occur
relatively frequently (e.g. [try/do ... fo-INF]) (see Table 4.1). This study argues that the

high frequency of instances such as these is effected by the notion of futurity (e.g. purpose,

(1) a. Given an occurrence of construction C, what is the probability that word w features in
[construction] C?

b. Given an occurrence of word w, what is the probability that w features in construction C?

(Taylor 2012: 189)

18 As we have seen in Section 3.4.1, “[e]ntrenchment pertains to how frequently a structure has been

invoked and thus to the thoroughness of its mastery and the ease of its subsequent activation”

(Langacker 1991: 45).

19" As already mentioned, the present study examines the phase of the control cycle that matrix

predicates represent. Therefore, in instances like (i) below, the actor (in terms of the control cycle) is

the matrix subject 7, who has the desire (wanf) toward the realization of the infinitive’s event (the

target), even though the controller—i.e. “the participant most readily understood as complement
trajector” (Langacker 2008: 434)—of the infinitive see is him.

(1) I want him to see them. (COCA)
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volition); the matrix predicate represents the action phase, where the actor performs an
action in order to realize the infinitive’s event (the target).?”

In contrast to instances corresponding to the potential or action phases, fewer
instances were found whose matrix predicate represents the result phase. This is because

the target is incorporated into the subject’s/conceptualizer’s dominion (the result phase),

so the notion of futurity is not evoked.?!

4.3.2. Token Frequency in -ing Constructions

Let us next examine instances of -ing constructions. Of the 1,000 samples of -ing
from COCA, this study found 207 instances where the -ing form functions as a post-
predicate complement or modifier.?? The -ing forms in these 207 instances collocate with

110 different matrix predicates. The result is shown in Table 4.2.

Low-level schema Phase Total out of 207 tokens
[stop (...) -ing] AP 11
[see ... -ing] AP 10
[spend ... -ing] AP 10
[keep (...) -ing] AP 9
[end up -ing] AP 6

20 In Chapter 3, we have also observed that most instances of to-infinitive constructions cluster in the
potential and action phases. While the corpus study in Chapter 3 is limited to 8 matrix predicates, we
have observed in detail the frequency of predicates like suspect, discover, know and surprised, which
are less frequently used in fo-infinitive constructions and are not found or included in ‘others’ in the
corpus study in Chapter 4. Chapter 3 has also compared these predicates with predicates like want and
do, which are frequently used in fo-infinitive constructions. Chapter 4 confirms the result of the corpus
study in Chapter 3 by observing a wider variety of matrix predicates in fo-infinitive constructions.

21 Even though instances of [be f0-INF] as in (8a) correspond to the result phase and do not evoke
specific futurity, [be fo-INF] is relatively well entrenched. This is because be is more frequently used
than other predicates: be occurs in 42,370,595 instances in COCA, whereas appear and tell occur in
221,271 and 1,119,451 instances, respectively (observed on 21 May 2020).

22 The corpus study found many other uses of -ing: modifying a noun, combined with be to form a
progressive, used as a full adverbial clause, etc.
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[have ... -ing] AP 6
[enjoy -ing] AP 5
[start -ing] AP 5
[come -ing] AP 4
[continue -ing] AP 4
[be like -ing] RP 4
[love -ing] RP 4
[avoid -ing] AP 3
[consider -ing] PP 3
[go (...) -ing] AP 3
[remember -ing] RP 3
[try -ing] AP 3
[be worth -ing] RP 3
[be wrong ... -ing] RP 3
Others 108
Total 207

Table 4.2: Totals for -ing Constructions

Of note in Table 4.2 is that many of the matrix predicates in the -ing constructions
represent the action phase. This study argues that the matrix predicates in instances of
[stop/see/spend/keep (...) -ing] as in (9a—d) represent the action phase because these
predicates mean that the matrix subject ceases to perform the action of talking (the target)
(9a) (see NOAD: 1718), achieves perceptual contact with the target (the -ing complement)

by using his/her eyes (9b)?, takes time in carrying out the target (9c), and continues

23 Langacker (2009: 260) notes that see can be used for either the action of achieving perceptual
contact or the stable experience that results. The present study argues that see as in (9b) represents the
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carrying out the target (9d) (see OALD: 1503 (spend), 861 (keep)).**

(9) a. ... and they stopped talking to each other ...
b. He saw shadows moving about the fire ...
c. ... and several of us spent a summer watching lots of taped episodes ...

d. I kept thinking that I won’t be able to wear it until Spring. (COCA)

Since the matrix predicates in (9a—d) represent the action phase where the matrix
subject reaches the target (the -ing complement) and performs an action while carrying
out the target (or while the target is in process (9b)), temporal overlap is evoked between
the matrix and subordinate processes. In (9b—d), temporal overlap is clearly evoked
between the acts of seeing, spending a summer, and keeping, and the respective targets
(shadows moving, watching, and thinking). In (9a), the notion of temporal overlap is more
partial: that is, the target (falking) has been in process until the moment of termination (cf.
Smith and Escobedo 2001: 557), which implies partial overlap between the matrix and
subordinate processes.

Contrastingly, the matrix predicates in instances like (10a) and (10b) represent the

potential and result phases, respectively, because the predicate in (10a) entails that the

former because the predicate describes the action of achieving temporal (rather than stable) perceptual
contact with something that is moving at the moment.
24 The matrix predicates in instances of [come/end up/have (...) -ing] as in (ia—c) below also represent
the action phase because in (ia—c), respectively, the predicate entails that the matrix subject (the actor)
moves while carrying out an event (the target) (see OALD: 296), carries out the event without
intending to do so (see CCALD: 498), and causes (e.g. instructs, persuades) someone to perform the
event (see CCALD: 706).
(1) a. ... and he came running downstairs ...

b. Somehow I ended up telling him about Stephanie ...

c. I just had them doing stretch routines ... (COCA)
This study considers that end up and have as in (ib, c) also represent part of the result phase because
end up entails that the actor (the matrix subject) reaches a particular situation after a series of events
(see LDCE: 586) and &ave implies that the actor achieves a result by doing something (cf. Langacker
2009: 301). These predicates represent a local stage that is close to the action phase, a stage where the
actor does not reside in a state of relaxation. Note that Langacker (2009: 131-132) also diagrams
several verbs as representing not only the action phase but also part of the result phase.
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matrix subject carefully thinks about carrying out the target (getting rid of the jewelry)
before making a decision (see NOAD: 370), while the subject in (10b) has an image of

thinking (the target) in her mind (see OALD: 1308).

(10) a. ... she seriously considers getting rid of the jewelry ...

b. [ remember thinking this at the time. (COCA)

These instances do not evoke specific temporal overlap between the matrix and
subordinate processes because the matrix subject either does not carry out the -ing target
(10a) or the target is already incorporated into her dominion (10b) (remembering does not
temporally overlap with the event that has already occurred). Therefore, instances whose
matrix predicate represents the potential or result phase are not typical -ing constructions.

Note that instances like (10a, b) retain the notion of conceptual overlap. Sentence
(10a) evokes imagined overlap (see Smith and Escobedo 2001: 557) because the matrix
predicate represents the potential phase, where the target (the -ing complement) is
imagined as concurrent with the matrix process (consider).”> Sentence (10b) also evokes
conceptual overlap between the matrix and subordinate processes. The target (the -ing
complement) is incorporated into the subject’s/conceptualizer’s knowledge (the result
phase), and she construes the complement process at close range (cf. Verspoor 1996: 438)
while thinking about the experience. Because the experience (the target) and thinking
about it (the matrix event) come close to each other, she construes the experience as
conceptually overlapping with the matrix event. However, since the conceptual overlap
evoked in (10a, b) is merely a hypothetical or prior one (see Section 4.2.2) rather than an

actual (or temporal) one, instances of [consider/remember -ing] are used less frequently

25 The present study refers to Wierzbicka (1988: 72), who claims that in sentence (i) the act of leaving
is imagined as concurrent with the act of imagining.
(i) Bill imagined leaving. (Wierzbicka 1988: 72)

71



than instances of [stop/see/spend/keep, etc. (...) -ing] (see Table 4.2), which correspond
to the action phase and evoke temporal overlap.

From the perspective of category validity, -ing constructions are predictive of the
words stop, see, spend and keep (see Table 4.2). As for the cue validity of these four words
vis-a-vis -ing constructions, stop, spend and keep cue -ing constructions with a high
degree of probability: of 1,000 instances each of stop, spend and keep from COCA, 377
(stop), 246 (spend) and 238 (keep) were in -ing constructions, while of 1,000 occurrences
of consider and remember, only 70 (consider) and 83 (remember) were in -ing
constructions. However, of 1,000 occurrences of see, only 35 were in -ing constructions.?®
In terms of category and cue validity, we can therefore say that instances of
[stop/spend/keep (...) -ing] are the construction prototypes. This study argues that their
prototypicality is effected by the notion of temporal (or partial) overlap.

Note that start and enjoy also have (relatively) high cue validity vis-a-vis -ing
constructions, although -ing constructions are not so predictive of them (see Table 4.2):
of 1,000 instances each of start and enjoy from COCA, 321 (start) and 154 (enjoy) were
in -ing constructions. The matrix predicates in instances of [start/enjoy -ing] as in (11a,
b) represent the action phase because the predicate in (11a) means that the matrix subject
begins carrying out the target (see OALD: 1527) and in (11b) that she takes delight in

carrying out the target (see NOAD: 576).

(11) a. We started thinking about that.

b. [ enjoyed looking at your blog. (COCA)

26 The reason for the low cue validity of see vis-a-vis -ing constructions is that see is highly
polysemous (e.g. “perceive with the eyes”, “understand”, “meet ... socially or by chance” (NOAD:
1580)) and appears in a wide range of constructions. Note, however, that -ing constructions are highly
predictive of see because the verb evokes temporal overlap between the matrix and subordinate events.
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Therefore, instances of [start/enjoy -ing] as in (11a, b) evoke temporal overlap between
the main and subordinate processes.?’” The notion of temporal overlap motivates start and
enjoy to cue -ing constructions with a (relatively) high degree of probability.?

Thus, in terms of the control cycle, instances of -ing constructions are globally
divided into three groups, just as instances of fo-infinitive constructions are. Instances
whose matrix predicate represents the action phase evoke temporal overlap between the
matrix and subordinate processes, as in (9a—d) and (11a, b). In contrast, instances whose
matrix predicate represents the potential or result phase as in (10a, b) do not evoke

temporal overlap.

4.3.3. A Comparison of fo-Infinitive and -ing Constructions

We have observed that instances of fo-infinitive and -ing constructions are
distributed in different phases of the control cycle, which causes them to be globally
divided into three groups. However, instances of fo-infinitive and -ing constructions are
primarily distributed in the potential and action phases, respectively, and instances of fo-
infinitive constructions are secondarily distributed in the action phase.

This usage-based study of the two constructions in terms of the control cycle
specifies a cognitive basis that motivates to-infinitive and -ing constructions to typically
evoke a future orientation and temporal overlap, respectively. Instances of to-infinitive
constructions corresponding to the potential phase evoke futurity because the matrix
predicates (e.g. want, need) entail that the matrix subject has volition or feels necessity to
carry out the target (i.e. the fo-infinitive). The present study argues that instances of zo-

infinitive constructions corresponding to the action phase (e.g. try/do/tell ... to do)

27 For a discussion of temporal overlap evoked in instances like (11a, b), see Langacker (1991, 2008)
and Smith and Escobedo (2001).

28 Compared with start -ing, start has lower cue validity vis-a-vis fo-infinitive constructions. Of 1,000
instances of start from COCA, 127 were in fo-infinitive constructions. I would like to thank an
anonymous reviewer of an earlier version of this chapter for drawing my attention to this issue.
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typically reside in a local stage that is very close to the potential phase, a stage where the
actor performs an action but the action does not convey success in carrying out the target;
let us call this the initial action stage.?’ Therefore, instances of fo-infinitive constructions
corresponding to the action phase typically evoke futurity toward the target (the
infinitive’s event). Since most instances of fo-infinitive constructions are distributed in
the potential phase or the initial action stage, fo-infinitive constructions typically evoke a
future orientation.

On the other hand, instances of -ing constructions corresponding to the action phase
primarily reside in a local stage that is close to the result phase, a stage where the action
conveys success in carrying out the target (e.g. spend/keep/enjoyl/start (...) -ing); let us
call this the execution stage. In this stage, the matrix subject carries out the target and
performs an action while doing so. Therefore, temporal overlap is typically evoked
between the matrix and subordinate processes.

Note that fo-infinitive and -ing constructions typically represent successive stages of
the control cycle. That is, fo-infinitive constructions typically represent both a stage where
the actor has volition/intention toward the target and a stage where she performs some
action in order to carry out the target. Instances of -ing constructions typically represent
the next stage, where the actor reaches and realizes the target. Instances of zo-infinitive
constructions corresponding to the result phase and of -ing constructions corresponding
to the potential/result phase are atypical of the two constructions because they do not

evoke, respectively, future orientation or specific temporal overlap.*

2 Langacker (2009) also breaks down the potential phase into three successive stages: formulation,
assessment, and inclination.

30 Note that the present study classifies sentences (3a—d) and (4a—d), provided by Smith and Escobedo
(2001) and Smith (2009), into three distinct groups in terms of the control cycle. That is, (3¢) and (4c,
d) are grouped as corresponding to the potential phase, (3a, b) and (4a) to the action phase, and (3d)
and (4b) to the result phase. The present study is more comprehensive than Smith and Escobedo (2001)
and Smith (2009) in that this study not only specifies a cognitive basis for this classification in terms
of the control cycle, but also describes the distributional differences between the groups in a series of
usage events.
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Let us note in passing that, when the to-infinitive or the -ing form functions as a
modifier, the matrix predicate represents the action phase.' In this case, as in (12a—c),
the subordinate clauses evoke the typical orientation of fo-infinitive and -ing

constructions (i.e. futurity and temporal overlap, respectively).

(12) a. ... I did it to get away from you.
b. ... they used it to make calculations.

c. Two children came running out of the guesthouse ... (COCA)

When the subordinate clause functions as a complement, the matrix predicate represents
the potential, action, or result phase. In this case, as in (13a—f), the subordinate clauses
may evoke a range of situations: e.g. a future event (13a), an unrealized event (13b), a

reality (13c), an imagined event (13d), a realized event (13e), a past event (13f).

(13) PP: a. I really want to go back to her ... (=6a)
AP: b. I tried to go back to sleep. (COCA)
RP: c. I know this to be true ... (=8b)
PP: d. ... she seriously considers getting rid of the jewelry ... (=10a)
AP: e. Moreover, | enjoyed doing research in Italy ... (COCA)
RP: f. | remember thinking this at the time. (=10b)

Further examination of the fo-infinitive and the -ing form as a modifier or a complement

is left for future research.’> The following section compares the two nonfinite clauses (i.e.

31 This is not to say that nonfinite clauses always function as a modifier when the matrix predicate
represents the action phase, as we shall see in (13b, e).

32 1 would like to thank an anonymous reviewer of an earlier version of this chapter for drawing my
attention to this issue.
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the fo-infinitive and the -ing form) with the that-clause.

4.4. Nonfinite Clauses and that-Clause Constructions

In order to compare the two nonfinite clauses with the thar-clause, I searched COCA

for examples of that immediately following the matrix predicate. The search yielded

3,300,531 instances, comprising 2,134 different matrix predicates (e.g. say, know, etc.)

collocating with that. 1 limited the total instances to the 20 most frequently used matrix

predicates (say, know, think, believe, suggest, find, see, show, mean, realize, note, argue,

feel, indicate, understand, get, hope, report, hear, remember) and randomly downloaded

1,000 instances.>> Of the 1,000 samples, the present study found 829 tokens where the

that-clause is used as a post-predicate complement.>* The result is shown in Table 4.3.

Low-level schema Phase Total out of 829 tokens
[say that ...] RP 121
[know that ...] RP 110
[think (RP) that ...] RP 68
[believe (RP) that ...] RP 60
[mean that ...] RP 51
[show that ...] RP 44
[find that ...] AP 38
[suggest that ...] RP 38
[understand that ...] RP 34

33 The instances of that-clause constructions were collected on 20 July 2020.
34 The corpus study also found examples that are not instances of that-clause constructions, as in (ia,

b).

(1) a. ... and I believe that to be correct.

b. I don’t find that very compelling ...
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[hope that ...] PP 29
[argue that ...] RP 27
[see that ...] RP 27
[note that ...] AP 20
[remember that ...] RP 20
[realize that ...] RP 17
[think (PP) that ...] PP 17
[believe (PP) that ...] PP 16
Others 92
Total 829

Table 4.3: Totals for that-Clause Constructions.

Of note in Table 4.3 is that most of the matrix predicates in instances of that-clause
constructions represent the result phase.’> ¢ The present study argues that the matrix
predicates in instances of [say/know/think/believe that ...] as in (14a—d) represent the
result phase of the epistemic control cycle because they entail that the target (the that-
complement) is incorporated into the subject’s/conceptualizer’s knowledge, i.e. he/she is

sure that the target is true.

(14) a. He now says that he was an adult at the time of their relationship.
b. ... I know that she is comforted after departing Citrix ...

c. People think that the economy isn’t so bad ...

35 Langacker (2002, 2009) examines instances of that-clause constructions in terms of the control
cycle (see Section 2.8). However, he does not examine token frequency in the constructions.

36 Recall that Chapter 3 has also observed that most of the instances of that-clause constructions
cluster in the result phase. While the corpus study in Chapter 3 is limited to 4 matrix predicates, we
have observed the frequency of the predicates expect, suspect and discover, which are not observed in
the corpus study in this chapter. This chapter confirms the result of the corpus study in Chapter 3 by
observing a much wider variety of predicates in that-clause constructions.
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d. ... I believe that ignorance and laziness are real and common attributes ...

(COCA)

This study argues that say as in (14a) represents the result phase of the epistemic control
cycle because it indicates that the matrix subject accepts the proposition (ke was an adult
at the time of their relationship) as part of his knowledge (i.e. the dominion).*’

The matrix predicate find as in (15a) represents both the action phase, because the
predicate describes an action of discovering that something is true (see OALD: 586), and
part of the result phase, because it entails that the that-complement is incorporated into
the subject’s knowledge.*® The matrix predicate sope as in (15b) represents the potential
phase of the control cycle because the matrix subject has a desire toward the that-

complement being realized.

(15) a. ... I found that several ex-members posted the same story along the same
lines ...
b. ... he hopes that there will be a new government which would ensure stability.

(COCA)

Note that matrix predicates like think and believe also represent the potential phase
(e.g. (16a, b)) rather than the result phase (e.g. (14c, d)), depending on what their

complement means (see Table 4.3). The matrix predicates in (16a, b) represent the

37 In order to confirm the phase of the control cycle the matrix predicates in (14) represent, the present
study refers to Langacker (2009: 132, 312). Langacker (2009: 312) claims that interactive predicates
(e.g. say, suggest, argue) imply two conceptualizers. Based on this claim, the present study argues that
say as in (14a) implies two conceptualizers: the matrix subject and his interlocutor. Therefore, while
say in (14a) suggests that the matrix subject accepts the proposition as part of his knowledge (the result
phase), it also implies his interlocutor, who is either considering the proposition for inclusion in her
knowledge (the potential phase) or learning the proposition (the action phase). For a discussion of
interactive predicates in terms of the control cycle, see Langacker (2009: 312).

3% The present study refers to Langacker’s (2009: 132) analysis of find out and discover.
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potential phase because, while the matrix subjects incline toward accepting the target
proposition (the that-complement) into part of their view of reality, they have not yet

incorporated it into part of their dominion.*

(16) a. Every year there are people who think that the Rangers will draft a goalie in
the first round ...
b. ... and we believe that He [sic] will yet reveal many great and important

things pertaining to the Kingdom of God ... (COCA)

Thus, in terms of the control cycle, instances of that-clause constructions are
globally divided into three groups, just as instances of to-infinitive and -ing constructions
are. As we have seen in Section 3.4.2, instances of that-clause constructions are typically
distributed in the result phase because the that-clause is more compatible with the
subordinate clause being construed as a fact, and a fact is accepted as such when the
proposition is incorporated as part of the conceptualizer’s knowledge, i.e. as part of the
conceptualizer’s epistemic dominion.

