
151

�영어영문학연구� 제46권 제2호

(2020) 여름 151－168

Studies in English Language & Literature

http://dx.doi.org/10.21559/aellk.2020.46.2.008

A Proper Construal of Infinitival Phrases in English*1

YoungRoung Kim

(Woosuk University)

Kim, YoungRoung. “A Proper Construal of Infinitival Phrases in English.” Studies in English 

Language & Literature 46.2 (2020): 151-168. This paper leads off with the question that the inherent 

properties of the infinitival phrases are idiosyncratically different in terms of the readings of 

rationale/purposive phrases. This paper pilots their distributions as to how they are well grammatically 

expatiated upon in English textbooks. The rationale and purposive infinitival phrases are very closely akin 

to each other: the former subclassified as an objective-reading infinitival phrase and the latter as a 

relative-reading phrase. Therefore, the slippery readings of the infinitival phrases should be disambiguated. 

The knotty issue arising from the construal of rationale and purposive phrases must be properly accounted 

for because a rationale reading is fundamentally different in its function and behavior from a purposive 

reading. Such being the case, the distinctive use of infinitival phrases comes to the question of how we 

are to construe the differential meanings in their contexts. (Woosuk University)
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I. Introduction 

This paper peers into the theoretical and grammatical aspects of infinitival phrases 

in a bid to disambiguate their readings in a rationale phrase and in a purposive phrase. 

  * Many thanks go to anonymous readers for their helpful comments conducive to improving this paper. 

This nonetheless, all remaining blunders, bloopers, and blemishes are entirely mine.
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Thereby it explores how they are used and well accounted for in English textbooks.

Largely, we have classified infinitival phrases into the types as follows: one for 

an infinitival phrase for a rationale reading to expresses the reason of the main 

clause action, the other for an infinitival phrase for a purposive meaning describing 

the purpose of the main clause. Both rationale and purposive phrases are adjuncts 

and adverbials, looking very similar in their  structural and canonical configurations. 

However, in view of grammatical functions and categorial statuses, they are 

fundamentally different. A rationale phrase is generated outside a verb phrase, as it 

expresses the reason of a matrix clause action. Meanwhile, a purposive phrase is 

triggered off inside a verb phrase, as it describes the purpose of a matrix clause 

action. Thus, they have different grammatical configurations as well. Insofar as their 

grammatical properties and readings are different, their grammatical structures should 

be distinguishable from each other. Even though both types of infinitival phrases 

have often taken place in English textbooks, no particular remarks on their 

differences have been made. 

“Grammar is one of three dimensions of language that are interconnected. 

Grammar is a dynamic process and learners are called on to engage in it. It is 

significant to figure out the interconnectedness of all three dimensions” 

(Larsen-Freeman, 2000).1 Leading off with such a concept of grammar, this paper 

sifts through English textbooks in order to find out whether the  types of infinitival 

phrases are distinctively employed, in a grammatical and semantical manner. 

II. Previous Literature Research

2.1 An infinitival phrase for a rationale reading 

When we take into account the sentence below, we notice that there is no deleted 

  1 It is excerpted from Kim’s (2014) paper “A Need to Explore and Construe Quantification in a High 

School English Textbook” published in Studies in Modern Grammar 77. pp 197-215.
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item, i.e., no gap, in sentence (1).

(1) Paul bought the fiddlei for Jane to practice music on iti. 

  We sense that a noun phrase in the matrix clause and a noun phrase for a subject 

of the infinitival phrase are not necessarily coreferential. A rationale phrase is an 

infinitival adjunct introduced by the infinitival marker ‘to’.2 Both the infinitival 

marker ‘to’ and the lexical item ‘for,’ which realize an implied subject, can be  

optionally preceded by ‘in order.’ Descriptively speaking, complementizer ‘for’ is 

available for a lexical subject. That is, a rationale phrase can be introduced by ‘in 

order (for an implied subject) to + verb’ phrase.3 It is a verb phrase-external 

adjunct. Thus, the cannonical configuration for a rationale phrase should be not like 

a purposive infinitival phrase. The infinitival phrases, interpreted as a rationale 

meaning, have a teleological construal as exemplified below: 

   

(2) a. Mary pressed the button to reset the smart phone.  

b. Mary pressed the button (in order) to reset the smart phone. 

c. Paul bought the fiddle in order for Jane to practice on it.4

Thus, the cannonical configuration for a rationale phrase (2a) should be like (2d):

d. [TP Mary [T’[VP [VP [TP (rationale)...]]]]    

