
Adjunct control 

Controller: closest c-commanding NP 

(1) John1 phoned Bill2 before PRO1/*2/*3 running to the shop.

➢ temporal non-finite: PRO = John 
(Chomsky 1981, Landau 2021, Gerard et al. 2017, 2018)

Universal PRO = subject (temporal non-finite)?

Romanian: reported to permit object interpretations, pro not PRO
(Cornilescu 2000, Dindelegan 2013, Avram & Coene 2010, Dobrovie-Sorin 1994, Alboiu 2007, Cotfas 2016a, b)

HSP: TVJT (Gerard & Bleotu 2025)

• English: strict subject

• Romanian: subject preference

 (similar to discourse subject preference)

➢ Many Romanian-speakers rejected 

  all object interpretation (in blue)

H1. ungrammatical for them? If so, then not pro

H2. pro, but overridden by subject discourse preference?

Grammaticality judgment task: gender agreement with antecedent

All Romanian-speakers accepted object interpretations of (1)   pro

➢ Implications for acquisition: finite/nonfinite insufficient?

Design: grammaticality judgment

Participants (adults)

• English: N=24

• Romanian: N=48

• 16 test sentences

• 16 controls with one referent, 

     50/50 grammatical/ungrammatical:

    The boy tripped in the hallway and embarrassed {himself/herself}

➢ Gender as a morphological cue to disambiguate the antecedent – match with subj/obj

Language subject-match subject-mismatch

English (gender agreement on reflexive)

The boy washed the girl before…
…hearing himself …hearing herself

Romanian: (gender agreement on adjective)
…a  deveni    trist

…to become sad-M
Băiatul a spălat-o pe fată Înainte de…

The boy washed DOM the girl before…

…a  deveni    tristă

…to become sad-F

Results

lmer(z_rating ~ subj-match/obj-match * language +
(1 * subj-match/obj-match | subject) + (1 * subj-match/obj-match | item)

Fixed effects β t p
(Intercept) 0.03 1.13 0.263
subject-match/object-match 0.29 13.74 < 0.001
Language -0.25 -8.35 < 0.001

subject-match/object-match : language 0.22 10.31 < 0.001

➢ obj-match rejected in English, (mostly) accepted in Romanian

subject-match
(boy…girl…himself)

object-match
(boy…girl…herself)

subject-match
(boy…girl…sad-M)

object-match
(boy…girl…sad-F)

controls raw ratings

Why z-scores?
0 100

Discussion
Results summary
• English participants accepted (reflexive) gender agreement with the subject, but rejected agreement with the object.

• Romanian participants accepted (adjective) gender agreement in both conditions

  Theoretical implications:
   a) Strict subject interpretations in non-finite adjuncts are not universal.

   b) consistent with: non-finite clauses in Romanian involve pro not PRO
(Dobrovie-Sorin 1994, Alboiu 2007, Cotfas 2016a,b) 

      - null subjects in infinitival clauses in Romanian alternate with lexical 

subjects, unlike in English:
                     

                         (3)   

      =
        (4) 

Ion a mâncat înainte  de a pleca mama/pro

John ate before to leave mother

Ion a mâncat înainte să       plece mama/pro

John ate before SBJV  leave-SBJV mother

Acquisition implications: What is acquired? 

Strict subjects, OR object interpretations, OR both? 

1. If strict subjects are acquired (superset  subset)

(in English, and other languages), 

then input must have evidence for strict subjects
(other than Romanian)

2. If object interpretations acquired (in Romanian), 

then the input must have evidence for:

▪ object interpretations, OR

▪ pro in non-finite clauses – e.g. (3) & (4)

English Romanian E1 & E2
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