In Sections 4.3 and 4.4, we have observed the token frequency in to-infinitive, -ing
and that-clause constructions in terms of the control cycle. Based on the distributional
information of specific instantiations of the three constructions, the present study argues
that the three subordinate clauses (i.e. the fo-infinitive, the -ing form and the that-clause)
play different roles in linguistic manifestations: that is, the to-infinitive, the -ing form and
the that-clause typically express part of an event corresponding to the potential, action
and result phases of the control cycle, respectively. The distributional information of the
three constructions explains why the fo-infinitive, the -ing form and the that-clause

typically evoke futurity, temporal overlap and a fact, respectively.

39 The present study refers to Langacker’s (2009: 132—133) examination of think and believe.
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A network of complement clause constructions (i.e. to-infinitive, -ing and that-

clause constructions) is shown in Figure 4.1.
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The low-level schemas (e.g. [want to-INF]) of each construction, which categorize
specific instantiations of the to-infinitive, the -ing form and the that-clause, are divided
into three groups, the groupings being represented as [Potential/Action/Result Predicate
to-INF/-ing/that]. As we have seen in Section 3.4.1 (Figure 3.1), the higher-level schemas
(e.g. [Potential Predicate to-INF]) emerge through extracting the commonality inherent
in the lower-level schemas; this process, called schematization, is represented by the
dotted arrows. The relationships between the higher-level schemas and the lower-level
schemas that elaborate them are represented by the solid arrows. The thickness of each
box of the low-level schemas indicates the degree of entrenchment: the highly (or
relatively) entrenched low-level schemas ([want/need/try/do to-INF], [stop/spend -ing],
[say/know that]) are represented by the bolder boxes. The network shows that the highly
entrenched low-level schemas of fo-infinitive, -ing and that-clause constructions are
distributed in [Potential Predicate fo-INF], [Action Predicate -ing] and [Result Predicate
that], respectively, and the secondarily entrenched low-level schemas [try/do fo-INF] are
distributed in [Action Predicate fo-INF]. Thus, the network indicates that the fo-infinitive,
the -ing form and the that-clause typically express part of an event corresponding to the
potential, action, and result phase of the control cycle, respectively. Note that the to-
infinitive secondarily expresses part of an event corresponding to the action phase (or the

initial action stage; see Section 4.3.3).

4.5. Matrix Predicates Taking Either the fo-Infinitive or the -ing Form

As the final topic of this chapter, this section examines, in terms of the control cycle,
matrix predicates that take either the to-infinitive or the -ing form. These matrix
predicates evoke different senses of the verb depending on which complement type it
takes (cf. Smith and Escobedo 2001: 559-561). The present study maintains that such

semantic differences are effected on the basis of the phase (or the stage) of the control
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cycle the matrix predicate represents.
In (18a), remember implies that Jack recalls he is supposed to carry out the
subordinate process, while in (18b) it signifies that he has a memory of carrying out the

subordinate process (cf. Smith and Escobedo 2001: 560).

(18) a. Jack remembered to mail the letter this afternoon.
b. Jack remembered mailing the letter this afternoon.

(Smith and Escobedo 2001: 560)

Remember in (18a) represents the potential phase because it means that at the time Jack
has awareness in his mind of something he must do (see NOAD: 1476), he does not yet
carry out any action. In contrast, remember in (18b) represents the result phase because it
entails that Jack has an image of mailing the letter (the target) in his memory, or dominion
(see OALD: 1308). The difference between regret to do and regret doing would be
explained in a similar way.

The difference between like to do and like doing as in (19) can also be explained in

terms of the control cycle.

(19) I like to run but don’t like running. (Langacker 2008: 440)

Like taking the fo-infinitive represents the potential phase because it indicates a positive
inclination (cf. Langacker 2008) toward the target (the idea of running) that lies outside
the subject’s dominion (experience). In contrast, /ike taking the -ing form represents the
result phase because it describes a general attitude based on the actual experience of
running (cf. Langacker 2008) that is incorporated into the subject’s dominion.

As for (20a, b), both matrix predicates represent the action phase. In (20a), John (at
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least) took action in order to get the ball to stay on his head (see CCALD: 1618), while

in (20b) he made an attempt and succeeded in balancing the ball (Dixon 1984: 590-591).

(20) a. John tried to balance the ball on his head.

b. John tried balancing the ball on his head. (Dixon 1984: 590)

However, with #ry to do as in (20a), the realization of #ry does not entail the
realization of the subordinate process, while with #ry -ing as in (20b), it does (cf.
Langacker 2008: 439). The difference depends on whether the matrix predicate represents
the initial action or the execution stage of the action phase. 7ry in (20a) represents the
initial action stage because it entails that, while John took some action in order to carry
out the subordinate process, he did not achieve the subordinate process (Dixon 1984: 590).
On the other hand, #7y in (20b) represents the execution stage because it entails that John
actually balanced the ball (Dixon 1984: 590). The difference between stop to do and stop
doing would be explained in a similar way.*’

Note that the matrix predicates discussed in this section represent the potential phase
or the initial action stage with the fo-infinitive and the result phase or the execution stage
with the -ing form. Of 1,000 instances each of remember, like and regret randomly
selected from COCA, 83 (remember), 29 (like) and 146 (regref) represent the result phase
and take the -ing form, whereas 22 (remember), 294 (like) and 18 (regret) represent the
potential phase and take the fo-infinitive. Also, of 1,000 instances each of ¢y and stop,
758 (try) and 14 (stop) represent the initial action stage and take the fo-infinitive, whereas

31 (try) and 377 (stop) represent the execution stage and take the -ing form.*!

40 In stop to do/doing, however, to do functions as a modifier but doing as a complement with respect
to stop. This issue is left for future research.

41 Further explanation is needed as to why these predicates have such distributional differences and a
preference for taking either the fo-infinitive or the -ing form. This issue is left for future research.
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Thus, matrix predicates that take either the fo-infinitive or the -ing form
prototypically represent a certain phase or stage, i.e. the potential/result phase (/ike to do,
remember/regret doing) or the initial action/execution stage (#y to do, stop doing), and
are extended to represent another phase or stage and take the other complement type
(like/try doing, remember/regret/stop to do). Predicates that take only one complement
type (e.g. want, keep) represent only one phase or stage and are not extended to represent
another phase or stage.*?

Let us note in passing that the predicates that primarily represent the potential (/ike
to do) or result phase (remember/regret doing) are extended to represent the result (like
doing) or potential phase (remember/regret to do) but not the action phase. Also, the
predicates that primarily represent the initial-action (¢ry to do) or execution stage (stop
doing) are extended to represent the execution (#y doing) or initial action stage (stop to
do) (i.e. in the range of the action phase) but neither the potential nor the result phase. We
can explain this in terms of a similarity between the potential and result phases and a
distinctive property of the action phase. That is, while the target (the zo-infinitive or the -
ing form) is outside the actor’s/conceptualizer’s dominion in the potential phase but
incorporated in it in the result phase, in both of these phases the actor/conceptualizer has
a mental attitude (e.g. having a preference (/ike), feeling repentant (regret)) toward the
target. Therefore, the matrix predicates primarily representing the potential/result phase
are extended to represent the result/potential phase. On the other hand, the action phase
is a transition between the two phases (cf. Langacker 2009: 133, 263), and the
actor/conceptualizer takes some action, rather than having a mental attitude, toward the
target. Therefore, the predicates primarily representing the initial action or execution

stage are not extended to represent the potential or the result phase but remain in the range

42 We need to explain the semantic difference between predicates that can be extended to represent
another phase or stage and ones that cannot. This issue is left for future research.
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of the action phase.*

4.6. Conclusion

This chapter has argued that instances of fo-infinitive and -ing constructions fall
naturally into three groups depending on which phase of the control cycle the matrix
predicate represents. This chapter has also indicated that many instances of the fo-
infinitive and the -ing form are distributed in the potential and action phases of the control
cycle, respectively, confirming previous suggestions that the to-infinitive construction
typically evokes futurity and the -ing form temporal overlap. In addition, this chapter has
examined, in terms of the control cycle, matrix predicates taking either the to-infinitive

or the -ing form.

4 T do not claim that all predicates show such extension. For example, as we have seen in Section

4.3.2 (footnote 23), the predicate see represents either the action phase as in (ia) or a stable experience
(the result phase) as in (ib) (cf. Langacker 2009: 260).

(1) a. He saw shadows moving about the fire ... (=9b)

b. I see it very clearly. (Langacker 2009: 260)
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Chapter 5

The to-Infinitive as a Clausal Subject”

5.1. Introduction
This chapter discusses the use of the to-infinitive as a clausal subject, as in (1), and

explains why this is a rare occurrence compared with the use of -ing as a subject and other

uses of the fo-infinitive.

(1) a. To write anovel is a lie.
b. 7o love the earth is a sacred responsibility ...

c. To win on the court requires teamwork and collaboration ... (COCA)

This chapter empirically shows that the fo-infinitive is used much less frequently
than -ing as a clausal subject and that the to-infinitive subject also occurs much less
frequently than other uses of the fo-infinitive, such as a post-predicate complement or

modifier, as in (2a, b).

(2) a. He desperately wants to win.
b. And then we’re going to work together zo win the future of our country for the

American people. (COCA)

*Part of this chapter was presented at the 15th International Cognitive Linguistics Conference held at
Kwansei Gakuin University, Nishinomiya, Japan. I would like to thank the audience, and Elizabeth
Riddle in particular, for their comments.
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The infrequency of the fo-infinitive as a clausal subject is explained with the argument
that the notion of directionality (e.g. futurity), which typically motivates the use of the fo-
infinitive, as in (2), is incompatible with the conceptual autonomy of the clausal subject.
That is, the notion of directionality makes the fo-infinitive conceptually dependent on
who- or whatever has the direction (e.g. volition) toward the to-infinitive, and this
directionality makes the fo-infinitive incompatible with the autonomy of the clausal
subject. This chapter also shows that the fo-infinitive as a clausal subject collocates with
a very limited range of matrix predicates. It is argued that this, too, is due to the notion of
directionality. A cognitive basis for the notion of directionality involved in the use of the
to-infinitive subject is explained in terms of the control cycle (Langacker 2002, 2009).
The organization of the chapter is as follows. Section 5.2 reviews previous studies
related to the topic of this chapter. Section 5.3 examines the token frequency of to-
infinitives as a clausal subject. Section 5.4 examines, in terms of the control cycle, the
notion of directionality involved in instances of fo-infinitive subjects. Section 5.5 explains
why the fo-infinitive subject is rare and collocates with a limited range of matrix

predicates. Section 5.6 summarizes and reviews the arguments presented.

5.2. Previous Studies of the fo-Infinitive as a Clausal Subject

As we have seen in Chapters 1, 3 and 4, many previous studies of the to-infinitive
argue that fo-infinitive constructions typically evoke the notions of ‘futurity’ (Wierzbicka
1988: 165; Langacker 1991: 445-446, 2009: 301, 2015: 73; Smith and Escobedo 2001:
553-554) or ‘potentiality’ (Dixon 1984: 590; Quirk et al. 1985: 1191; Langacker 2015:
73). Smith and Escobedo (2001: 552-554) consider that the notion of futurity (e.g.
purpose, volition) is directional because this notion is derivable from the source-path-goal
schema. They state that “in the physical domain, a goal clearly lies at the endpoint of the

path and is reached only after the path is traversed from the starting point” and that
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“[r]eaching the goal thus occurs in the future relative to the time when movement along
the path begins” (Smith and Escobedo 2001: 554). They also argue that “[t]he future-
oriented sense of to thus evokes the conceptual transfer of the source-path-goal schema
from the concrete physical domain to the temporal domain” (Smith and Escobedo 2001:
554). The notion of potentiality is also considered to be directional. Dixon (1984: 590—
592) employs an arrow to indicate the potentiality marked by the fo-infinitive and argues
that this kind of fo-infinitive “involves an agent moving towards some unrealised activity”
(p. 592) (i.e. an infinitive’s event). Thus, the notions of futurity and potentiality are
described as a directionality toward an infinitive’s event. | Some of the authors
(Langacker 1991: 446; Smith and Escobedo 2001: 552-554; Dixon 1984: 589-592)
attribute the notion of futurity or potentiality to the infinitival zo, which they interpret as
a path leading to a goal, i.e. the infinitive’s event (see Duffley 2003: 350; Smith and
Escobedo 2001: 552-554).

The central interest in these studies is to explain the semantic motivation for the use
of the fo-infinitive as a post-predicate complement or modifier, as in (2); the use of the
to-infinitive as a clausal subject, as in (1), is not comprehensively examined. Egan (2008)
and Duffley (2003) do, however, provide accounts of fo-infinitive subjects, which are
worth reviewing.

Egan (2008) downloaded instances from the British National Corpus (BNC) of
infinitival subjects comprising an initial 7o followed immediately by one of the four verbs
live, love, win and write—the first two stative, the third an achievement and the fourth
either an activity or an accomplishment. His corpus study yielded 40 instances of fo-

infinitive subjects, which he observes are rare in themselves and collocate with a very

! The directionality does not, therefore, include the notion of ‘leading up to the time of speaking’.
would like to thank an anonymous reviewer of an earlier version of this chapter for drawing my
attention to this issue.
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limited range of predicates.” He notes that more than two-thirds of the downloaded
instances collocate with a copular predicate, as in example (3a), and the other instances

(with one exception) collocate with involve, require, demand or mean, as in (3b, c).

(3) a. To love a human being is still the only thing worth living for; without this love
you really do not live.
b. To live life to the full involves awareness of the physical, emotional, mental
and spiritual self.
c. To win a significant amount of new business would require a big cultural

change at the company. (Egan 2008: 100, from BNC)

However, 40 instances are insufficient to provide a comprehensive account of the
use of the fo-infinitive as a clausal subject, and Egan (2008) does not explain why the fo-
infinitive subject is rare in itself and collocates with a very limited range of predicates.

Duftley (2003) examines 129 instances of the fo-infinitive used as a clausal subject
in the Brown and LOB corpora and explains the semantic motivation for the use of a fo-
infinitive subject in terms of the notion of directionality. He states that the infinitival o
evokes “the bare infinitive’s event as the end point of a path or movement leading up to
its actualization” (Duffley 2003: 350). For example, he claims that a fo-infinitive subject

collocating with a verb of requirement is used in future or conditional contexts, as in (4).

(4) To find a place for them in their theory of knowledge would require them to revise

the theory radically ... (Duftley 2003: 341, from Brown Corpus)

2 In addition to the data from the corpus, Egan (2008) refers to Biber et al. (1999: 722) to support his
observation that occurrences of the fo-infinitive subject are rare.
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The present study concurs with Duffley’s observations in that the use of the fo-
infinitive itself is typically motivated by the notion of directionality. When the to-
infinitive is used as a clausal subject, however, this study empirically shows that examples
that lack any specific directionality, as in (5a, b), occur much more frequently than

examples that do evoke a relatively specific directionality, as in (4).

(5) a. To love the earth is a sacred responsibility ...

b. To live was then in itself a delight ... (COCA)

The present study explains why the fo-infinitive is more often used as a subject that does
not evoke specific directionality. In the following section, the token frequency® of to-
infinitive subjects is examined by observing actual usage data in the Corpus of

Contemporary American English (COCA).

5.3. The Token Frequency of the fo-Infinitive as a Clausal Subject

For this study, a corpus study was conducted in order to confirm that the fo-infinitive
rarely occurs as a clausal subject. Building on Egan’s (2008) corpus study (see Section
5.2), examples comprising an initial 7o followed immediately by one of the four verbs
live, love, win and write were downloaded from COCA; recall that the first two verbs are
stative, the third an achievement, and the fourth either an activity or an accomplishment.
This corpus study yielded 180 instances of fo-infinitive subjects, collocating with 21
different matrix predicates. As shown in Table 5.1, the fo-infinitive collocates with the
verb be in about 76 percent of the examples, followed by mean, require, show, take, etc.

Sentences (6a—f) are some of the downloaded examples.

3 As we have seen in Section 4.3 (footnote 7), token frequency is defined as “the count of the
occurrence in texts of particular words, such as broken or have, or of specific phrases, such as / don 't
think” (Bybee and Thompson 1997: 378).
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Matrix Predicate | To live To love To win To write Total

be 51 39 11 35 136 (75.6%)
mean 9 3 0 2 14 (7.8%)
require 4 0 1 1 6 (3.3%)
show 1 1 1 0 3 (1.7%)
take 0 0 1 2 3 (1.7%)
Others (change,

8 1 2 7 18 (10.0%)
seem, etc.)
Total 73 44 16 47 180

Table 5.1: Totals for fo-Infinitives as a Clausal Subject

(6) a. To live with regret is heavy.
b. 7o love God means to love the world.
c. To live there as a student requires parental wealth ...
d. 7o win at home over Portland without Jalen Rose showed Larry Bird's group
just might be primed to make a title run.
e. To win against Cancer takes everything you have.

f. To write such words changed the meaning. (COCA)

Another search of COCA was conducted for examples beginning with Living, Loving,
Winning and Writing. This yielded 1,957 instances of -ing subjects, indicating that this

construction is used much more frequently than the fo-infinitive as a clausal subject.*

4 The examples of fo-infinitive and -ing subjects were downloaded on 3 March 2020. Note that the
total for -ing as a clausal subject includes 7 instances collocating with 2 matrix predicates and 1
instance with 3 matrix predicates, as in (ia, b), respectively.
(1) a. Writing a book is good, but doesn't automatically qualify you to be speaking.
b. Winning ended the game, sent the kings bounding merrily away, and sealed up the window.
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Besides, the downloaded instances collocate with 223 different matrix predicates, which

shows that -ing subjects collocate with a wider variety of matrix predicates than do fo-

infinitive subjects. As shown in Table 5.2, approximately 54 percent of the instances

collocate with the verb be, followed by mean, make, give, require, etc. While -ing subjects

also collocate with a somewhat limited range of matrix predicates—Ilike to-infinitive

subjects (see Table 5.1), they tend to collocate with the verbs be, mean and require®—this

corpus study shows that -ing subjects collocate with a wider variety of matrix predicates

than do fo-infinitive subjects. Sentences (7a—d) are some of the downloaded examples.

Matrix Predicate Living Loving Winning | Writing Total

be 352 55 327 330 | 1,064 (54.4%)
mean 47 11 25 8 91 (4.6%)
make 44 3 12 30 89 (4.5%)
give 25 1 11 13 50 (2.6%)
require 13 0 22 15 50 (2.6%)
help 12 0 7 28 47 (2.4%)
have 14 1 10 4 29 (1.5%)
allow 13 0 4 9 26 (1.3%)
take 7 0 7 10 24 (1.2%)
seem 5 0 6 12 23 (1.2%)
become 8 1 3 8 20 (1.0%)
others (feel, prove,

157 17 139 131 444 (22.7%)
etc.)

(COCA)

3> In Section 5.5.2, I discuss the commonalities between fo-infinitive and -ing subject constructions
and explain why both fo-infinitive and -ing subjects tend to collocate with these three verbs.
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Total 697 89 573 598 1,957

Table 5.2: Totals for -ing as a Clausal Subject

(7) a. Living in reality is a good thing.
b. Loving our children certainly means having compassion for them ...
c. Writing things down makes them tangible, visible and somehow real.
d. Living in America gives us amazing opportunities and freedom in terms of

food and nourishment. (COCA)

For the present study, examples containing all uses of the four previously researched
to-infinitives were also examined in order to clarify how rare the fo-infinitive is as a
subject compared with its other uses. Searches of COCA for to live, to love, to win and to
write occurring in any position yielded 68,860, 17,018, 52,306, and 42,843 instances
respectively, which made manual sorting impracticable. One thousand examples were
therefore randomly downloaded from each total. Among the 4,000 downloaded examples,
the corpus study found only 24 instances of the to-infinitive used as a clausal subject. In
contrast, as many as 2,509 of the examples had the fo-infinitive placed as a post-predicate

complement or modifier, as in (8a, b).°

(8) a. We want to [ive in a city that provides people the opportunity to live, work and
shop in the same neighborhood.

b. ... the Republican Party needed to join together to win the White House ...

¢ The search found many other uses of fo-infinitives (e.g. noun modifiers (ia), adverbials at the
beginning of the sentence (ib), wh-infinitives (ic), etc.). This study does not take up all these uses.
(i) a. Now he has a chance 7o win the ring that has eluded him ...
b. In order to win they must trust others and collaborate with them.
c. They were classically trained and they knew how fo write very powerful orchestral music
(COCA)
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(COCA)

Thus, the corpus study revealed that the to-infinitive as a subject is rare compared
with both -ing as a subject and other uses of the to-infinitive and that, while both fo-
infinitive and -ing subjects tend to collocate with the verbs be, mean and require, to-
infinitive subjects collocate with a narrower range of matrix predicates than do -ing
subjects.