Another idiosyncrasy for a rationale phrase is that no gap other than PRO 

  2 As there is a subject, a rationale phrase is introduced by a complementizer ‘for’ followed by a noun 

phrase to realize the subject.  

  3 ‘In order (for an implied subject) to-verb’ phrase is also employed as a means to disambiguate the  

readings between a rationale infinitive and an objective phrasal infinitive because it cannot be introduced to 

an objective phrase. 
4 As for an infinitival phrase for a purposive meaning, ‘in order (for an implied subject) to-verb’ phrase 

is not allowed: *Paul bought the fiddlei in order for Jane to practice on ti. 
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appears. Thus, the controller of PRO is the argument of the matrix clause as 

exemplified in (3a-b): 

(3) a. Theyi brought Johnj [PROi (in order) to talk to himj]

b. John said that hei would jump off the cliff [PROi (in order) to impress her.]

(4) a. He bought a piano (in order) to please his grandmother

b. (In order) to please his grandmother, he bought a piano. 

(5) a. John jumped off the cliff (in order) to impress Mary. 

b. (In order) to impress Mary, John jumped up the cliff. 

(6) a. I bought this book (in order) for Mary to read it.

b. (In order) for Mary to read it, I bought this book. 

The infinitival phrases can be preposed to the beginning of the sentence as they 

are generated outside a verb phrase. Thus, the sentences (4-6) show that the 

infinitival phrases are preposed to the beginning of the sentences as they are 

rationale phrases. 

However, the sentences (7-8) show that, even though they are all rationale 

phrases, their behaviors are different from those in (4-6). That is, the infinitival 

phrases are not necessarily preposed to the beginning of the sentences, depending on 

a context in which an infinitival phrase comes out.  

(7) a. Pauli educated the new employeesj to make a living for themselvesj. 

  (objective phrase (Obj)5

b. Pauli educated the new employeesj to make a living for himselfi     

(rationale phrase (Rat)  

c. *To make a living for themselvesj, Pauli educated the new employeesj. (Obj)

d. To make a living for himselfi, Pauli educated the new employeesj. (Rat)     

  5 There exists a striking difference between a rationale phrases and an objective phrases. In addition, an 

ambiguity arises from the readings between the two, depending on whether the controllers of the infinitival 

phrases are the subjects or objects of the matrix clauses. 
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(8) a. Pauli sent Janej to Chicago to spend holidays by herselfj. (Obj)

b. Pauli sent Janej to Chicago to spend holidays by himselfi. (Rat)

c. *To spend holidays by herselfj, Paul sent Janej to Chicago. (Obj)  

d. To spend holidays by himselfi, Pauli sent Jane to Chicago. (Rat)

e. Paul took Jane to Chicago to amuse herself to please himself. (Obj>Rat6)

f. *Paul took Jane to Chicago to please himself to amuse herself. (Rat>Obj)  

g. Paul took Jane to Chicago to amuse herself to please himself.  (Obj>Rat)

h. *Paul took Jane to Chicago to please himself to amuse herself. (Rat>Obj)

The sentences in (7c-d) and (8c-d) show: even though they are the subcategory of 

a rationale phrase, when an infinitival phrase is construed as an objective phrase, it 

is not possible to prepose it to the beginning of a sentence as in (7c) and (8c). This 

clearly proves that, only when a phrase has a reading of a rationale phrase, it can 

be preposed to the beginning of a sentence as in (7d) and (8d). Besides, when an 

objective and a rationale phrases take place at the same time, there is a relative 

order to abide by: An objective phrase precedes a rationale phrase, as seen in (8e-f) 

and (8g-h).

In the meantime, when rationale and purposive phrases occur at the same time, a 

rationale phrase should follow a purposive phrase as in (9). (9b) is ill-formed, 

because a rationale phrase precedes the purposive-meaning phrase.

   

(9)  a. Marc bought Fido [to play with] [(in order) to please Anita].

b. *Marc bought Fido [(in order) to please Anita [to play with].

(10) a. Janei bought a dogj PROi to play with itj when she had time. 

b. Janei bought her nephew a dogj PROi to play with itj when she had time.  

         

As regards a change of the controller of a complement subject in a rationale 

infinitival phrase, the controller of the complement subject does not change when an 

indirect object is added to a sentence.7 The controller of the complement subject is 

  6 The symbol (>) stands for the meaning of ‘precede.’

  7 However, in the purposive infinitival phrase, the controller of the complement subject is changed when 
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Jane, subject of the matrix clause, in (10a). Regardless of the introduction of an 

indirect object in (10b), there is no change in the controller of the complement 

subject.    