Section 5.4 examines, in terms of the control cycle, the notion of directionality
involved in the fo-infinitive subject. Based on the examination in Section 5.4, Section 5.5
explains why the fo-infinitive subject is rare and collocates with a limited range of matrix

predicates.

5.4. The Notion of Directionality Involved in the fo-Infinitive Subject
5.4.1. The Control Cycle and zo-Infinitives

In this section, a cognitive basis for the notion of directionality involved in the fo-
infinitive subject is explained in terms of the control cycle (see Section 2.8). In Chapters
3 and 4, | have applied the idea of the control cycle to an analysis of predicates taking the
to-infinitive as a post-predicate complement or modifier, as in (9). Also, we have seen
that the matrix predicates in (9a) and (9b) are classified as respectively representing the
potential and action phases of the control cycle because the matrix predicate designates
intention in (9a) and physical movement in (9b) toward the target (the fo-infinitival
clause). I have argued that forward-looking meanings such as these (i.e. intention or

physical movement toward the target) prototypically motivate the use of the fo-infinitive.

(9) PP: a. | want fo have him in jail.

AP: b. That evening, my grandfather went out to feed his animals ...
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RP: c. I know you to be a resourceful lady. (COCA)

We have also seen that the matrix predicate in (9c¢) is classified as representing the result
phase because the to-infinitival clause (the target) is incorporated as part of the
conceptualizer’s knowledge, or dominion (D). I have argued that, since the fo-infinitival
clause is already under the conceptualizer’s control, (9c) does not evoke a forward-
looking meaning and is therefore not a prototypical example of fo-infinitive constructions.

However, the analysis based on the control cycle in Chapters 3 and 4 is limited to
the fo-infinitive as a post-predicate complement or modifier, and no previous study has
ever examined the to-infinitive as a clausal subject in terms of the control cycle. This
chapter applies the control cycle to explain the notion of directionality involved in

instances of to-infinitive subjects.

5.4.2. An Analysis of the fo-Infinitive Subject Based on the Control Cycle
This section examines, in terms of the control cycle, the notion of directionality

involved in instances of fo-infinitive subjects, as in examples (10a—f).

(10) PP: a. To live there as a student requires parental wealth ... (=6¢)
b. To win against Cancer takes everything you have. (=6e)

AP: c. To win at home over Portland without Jalen Rose showed Larry Bird's

group just might be primed to make a title run. (=6d)

d. To write such words changed the meaning. (=61)
RP: e. To live with regret is heavy. (=6a)
f. 7o love God means to love the world. (=6b)

As in Langacker (2002, 2009) and Chapters 3 and 4 in this dissertation, the present study
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examines the meanings of the matrix predicates in order to classify the examples in terms
of the control cycle. The matrix predicates (require, take, show, change) in (10a—d)
indicate that these sentences pertain to effective control of the fo-infinitive functioning as
the subject; effective control concerns our effort to influence what happens (see Section
2.8 (footnote 7)). The matrix predicates (require, take) in (10a, b), for example, entail that
the actor, who is generalized and not coded linguistically, has volition or intention to carry
out the infinitive’s event, or target (the potential phase); and the matrix predicates (show,
change) in (10c, d) entail that the actor carries out the infinitive’s event, or target (the
action phase). In contrast, the matrix predicates (be, mean) in (10e, f) indicate that these
sentences pertain to epistemic control of the clausal proposition— epistemic control being
related to our efforts to acquire knowledge about the world (see Section 2.8 (footnote
7))—since the matrix predicates in these examples indicate that the clausal proposition
(the target), with the to-infinitive as its subject, is accepted as part of the conceptualizer’s
knowledge or belief (the result phase). This section claims that instances pertaining to the
potential or action phases, as in (10a, b) and (10c, d) respectively, evoke volition or an
action directed toward the infinitive’s event, whereas instances pertaining to the result
phase as in (10e, f) do not evoke any specific directionality.

Let us first examine examples (10a, b), which correspond to the potential phase of the
effective control cycle. In both these sentences, the matrix predicate entails that the event
designated by the to-infinitive is presented as something aimed at.” This means that the
actor, who may be generalized and not necessarily the speaker or a particular individual,
has some volition toward carrying out the event; the source of the direction is the actor,

the path is the course of the volition and the goal is the infinitive’s event. The conceptual

7 This study refers to Duffley (2003: 340-341) for his analysis of fo-infinitive subjects collocating
with require. The present study is more comprehensive than Duffley’s in that this study explains, in
terms of the control cycle, why fo-infinitive subjects that do not involve the specific notion of
directionality occur more frequently than those that do evoke specific directionality (see Section 5.2).
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structure of sentences (10a, b) can be diagrammed as in Figure 5.1.

@
s

Figure 5.1: The Conceptual Structure of (10a, b)

The volitional direction is represented by the bold dashed arrow from the actor (A) to the
target (T) (i.e. the infinitive’s event). The source of the direction (A) is not profiled, but
the path and the goal are profiled by the infinitival zo and the infinitive, respectively.
Trajector status (tr) (i.e. “primary focal prominence” (Langacker 2008: 374); see Section
2.2 in this dissertation) is conferred on the target (the infinitive’s event) rather than the
actor (A) and is elaborated as a subject; the target is not incorporated into the actor’s
dominion (D). Also, the to-infinitive (T) profiles a thing (represented by a bold circle)
rather than a relationship, which is usually represented by a box or a line.® The
requirement (i.e. parental wealth in (10a), everything in (10b)) that the actor needs to
meet in order to carry out the target is represented as the cause (C) because the
requirement, in effect, causes the fo-infinitive’s event. This causal relationship is
represented by the bold dashed arrow from C to T.

Let us next examine sentences (10c, d). The matrix predicates (show, change) entail
that the actor carries out the infinitive’s event (the action phase). The conceptual structure

of (10c, d) can be diagrammed as in Figure 5.2.

8 Langacker (2008: 118-120) notes that a fo-infinitive used as in (ia) still profiles a relationship (or a
relation), but its profile shifts to a thing in examples like (ib), where the fo-infinitive functions as a
clausal subject.
(i) a. The firemen tried to enter the burning building.
b. To complain would be futile. (Langacker 2008: 118-119)
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Figure 5.2: The Conceptual Structure of (10c, d)

As shown in the diagram, trajector status (tr) is conferred on the target (T) (the infinitive’s
event); and, just as in the diagram of (10a, b) in Figure 5.1, the target (T) is not
incorporated into the actor’s (A) dominion (D). In contrast to (10a, b), however, the actors
in (10c, d) have neither volition nor intention toward the target because sentences (10c,
d) imply that the target (the fo-infinitive) is already carried out. However, the actors in
(10c, d) do perform an action (playing against an opponent in (10c), writing certain words
in (10d)) to reach the target, so their action is directed toward the infinitive’s event. The
direction toward the target is represented by the solid arrow from A to T; the source of the
direction (i.e. the actor) is not profiled, but the path (i.e. the action directed toward the
infinitive’s event) and the goal (i.e. the infinitive’s event) are profiled by the infinitival to
and the infinitive, respectively. The effect (E) (i.e. showing a strong possibility of making
a title run in (10c), changing the meaning in (10d)) represents what is caused by the
actor’s action reaching the target. This causal relationship is represented by the bold

dashed arrow from T to E. °

 While the matrix predicates in (10a, b) and (10e, f) are in the present tense, those in (10c, d) are in
the past tense. The tense, however, does not determine the phase of the control cycle to which each
example corresponds. As we have seen, this study focusses on the meaning of the matrix predicate(s),
rather than the tense or the meaning of the sentence as a whole, to classify examples in terms of the
control cycle. I therefore claim that show and change in the present tense as in (ia, b) also indicate that
these instances correspond to the action phase because the predicates describe a causal relationship
whose effect (i.e. showing natural ability in (ia), changing the meaning in (ib)) is caused by the actor
actually carrying out the target (i.e. the infinitive’s events). (Sentences (ia, b) are from an informant.)
(i) a. To win without training shows natural ability.
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Note that (10a, b) and (10c, d), which respectively pertain to the potential and action
phases of the effective control cycle, show reverse causality. That is, in (10a, b), the
infinitive’s event is construed as the effect caused by the requirement (i.e. parental wealth
in (10a), everything in (10b)). Contrastingly, in (10c, d), the infinitive’s event is
interpreted as causing the effect (i.e. showing a strong possibility of making a title run in
(10c), changing the meaning in (10d)). In Section 5.5.2, we will see that causal
relationships are partially involved in limiting the matrix predicates with which the to-
infinitive subject collocates.

Finally, let us discuss sentences (10e, f). The matrix predicates (be, mean) indicate
that these sentences pertain to epistemic control, which concerns our efforts to acquire
knowledge about the world (see Section 2.8 (footnote 7)). Therefore, the target in the
epistemic control cycle is the clausal proposition, which can be acquired as part of the
conceptualizer’s knowledge. The matrix predicate entails that the clausal proposition
containing the to-infinitive as its subject is accepted as part of the conceptualizer’s
knowledge (the result phase). The conceptual structure of (10e, f) is sketched in Figure

5.3.

Figure 5.3: The Conceptual Structure of (10e, f)

In Figure 5.3, the target proposition (P) is established in the conceptualizer’s (C) reality

b. To write such words changes the meaning.
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conception (D). Therefore, the conceptualizer (C) does not have any specific direction
(e.g. volition) toward the proposition (P). She has only judgment (J) (i.e. heavy in (10e),
to love the world in (10f)) of the fo-infinitive as the subject (INF).!® The relationship
between the ro-infinitive and the judgment is represented by the bold line between INF
and J and is designated by be in (10e) and mean in (10f).!!

This section has provided a cognitive basis to explain what motivates the fo-
infinitive as a subject to evoke the notion of directionality. That is, examples like (10a—d)
evoke a relatively specific notion of directionality (i.e. volition or an action directed
toward a fo-infinitive) because they pertain to the potential or action phases of the control
cycle. On the other hand, examples like (10e, f) do not evoke any specific directionality
because they pertain to the result phase, and the target propositions are already
incorporated into the conceptualizer’s dominion. This study claims that instances like
(10e, f) occur more frequently than instances like (10a—d) (see Table 5.1) because the lack
of specific directionality in the former makes the to-infinitive compatible with the
conceptual autonomy of the clausal subject. The following section discusses this issue in
detail by considering the respective phases of the control cycle to which these instances

correspond.

5.5. The Rare Occurrence of the fo-Infinitive as a Clausal Subject

This study claims that the rare occurrence of the fo-infinitive subject is due to the

10 'We will discuss the conceptual motivation for the use of the fo-infinitives in (10e, f) in Section
5.5.2.
1 This study does not claim that the matrix predicate of instances pertaining to epistemic control
always indicates that the target proposition is accepted as part of the conceptualizer’s knowledge or
belief (the result phase). There are, for example, instances whose matrix predicate indicates that the
target proposition is not yet accepted as part of the conceptualizer’s knowledge or belief, as in (i).
The matrix predicate (seem) entails that the conceptualizer inclines toward accepting (i.e. is
considering) the target proposition (the potential phase). A detailed analysis of examples as in (i) has
been left for future research.

(i) To write it all off to volcanoes just seems like so much hand waving to me. (COCA)
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notion of directionality, which makes the to-infinitive conceptually dependent and
therefore incompatible with the conceptual autonomy of the clausal subject. This section
also claims that the notion of directionality is involved in limiting the range of matrix

predicates with which the fo-infinitive subject collocates.

5.5.1. The Directionality of the fo-Infinitive vs. the Conceptual Autonomy of the
Clausal Subject

In Section 5.4.2, we have seen that instances pertaining to the potential or action
phases (e.g. (10a—d)) evoke relatively specific directionality, which motivates the use of
the fo-infinitive, whereas instances pertaining to the result phase (e.g. (10e, f)) do not
evoke any specific directionality. However, as we have seen in Table 5.1, examples
collocating with the matrix predicates require, take, show and change, as in (10a—d), occur
much less frequently than examples collocating with be and mean, as in (10e, f).
Therefore, based on the data in Table 5.1 and the examination in Section 5.4.2, it seems
reasonable to suppose that the specific notion of directionality involved in examples like
(10a—d) is incompatible with a to-infinitive subject and that examples that do not evoke
any specific directionality, as in (10e, ), are more compatible with a to-infinitive subject.
Given previous studies of zo-infinitives, this proposition might seem odd at first because
many previous studies agree that the notion of directionality motivates the use of the fo-
infinitive (see Section 5.2). So why are examples that evoke the specific notion of
directionality incompatible with a to-infinitive subject?

To answer this question, we must first discuss the conceptual autonomy of the clausal
subject. Langacker (1987: 236) notes that, compared with the direct object, the subject is
relatively autonomous vis-a-vis the verb. He also states that the subject/nonsubject
distinction is similar to figure/ground asymmetry: the likelihood of an entity being

construed as a distinct figure is enhanced to the degree that the contrast with its
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surroundings is sharp and the entity is discrete. Based on Langacker’s characterization of
the clausal subject, we can say that the entity favored as a clausal subject is conceptually
autonomous vis-a-vis its surroundings.

The conceptual autonomy of the clausal subject enables us to explain why the notion
of directionality is incompatible with the use of the zo-infinitive in this role. That is, while
the notion of directionality typically motivates the use of the fo-infinitive, it also makes
it conceptually dependent; this conceptual dependence is incompatible with the autonomy
of the clausal subject. For example, in (11a, b), the notion of directionality (i.e. the volition
or the action directed toward achieving the fo-infinitive’s event) makes the zo-infinitive
dependent on the actor who has the volition or carries out the action toward the infinitive’s

event.

(11) a. 7o live there as a student requires parental wealth ... (=6¢)
b. 7o win at home over Portland without Jalen Rose showed Larry Bird’s group

just might be primed to make a title run. (=6d)

On the other hand, as we have seen in Section 5.4.2, the matrix predicates (be, mean)
in (12a, b) indicate that these two examples pertain to the result phase of the epistemic
control cycle, which means they do not evoke the specific notion of directionality toward
the fo-infinitive as their subject. Nor do they imply an actor who has any such direction.
It is therefore plausible to say that, compared with examples like (11a, b), the fo-infinitive
subject is relatively autonomous in instances pertaining to the result phase of the
epistemic control cycle, as in (12a, b). For this reason, as we have seen in Table 5.1, most
of the downloaded instances of fo-infinitive subjects collocate with the verb be, followed

by mean, since these two verbs entail that the target proposition is established in the
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conceptualizer’s reality conception (D) (the result phase of the epistemic control cycle).'?

(12) a. To live with regret is heavy. (=6a)

b. 70 love God means to love the world. (=6Db)

Since instances pertaining to the potential or action phases of the effective control
cycle evoke specific directionality, trajector status tends to be conferred on the actor who
is the source of the directionality, as in (9a, b); Langacker (2008: 367) notes that “[t]he
actor tends strongly to be the focus of attention”. However, examples like (11a, b), which
pertain to the potential and action phases, confer trajector status on the infinitive’s event
rather than the actor. Therefore, examples like (11a, b) are relatively rare. On the other
hand, instances pertaining to the result phase of the epistemic control cycle, as in (12a, b),
evoke neither the specific notion of directionality nor an actor who has any such direction.
This makes the to-infinitive subjects in these examples conceptually autonomous and
therefore relatively plausible as candidates for trajector status. For this reason, the zo-
infinitive is more often used as a subject pertaining to the result phase, rather than the
potential or action phases, of the epistemic control cycle. Thus, the present study explains
why instances of clausal subjects collocating with the matrix predicates be and mean
occur more frequently than those collocating with the verbs require, take, show and
change by considering the phase of the control cycle to which these instances correspond.

However, the fo-infinitive, including the instances when it collocates with be and
mean as in (12), is used much less frequently than -ing as a clausal subject (see Tables 5.1

and 5.2). This disparity between the two constructions is due to a difference in their

12 However, examples collocating with be occur much more frequently than examples with mean (see
Table 5.1). One reason for this is that be is much more common in general than mean: be occurs in
42,372,603 instances in COCA, whereas mean in only 748,840 instances (observed on 6 May 2020).
Further examination has been left for future research.
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“nouniness”. Observe the following sentences:

(13) a. She once liked watching television and physical exercise both.
b. *She once liked to watch television and physical exercise both.

(Emonds 1976: 132)

Emonds (1976) notes that -ing forms and nominals are conjoined, while zo-infinitives and
nominals are not, as illustrated in (13a, b). Of the two constructions, the -ing form
therefore bears a closer resemblance to a noun because “in a coordinate structure the
conjuncts are parallel and co-equal” (Langacker 2009: 349). Duffley (2003) agrees that a
gerund is similar to a noun and states that gerund + gerund constructions as in (14a)"?

can be compared to a sentence with two nouns as in (14b).

(14) a. Complimenting is lying. (Jespersen 1940: 168, in Duffley 2003: 345)

b. Politics is trickery. (Duffley 2003: 346)

Langacker (2008: 200, 539) notes that a noun profiles a “thing”; and—in contrast to a
relationship (or a relation), which is conceptually dependent on its participants—a thing
is conceptually autonomous. This means that the -ing form, too, is conceptually
autonomous. So -ing is construed as being autonomous and, as Emonds (1976: 133) notes,
can be put in the focus position of cleft constructions as in (15a),'* whereas the to-

infinitive cannot, as illustrated in (15b)."*

13 Jespersen (1940) quotes sentence (14a) from Jonathan Swift (1892), Polite Conversation.

14 Emonds (1976) observes the use of gerund clauses in examples like (13a) and (15a) to confirm their
membership in the category NP (noun phrase).

15 Observing examples as in (13) and (15), Hamada (2002) also examines gerunds and infinitives in
terms of “nouniness” and “objectification”. He states that gerundive complements are thing-like (i.e.
a conceptually objectified or independent concept) whereas infinitival complements are eventive or
processual (i.e. a conceptually dependent concept).
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(15) a. It was buying a new hat that I enjoyed.

b. *It was to buy a new hat that [ wanted. (Emonds 1976: 133)

Based on the data in (13), (14) and (15), it is plausible to say that, compared with the
to-infinitive, the -ing form is closer to nominalization, and the nouniness of this
construction makes it conceptually autonomous and therefore suitable as a clausal subject.
In contrast, the fo-infinitive, with its lower degree of nouniness, retains both the
conception of a relationship and conceptual dependence, even when it functions as a
clausal subject and shifts its profile to a thing. We have seen that the fo-infinitive as a
subject is conceptually more autonomous in instances that correspond to the result phase
of the control cycle, as in (12a, b), than in those corresponding to the potential or action
phase, as in (11a, b). Compared to -ing as a clausal subject, however, the present study
proposes that, even in examples like (12a, b), the fo-infinitive still retains the conception
of a relationship and does not completely lose its dependence.'® The inherent dependence
invoked in the fo-infinitive makes it incompatible with the autonomy of the clausal subject.
That is why this construction, even when corresponding to the result phase, is used less
frequently than the -ing form as a subject.

The difference in degree of conceptual dependence (or autonomy) of the fo-infinitive

and the -ing form is also reflected in examples (16a—c) and (17a—c).

(16)a. 7o live a free life is to accept the limit of one’s human life ... (COoCA)
b. *?70o live a free life is accepting the limit of one’s human life.

c. ?7o love is accepting the other.

16 The conceptual dependence in (12a, b) will be examined in detail in Section 5.5.2 in terms of the
subjective directionality involved in those instances.
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(17) a. Living a free life is accepting the limit of one’s human life.
b. ?Living a free life is to accept the limit of one’s human life.

c. ?Loving is to accept the other.

Example (16a) corresponds to the result phase, where the conceptualizer expresses a
judgment of the to-infinitive subject (i.e. is to accept the limit of ones human life). In
(16a), the conceptualizer uses the conceptually dependent fo-infinitive (fo accept) to
express a judgment of the fo-infinitive subject, which is also conceptually dependent. On
the other hand, (16b) is perceived as “impossible” or “sounds awkward”, and (16¢c) seems
“unusual and strange”!” because the conceptualizer expresses a judgment of the to-
infinitive subject using the -ing form, which, unlike the clausal subject, is conceptually
autonomous. Sentences (17a—c) also illustrate the difference in degree of conceptual
dependence (or autonomy) of the to-infinitive and the -ing form. In (17a), the
conceptualizer uses the conceptually autonomous -ing form (accepting the limit of one'’s
human life) to express a judgment of the likewise conceptually autonomous -ing subject.
On the other hand, (17b, c) are perceived as “unusual and strange” !®because the
conceptualizer uses the conceptually dependent fo-infinitive to express a judgment of the
conceptually autonomous -ing subject. The collocation of the fo-infinitive + the -ing form,
or the -ing form + the fo-infinitive, as in (16b, ¢) and (17b, c), is considered unacceptable
or strange due to the shift in point of view from either the conceptually dependent to the

autonomous or the conceptually autonomous to the dependent element.!® Thus, the

17 Two out of three informants said that (16b) is wrong, and one of them said that (16b), while not
wrong, is unusual and sounds awkward. All three informants said that (16c), while not wrong, is
unusual and strange.

18 All three informants said that (17b, ¢), while not wrong, are unusual and strange.

19 The present study refers to Duffley’s (2003: 346) examination of sentence (i). He claims that (i),
“while perhaps not strictly impossible, sounds very awkward due to the shift in point of view from the
entitative [i.e. denoting a thing with independent existence] to the eventive” (Duffley 2003: 346); as
we have seen in (14a, b), he notes that the gerund resembles a substantial noun (see Duffley 2003:
346). The present study is more comprehensive than Duffley’s in that this study explains why the to-
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differences in acceptability in (16a—c) and (17a—c) reflect the difference in the degree of
conceptual dependence (or autonomy) of the fo-infinitive and the -ing form.?°

The present study also explains why the use of the fo-infinitive as a subject is rare
compared with its use as a post-predicate complement or modifier, as in (18a—c) (see
Section 5.3). Sentences (18a—c) evoke the specific notion of directionality (i.e. volition in
(18a), intention in (18b) and purpose in (18c)) toward the event designated by the fo-
infinitive as the post predicate complement or modifier. Also, in (18a—c) trajector status
is conferred on the actor (i.e. the source of the direction in each case), which is consistent
with the strong tendency of the actor to be the focus of attention (see Langacker 2008:
367). In addition, in keeping with their inherent dependence, the fo-infinitives in these
examples profile relationships rather than things; the actors are the trajectors of the

relationship they designate. These characteristics of the fo-infinitive lead to its inherent

suitability and relatively frequent use as a post-predicate complement or modifier.

(18) a. I want fo live in the country.
b. I thoroughly intend 7o /ive with someone I love.
c. The wingnuts would have needed a minimum of 60% of the white vote to win

this election. (COCA)

Conversely, as we have seen, conceptual dependence and specific directionality are
incompatible with the autonomy of the clausal subject. The conceptual motivation for the
use of the zo-infinitive therefore conflicts with its use as a clausal subject. Furthermore,

conferring trajector status on the fo-infinitive’s event rather than the actor is inconsistent

infinitive is less suitable as a clausal subject than the -ing form in terms of the conceptual dependence
of the to-infinitive and the conceptual autonomy of the -ing form.

(1) *?Slandering is to expose the faults of another in his absence. (Duffley 2003: 346)
20 1 would like to thank an anonymous reviewer of an earlier version of this chapter for drawing my
attention to this issue.
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with the strong tendency of the actor to be the focus of attention. This conflict resulting
from the prototypical motivation for the use of the fo-infinitive, combined with the
irregularity of removing the focus of attention from the actor, leads to the relative

unsuitability and resulting low frequency of the fo-infinitive as a clausal subject.

5.5.2. Directionality and Matrix Predicates

The remaining question is why the o-infinitive as a subject collocates with a very
limited range of matrix predicates. This section explains the reason for this in terms of
both the notion of directionality and the reference-point ability that is invoked when the
to-infinitive is used as a subject.

Let us first review the reference-point alignment involved in fo-infinitive
constructions. Langacker (2015: 73) claims that the infinitival 7o “usually portrays the
profiled event as being future or potential with respect to some reference point (R)”.
Based on Langacker’s claim, in Chapter 3, we have seen that in sentence (19) the
conceptualizer first directs her attention to Mary as a reference point to establish mental
contact with the target (i.e. the state of Mary being a Mormon). In this chapter, it is

proposed that the to-infinitive subject also invokes this reference-point ability.

(19) I know Mary to be a Mormon. (Wierzbicka 1988: 51)

Let us examine some examples of fo-infinitive subjects in (20a, b). When we interpret
examples pertaining to the potential phase of the effective control cycle, we first access
the actor as a reference point to establish mental contact with the infinitive’s event as the
target. The infinitive’s event functions, in turn, as the next reference point to access one
of the associated entities. Since sentences (20a, b) pertain to the potential phase of the

effective control cycle, we interpret the volition directed toward the infinitive’s event. The
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volition limits the associated entities to ones such as a requirement to carry out the
infinitive’s event (i.e. parental wealth, everything you have) because when we intend to
carry out an event we need to know what (the object of require and fake, respectively)
causes the goal (the infinitive’s event). (For a discussion of the causal relationship, see
Section 5.4.2.) This limitation, in turn, restricts the range of matrix predicates to ones that
designate the causal relationship between the infinitive’s event and the requirement to
carry out the event. Therefore, the matrix predicates that collocate with a to-infinitive
subject in instances pertaining to the potential phase, as in (20a, b), are limited to verbs

like require and take, both of which express the idea of needing something.

(20) a. To live there as a student requires parental wealth ... (=60¢)

b. To win against Cancer takes everything you have. (= 6e)

As for examples pertaining to the action phase of the effective control cycle, as in
(21a, b), we first access the actor as a reference point to establish mental contact with the
infinitive’s event as the target. The infinitive’s event functions as the next reference point
to access one of the associated entities. Since sentences (21a, b) correspond to the action
phase, they entail that the actor performs an action (e.g. playing against the opponent
(21a), writing each word (21b)) toward the infinitive’s event in order to achieve the event.
The achievement of the infinitive’s event limits the associated entities to ones such as an
effect (i.e. showing the strong possibility of making a title run in (21a) or changing the
meaning in (21b)), because the actor’s achievement of the target event causes an effect.
The verbs show and change are compatible with designating the causal relationship
because show means “to make [something] clear” (OALD: 1439) and change means “to
make [somebody/something] different” (OALD: 243). Note that make means “to cause

[somebody/something] to feel, show or have a particular quality: to cause
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[somebody/something] to be or become [something]” (OALD: 948).2! Therefore, the
matrix predicates that collocate with a fo-infinitive subject in instances pertaining to the

action phase, as in (21a, b), are limited to verbs like show and change.

(21) a. To win at home over Portland without Jalen Rose showed Larry Bird's group
just might be primed to make a title run. (=64d)

b. To write such words changed the meaning. (=61

As for examples pertaining to the result phase of the epistemic control cycle, as in
(22a, b), no specific direction is evoked. However, since the target proposition is already
established in the conceptualizer’s reality conception, her mental access to the infinitive’s
event limits the entities accessible through the infinitive’s event to ones whose
relationship with the infinitive’s event is established as part of the conceptualizer’s reality
conception. This limitation further restricts the range of matrix predicates to ones that
designate the established relationship between the infinitive’s event and the accessed
entity. Therefore, the matrix predicates that collocate with a fo-infinitive subject in
instances pertaining to the result phase, as in (22a, b), are limited to verbs like be and
mean; these two verbs are appropriate for designating an established relationship because
be means “having the state, quality, identity, nature, role, etc.” (NOAD: 142), and mean

is defined as “necessarily or usually entail or involve” (NOAD: 1084).

(22) a. To live with regret is heavy. (=6a)

b. To love God means to love the world. (= 6b)

2l Instances pertaining to the action phase also collocate with the verb make as in (i), which entails
that the achievement of the infinitive’s event causes the effect (her feeling whole), just as in (21a, b).
(i) To praise God made her feel whole ... (COCA)
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We can explain the conceptual motivation for the use of the fo-infinitives in (22a, b)
in terms of reference-point ability. Let us first note Langacker’s (1995: 189) claim that in
a reference-point chain with C (the conceptualizer) as its origin, C is both the
conceptualizer and the initial reference point (Ro); and the target (To) accessed through
Ry functions, in turn, as the next reference point (R1) to access the next target (T1), and so
on ((R2) to (T2) ...). Based on Langacker’s claim, sentences (22a, b) can be diagrammed

as in Figure 5.4.

Figure 5.4: The Reference Point Relationship in (22a, b)

As we have already seen, since the target proposition (P) is incorporated into the
conceptualizer’s dominion (D), the conceptualizer (C) has no specific direction toward
the proposition. However, reference-point ability is applied and motivates the use of the
to-infinitives in (22a, b). That is, when the conceptualizer (C) mentally accesses the target
proposition, she first directs attention to the infinitive’s event as a reference point (R1) to
establish mental contact with her judgment as the target (T1) out of the associated entities
(D1). It should be noted here that the conceptualizer (C) acts as the starting point (Ro) of
the reference-point chain, so the mental access from Ry to the infinitive’s event (To) is
invoked in (22a, b). The present study claims that subjective directionality lies in directing

attention from Ry to To. Therefore, while no specific direction (e.g. volition as in (20a, b))
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is evoked in (22a, b), the reference-point ability that is immanent in the specific direction
from the actor to the infinitive’s event in (20) and (21) remains in (22a, b), and the
subjective directionality lying in the reference-point ability motivates the use of the fo-
infinitives in (22a, b).??> This subjective directionality also makes the to-infinitives
dependent on the conceptualizer.?

Note, however, that the degree of dependence is lower in (22a, b) than in (20a, b)
and (21a, b) because the subjective directionality is much less specific in (22a, b) than the
specific directionality evoked in (20a, b) and (21a, b). Thus, in instances pertaining to the
result phase, the to-infinitive is relatively autonomous and therefore more suitable as a
clausal subject than in instances pertaining to the potential or action phases.

The subjective directionality involved in the fo-infinitive explains why the fo-
infinitive subject as in (23a) tends to imply an agent, while the -ing subject as in (23b)

does not (see Wood 1956: 11).

(23) a. To lie is wrong.

b. Lying is wrong. (Wood 1956: 11)

Wood (1956: 11) states that when we say (23a) “we are thinking of you, me or anyone
else telling lies; that is to say we think of it in connection with a subject, though not with
any particular subject”. On the other hand, he notes that when we say (23b) “we are
thinking of the activity or the practice in a universal sense, as a vice having an existence

independent of the individual who succumbs to it” (Wood 1956: 11). The present study

22 In Cognitive Grammar, this is called subjectification (see Langacker 2008). (For a discussion of
subjectification, see Section 2.9.) In Chapter 3, we have seen that sentence (i) does not evoke objective
directionality, but the reference-point ability involving subjective directionality from Mary to a
Mormon remains and motivates the use of the fo-infinitive.

(i) I know Mary to be a Mormon. =19)
23 This dependence makes the fo-infinitive less compatible than the -ing form with the conceptual
autonomy of the clausal subject (see Section 5.5.1).
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proposes that the subjective directionality lying in the mental access from the
conceptualizer (Ro) to the infinitive’s event (To) makes the fo-infinitive subject dependent
on the controller (i.e. the conceptualizer),?* thus implying someone who controls the fo-
infinitive subject.?> In contrast, as we have seen in Section 5.5.1, the -ing form is closer
to nominalization and therefore conceptually autonomous, which makes it independent
of any agent. The conceptual dependence of the to-infinitive subject explains why (23a)
is less common and natural than (23b): that is, the conceptual dependence of the fo-
¢ 26

infinitive is incompatible with the autonomy of the clausal subjec

Let us also discuss instances like (24), where the agent of the fo-infinitive subject is

24 Langacker (2008) defines the “controller” as “the participant most readily understood as
complement trajector when all relevant conceptual factors are taken into account” (p. 434). Given his
definition of the controller, even though the conceptualizer is not coded in (23a), she is the only one
who can be understood as the trajector of the to-infinitive subject; no other candidate is involved in
(23a). Recall that the ro-infinitive retains the conception of a relation even when it functions as a
clausal subject and shifts its profile to a thing (see Section 5.5.1). Also, the present study claims that
the conceptualizer associated with the mental access to the infinitive’s event in (23a) need not be the
one invoked for the grounding of the matrix predicate but can be a generalized one (cf. Langacker
2008: 441-442).
25 Duffley (2014: 40) deals with the question of generic control in instances like (i). He claims that
the to-infinitive subject in (i) has generic control and that the subject (i.e. the controller) of the to-
infinitive could be anyone. The present study is more comprehensive than Duffley’s in that this study
specifies that the generic controller is a generalized conceptualizer who has mental access to the
infinitive’s event. Further examination of the controller of the fo-infinitive subject is left for future
research.
(i) Indeed in the case of, say, painkilling drugs, to go on methodically taking them even if the
pain ceases to be troublesome would be foolish.
(Duftley 2014: 40, from the Great Britain component
of the International Corpus of English)
26 All three informants said that (23b) is more common and natural than (23a). The conceptual
dependence of the fo-infinitive subject also explains why (ia) is less natural than (ib): all three
informants said that (ib) is more natural than (ia). That is, the subjective directionality involved in the
to-infinitive subject makes it conceptually dependent on the conceptualizer, which causes the to-
infinitive to be incompatible with the autonomy of the clausal subject. Also, while the controller of the
to-infinitive subject in (ia) is generalized, the conceptual dependence makes the fo-infinitive subject
imply someone who controls it, which causes it to suggest a particular (or individual) event and to be
incompatible with the adverb gemerally. On the other hand, the -ing subject is conceptually
autonomous and independent of any agent, which causes it to suggest a general event and to be
compatible with the adverb (generally). (Sentences (ia, b) were supplied by an anonymous reviewer
of an earlier version of this chapter.)
(i) a. 7o live in Australia is generally hassle-free and easy.
b. Living in Australia is generally hassle-free and easy.
Hamada (2016: 50-51) also discusses the particularity of the infinitive subject and the generality
of the gerund subject by claiming that the former is proximal to the speaker’s domain, whereas the
latter is distal to it.
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coded by the prepositional phrase for you.

(24) For you to blame one party is completely wrong. (COCA)

The matrix predicate entails that the clausal proposition is accepted as part of the
conceptualizer’s knowledge (the result phase). Therefore, the conceptualizer does not
have any specific direction toward the proposition. However, just as in (22a, b), reference-
point ability is applied and motivates the use of the fo-infinitive in (24). That is, the
conceptualizer (Ro) first directs attention to you (To) in the prepositional phrase as a
reference point (R1) to establish mental contact with the infinitive’s event (fo blame one
party) as the target (T1); the fo-infinitive’s event functions in turn as the next reference
point (R2) to access the judgment (wrong) (T2). Subjective directionality lies in directing
attention from the conceptualizer (Ro) to you (To), then from you (R1) to the infinitive’s
event (T1), and motivates the use of the fo-infinitive. This subjective directionality makes
the to-infinitive dependent on the agent (you) as well as making the structure for + noun
+ infinitive dependent on the conceptualizer. Note, however, that the degree to which the
structure for + noun + infinitive depends on the conceptualizer is relatively low because
the directionality from the conceptualizer to the structure is only subjective.?’

The conceptual dependence of the to-infinitive also explains why instances like

(25b) are more natural than instances like (25a).%8

(25) a. To lie is wrong. (=23a)

b. It is wrong to lie.

27" An anonymous reviewer of an earlier version of this chapter suggested that I examine an example
like (24). I would like to thank him/her for this suggestion.
28 All three informants said that (25b) is more natural and common than (25a).
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In (25b), trajector status is conferred on i¢, which designates the field in reference to the
control cycle (see Langacker 2009: 143-146, 287). The field (if) is “interpretable as the
array of knowledge brought to bear in assessing” (Langacker 2009: 287)% the infinitive’s
event. The conceptualizer accesses the field as a reference point to establish mental
contact with the infinitive’s event as the target. In directing her attention from the field to
the infinitive’s event, however, she directs the judgmental attitude (wrong) toward the
infinitive’s event, which makes the to-infinitive dependent on the conceptualizer. This
judgmental directionality and conceptual dependence leads to the suitability of the to-
infinitive in (25b).3° On the other hand, in (25a), trajector status is conferred on the
infinitive’s event, and the fo-infinitive is used as a clausal subject, which should be
conceptually autonomous (see Section 5.5.1). Also, while reference-point ability is
applied in (25a) and the subjective directionality lying in the mental access from the
conceptualizer (Ro) to the infinitive’s event (To) motivates the use of the to-infinitive, the
subjective directionality is less specific in (25a) than the judgmental directionality evoked
in (25b). In (25a), the inherent conceptual dependence and directionality invoked in the
to-infinitive conflict with the inherent conceptual autonomy of the clausal subject and its

lack of specific directionality, making this use of the fo-infinitive less common than in

instances like (25b).3!

2 According to Langacker (2009), the field (F) designated by the impersonal it as in (i) is
“interpretable as the array of knowledge brought to bear in assessing” (Langacker 2009: 287) the target
proposition (i.e. the that-clause).

(1) It is certain that beer prevents cancer. (Langacker 2009: 286)
30 Note that the judgmental directionality evoked in (25b) is less specific than the notions of volition,
intention, and purpose, which are evoked in (18a), (18b) and (18c), respectively.
31 Swan (2016: §8: 92.1) also states that (ib) is more usual than (ia). He explains the reason for this in
terms of the principle of end-weight: “[lJonger and heavier structures usually come last in a clause or
sentence” (Swan 2016: §25: 267.4). The present study examines (25a, b), where the infinitive
expression (¢o lie) is short and simple, and explains the suitability of the fo-infinitive in (25b) in terms
of judgmental directionality and conceptual dependence (rather than in terms of the principle of end-
weight).

(i) a. To wait for people who were late made him angry.

b. It made him angry to wait for people who were late. (Swan 2016: §8:92.1)

An anonymous reviewer of an earlier version of this chapter suggested that I discuss examples like
(25a) and (25b). I would like to thank him/her for this suggestion.
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As we have seen in Section 5.3, -ing as a subject collocates with various matrix
predicates. In contrast to the zo-infinitive as a subject, the -ing form does not involve
directionality that would limit both the range of the associated entities and the matrix
predicates with which it collocates. Rather, -ing as a subject is conceptually autonomous
and more typical than the fo-infinitive as a clausal subject (see Section 5.5.1). Therefore,
-ing as a subject has various associated entities, as in (26a—g): e.g. a judgment (a good
thing, having compassion) in (26a, b); a requirement (American troops) in (26c);
something made easier (disentangling thoughts) in (26d); an effect (drawbacks) in (26e);
a feeling the speaker started to have (being natural) in (26f); something the speaker
learned (that) in (26g). Hence, in addition to the matrix predicates be, mean and require,
as in (26a—c)—which were also found to collocate with fo-infinitive subjects in the
present corpus study—-ing as a subject collocates with various predicates, as in (26d—g),
which designate the relationship between the -ing subject and its various associated

entities.>?

(26) a. Living in reality is a good thing. (=7a)
b. Loving our children certainly means having compassion for them ... (= 7b)
c. Winning the war in Afghanistan will probably require more American troops.
d. Writing in general helps me disentangle my thoughts ...
e. Living in the technological age has its drawbacks ...
f. Living with sickness almost became my natural [sic].

g. Living with a man taught me that. (COCA)

Let us note, however, that while -ing subjects collocate with a wider variety of matrix

32 This chapter focuses on an examination of the fo-infinitive as a clausal subject. A more detailed
comparison of the to-infinitive and the -ing form as a subject is left for future research.
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predicates than do fo-infinitive subjects, -ing subjects are also somewhat limited vis-a-vis
the matrix predicates with which they collocate. That is, both -ing subjects and fo-
infinitive subjects tend to collocate with the verbs be, mean and require (see Tables 5.1
and 5.2).3 In order to explain this issue, we need to discuss the commonalities between
to-infinitive and -ing subject constructions. In addition to the imposition of summary
scanning on the verbal process (see Section 2.5), both the fo-infinitive and the -ing form
as a subject shift their profile to a thing identifiable as a conceptual reification of the
verbal process (cf. Langacker 1991: 25-26, 2008: 119-120). Instances of the two
constructions confer trajector status on the reified event (i.e. the event designated by the
to-infinitive subject or the -ing subject). When we confer primary focal prominence
(trajector status) on the event rather than the actor who carries it out, we describe some
aspect of the event. Most commonly, we express a judgment of the event (e.g. (22a, b),
(264, b)). We also commonly describe what is required to carry out the event (e.g. (20a),
(26¢)). Therefore, in to-infinitive and -ing subject constructions, both the fo-infinitive and
-ing subjects tend to collocate with the verbs be, mean and require, which are frequently
used to describe a judgment of the event (be, mean) or a requirement to carry out the event
(require).>*

Section 5.5 has explained why the to-infinitive is rarely used as a clausal subject,
compared with -ing as a subject and other uses of the to-infinitive. While both fo-infinitive
and -ing subjects have certain limitations on the matrix predicates with which they
collocate, this section has also explained why the fo-infinitive collocates with a less varied

range of matrix predicates.