Unlike a purposive phrase, a rationale infinitival phrase does not constitute part of 

a verb phrase in focus position to generate a pseudo-cleft sentence.8 The examples 

in (11b) and (12b) demonstrate that rationale phrases cannot constitute a 

constituency in focus positions for pseudo-cleft sentences.  

(11) a. Paul read Matilda to enjoy himself.

b. *What Paul did was read Matilda to enjoy himself.

(12) a. Paul played chess to please his parents.

b. *What Paul did was play chess to please his parents. 

Besides, the volitional predicates of a matrix clause, including conditional 

predicates such as ‘necessary, sufficient, need,’ etc., and some modals, have an effect 

on rationale phrases:

(13) a. Paul let the dog out of his office (in order) to enjoy peace and quiet.  

b. *Paul accidently let the dog out of his office (in order) to enjoy peace and 

quiet. 

c. Paul slept eight full hours last night (in order) to make sure he would be alert 

this evening.      

d. *Paul slept eight full hours last night (in order) to make sure he would be alert 

this evening although he had intended only to doze off  for a few minutes.

e. *Paul was tall (in order) to draw attention. 

f. Paul must be tall (in order) to draw attention.

g. Paul needs to be tall (in order) to draw attention.

h. It is sufficient for Paul to be tall (in order) to draw attention. 

an indirect object is introduced to a sentence.  

  8 On the contrary, a purposive infinitival phrase constitutes part of a verb phrase in focus position for a 

pseudo-cleft sentence.  
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Considering the examples of rationale phrases above, we see that, in (13b), the 

matrix clause shows volitionality, so the addition of the adverb ‘accidentally’ gives 

rise to anomaly. The matrix clause in (13d) illustrates that Paul’s sleeping was 

intentional and volitional. Thus the ‘although-clause’ is contradictory to ‘Paul’s 

intentionality and volitionality.’ For (13e), there should not be any intent because it 

is not possible for Paul to have control over his height; thus, a rationale phrase 

reading is anomalous. Now that the occurrence of modal ‘must’ and intentional 

predicates ‘need’ and ‘be sufficient’ elucidates the predicate ‘be tall’ on a condition 

for a rationale phrase. The rationale phrase readings in (13f-h) are fully acceptable. 

2.2 An infinitival phrase for a purposive reading

Consider the examples (14) below. There arises a difference in meaning.  

Ambiguity is triggered in (14), depending on the component of the description of 

the object that Paul bought, that is, which referring expression is designated for the 

object of bought. Namely, the referring expression is either  ‘a shelf,’ or ‘a shelf to 

hang clothes on.’ 

  

(14) a. Paul bought a shelf to hang clothes on. 

b. Paul bought a shelf on which to hang clothes.  

As for (14a), it is interpreted as either a reading for a purposive phrase or a 

reading for a relative phrase.  In (14a), the infinitival phrase defines a reason for 

Paul’s action: ‘Why did Paul buy the shelf?’ It would be appropriate to construe the 

sentence as ‘Paul’s purchase of ‘the shelf,’ driven by the desire ‘to hang clothes on.’ 

In addition to the reading for a purposive phrase, there is another option 

involving a certain adjunct phrase: a referring expression for the reading of ‘a 

relative phrase.’ In other words, when a referring expression means ‘a shelf to hand 

clothes on,’ the infinitival phrase is construed as a relative phrase, a subcategory of 
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a purposive phrase. Then, the infinitival phrase functions as a relative phrase 

modifier like (14b). 

Specifying a grammatical explanation in terms of the reading for a relative 

phrase, we see that the infinitival phrase, ‘to hang clothes on,’ constitutes a 

structural constituent with the object noun phrase ‘a shelf ’ as evidenced in the 

passive:

(15) A shelf to hang clothes on was bought by Paul.    

In the case that ‘a shelf’ is designated as a referring expression for an object of 

‘bought,’ the infinitival phrase is recognized as a purposive phrase itself. Concerning 

an infinitival phrase for a purposive reading, the description of the object which 

‘Paul bought’ should be the referring expression ‘a shelf,’ not involving the 

infinitival phrase ‘to hang clothes on’ for the interpretation as a part of the referring 

expression. Then, the reading only for a purposive phrase is like (16):  

(16) Paul intended hang clothes on the shelf which he bought.

This shows that, for the purposive phrase in (14a), the infinitival phrase, ‘to hang 

clothes on,’ functions as an adjunct describing something about the object ‘a shelf.’ 