33 T would like to thank an anonymous reviewer of an earlier version of this chapter for drawing my
attention to this issue.
34 To-infinitive and -ing subjects also tend to collocate with verbs like show or make (see Tables 5.1
and 5.2), which designate a causal relationship whose effect is caused by carrying out the event of the
subject, as in (21a) or (i). This is because, when we confer focal prominence on an event (rather than
the actor), it is also common for us to describe what is caused by carrying out the event.

(i) Writing always made me feel immortal ... (COCA)
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5.6. Conclusion

In order to explain why the fo-infinitive as a subject occurs much less frequently
than the -ing form as a subject and other uses of the to-infinitive, this chapter has
presented the argument that the notion of directionality makes the fo-infinitive
incompatible with the autonomy of the clausal subject. It has also been argued that the
notion of directionality is involved in limiting the range of matrix predicates with which
the to-infinitive subject collocates. The present study has provided a cognitive basis for
this directionality in terms of the control cycle. In addition, this chapter has explained
why instances of the zo-infinitive as a subject collocating with the matrix predicates be
and mean are relatively frequent, compared with instances collocating with the verbs
require, take, show and change, by considering the respective phases of the control cycle

to which these instances correspond.
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Chapter 6

The Infinitive with or without 7o in Periphrastic

Causative Constructions”

6.1. Introduction

In Chapters 3—5, we have compared the fo-infinitive with the -ing form and the that-
clause. The rest of this dissertation (i.e. Chapters 6 and 7) compares the zo-infinitive with
the bare-infinitive (the infinitive without 7o) in terms of the control cycle. This chapter
examines the infinitive with or without o in periphrastic causative constructions as in (1a,
b) and explains why 7o must be included when the causative predicate make is used in the

passive, as in (1b).!

(1) a. Mary made John drive the car.

b. John was made to drive the car. (Dixon 2005: 251)

This chapter argues that the causative predicate make as in (1a) represents the action
phase of the effective control cycle. When the construction is passivized as in (1b),
however, the past participle made represents the result phase. This study states that the

specific directionality (e.g. futurity or potentiality) evoked in instances like / want to kiss

* Part of this chapter was presented at the 2021 Annual Meeting of the English Literary Society of
Hakodate held at Hokkaido University of Education, Hakodate. I would like to thank the audience for
their comments. This chapter also discusses some problems that were left unsolved in Sasaki (2021).
I Chapter 7 will examine the infinitive with or without fo in perception constructions as in (ia, b)
below.
(1) a. They saw/heard/noticed John kick Mary.
b. John was seen/heard/noticed to kick Mary. (Dixon 2005: 252)
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a frog (Langacker 2008: 438) is no longer present in (1b). However, the reference point
ability inherent in specific directionality remains, and the subjective directionality lying
in reference point ability motivates the use of the fo-infinitive in instances like (1b).> This
chapter also describes, in terms of the control cycle, the distributional differences between
the ro-infinitive and the bare-infinitive in a series of usage events, i.e. actual instances of
language use (Langacker 2000: 9).

The organization of this chapter is as follows. Section 6.2 observes the definition of
(periphrastic) causative constructions. Section 6.3 reviews previous studies related to the
topic of this chapter. Section 6.4. discusses the validity of applying the idea of the control
cycle to an analysis of periphrastic causative constructions. Section 6.5 explains, in terms
of the control cycle, why 7o must be included when the causative predicate make is used
in the passive, as in (1b). Section 6.6 summarizes and reviews the arguments presented in

this chapter.

6.2. The Definition of Causative Constructions
Shibatani (1976: 1-3) defines the causative construction by characterizing the
situation that the construction expresses. He argues that two events constitute a causative

situation if the following two conditions hold:

(2) a. The relation between the two events is such that the speaker believes that the
occurrence of one event, the “caused event,” has been realized at 2, which is
after ¢1, the time of the “causing event.”

b. The relation between the causing and the caused event is such that the speaker

2 As we have seen in Sections 3.4.1 and 3.5, reference point ability and the subjective directionality
based on this ability are invoked in all instances of to-infinitive constructions, including atypical
instances corresponding to the result phase of the control cycle (e.g. (1b)). For a discussion of the
subjectification (see Section 2.9) of directionality in fo-infinitive constructions, see Section 3.5.
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believes that the occurrence of the caused event is wholly dependent on the
occurrence of the causing event; the dependency of the two events here must
be to the extent that it allows the speaker to entertain a counterfactual
inference that the caused event would not have taken place at that particular
time if the causing event had not taken place, provided that all else had

remained the same. (Shibatani 1976: 1-2)

Based on (2a, b), Shibatani (1976: 2) notes that (3a, b) are not causative sentences.
He argues that (3a) “does not commit the speaker to the belief that the event of John’s
going occurred after his telling him to do so” (Shibatani 1976: 2). Also, while (3b) does
commit the speaker to the belief that John went, the sentence is not a causative sentence
because “the event of John’s going is in no way dependent on the speaker’s knowing that

the event took place” (Shibatani 1976: 2).

(3) a. I told John to go.

b. I know that John went. (Shibatani 1976: 2)

On the other hand, Shibatani (1976: 2) states that sentences (4a—d) below are all
causative sentences for the following two reasons. First, “all of these sentences commit
the speaker to the belief that the events of John’s going or the door’s becoming open took
place” (Shibatani 1976: 2).> Second, these sentences imply that “the speaker believes that
the event of John’s going or the door’s becoming open would not have occurred unless

he did something to John or the door” (Shibatani 1976: 2).

3 Note that the caused event (John’s going, the door’s becoming open) took place after the time of the
causing event (the clausal subject’s doing something to John or to the door) (see Shibatani’s (1976)
definition of the causative construction (2a)).
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(4) a. I caused John to go.
b. I made John go.
c. [ opened the door.

d. I sent John to the drug store. (Shibatani 1976: 2)

Causative constructions with an infinitival complement as in (4a, b), where separate
predicates express the notions of cause (cause, make in (4a, b)) and effect (to go, go in
(4a, b)), are called periphrastic (or analytic) causative constructions (cf. Comrie
1981:160; Araki and Yasui 1992: 233-234; Nishimura 1998: 132—133; Hollman 2007:
193). This chapter discusses the infinitive with or without 7o in periphrastic causative

constructions.

6.3. Previous Studies of Periphrastic Causative Constructions
6.3.1. Causative Predicates Taking the Infinitive with or without 70

Many previous studies have discussed the periphrastic causative construction:
Shibatani (1976), Quirk et al. (1985), Langacker (1991, 2009), Araki and Yasui (1992),
Duffley (1992), Nishimura (1998), Huddleston and Pullum (2002), Kasai (2004), Dixon
(2005), Takami (2011), Swan (2016), etc. According to these studies, instances of the
construction collocate with matrix predicates like cause, force, get, make, have and let, as

in (5a—f); the former three take to, whereas the latter three do not.

(5) a. John caused Harry to die. (Shibatani 1976: 7)
b. He forced me to laugh. (Duffley 1992: 67)
c. [ can’t get that child to go to bed. (Swan 2016: §9: 108. 2)
d. John made the dog walk. (Araki and Yasui 1992: 233)
e. They had me repeat the message. (Quirk et al. 1985: 1206)
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f. Let me introduce myself. (Nishimura 1998: 121)

Dixon (2005: 251) notes that make is also used in the passive, in which case to is
included, as in (6a). In contrast, he states that “[/]et is only used in the passive in a few
idiomatic combinations and no o is included” (Dixon 2005: 251), as in (6b). He also

notes that the causative sense of 4ave is not used in the passive.

(6) a. John was made to drive the car. (=1b)

b. The balloons/pigeons/prisoners were let go. (Dixon 2005: 251)

Therefore, make is the only periphrastic causative predicate that takes fo in the

passive voice but not in the active.

6.3.2. Temporal (Non-)Immediacy of the (z0-)Infinitive
Scholars have attempted to explain why instances of periphrastic causative
constructions like (5a—c) include to, whereas those like (5d—f) do not. They have also tried
to explain why make does not take fo in the active voice but does include it in the passive.*
Langacker (2009: 301-302) explains the use of the infinitive with or without 7o in
periphrastic causative constructions in terms of (non-)immediacy. With zero (i.e. the bare-

infinitive), he claims that the matrix and complement events (the causing and its effect)

are temporally immediate or coincident, as in (7), for example.’

(7) I made/let the fire go out. (Langacker 2009: 302)

4 Previous studies of be made to do will be reviewed in Section 6.3.3.
3> For a discussion of the temporal immediacy of make ... do, see also Langacker (1991: 444) and
Duffley (1992: 60-61).
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Similarly, Duffley (1992: 69-73) states that have as in (8) calls for the bare-infinitive
because the action of producing an effect coincides in time with the appearance of the
effect. He argues that in (8) “the infinitive evokes the actual realization of the action of
calling from beginning to end in the past time-stretch referred to by sad” (Duffley 1992:

18).

(8) I had nine people call. (Duffley 1992: 18)

In contrast, Langacker (2009: 300-301) claims that the infinitival 7o indicates non-
immediacy with respect to the time of the matrix process. He argues that in (9), for
example, something that occurs at one moment—doing something (like opening a

window)—causes the fire to go out at a later time.°

(9) I caused the fire to go out. (Langacker 2009: 302)

Duftley (1992: 69) also argues that fo must be included in (10a, b) because get evokes

something—prolonged efforts in (10a), persuasion winning over unwillingness in

(10b)—that precedes the effect.

(10) a. He got us to laugh.

b. She got me to look stupid. (Dulffley 1992: 69)

Like cause and get, Duffley (1992: 66—67) claims that force denotes antecedent causality.

He argues that force “refers to something prior to the effect’s coming into being” because

¢ For a discussion of the temporal non-immediacy of cause ... to do, see also Langacker (1991: 444)
and Duffley (1992: 59-63).
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the predicate “evokes the means used to bring about the realization of this effect, namely
force” (Duffley 1992: 66). For example, he argues that (11) implies “an action one was
pushed into by means of force rather than one performed under coercion” (Duffley 1992:

67).

(11) He forced me to do it. (Duffley 1992: 67)

Langacker’s and Duffley’s explanations for the use of the fo-infinitive in periphrastic
causative constructions like (9), (10) and (11) are compatible with previous studies of the
to-infinitive. As mentioned earlier (Sections 1.1, 4.2.1, 5.2), many previous studies of the
to-infinitive argue that instances of to-infinitive constructions as in (12a—c) typically
evoke futurity (Wierzbicka 1988: 165; Langacker 1991: 445-446, 2009: 301, 2015: 73;
Smith and Escobedo 2001: 553—-554; Smith 2009: 369—373) or potentiality (Dixon 1984:

590; Quirk et al. 1985: 1191; Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 1241; Langacker 2015: 73).

(12) a. Elly May walked (over) to help with the chores.
b. They want/intend to start a new job.

c. Mary expects to write her thesis next year. (Smith 2009: 371-372)

Langacker (2009) and Duffley (1992) claim that cause, get and force as in (9), (10) and
(11) refer to something prior to the effect (the fo-infinitive), and Langacker argues that
the matrix and complement processes are temporally non-immediate. This means that,
while instances like (9), (10) and (11) entail that the infinitival event actually occurs, the
event designated by the infinitival clause is posterior to and future-oriented with respect
to the matrix event. It is this future orientation that motivates the use of the fo-infinitive

in instances like (9), (10) and (11).
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6.3.3. A Remaining Issue
One question that remains to be answered regarding periphrastic causative

constructions is why 7o is used with make in the passive voice but not in the active, as in

(13a, b).

(13) a. Mary made John drive the car. (=1a)

b. John was made to drive the car. (= 1b)

Dixon (2005: 252) attempts to explain why fo is included in the passive in (13b). He
claims that the pragmatic immediacy of (13a) is lost when it is expressed in the passive
as in (13b). “The passive verges towards being the description of a state, and that is why
to is included”, he argues (p. 252). However, Dixon’s analysis is not clear as to why
verging toward being the description of a state leads to the use of the fo-infinitive in (13b).

Duftley (1992: 77) notes that the passive (like (13b)) is by its very nature resultative:
focusing on the effect (i.e. the infinitive’s event).” He therefore claims that the causative
construction in the passive evokes the effect produced on the patient (rather than the
producing of the effect by the agent). Since the infinitive represents the effect, he states
that, for the infinitive to represent a result produced on the patient, the infinitive must
necessarily come after the operation of producing the effect. He concludes that the fo-
infinitive is used in order to express the before/after relationship between the two events

(i.e. the cause and the effect).

7 Dixon (2005) does not define the word state in his explanation. State could mean either a resultant
state or a stative verb. Given Duffley’s (1992) argument that the passive (like (13b)) is resultative, the
present study considers that state in this case means the former. This study agrees with Duffley in that
passivized causative constructions like (13b) designate (or direct attention to) a resultant state.
Expanding on Duffley’s argument, I will later propose that the past participial made as in (13b)
represents the result phase of the effective control cycle; this enables us to explain why fo must be
included in instances like (13b).
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As Shibatani (1976: 1) and Langacker (2009: 301) note, however, all instances of
periphrastic causative constructions, including those that take the bare-infinitive like
(13a), evoke the before/after relationship between the cause (the matrix event) and the
effect (the infinitive’s event).® The reason the causative predicates cause, get and force
take the fo-infinitive as in (9), (10) and (11) is that they evoke a specific temporal lag
between the cause and the effect. Therefore, if we are to explain the motivation for the
use of the fo-infinitive in instances like (13b) in terms of the before/after relationship, we
must be able to demonstrate that a specific temporal lag is evoked between the cause and
the effect, as in (9), (10) and (11). Although Duffley explains the before/after relationship
in instances like (13b), he cannot identify a specific temporal lag between the cause and
the effect that would elucidate the motivation for the use of the fo-infinitive.

Kasai (2004) attempts to explain, in terms of a temporal lag, why fo must be included
in the passivized causative construction. Citing Zandvoort and van Ek (1975: 19)—who
consider make in the passive as in (14) to be synonymous with cause—Kasai (2004: 45)
claims that the matrix and complement events in instances like (14) are temporally non-

immediate.

(14) He was made to repeat everything. (Zandvoort and van Ek 1975: 19)

However, Kasai fails to explain why temporal non-immediacy (or a temporal lag) is
involved when make is used in the passive.

I have previously addressed this problem in Kasai (2004) and attempted to explain
the reason for the temporal non-immediacy of make in the passive (Sasaki 2021). I argued
that, in instances like (13a, b), passivization shifts the trajector status (i.e. “primary focal

prominence” (Langacker 2008: 374)) from the causer (Mary in (13a)) to the causee (John

8 Recall Shibatani’s definition of causative constructions (2a).
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in (13b)) with the result that the causer is unspecified and the causality less direct in
instances like (13b). Citing Wierzbicka (1988: 44), I also pointed out that the causee is
unwilling to carry out the infinitival event. I concluded that the indirectness of the
causality and the causee’s unwillingness cause a temporal lag between the cause (the
matrix event) and the effect (the infinitival event), and it is this temporal lag that motivates
the use of the to-infinitive in instances like (13b).

As we have seen, however, Dixon (2005) and Duffley (1992) argue that passivized
constructions like (13b) focus on a state or a result. Their arguments indicate the
implausibility of Kasai’s (2004) and my own (Sasaki 2021) claims that a temporal lag is
evoked between the cause and the effect in instances like (13b). Recall that in (9), (10)
and (11), a specific temporal lag is evoked between the cause and the effect. For a
temporal lag to be evoked, both the cause and the effect must necessarily be focused.
However, since instances like (13b) focus exclusively on the resultant state (cf. Duffley
1992; Dixon 2005), it follows that the causer’s action (the cause) is defocused. This means
that passivized causative constructions like (13b) do not meet the necessary condition for
a temporal lag to be evoked between the cause and the effect.

The present study proposes that the use of the fo-infinitive in instances like (13b) is
motivated by the notion of directionality rather than a temporal lag. As we have seen,
many previous studies of the fo-infinitive argue that to-infinitive constructions typically
evoke the notions of futurity or potentiality (see Sections 1.1, 4.2.1, 5.2, 6.3.2). We have
also seen in Section 5.2 that the notions of futurity and potentiality are described as
directionality toward an infinitive’s event (cf. Smith and Escobedo 2001: 552-554; Dixon
1984: 590-592).

The present study maintains that instances of periphrastic causative constructions
that take the fo-infinitive, as in cause/force/get ... to do, evoke the specific notion of

directionality (e.g. a future orientation). On the other hand, causative constructions, like
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makelhavellet ... do, do not evoke the notion of directionality. Moreover, this study argues
that the passivized causative construction be made to do invokes subjective directionality,
and it is this directionality that motivates the use of the to-infinitive.

In addition, we have seen that the passivized causative construction be made to do
focuses on a resultant state (cf. Duffley 1992; Dixon 2005). This suggests that the
passivized causative construction be made to do focuses attention on the final (or result)
stage in a series of causation, where the causer does something to the causee (the causing
event) and then she (the causee) carries out the infinitive’s event (the caused event). This
chapter examines periphrastic causative constructions in terms of the control cycle (see
Section 2.8) and specifies to which stage in a series of causation the instances correspond.
This analysis based on the control cycle makes it possible to explain the notion of

directionality that motivates the use of the fo-infinitive in the construction be made to do.

6.4. Periphrastic Causative Constructions and the Control Cycle
As we have seen in Section 2.8, Langacker (2009) states that predicates of desire
and influence taking the fo-infinitive as in (15) pertain to effective control and reflect our

effort to influence what happens.

(15) a. She wants/hopes/aspires to become an opera diva.
b. She ordered/forced/persuaded her daughter to end the relationship.

(Langacker 2009: 153)

However, in terms of the control cycle, Langacker (2002, 2009) focuses on matrix
predicates taking a finite clause (e.g. a that-clause) and does not examine matrix

predicates taking the to-infinitive any further.’

° For Langacker’s analysis based on the control cycle, see Section 2.8.
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Based on Langacker’s claim, I have argued that the predicates in (15a) and (15b),
respectively, represent the potential and action phases of the effective control cycle (see
Section 2.8). As we have seen, force as in (15) is a causative predicate: it entails the
realization of the complement event, and the occurrence of the complement event is
dependent on the occurrence of the matrix event (see Shibatani’s (1976) definition of
causative constructions (2)). Note that other periphrastic causative predicates, such as
cause, get, make, have and let, also pertain to the effective control cycle because they
represent what the causer does to realize the complement event: that is, they are relevant
to the causer’s action to influence what happens.!® This chapter specifies which phase or
stage of the effective control cycle the causative predicates represent. I explain, in terms
of the control cycle, why 7o must be included when the causative predicate make is used

in the passive.

6.5. An Analysis of Periphrastic Causative Constructions Based on the Control Cycle

This section examines periphrastic causative constructions in terms of the control
cycle. The present study states that the use of the fo-infinitive in instances of
forcelcauselget O to do is motivated by a specific notion of directionality, while the use
of the bare-infinitive in instances of make/let/have O do is motivated by the notion of
temporal immediacy (see Section 6.3.2). This study also argues that subjective
directionality is invoked and motivates the use of the fo-infinitive in be made to do.

This section states that causative predicates represent successive stages or phases of
the effective control cycle and the notion of directionality or temporal immediacy is
evoked depending on which stage or phase of the control cycle the causative predicate

represents.

10 Recall that the effective control cycle is relevant to our effort to influence what happens (see Section
2.8 (footnote 7)).
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6.5.1. Causative Predicates Taking the fo-Infinitive

Let us first discuss instances like (16).

(16) a. I want you to look at the unique design. (COCA)

b. She ordered her daughter to end the relationship. (Langacker 2009: 153)

Instances like (16) are not causative constructions because the matrix predicate does not
entail the realization of the complement event. The matrix predicates in (16) do, however,
pertain to the effective control cycle and take a noun + to-infinitive collocation just as
periphrastic causative predicates do.

As we have seen in Chapter 3, want as in (16a) represents the potential phase because
the predicate entails that the matrix subject has intention or desire directed toward the
target (the complement clause). Therefore, (16a) evokes the notion of futurity
(directionality), which motivates the use of the fo-infinitive.

As for (16b), Langacker (2009: 153) notes that order pertains to influencing what
happens (i.e. effective control) (see Section 2.8). While Langacker does not analyze the
matrix predicate in (16b) in terms of the control cycle any further, Verspoor (1996: 434)
claims that the matrix subject in (17) directly exerted force to John through some medium

(words).

(17) I ordered John to leave. (Verspoor 1996: 434)

Given Langacker’s and Verspoor’s claims above, I suggest that the predicate order as in
(16b) and (17) represents the action phase of the effective control cycle. Also, while the

order is given directly to her daughter in (16b) and John in (17), the matrix predicate does
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not entail the realization of the complement event; the infinitive’s event “may occur some
time after the order was uttered” (Verspoor 1996: 434). Therefore, instances like (16b)
and (17) evoke the notion of futurity (directionality), which motivates the use of the fo-
infinitive.

Let us next examine instances of periphrastic causative constructions as in (18a—c).

(18) a. They forced him to steal for them ...
b. They got her to move her car ...

c. They caused me to stop breathing for a second ... (COCA)

The causative predicates force and get as in (18a, b) represent the action phase of the
control cycle because they entail that the actor (the matrix subject) performs an action in
order to realize the target (for the causee to carry out the infinitive’s event), just as order
in (16b) and (17) does. In contrast to force and get as in (18a, b), which relate to coercion
(cf. Dixon 2005: 197,252)!!" and efforts to realize the infinitive’s event (cf. Duffley 1992:
69), cause as in (18c) is used of indirect action that brings about a result.'> Cause as in
(18c) also represents the action phase, however, because the predicate implies that
something the causer does has an influence on the causee (i.e. exerts a force on the causee)
that causes her to stop breathing for a second. Unlike the predicate order in (16b) and
(17), which represents only the action phase, the causative predicates in (18a—c) represent

not only the action phase but also part of the result phase because they entail that the

T Dixon (2005) states that force implies coercion—i.e. forcing an unwilling person to do something
by using threats (see OALD: 287)—as in (i) below.
(1) I forced the old lady to change her will in my favour by holding a gun at her head.

(Dixon 2005: 197)
12° As Dixon (2005: 252) notes, cause can be used of indirect action. The indirectness of cause can
also be clarified by observing Langacker’s (2009: 301) analysis of sentence (i) below (see Section
6.3.2).

(i) I caused the fire to go out. =9
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causer makes the causee carry out the infinitive’s event (i.e. the target is incorporated into
the actor’s dominion).!?
Figure 6.1 (a—c) illustrates the differences between the matrix predicates in (16a),

(16b)/(17) and (18a—c).'

(a) Potential > Action > (16a)

o [T ] > > e
M

(c) Potential > > Result (18a—c)
L
| |

Figure 6.1: The Range of the Control Cycle Represented by the Matrix Predicates

in (16a), (16b)/(17) and (18a—)

Figures 6.1 (a) and (b) indicate that the matrix predicates in (16a) and (16b)/(17) represent
the potential and action phases, respectively. Figure 6.1 (c¢) shows that the matrix
predicates in (18a—c) represent not only the action phase but also part of the result phase.

As described in Figure 6.1 (c), the causative predicates in (18a—c) represent a
temporally extensive range (from the action phase to the result phase) of the control cycle.
This explains why examples like (18a—c) evoke a temporal lag (or temporal non-
immediacy) between the cause (the matrix event) and the effect (the infinitive’s event)

(Langacker 2009, Duffley 1992)." The matrix predicates in (18a, b) (force, get) entail

13 The reason this study claims that the matrix predicates in (18a—c) represent part of the result phase
is that they entail that the target is incorporated into the actor’s dominion but not that the actor resides
in a stable state. Note that Langacker (2009: 131) also suggests that the verbs catch and get represent
not only the action phase but also part of the result phase.

14 The format of Figure 6.1, as well as that of Figures 6.3 and 6.5, is based on Langacker’s (2009:
131-132) figures.

15 For a discussion of the temporal lag between the cause and the effect, see Section 6.3.2.
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that the causer performs an action (e.g. ordering) toward the causee (the action phase) and
the force or the effort (see Duffley 1992: 66—69) involved in the action then brings about
the realization of the infinitive’s event (the result phase). Also, the matrix predicate in
(18c) (cause) entails that something the causer does indirectly influences the causee (the
action phase) and this indirect action then provokes the occurrence of the infinitive’s event
(the result phase). Thus, sentences (18a—c) evoke a specific temporal lag between the
cause and the effect because their matrix predicates represent a temporally extensive
range (from the action phase to the result phase) of the control cycle.

When the matrix predicate represents a temporally extensive range of the control
cycle as in (18a—c), the notion of directionality is evoked between the causee and the
infinitive’s event. That is, the matrix predicates in (18a, b) entail that the causer performs
an action toward the causee (the cause, the action phase) and the force or the effort (cf.
Duftley 1992: 66-69) involved in the action directs the causee toward the infinitive’s
event (the effect). Also, the matrix predicate in (18c) entails that something that occurs at
one moment (Langacker 2009: 301) has an influence on the causee (i.e. exerts a force on
the causee) (the action phase) and the force involved in the influence directs the causee
toward the infinitive’s event (the effect). The present study argues that it is this
directionality from the causee to the realization of the infinitive’s event that motivates the
use of the fo-infinitive.

The conceptual structure of (18a—c) is diagrammed in Figure 6.2.
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EFFECT

Figure 6.2: The Conceptual Structure of (18a—)

Trajector status (tr) is conferred on the causer (the actor, A) and landmark status (Im) on
the causee (Csee).'® 7 The double arrow from the causer (A) to the causee (Csee)
represents the action the causer takes toward the causee (CAUSE); the causer’s action
causes the causee to perform the infinitive’s event (EFFECT)—i.e. to incorporate the target
(T) (for the causee to perform the infinitive’s event) into the actor’s (A) dominion (D)).!®
The action the causer takes evokes the force or the effort that directs the causee toward
the infinitive’s event; the directionality is represented by the bold arrow from the causee
(Csee) to the infinitive’s event (EFFECT). Based on previous studies of the zo-infinitive
(Langacker 1991: 446; Smith and Escobedo 2001: 552—554; Smith 2009: 368-373) (see

Section 4.2.1), the present study attributes to the infinitival to the notion of directionality

16 For definitions of trajector and landmark, see Section 2.2.
17 Langacker (2009: 32-33) claims that in the Luisefio sentence (i) below, the object ‘him’ functions
as the semantic object of ‘make’ and as the semantic subject of both ‘want’ and ‘leave.’ He also notes
that not only ‘him’ but also ‘him want to leave’ is construed as a landmark.
(1) Noo poy ngee-vichu-ni-q. ‘I made him want to leave.’

I him leave-want-make-TNS (Langacker 2009: 33)
Based on Langacker’s argument, we can suggest that in (18a—c) (Figure 6.2) not only the causee but
also the complement event as a whole (e.g. him fo steal for them in (18a)) is construed as a landmark.
For ease of representation, this issue (i.e. the subordinate event being construed as a landmark) is
omitted in the diagrams in this chapter.
18 As described in Figure 6.1 (c), the matrix predicates in (18a—c) represent not only the action phase
but also part of the result phase. The issue of representing part of the result phase is omitted in Figure
6.2, for ease of representation. Note that while Figure 6.1 describes the range of the control cycle the
matrix predicates represent, Figure 6.2 describes the conceptual structure of sentences (18a—c). Also,
in Figure 6.2, the dotted line between the causee (Csee) and the circle in the infinitive’s event (EFFECT)
indicates that they are identical.
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from the causee to the infinitive’s event. Also, this study argues that reference point ability
is immanent in the objective directionality from the causee to the infinitive’s event. Based
on Langacker (2015: 73), we have seen that when the conceptualizer construes a fo-
infinitival complement, she first directs her attention to some reference point to establish
mental contact with the infinitive’s event (see Sections 2.9, 3.4.1, 3.5, 5.5.2). The present
study argues that in (18a—c) (Figure 6.2) the conceptualizer (C) directs her attention to the
causee as this reference point. This reference point ability is represented by the dashed

arrows in the diagram.

6.5.2. Causative Predicates Taking the Bare-Infinitive
This section examines instances of causative constructions where the matrix

predicate takes the bare-infinitive, as in (19a—).

(19) a. ... Mr. Todd made me move out because he wanted his privacy.
b. He had me repeat most of these things a few times ...

C. ... I let her go with just two guards. (COCA)

This study argues that the matrix predicates in (19a—c) represent the action phase
because they entail that the causer performs an action—e.g. forcing (CCALD: 914
(make)), persuading or ordering (CCALD: 706 (have))—toward the causee or allows her
to carry out the infinitive’s event (the target) (see CCALD: 868 (lef)).!° Also, because the
matrix predicates in (19) entail the realization of the complement event, they represent

part of the result phase, just as the matrix predicates in (18a—c) do (see Section 6.5.1).%°

19 The causative predicate let entails that the causer brings about the realization of the complement
event by not preventing the causee from doing it (i.e. by allowing or leaving alone) (cf. Takami 2011:

209). Therefore, it is plausible to suggest that /e represents the action phase of the effective control

cycle, just as make and have do.

20 The present study argues that the matrix predicates in (19) represent part of the result phase because,
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Note, however, that the causative predicates in (19) represent a local stage of the action
phase that is very close to the result phase because they represent the stage where the
actor’s action immediately (or coincidently) makes the causee perform the infinitive’s
event (i.e. the actor reaches the target); they do not represent the stage close to the
potential phase where the matrix subject performs an action in order to reach the target.?!
This means that the causative predicates in (19) represent the local range from the latter
stage of the action phase to part of the result phase. Therefore, these predicates entail that
the effect follows the cause immediately (see Section 6.3.2). Figure 6.3 describes the

range of the control cycle that the causative predicates in (19) represent.

Potential > Action > Result
%

Figure 6.3: The Range of the Control Cycle Represented by the Matrix Predicates in

(19a—)

The conceptual structure of (19a—c) is diagrammed in Figure 6.4. The causer’s (A)
action to the causee (Csee) (CAUSE) overlaps the infinitive’s event (EFFECT), indicating

that they occur coincidently.

while they entail that the target is incorporated into the actor’s dominion, they do not mean that the
actor resides in a state of relaxation. (See also footnote 13.)

21 Recall that Langacker (2009) also breaks down the potential phase into three stages: formulation,
assessment, and inclination.
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Figure 6.4: The Conceptual Structure of (19a—c)

As we have seen, when the causative predicate represents the local range from the
latter stage of the action phase to part of the result phase as in (19a—) (shown in Figure
6.3), the cause and the effect are construed as occurring coincidently because the actor
(the causer) reaches the result phase (i.e. brings about the realization of the complement
event) immediately after she performs an action toward the causee (the latter stage of the
action phase). Therefore, (19a—c) do not evoke the notion of directionality between the
causee and the infinitive’s event. In contrast to Figure 6.2, where an arrow extends from
the causee (Csee) to the infinitive’s event (EFFECT), no arrow is depicted between them in
Figure 6.4. Therefore, the matrix predicates in (19a—c) take the bare-infinitive, which

evokes temporal immediacy between the cause and the effect (see Section 6.3.2).

6.5.3. Directionality of the fo-Infinitive in Passivized Causative Constructions
Let us finally discuss (20). In contrast to (19a), where make takes the bare-infinitive,

passivized instances like (20) take the to-infinitive.

(20) He was made to stand naked for 45 minutes. (COCA)

In Section 6.3.3, we have seen that passivized causative constructions like (20)

designate (or direct attention to) a resultant state (cf. Duffley 1992, Dixon 2005). In
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addition, Langacker (1990: 130-131) states that the past participle stolen in (21)

designates the resultant state (or the final state) of the verbal process steal.*?

(21) That watch you bought is probably stolen. (Langacker 1990: 130)

Therefore, as shown in Figure 6.5, the past participle made in (20) focuses attention on
the result phase (represented by the bold line), where the causee (he) performs the
infinitive’s event as a result of some unspecified action; the action phase, where someone

(or something) performs an action toward the causee, is defocused.

Potential > Action > Result

—

Figure 6.5: The Range of the Control Cycle Represented by Made in (20)

The conceptual structure of (20) is diagrammed in Figure 6.6.

22 Langacker (1990: 131-132) states that passive expressions not only designate the resultant state of
the verbal process as in (21) and (ia) below but also are processual (i.e. they designate all the states
within a process, not just the final state), as in (ib).
(1) a. The town was (already) destroyed (when we got there).

b. The town was destroyed (house by house). (Langacker 1990: 131)
Given Duffley’s claims that the passivized causative construction is resultative (or stative), the present
study argues that the past participle made in a passivized causative construction like (20) designates a
resultant state.
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CAUSE EFFECT

O—

Figure 6.6: The Conceptual Structure of (20)

Note the shift of trajector status (tr) from the causer (A) to the causee (Csee), which is
construed as a landmark in causative constructions in the active voice as in (19a) (Figure
6.4).2 Figure 6.6 indicates that (20) corresponds to the result phase by showing that the
target (T) is incorporated into the dominion (D).

The present study argues that the two consequences of passivization (i.e.
corresponding to the result phase and the shift of trajector status from the causer to the
causee) result in an indirect relationship between the action (the cause) (cf. Dixon 2005:
252) and the effect. That is, when the causative predicate make is used in the passive and
represents the result phase as in (20), the causer’s action toward the causee (the action
phase) is defocused, as shown in Figure 6.5. In addition, the shift of trajector status from
the causer (A) to the causee (Csee) as in Figure 6.6 means that the source of the cause is
unspecified. In instances like (20), due to the defocusing of the causer’s action and the
implicity of the causer, the cause of the effect is unspecified or vague. This means that
the cause, which brings about the effect, is construed as being indirect. Since the cause is

indirect, it follows that the relationship between the cause and the effect must also be

23 According to Langacker (2008: 119), a passive sentence selects as trajector the theme, which is
construed as a landmark in an active sentence (see Section 2.7). Shibatani (1985: 830) also argues that
the primary function served by the passive is that of defocusing the agent.
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indirect; we cannot construe a causal relationship as being direct when the causer’s action
is defocused and the source of the cause (i.e. the causer) is unspecified.?*

The indirectness of the causal relationship means that conceptual distance is evoked
between the cause and the effect.”> In Figure 6.6, therefore, the cause is represented as
being separated from the infinitive’s event (EFFECT). Conceptual distance between the
cause and the effect means that the causee is conceptually distant from the infinitive’s
event (the effect) because the causee is a participant in the relationship representing the
cause. When the conceptualizer (C) construes the conceptually distant relation between
the causee and the infinitive’s event (EFFECT), she first directs attention to the causee as a
reference point to establish mental contact with the infinitive’s event (EFFECT); this
reference point ability is represented by the dashed arrows in Figure 6.6. This study argues
that subjective directionality lies in directing attention from the causee (Csee) to the
infinitive’s event (EFFECT). Thus, while no specific directionality (e.g. futurity) is evoked,
reference point ability is involved in passivized causative constructions like (20). The
subjective directionality inherent in reference point ability motivates the use of the to-

infinitive in instances like (20). The following is my main proposal.

24 Thave argued previously (Sasaki 2021) that the shift of trajector status from the causer to the causee
results in an indirect relationship between the cause and the effect. At that time, however, I took no
account of Duffley’s (1991) claim that the causative construction in the passive designates a resultant
state. Also, given that the passivized causative construction designates a resultant state, it is evident
that the semantic motivation for the use of the fo-infinitive is not a temporal lag between the cause and
the effect (see Section 6.3.3). However, as we have seen in Section 6.3.3, I have attempted to explain,
in terms of a temporal lag, the semantic motivation for the use of the fo-infinitive in passivized
causative constructions.
25 Conceptual distance between the cause and the effect is different from a temporal lag or non-
immediacy between them (see Section 6.3.2). Conceptual distance means that the two concepts (i.e.
the cause and the effect) are construed as not being closely connected. As we have seen, the causal
relationship involved in a passivized causative construction like (20) is construed as being indirect.
This means the cause and the effect are construed as not being closely connected. On the other hand,
a temporal lag (or non-immediacy) means a period of time between the cause and the effect. For
example, Langacker (2009: 302) notes that in (i) below something that occurs at one moment (the
cause) causes the fire to go out at a later time (the effect) (see Section 6.3.2).

(i) I caused the fire to go out. =9)
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(22) When a causative construction is passivized as in (20), the past participle
represents the result phase and trajector status is shifted from the causer to the
causee. This makes the causee conceptually distant from the infinitive’s event.
When the conceptualizer construes the relation between the causee and the
infinitive’s event, she first directs attention to the causee as a reference point to
establish mental contact with the infinitive’s event. The subjective
directionality lying in this reference point ability motivates the use of the fo-

infinitive.

We have seen that reference point ability is immanent in the objective (or specific)
notion of directionality (e.g. the force, the effort) from the causee to the infinitive’s event
in (18a—c) (Figure 6.2) (see Section 6.5.1). In (20) (Figure 6.6), while the objective notion
of directionality fades away, the reference point ability remains; and the subjective
directionality inherent in reference point ability motivates the use of the fo-infinitive.
Cognitive Grammar calls such linguistic phenomena “subjectification, indicating that the
operations come to be independent of the objective circumstances where they initially
occur and whose apprehension they partially constitute” (Langacker 2008: 528).26

Recall that Sections 3.5 and 5.5.2 have also discussed the subjectification of
directionality in fo-infinitive constructions. In Sections 3.4.1 and 3.5, we have seen that
reference point ability and the subjective directionality based on this ability are invoked
in all instances of to-infinitive constructions and retained in the highest-level schema
defining a complex category comprising multiple variants of the constructions.

This chapter has also described the distributional differences between the bare-

infinitive and the fo-infinitive in a series of usage events, i.e. actual instances of language

use (Langacker 2000: 9). Let us observe Figure 6.7 (a—c), which corresponds to Figures

26 For a discussion of subjectivity vs. objectivity and the notion of subjectification, see Section 2.9.

143



6.1 (¢), 6.3 and 6.5, respectively.

(a) Potential > Action > Result (18a—c)

(b) Potential > Action > Result (19a—)
%

() Potential > Action > Result (20)

—

Figure 6.7: The Range of the Control Cycle Causative Predicates Represent

When a matrix predicate represents the local range from the latter stage of the action
phase to part of the result phase as in Figure 6.7 (b), the causative predicate takes the
bare-infinitive because the cause and the effect are construed as occurring coincidently.
Contrastingly, when a causative predicate represents the temporally extensive range from
the action phase to the result phase as in Figure 6.7 (a), or only the result phase as in
Figure 6.7 (c), it takes the to-infinitive because the notion of directionality is evoked

between the causee and the infinitive’s event.

6.6. Conclusion

This chapter has compared the fo-infinitive with the bare-infinitive by examining
instances of periphrastic causative constructions in terms of the control cycle. We have
seen that the ro-infinitive evokes the notion of directionality, whereas the bare-infinitive
evokes temporal immediacy between the cause and the effect. We have also seen that,
when the periphrastic causative construction is passivized, the past participle made

represents the result phase and the subjective directionality lying in reference point ability
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motivates the use of the fo-infinitive. The following chapter will compare the zo-infinitive

with the bare-infinitive by examining instances of perception constructions.

145



Chapter 7

The Infinitive with or without 7o in Perception Constructions”

7.1. Introduction

As the final topic of this dissertation, this chapter discusses the zo-infinitive and the
bare-infinitive in perception constructions. Perceptual verbs take the bare-infinitive as
their complement, as in (1a). However, they collocate with the fo-infinitive when they are

used in the passive as in (1b).

(1) a. They saw/heard/noticed John kick Mary.

b. John was seen/heard/noticed to kick Mary. (Dixon 2005: 252)

The main purpose of this chapter is to explain why to must be included when perception
verbs like (1a) are used in the passive as in (1b).