It is Paul who decides that the purpose of ‘a shelf’ is going to be what the 

purposive phrase says it is. In order to keep the purposive-phrase reading, only the 

noun phrase is a referring expression and the infinitival phrase is an adjunct, not 

being the components of the referring expression. Thus, the noun phrase can be 

replaced by pronouns without the adjunct:

(17) Paul bought it to hang clothes on. 

Structurally, for a purposive phrase, it is not possible for the infinitival phrase--to 
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hang clothes on--to make up a constituent with the object noun phrase ‘a shelf,’ 

even though it is possible for a relative-phrase reading. This implies that the 

referring expression should be the object noun ‘a shelf’ for a purposive-phrase 

interpretation. As such, a passivization for this construal should be like (18) below. 

(18) a. A shelf was bought by Paul to hang clothes on. 

b. [VP [V’ [V’ [TP (purposive)...]]]]

The passive sentence in (18a) shows that the infinitival phrase functions as an 

adjunct, not being involved in making up a constituent with the object noun phrase 

preposed. Thus, the cannonical configuration for a purposive phrase (14a) should be 

like (18b).

      

2.3. Infinitival phrases: purposive vs. relative 

As a way to further clarify the grammatical distinctions between a purposive 

infinitival phrase and a relative infinitival phrase, we can invoke the different 

functions of the two referring expressions, ‘a shelf ’ and ‘a shelf to hang clothes 

on.’ For a  purposive-phrase reading, constituting a verb-phrasal constituency in 

focus positions for pseudo-cleft sentences is possible. Let us consider the following 

pseudo-cleft sentences: 

(19) a. Paul bought a shelf to hang clothes on.

b. What Paul bought to hang clothes on was a shelf.

c. What Paul bought a shelf for was to hang clothes on. 

d. *What Paul bought a shelf (for) was on which to hang clothes on.

Pseudo-cleft constructions reveal the clear differences between the two readings: a 

reading for a purposive infinitival phrase and a reading for a relative infinitival 

phrase. As shown in (19), (19b) is a simple pseudo-cleft sentence with a 
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purposive-phrase meaning. As illustrated in (19b-c), only when the referring 

expressions are interpreted as a purposive-phrase reading, the infinitival phrase can 

take place in the focus position. However, as seen in (19d), it is not available when 

the infinitival phrase is interpreted for a relative-phrase reading.   

Differently from a rationale phrase reading, we can employ a deletion operation 

for a purposive phrase reading. Aside from the subject position of an infinitival 

phrase, there exists a gap: either in the position for a direct object or in the position 

of the object of a preposition. In other words, the deleted NP can be either a direct 

object or the object of a preposition: 

(20) a. Paul bought this cati for his children to play with ei.  

b. Paul bought this cati PROi to play with his parents.

(21) a. Paul rented a cari to take ei to California.

b. Paul rented a cari PROi to take him to California. 

(22) Pauli bought his fiddlej PROi to play a song on ej.

In (20-22), for a purposive-phrase meaning, there come deleted noun phrases 

anaphorically related to the ‘this cat’ in (20), ‘a car’ in (21), and ‘his fiddle’ in 

(22), regardless of the fact that they are the objects of either a verb or a preposition, 

respectively. In addition, the ‘deletability’ operation is available for the subject NP 

in the purposive phrase. The examples show that, when an NP in the matrix clause 

is coreferential with the NP in the purposive phrase, the deletion of the NP in the 

‘purposive phrase’ is obligatory. Clearly, a purposive phrase has a syntactic structure 

different from a relative phrase. While cleft sentences are possible for a purposive 

phrase, they are not for a relative phrase.

(23) It was his parentsj that Paul bought his cati ei to play ej.

(24) It was Californiaj that Paul rented a cari ei to take him to ej. 

Thus, the structure on the purposive phrase reading should be like (18b), while the 
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structure on the relative-phrase reading like (25):

(25) [VP [V’ [V [NP [N’ [N’ [CP (relative clause)]]]]]]

Diametrically different from a rationale phrase (Rat), preposing a purposive phrase 

(Pup) is not possible as it is generated inside the verb phrase, shown in the 

cannonical configuration above:

(26) a. Paul bought the fiddle for Jane to practice on it. (Rat)

b. Paul bought the fiddle for Jane to practice on it. (Pup)

c. For Jane to practice on the fiddle, Paul bought it. (Rat)

d. *For Jane to practice on it, Paul bought the fiddle. (Pup)

Faraci (1974) notes that purposive phrases have some compatibility with the 

predicates in matrix clause, even though they are not all intentional and volitional 

ones as seen in (27-28).9

(27) a. Paul built a board to play chess on.

b. Paul bought a board to play chess on. 

c. Paul made a stove to cook his meals in.

d. Paul used a stove to cook his meals on. 