This chapter examines perception constructions in terms of the control cycle. It is
argued that the perceptual predicates in (1a) represent the action phase of the control cycle,
just as do the causative predicates make, let and have, which also take the bare-infinitive
as their complement (see Chapter 6). When (1a) is passivized as in (1b), however, the
participial predicates represent the result phase. This study argues that reference point
ability is involved in (1b) and the subjective directionality inherent in reference point

ability is what motivates the use of the fo-infinitive.! In order to explain this subjective

*Part of this chapter discusses some problems that were left unresolved in Sasaki (2017).
! In Chapter 6, the motivation for use of the to-infinitive in be made to do was also explained in terms
of subjective directionality.
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directionality, this chapter applies Langacker’s (2009) view of two conceptualizers—i.e.
the clausal subject (C1) and the speaker (Co)—to an analysis of perception constructions.
The present study argues that in perception constructions in the passive as in (1b), C; is
made implicit and the implicity of C; makes the perception of the complement clause
indirect because C is directly responsible for the complement clause.

This chapter also discusses instances whose perception verbs take the -ing form as
their complement as in (2a) and do not include fo even when they are passivised as in

(2b).

(2) a. I saw her running.

b. She was seen running.

The organization of this chapter is as follows. Section 7.2 reviews several previous
studies on perception constructions and raises problems remaining to be discussed.
Section 7.3 observes Langacker’s view of two conceptualizers (C1 and Cop), which is
closely related to my proposal in this chapter. Section 7.4 specifies the reason for the
obligatory appearance of 7o as in (1b). Section 7.5 discusses instances whose perception
verbs take the -ing form as their complement as in (2a) and do not include 7o even when

they are passivised as in (2b). Section 7.6 summarizes and reviews my arguments.

7.2. Previous Studies of Perception Constructions
7.2.1. The Immediacy and Directness of the Bare-Infinitive and the Non-Immediacy
and Indirectness of the fo-Infinitive
There is a broad consensus among scholars that perceptual verbs as in (3a, b) take
the bare-infinitive as their complement because these verbs imply direct perception of

some activity and coincidence in time between the action of perceiving and the event
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perceived (cf. Duffley 1992: 29; Langacker 1991: 442-443,2009: 300-301; Kasai 2004:

24-25; Dixon 2005: 252).

(3) a. I saw him cross the street. (Duffley 1992: 29)

b. We saw/heard/felt the bomb explode. (Langacker 2009: 300)

In contrast, Langacker (2009: 300-301) notes that the fo-infinitive indicates non-
immediacy with respect to the time of the matrix process and lies in the future with respect

to the matrix process, as in (4).

(4) We want/expect/would like the bombs to explode. (Langacker 2009: 301)

Dixon (2005: 201, 251-252) discusses the difference between the bare-infinitive and
the to-infinitive in terms of directness and indirectness. He observes that (5a), without 7o,
is likely to imply that John gave direct help. In contrast, he claims that sentence (5b) is

more likely to be used if John gave indirect assistance.

(5) a. John helped Mary eat the pudding (he ate half).
b. John helped Mary to eat the pudding (by guiding the spoon to her mouth, since

she was still an invalid). (Dixon 2005: 201)

7.2.2. Remaining Issues
Matrix predicates in perception constructions take the bare-infinitive as their
complement as in (6a), but fo must be included when they are used in the passive as in

(6b).
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(6) a. They saw/heard/noticed John kick Mary. (=1a)

b. John was seen/heard/noticed to kick Mary. (=1b)

Dixon (2005: 252) considers why fo is omitted in the active voice as in (6a) but
included in the passive as in (6b). He argues that fo is omitted in sentence (6a) because
see, hear and notice imply direct perception of some activity. He claims, however, that
(6a) loses its pragmatic immediacy when it is passivized. “The passive verges towards
being the description of a state, and that is why fo is included”, he argues (p. 252).2

Similarly, Kasai (2004) claims that fo must be included in sentence (7) because see
in the passive does not imply direct perception, and this lack of directness is compatible

with the indirectness of the fo-infinitive.

(7) She was seen to go. (Kasai 2004: 230)

Duftley (1992: 41) also attempts to explain the reason for the obligatory appearance

of to in instances like (8a, b).

(8) a. He was seen to enter the building at 10:00.

b. She was heard to shut the door a few minutes later. (Dulffley 1992: 37)

He claims that perception in instances like (8a, b) is thought of as the condition allowing
one to assert that the infinitive event actually occurred. Since the condition is conceived

as an abstract before-position with respect to the result, the infinitive event, which is

2 As we have seen in Section 6.3.3 (footnote 7), Dixon does not define the word state in his argument;
state could mean either a resultant state or a stative verb. The present study considers that state in this
case means the former because Duffley (1992) argues that the passive is by its very nature resultative
(see Section 6.3.3). Therefore, the present study argues that passivized perception constructions like
(6b) designate (or direct attention to) a resultant state.
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considered to be the result, is conceived as an after-position, and that is why the fo-
infinitive, rather than the bare form, is used in instances like (8a, b), he argues.

However, there are several problems in these studies that remain to be discussed.
First, Kasai does not specify why perception verbs lose their directness in passive
sentences. Second, in Dixon’s analysis, it is not clear why verging toward being the
description of a state leads to the use of the zo-infinitive. Third, while Duffley attempts to
explain the use of the to-infinitive in the passive by considering the perception verb as a
condition and the infinitive’s event as a result, his analysis is insufficient to explain the
appearance of 7o in instances like (8a, b). As we have seen in Chapter 6, instances of
periphrastic causative constructions like (9) evoke the before/after relationship between
the cause (the matrix event) and the effect (the infinitive’s event) because cause usually
precedes effect (cf. Langacker 2009: 301; Shibatani 1976: 1). However, the matrix
predicates in (9) take the bare-infinitive, rather than the fo-infinitive, because the effect
follows the cause immediately, i.e. the time lag between them is very short (cf. Langacker

2009: 301).

(9) I madellet the fire go out. (Langacker 2009: 302)

Therefore, in order to explain the use of the zo-infinitive in (8a, b) in terms of a before-
after relationship, as Duffley does, we need to identify a specific temporal lag between
the matrix and infinitive events. However, Duffley simply indicates the before-after
relationship in (8a, b); he does not identify a specific temporal lag. Just as the before-after
relationship involved in the causal relationship in instances like (9) does not motivate the
use of the fo-infinitive, the before-after relationship that Duffley claims to be involved
between the condition (the matrix event) and the result (the infinitive event) in instances

like (8a, b) does not explain the motivation for the use of the fo-infinitive.
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As discussed in Chapter 6, the present study maintains that the motivation for the
use of the fo-infinitive can be explained in terms of the notion of directionality, rather
than a temporal lag. In addition to the control cycle (see Section 2.8) and the cognitive
processing reflected in passivization (see Section 2.7),> this chapter applies the Cognitive
Grammar view of conceptualizers to an analysis of perception constructions to explicate
the notion of directionality involved in instances like (8a, b). The following section

observes Langacker’s view of two conceptualizers, i.e. the clausal subject and the speaker.

7.3. Two Conceptualizers

In this section, we see that, with respect to complement clauses, there are two
conceptualizers, the main clause subject (C1) and the speaker (Co).

Langacker (2009: 275) argues that, in a sentence like (10), there are two

conceptualizers with respect to the proposition expressed by the complement clause.

(10) Joe suspects Alice is unhappy. (Langacker 2009: 273)

He demonstrates that, on one level, the complement clause constitutes the proposition
toward which the main clause subject (C1) inclines while, at the same time, the speaker
(Co) also apprehends the proposition as an inherent part of conceptualizing Ci’s
propositional attitude toward it.

On the basis of Langacker’s argument, in sentence (11), there are two
conceptualizers with respect to the complement clause: one is the main clause subject
(C1) (i.e. they), and the other the speaker (Co). This means that not only the matrix subject

(C1) but also the speaker (Co), who apprehends the whole sentence, is responsible for the

3 In Chapter 6, we have examined, in terms of the control cycle and the cognitive processing reflected
in passivization, periphrastic causative constructions, whose predicates take a noun + (fo-)infinitive
collocation just as perception predicates do.
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complement clause.

(11) They saw/heard/noticed John kick Mary. (=1a)

In this section, we have seen that two conceptualizers—the clausal subject (C1) and
the speaker (Co)—are involved in a complement clause in instances like (10) and (11). In
addition to the notion of conceptualizers, I also apply the control cycle and the cognitive
processing reflected in passivization to explain why 7o must be included when perception

constructions are passivized.

7.4. The to-Infinitive and Passivization

Given the previous studies mentioned in Sections 7.2 and 7.3, in this section I specify
why to must be included when perception verbs are used in the passive. In Section 7.4.1,
we take a look at Wierzbicka (1988), who provides a crucial analysis for complement

clauses and passive sentences. Section 7.4.2 presents the main proposal of this chapter.

7.4.1. Wierzbicka’s (1988) Analysis
Wierzbicka (1988) claims that sentence (12) expresses personal, experiential
knowledge rather than public knowledge, which means the main clause subject is

responsible for the complement clause. The following semantic formula shows this:

(12) I know Mary to be a Mormon. =
I know this of Mary: she is a Mormon
I don’t want to say: people say this

I say: [ know this (Wierzbicka 1988: 51)
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On the other hand, Wierzbicka gives the passive sentence (13) the following

semantic formula:

(13) Mary is known to be dishonest. =
people know this of Mary: she is dishonest
I don’t want to say: I say this

I say: people say this (Wierzbicka 1988: 48)

Wierzbicka’s semantic formula in (13) shows that the passive de-emphasizes the
speaker’s own responsibility for the assertion. Additionally, she points out the distancing

function of the passive as follows:

(14) In a sense, if we say that somebody “is known to be dishonest” we cannot
completely disassociate ourselves from the assertion in question. One cannot
say, for example:

*She is known to be dishonest, but I don’t know if this is true.
Nonetheless, the passive turn of phrase allows us to de-emphasize our personal
responsibility for the assertion: the formula ‘I don’t want to say: I say this; |
say: people say this’ allows us to capture the speaker’s attitude.

(Wierzbicka 1988: 48)

What should be noted in (14) is Wierzbicka’s claim that, while the speaker is not
completely detached from the assertion in a passive sentence like (13), passivization de-
emphasizes her personal responsibility for the assertion.

Regarding Wierzbicka’s analysis, I claim that we need more generalized proposals

that elucidate passive sentences in a more comprehensive and natural way. First, rather
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than the assertion that “we [speakers] cannot completely disassociate ourselves from the
assertion”, I propose that the speaker is explicitly responsible for the passive sentence
itself. In the next section, we see that this proposal explains why one cannot say “*She is
known to be dishonest, but [ don’t know if this is true” in a more natural way. Second,
instead of saying “the passive turn of phrase allows us [speakers] to de-emphasize our
personal responsibility for the assertion”, I claim that, while the speaker is explicitly
responsible for the passive sentence itself, passivization makes implicit who is directly
responsible for the complement clause. In the next section, we see that the latter proposal
can elucidate examples like (6a, b), where the speaker is not necessarily directly
responsible for the complement clause. My proposal is therefore more comprehensive
than Wierzbicka’s.* In the following section, I demonstrate that my proposal can also
explicate the relationship between passivization and the implicity of responsibility for the

complement clause.

7.4.2. Epistemic Indirectness and Subjective Directionality

This section applies some basic notions of Cognitive Grammar—the two
conceptualizers, the control cycle, and the cognitive processing reflected in
passivization—to explain why fo must be included in perception constructions in the
passive voice.

In Section 7.3, we have seen Langacker’s (2009) argument that, in a sentence like

4 Wierzbicka (1988: 51) argues that sentence (ib) below, where the main clause subject is the speaker,
is more natural than sentence (ia).
(i) a. 2John knows Mary to be a Mormon.
b. Iknow Mary to be a Mormon. (Wierzbicka 1988: 51)
This may be the reason why she claims the speakers’ responsibility is deemphasized by passivization.
While her claim is valid for the verb know as in (i), we also need to discuss other verbs as in (iia, b)
below, where the main clause subject in the active is not the speaker. This means we need a more
comprehensive proposal.
(ii) a. They saw/heard/noticed John kick Mary. (=1la)
b. John was seen/heard/noticed to kick Mary. (=1b)
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(10), there are two conceptualizers with respect to the complement clause. On the basis
of this argument, we have seen that in sentence (15), too, there are two conceptualizers
with respect to the complement clause, one being the main clause subject (C1) (i.e. they)

and the other the speaker (Co).

(15) They saw/heard/noticed John kick Mary. (=1a)

The notion of the two conceptualizers means that not only the main clause subject
(they) but also the speaker, who apprehends the whole sentence, is responsible for the
complement clause. Also, the matrix predicates in (15) represent the action phase of the
control cycle® because they represent the action of achieving perceptual contact with the
target (the infinitival complement).® This study argues that these perceptual predicates
represent a local stage of the action phase that is very close to the result phase because
they represent the stage where the clausal subject reaches the target (i.e. achieves
perceptual contact with the target); they do not represent the stage close to the potential
phase where the clausal subject does something in order to reach the target. The
perceptual predicates also represent part of the result phase because they entail that the

clausal subject perceives the entire event of John’s kicking, including the final state (i.e.

3> According to Langacker (2009: 300-302), the perceptual verbs in (i) below designate a relationship
at the effective level rather than the epistemic level because they describe one event involving the
perception of another; they do not describe the acceptance of a proposition. He claims that “[e]ffective
relations (those holding between events) are not limited to causation or the physical level: they can
perfectly well be mental, one event involving the apprehension of another” (p. 302). Therefore, the
present study argues that the perceptual predicates in (15) represent the action phase of the effective
(rather than the epistemic) control cycle.

(1) We saw/heard/felt the bomb explode. (=3b)
¢ As we have seen in Section 4.3.2 (footnote 23), Langacker (2009: 260) notes that perceptual verbs
(e.g. see) can be used for either the action of achieving perceptual contact or the stable experience that
results. The present study argues that the perceptual verbs in (15) represent the former because they
describe the action of achieving temporal (rather than stable) perceptual contact with someone who
carries out an action concurrently with the perceptual process. (For a discussion of see ... -ing, see
Section 4.3.2.)
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the resultant state) of kick (cf. Langacker 2009: 300). Thus, the matrix predicates in (15)
represent a local stage that encompasses the latter stage of the action phase and part of
the result phase—a stage where the matrix process (i.e. the perceptual experience)
temporally coincides with the duration of the target event (the infinitival complement).’
The range of the control cycle the matrix predicates in (15) represent and the conceptual

structure of (15) are diagrammed in Figures 7.1 and 7.2, respectively.

[roena ] > [ ] > [ e |
L ']
| | |

Figure 7.1: The Range of the Control Cycle the Matrix Predicates in (15) Represent

T / PERCEIVED EVENT

PERCEPTION

O,
e

Figure 7.2: The Conceptual Structure of (15)

Figure 7.1 indicates that the perceptual verbs in (15) represent part of the result phase
as well as the stage of the action phase that is close to the result phase. In this local stage
between the action phase and the result phase, the matrix event (the perceptual

experience) coincides with the occurrence of the infinitive’s event (the target).

7 For a detailed discussion of the temporal coincidence involved in the bare-infinitival complement,
see Langacker (2009: 300-302).
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Figure 7.2 illustrates how the two conceptualizers—the main clause subject (C1) and
the speaker (Co)—apprehend the event of the complement clause: the speaker (Co)
apprehends the complement clause as an inherent part of conceptualizing the whole
sentence. The overlap in the diagram between the perceptual experience (PERCEPTION)
and the complement event (the target (T) / PERCEIVED EVENT) indicates that they occur
concurrently. Trajector status (tr) is conferred on the matrix subject (Ci). It is also
indicated that both John and the whole event of the complement clause (‘John kick Mary’)
are construed as landmarks (Im).8

The validity of Figure 7.2, where there are two landmarks (i.e. ‘John’ and ‘John kick
Mary’), is shown by the following three analyses. First, as [ have noted previously (Sasaki
2017: 84), in sentence (16) the pronoun is marked for the accusative case (i.e. her), which

means that ‘her’ is an object and is construed as a landmark.

(16) They saw her go. (Kasai 2004: 22, in Sasaki 2017: 75)

Second, Langacker (1991: 442-443) notes that, in an instance like (17a) below, the
object of perception is both a thing (the ship) and the process in which that thing
participates. Therefore, he argues that not only the thing (¢ke ship) but also the process
(the ship sinking) is construed as landmark. Also, as we have seen in Section 6.5.1
(footnote 17), Langacker (2009: 32—33) argues that in the Luisefio sentence in (17b), the
object ‘him’ has multiple roles: as the semantic object of ‘make’ and as the semantic
subject of both ‘want’ and ‘leave.” Therefore, he claims that not only ‘him want to leave’

but also ‘him’ functions as a landmark.

(17) a. We saw the ship sinking. (Langacker 1991: 442)

8 For a discussion of trajector/landmark status, see Section 2.2.
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b. Noo poy ngee-vichu-ni-q. ‘I made him want to leave.’

I him leave-want-make-TNS (Langacker 2009: 33)

Third, Ueyama (2011: 165-166)——citing Akmajian (1977) and Declerck (1982)—

notes that the event of the complement clause in sentence (18a) can be construed in two

different ways. One is to pick out the moon as the object of see as in (18b), and the other

is to construe the whole event (the moon rising over the mountain) as the object of see as

in (18c). Ueyama states that the corresponding passive of the former is (18d) and that of

the latter is (18e).’

(18) a. I saw the moon rising over the mountain.

(Declerck 1982: 2, in Ueyama 2011:

b. I saw the moon as it was rising over the mountain.

(Declerck 1982: 13—14, in Ueyama 2011:

c. I saw the event of the moon rising over the mountain.

(Declerck 1982: 13, in Ueyama 2011:

d. The moon was seen rising over the mountain.

(Akmajian 1977: 438, in Ueyama 2011:

e. The moon rising over the mountain was seen by many people.

(Ueyama 2011:

165)

166)

166)

165)

165)

Theses analyses show the validity of Jo/n being construed as a landmark in (15),

which leads to the assumption that trajector status must be conferred on him in the passive.

In Section 2.7, we have seen the cognitive processing reflected in passivization: that is,

the passive sentence selects as trajector the entity that is originally construed as landmark

® Ueyama (2011) refers to examples of Declerck (1982) and Akmajian (1977) to make sentence (18e).
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in the active sentence. Therefore, when (15) is passivized, John is focused as trajector as

in (19), which means the main clause subject (C1) loses its trajector status.'”

(19) John was seen/heard/noticed to kick Mary. (=1b)

Also, in Section 7.2.2, we have seen Dixon’s (2005) claim that “[t]he passive [like
(19)] verges towards being the description of a state” (p. 252). The present study considers
that the word state in this case means a resultant state (see Section 6.3.3 (footnote 7)). In
addition, as we have seen in Section 6.5.3, Langacker (1990: 130-131) notes that the
participial predicate stolen in (20) designates the final state (i.e. the resultant state) of the

process steal.!!

(20) That watch you bought is probably stolen. (Langacker 1990: 130)

Given Dixon’s and Langacker’s arguments, it is plausible to conclude that the participial

predicates seen, heard and noticed in (19) designate the resultant state of the perceptual

experience and represent the result phase of the control cycle. Therefore, as diagramed in

19 When (ia) below is passivized, the status of trajector is shifted to 4er and coded as a subject as in
(ib). I have provided an informant’s comment that (ic), while not ungrammatical, is very unusual and
would almost never be used (Sasaki 2017: 85). I have not, however, explained why the shift of trajector
status to the event her go is unusual. As we have seen in Section 5.5.1, a relationship (e.g. go) is
conceptually dependent on its participants, whereas a thing (e.g. her) is conceptually autonomous
(Langacker 2008: 200). Citing Langacker (1987: 236), we have also discussed the conceptual
autonomy of the clausal subject. Therefore, a relationship is incompatible with the autonomy of the
subject and tends not to be focused as clausal trajector.

(i) a. They saw her go. (=16)
b. She was seen to go. (Kasai 2004: 22)
c¢. ?7That she went was seen. (Sasaki 2017: 85)

" As we have seen in Section 6.5.3 (footnote 22), Langacker (1990: 131-132) states that passive
expressions could be processual as in (i) below rather than a resultant state.

(i) The town was destroyed (house by house). (Langacker 1990: 131)
Given Dixon’s claim that passivized perception constructions like (19) verge toward being the
description of a state—which is considered to mean a resultant state (see Section 6.3.3 (footnote 7))—
the present study argues that perceptual predicates in the passive voice as in (19) designate a resultant
state.
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Figure 7.3, the meaning of the action of achieving perceptual contact (see Section 7.4.2)
is rendered tenuous; instead, the predicates profile the resultant state of the perceptual

experience. (For a discussion of be made to do, see Section 6.5.3.)

Potential > Action > Result

Figure 7.3: The Range of the Control Cycle the Participial Predicates in (19) Represent

The conceptual structure of (19) is diagrammed in Figure 7.4.

PERCEPTION PERCEIVED EVENT

Figure 7.4: The Conceptual Structure in (19)

The diagram illustrates that trajector status (tr) is shifted from C; to John (J) with the
result that Ci, who is directly responsible for the complement clause, is unspecified. Also,
since the participial predicates in (19) represent the result phase, the target (T) is
incorporated into the dominion (D).

The analysis above explains the indirectness of the perception involved in (19).!?

12° As we have seen in Section 7.2.2, Dixon (2005) claims that the passivized perception construction
loses its pragmatic immediacy: “[t]he passive verges towards being the description of a state, and that
is why fo is included” (p. 252). Kasai (2004) also states that see in the passive does not imply direct
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That is, passivization shifts the status of trajector from C; to John, which makes C;
implicit. The implicity of C; makes the perception of the complement clause indirect
because C; is directly responsible for the complement clause. Also, since the participial
predicates represent the result phase, sentence (19) defocuses the meaning of the action
of achieving perceptual contact. The implicity of C; and the defocusing of the perceptual
action make the perception of the target indirect.

The perceptual indirectness in (19) causes conceptual distance'® between the
perceptual experience (PERCEPTION) and the infinitive’s event (PERCEIVED EVENT). At the
same time, this conceptual distance entails that John, who is perceived by Cj, is also
rendered conceptually distant from the infinitive’s event (PERCEIVED EVENT) because
John is a participant in the perceptual experience. In Figure 7.4, therefore, the perceptual
experience (PERCEPTION)—including John (J) as its trajector—is represented as being
separated from, rather than overlapping, the infinitive’s event (PERCEIVED EVENT).!*
When the conceptualizer (Co) construes the conceptually distant relation between John
(J) and the infinitive’s event (PERCEIVED EVENT), she first directs attention to John as a
reference point to establish mental contact with the infinitive’s event; this reference point
ability is represented by the thin dashed arrows in Figure 7.4. The present study claims
that subjective directionality lies in directing attention from John to the infinitive’s event.
That is, while no specific directionality (e.g. futurity, purpose) is evoked, reference-point
ability is involved in (19), and the subjective directionality lying in reference-point ability

motivates the use of the fo-infinitive in (19).!> The following is my main proposal.'¢

perception. However, in Dixon’s analysis, it is not clear why verging toward being the description of
a state leads to the use of the to-infinitive. Neither does Kasai explain why perceptual predicates in the
passive lose their directness (see Section 7.2.2).

13 For a discussion of conceptual distance, see Section 6.5.3 (footnote 25).

4 The dotted line between John (J) and the circle in the infinitive’s event (PERCEIVED EVENT)
represents their identification.

15 For a discussion of subjectivity, see Section 2.9.

16 This proposal is partly based on Sasaki (2017), where the terms “surrogate speaker and actual
speaker” (Langacker 1991) are used instead of “C; and Co” (Langacker 2009). The present study also
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(21) When sentence (15) is passivized as in (19), trajector status is shifted from C;
to John and the action of achieving perceptual contact is defocused. The shift
of trajector status and the defocusing of the perceptual action cause John to be
conceptually distant from the infinitive’s event. The conceptualizer (Co),
therefore, accesses John as a reference point to establish mental contact with
the infinitive’s event. The subjective directionality involved in reference-point

ability motivates the use of the fo-infinitive in (19).

As we have seen in Sections 3.4.1 and 3.5, reference point ability and the subjective
directionality involved in the ability are invoked in all instances of to-infinitive
constructions. I have argued that reference point ability and subjective directionality are
retained in the highest-level constructional schema that defines a complex category
comprising multiple variants of fo-infinitive constructions.

Proposal (21) is more comprehensive than Wierzbicka’s (1988) because it can also
elucidate examples where the main clause subject is not the speaker; Wierzbicka’s
proposal that passivization de-emphasizes the speaker’s responsibility cannot elucidate
such examples.

My analysis also explains why the statement “*She is known to be dishonest, but I
don’t know if this is true” (Wierzbicka 1988: 48) is unacceptable. Wierzbicka attempts to
explain this by arguing that, although passivization de-emphasizes the speaker’s
responsibility, the speaker cannot completely disassociate herself from the assertion.
However, as we have seen, Wierzbicka’s analysis does not cover all passivized sentences

(cf. (15), (19)). The present study argues that, although passivization makes implicit Cj,

refers to the relationship between the defocusing of the perceptual action and the perceptual
indirectness, which is not discussed in Sasaki (2017). Neither does Sasaki (2017) refer to the reference
point ability and subjective directionality involved in mental access.
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who is directly responsible for the complement clause, the speaker’s (Co) responsibility
for the passivized sentence itself remains explicit. Therefore, in the sentence “*She is
known to be dishonest, but I don’t know if this is true” (Wierzbicka 1988: 48) the
speaker’s responsibility is still explicit for the whole sentence. In addition, know is
“semantically factive” (Wierzbicka 1988: 50). These two points—the speaker’s explicit
responsibility for the whole sentence and the factivity of know—entail that the speaker
embraces the passive sentence, which presupposes the truth of its complements (see also
Sasaki 2017: 87). It follows that the combination of “she is known to be dishonest” and
“but I don’t know if this is true” indicates a lack of “consistency in the speaker’s mental
attitude” (Kasai 1998: 22)'7.

Let us review the differences between Wierzbicka’s (1988) analysis and mine.
Wierzbicka claims that passivization de-emphasizes the speaker’s responsibility.
However, she also argues that the speaker is not completely disassociated from the
assertion and this is why “*She is known to be dishonest, but I don’t know if this is true”
is unacceptable. In contrast, I propose that the speaker’s (Co in the present study)
responsibility is still explicit, even when the sentence is passivized and the subject (C; in
the present study), who is directly responsible only for the complement clause, is made
implicit through passivization. My proposal is supported by the fact that the complement
clause in passivized sentences is verbalized as a fo-infinitive, which means the
complement clause is negotiated'® and construed by the speaker (Co) as being indirect
and conceptually distant from the matrix subject (e.g. John in (19)). If the speaker does
not negotiate the complement clause, then after passivization, which makes C; implicit,
there is no one to regard the complement clause as being indirect and conceptually distant

from the subject, from which it follows that the complement clause would not be coded

17 Kasai (1998: 22) claims that the speaker’s mental attitude must be consistent.
18 According to Langacker (2009: 231-235), “being negotiated” means that a proposition is purported
to represent the speaker’s (Co in the present study) actual position.
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as being indirect and involving (subjective) directionality.
Of course, my proposal here can explain sentences (22a, b), where C; is identified

as the speaker.

(22) a.  know Mary to be a Mormon. (=12)

b. Mary is known to be dishonest. (=13)

In sentence (22a), the speaker has two roles, Co and Ci, so she is directly responsible for
both the complement clause and the whole sentence. However, when sentence (22a) is
passivized, C; (the speaker in this sentence), who is directly responsible for the
complement clause, is made implicit. Therefore, in the passivized sentence (22b), the
speaker’s responsibility for the complement clause is de-emphasized (see Wierzbicka’s
(1988: 48) proposal in (14)), and she (the speaker) is directly responsible only for the
whole sentence. My proposal here is supported by the fact that the speaker cannot say
“*She is known to be dishonest, but I don’t know if this is true.” That is, although the
speaker’s responsibility for the complement clause is de-emphasized through
passivization, she is still explicitly responsible for the whole sentence, which presupposes
the truth of its complement clause, since we do not doubt what we have accepted as being
real.

In this section, | have explicated why fo must be included in passive sentences like
(19). In Section 7.5, I will discuss an example where it is unnatural to include 7o in the

complement clause.

7.5. The -ing form as a Complement

As the final issue we discuss in this chapter, observe the following sentences:
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(23) a. I saw her running.
b. ?She was seen to be running.

c. She was seen running.

The passivized version of (23a) is sentence (23c) rather than (23b).!” Why is (23¢) with
an -ing complement more usual than (23b) with fo be + -ing?

As we have seen in Section 4.3.2, see in instances like (23a) represent the action
phase because the verb represents the action of achieving perceptual contact (cf.
Langacker 2009: 260) with the target (the -ing complement). In Section 7.4.2, we have
seen that see as in (24) below represents not only the action phase but also part of the
result phase because the predicate entails that the matrix subject perceives the entire event

of John’s kicking, including the resultant state of kick.

(24) They saw John kick Mary. (Dixon 2005: 252)

However, the present study argues that see as in (23a) represents only the action
phase because it entails that the matrix subject perceives some internal portion of the
overall process run (cf. Langacker 2009: 300)2; the matrix subject does not perceive the

resultant state of the entire event. The range of the control cycle the matrix predicate in

(23a) represents is diagrammed in Figure 7.5.

19 Four out of five informants said that (23b), while not ungrammatical, is unusual and never used.
One of them said (23b) is natural.

20 In Sections 2.5 and 4.2.1, we have seen that -ing focuses attention on some internal portion of a
verbal process by imposing a limited immediate scope on the process (Langacker 1991, 2008). We
have also seen that in order to impose a limited scope on the process, the conceptualizer (or the matrix
subject, e.g. [ in (23a)) necessarily construes the subordinate process at close range (cf. Verspoor 1996:
438), so a temporal (or more general conceptual) overlap is evoked between the matrix and subordinate
processes (see Section 4.2.1).
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Potential > Action > Result

Figure 7.5: The Range of the Control Cycle the Matrix Predicate in (23a) Represents

The present study argues that the matrix predicate in (23a) represents a local stage
of the action phase, a stage where the matrix event temporally overlaps with an internal
portion of the overall process run.>! The restriction of the scope of the process (cf.
Langacker 2009: 300) and the temporal overlap between the matrix and subordinate
processes motivates the use of the -ing form. (For a discussion of instances like (23a), see
also Chapter 4.)

In Section 7.4.2, we have seen that the participial predicate in a passivized sentence
designates the final state of a process profiled by its verb form (see Langacker 1990: 130—
131) and that instances like (25) defocus the action of achieving perceptual contact

because the participial predicate represents the result phase (see Figure 7.3).

(25) John was seen to kick Mary. (Dixon 2005: 252)

This study argues that the participial predicate in (23c¢) also designates the final state
of the process profiled by see in (23a) and defocuses the action of achieving perceptual
contact.”? Although the participial predicate in (23c) designates the final state of see in

(23a), however, this is still in the range of the action phase because the verb see used in

2l Langacker (2009: 300-301) notes that -ing as in (i) below restricts the scope of perception to an
internal portion of the overall event. Therefore, he argues that -ing as in (i) indicates partial temporal
coincidence with the perceptual event.

(1) We saw/heard/felt the bombs exploding. (Langacker 2009: 300)
22 The present study states that the participial predicate in (23¢) designates the final (rather than the
result) state of see in (23a) because, as already mentioned, see in see ... -ing as in (23a) represents
only the action phase, not the result phase (see Figure 7.5), and neither does its participial form seen
designate the result phase.
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see ... -ing as in (23a) represents only the action phase, as illustrated in Figure 7.5. The
range of the control cycle the participial predicate in (23c) represents is diagrammed in

Figure 7.6.

Potential > Action > Result

Figure 7.6: The Range of the Control Cycle the Participial Predicate in (23c) Represents

Therefore, the participial predicate in (23c) still represents a local stage of the action phase,
where the matrix event temporally overlaps with the target, and this temporal overlap
motivates the use of the -ing form (see Chapter 4). Also, even though passivization makes
Ci implicit in (23¢) and the perceptual meaning is construed as being indirect compared
with that of (23a), (23c¢) still evokes the notion of temporal overlap between the matrix
and subordinate processes, the notion that motivates the use of the -ing form. Therefore,
instances of see ... -ing like (23a) do not include 7o even when they are passivized as in

(23c¢).

7.6. Conclusion

In this chapter, by focusing on the subjective directionality involved in perception
constructions in the passive voice, I have specified why to must be included when
perception verbs are used in the passive. I have explained the directionality in terms of
the control cycle, the notion of two conceptualizers—i.e. the main clause subject (C1) and
the speaker (Co)—and the cognitive processing reflected in passivization. This chapter
has also explained why perception constructions with an -ing complement do not take a
to-infinitive even when they are passivized.

Chapters 6 and 7 have described the distributional differences of to-infinitive and
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bare-infinitive constructions in a series of usage events. That is, when a matrix predicate
represents either the result phase (e.g. be made/seen/heard) or the temporally extensive
range from the action phase to the result phase (e.g. force, get, cause), it takes the fo-
infinitive because the notion of directionality is evoked in the construction. On the other
hand, when a matrix predicate represents the local range from the latter stage of the action
phase to the result phase (e.g. make, have, let, see, hear), it takes the bare-infinitive
because the matrix process temporally coincides with the duration of the infinitive’s

event.??

Chapter 7 has also confirmed the argument of Chapter 4 that -ing constructions
are typically distributed in the action phase. This chapter has argued that when a
perceptual predicate (e.g. see, be seen) represents a local stage of the action phase—a

stage where the matrix event temporally overlaps with an internal portion of the target

process—it takes the -ing form.

23 For a discussion of the distributional differences between to-infinitive and bare-infinitive
constructions, see also Section 6.5.3.
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Chapter 8

Concluding Remarks

8.1. Summary

This dissertation has provided an analysis of fo-infinitive constructions from a
Cognitive Grammar perspective. Problems in previous studies of the constructions have
been resolved by examining various uses of the fo-infinitive in terms of the control cycle.

Chapter 2 has introduced some basic concepts of Cognitive Grammar and reviewed
the notion of the control cycle. We have seen that Langacker (2002, 2009) examines
matrix predicates taking finite clauses in terms of the control cycle. It has been noted
however, that, although he suggests that the model of the control cycle can be applied to
an analysis of matrix predicates taking the fo-infinitive, Langacker does not pursue a
detailed examination of fo-infinitive constructions.

Chapters 3 and 4 have applied the control cycle to an analysis of the to-infinitive as
a post-predicate complement or modifier. Chapter 3 has classified instances of fo-
infinitive constructions depending on which phase of the control cycle their matrix
predicate represents and specified a cognitive foundation for classifying instances of the
constructions. It has also been argued that the subjective directionality lying in reference
point ability motivates the use of the to-infinitive in atypical instances whose matrix
predicate represents the result phase of the control cycle. In order to further specify the
properties of the to-infinitive, Chapter 4 has compared, in terms of the control cycle, the
to-infinitive with the -ing form. The distributional differences of the two subordinate

clauses have been described in a series of usage events by empirically showing that the
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to-infinitive and the -ing form typically represent successive phases of the control cycle:
that is, most instances of to-infinitive constructions cluster from the potential phase to the
initial stage of the action phase, whereas many instances of -ing constructions cluster in
the following stage (i.e. the execution stage of the action phase).

Chapter 5 has applied the idea of the control cycle to an analysis of the to-infinitive
as a clausal subject and explained why this is a rare occurrence compared with the use of
-ing as a subject and other uses of the to-infinitive. The chapter has also explained why
the fo-infinitive subject collocates with a very limited range of matrix predicates.

Chapters 6 and 7 have further applied the control cycle to an analysis of causative
and perception constructions, respectively, and explained why 7o must be included when

these two constructions are used in the passive.

8.2. Future Issues

The development of Cognitive Grammar can be divided into two broad phases, each
aiming at a unified account of language (Langacker 2016: 24, 2017: 262). The first phase
(Langacker 1987, 1990, 1991, 1999) provides a unified account of lexicon, morphology
and syntax where these are inherently meaningful, comprising a continuum of symbolic
structures (i.e. form-meaning pairings). The second phase (Langacker 2001, 2008, 2009,
2012, 2016, 2017) indicates how the approach outlined in Langacker’s earlier works
(Langacker 1987, 1991, etc.) makes it possible to envisage a unified account of structure,
processing and discourse: that is, Langacker’s later works clearly demonstrate the
Cognitive Grammar perspective, less visible in his earlier studies, that grammar is shaped
by discourse (cf. Langacker 2012: 100).

As diagrammed in Figure 8.1, the production of a usage event (i.e. an actual instance

of language use) involves the speaker (S) and hearer (H) apprehending the semantic and
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phonological content that appears in a window of attention! and focusing their attention

on a particular facet of it (i.e. what an expression profiles) (Langacker 2012: 96).

Usage Event
/‘ﬁ /ﬁ - %o
( \ ) (( Window ) !

\ / / \
/ \
©=<-->® )
Time \ ) (__Ground J &

. / \_Context _“
\\\ / \Shared Knowledge / ‘. . //

Current Discourse Space

~
-

Figure 8.1: The Various Facets of a Usage Event (Langacker 2012: 96)

Figure 8.1 also indicates that the interaction between the speaker and hearer takes place
in some context and the context includes the ongoing discourse.

Langacker (2012: 97) states that any facets of the scheme in Figure 8.1 can recur and
be learned as part of the conventional value of linguistic elements because linguistic units
are abstracted from usage events through reinforcement of recurring commonalities (cf.
Langacker 2000: 4-5, 2008: 458). Therefore, he claims that not only language use but
also language structure itself can be dynamic (residing in processing activity, e.g. the

focusing of attention), interactive and embedded—i.e. it draws upon a multifaceted

I Langacker (2001: 144-145) describes directing and focusing attention on an entity metaphorically
as looking at the world through a window, or viewing frame. He notes that we can conceive of only
so much at any one time. For example, “[w]e have a limited visual field, taking in only so much of the
world at any given instant” (Langacker 2001: 144). He also states that “we have a limited ‘conceptual
field’, delimiting how much we can conceptualize or hold in mind at any given instant” (Langacker
2001: 144).
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conceptual substrate consisting of background knowledge, mental constructions, the
interaction between the speaker and hearer and their apprehension of the context (see
Langacker 2008: 463).2 Thus, linguistic structures are indissociable from the factors (e.g.
the facets of the scheme in Figure 8.1) involved in usage events that occur in the context
of ongoing discourse.

The present study agrees with Langacker’s standpoint that grammar is shaped by
discourse. This study has therefore collected (from COCA) and examined actual instances
of language occurring in discourse. However, the idea that grammar is shaped by
discourse is not manifest in this dissertation because the present study does not consider
the usage events that occur before or after the instances examined. In future research, I
will provide a more detailed analysis of instances of to-infinitive constructions by
examining the usage events that precede or follow them. My analysis will show that the
category of fo-infinitive constructions grows in discourse.

The present study has also analyzed the to-infinitive as a post-predicate complement
or modifier (see Chapters 3 and 4), the to-infinitive as a subject (see Chapter 5) and the
infinitive with or without 7o in causative and perception constructions (see Chapters 6 and
7). However, this study does not examine the to-infinitive as a noun modifier as in (la—

c).?
(1) a. the first person to arrive
b. a woman to admire

c. something to stir the soup with (Langacker 2008: 321 [fn. 11])

Several previous studies suggest that the notion of directionality (e.g. futurity or

2 For a discussion of a conceptual substrate, see also Langacker (2021: 7).
3 Langacker (2008: 321 [fn. 11]) notes that the head nouns in (1a—c) correspond to the trajector of the
infinitive, the landmark of the infinitive, and the landmark of the preposition, respectively.
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potentiality) is involved in the use of the to-infinitive as a noun modifier (or the relative
infinitive). For example, Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1068) note that the relative
infinitive as in (2a, b) has a modal meaning comparable to that expressed in finite clauses

by can and should, which evoke the notion of futurity or potentiality.

(2) a. He found a video for the kids to watch.
b. She’s obviously the person to finish the job.

(Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 1067-1068)

Duffley (1992: 137-138) also argues that substantives followed by the fo-infinitive as a
modifier (e.g. willingness, desire, hesitation, right, chance, etc.) evoke a situation existing
before the infinitive event and being situated in time prior to the event.*

In future research, I will provide a detailed analysis of the to-infinitive as a noun

modifier from a Cognitive Grammar perspective.

8.3. Conclusion

This dissertation has presented a consistent analysis of fo-infinitive constructions by
examining various uses of the fo-infinitive in terms of the control cycle. It has been shown
that the category of to-infinitive constructions does not grow haphazardly but within the
range of the control cycle and that instances of the construction can be classified
depending on which phase of the control cycle their matrix predicate represents. In future
research, I will solve the problems remaining to be discussed in this thesis within the

theoretical framework of Cognitive Grammar.

4 For a discussion of the to-infinitive as a modifier (or the relative infinitive), see also Quirk et al.
(1985), Geisler (1995).
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