(28) a. *Paul destroyed a board to play chess on.

b. *Paul bought a board to play chess on.

c. *Paul made a stove to cook his meals in. 

d. *Paul cleaned a stove to cook his meals in. 

As noted in the rationale phrase, when both a purposive phrase and a rationale 

  9 The predicates of the matrix clause in purposive phrases are restrictive. The predicates have specificity 

as follows: (i) verbs of ‘transaction’ like ‘give, buy, sell, take, steal, borrow, lend,’ etc.; (ii) transitive verbs 

of ‘motion’ like ‘send, bring, take,’ etc.; (3) verbs of ‘creation’ like ‘build, construct, devise, make,’ etc.; 

and (4) a verb like ‘use.’   



162 YoungRoung Kim

phrase take place in the same sentence, the purposive phrase precedes the rationale 

phrase:

(29) a. Paul bought the fiddle to play with (in order) to please Jane. 

b. *Paul bought the fiddle (in order) to please Jane to play with.

Unlike the rationale phrase, in the purpose-phrase reading, the controller of the 

complement subject changes when an indirect object is introduced to the sentence:

(30) a. Janei bought a dogj PROi to play with ej when she had time.

b. Jane bought her nephewi a dogj PROi to play with ej when she had time. 

           

In a purposive-phrase reading, the subject of the complement phrase in (30a) is 

Jane, the subject of the matrix clause. However, with the addition of the indirect 

object in the same sentence, the subject of the complement phrase changes from 

Jane to her nephew.

III. Infinitival Phrases in English Textbooks

This paper examines English textbooks for high school to figure out how the two 

types of infinitival phrases—rationale phrase and purposive phrase--are employed in 

a distinctive manner. In addition to rationale and purposive phrases, this paper 

investigates how the objective infinitival phrase and relative infinitival phrase—the 

subcategory of the rationale phrase and purposive phrase--are used in the English 

textbooks. The occurrences of the infinitival phrases are tabulated in Table 1 below. 
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Types of infinitival phrases

Rationale

(Rat)

Purposive 

(Pup)
Common

Total

Units10

Rat 

CL

Obj

CL

Pup

CL

Rel

CL

Verbal

Phrase11

Verbal

Infinitives12

Book 1

114 14 28 9 41 82

  7Total: 128 Total: 37
Total: 123

Tot: 165

Book 2

47 1 25 1 27 22

  8Total: 48 Total: 26
Total: 49

Total: 74

Table 1. infinitival phrases used in textbooks

  

Legend. Rat: rationale phrase, Pup: purposive phrase, Obj: objective phrase, Rel: relative 
phrase

Speaking of  how many rationale and purposive phrases take place in the English 

textbooks, we see that, in Textbook 1, rationale phrases stand at 128, while 

purposive phrases come to 37. The rationale phrases are overwhelmingly employed 

more than purposive phrases. This implies that, in Textbook 1, most of the 

infinitival phrases are used both to express the meaning of ‘in order to’ and to be 

preposed of a sentence. 

In Textbook 2, the number of rationale phrases reaches 48, with the purposive 

phrases footing up to 26. This clearly evidences that Textbook 1 employes more 

rationale-purposive infinitival phrases than Textbook 2 by a landslide. This 

adumbrates that nearly half of the infinitival phrases, taking place in Textbook 2, are 

  10 By ‘Unit’ it is actually meant ‘Chapter’ in Book 1 and Book 2. I employ this term as used in the  

English textbooks. 

  11 The verb-phrasal infinitives include such phrases as ‘be going to, have to, be willing to, be able to, 

would like to, used to, be supposed to,’ etc.
12 The verb-related infinitival phrases include other common verbs followed by infinitives such as ‘hope 

to, plan to, intend to, promise to, agree to, offer to, refuse to, seem to, appear to, pretend to, ask to, expect 

to, want to, need to,’ etc. 
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neither for the meaning of ‘in order to’ nor for the  preposing to the front of a 

sentence.   

It should be also noted that there are considerable differences in the use of 

rationale phrases and in the use of purposive phrases. The total number of rationale 

and purposive phrases foots up to 165, while they come to 74 in Book 2. Thus, 

there is a significant imbalance according to a textbook. These figures in Book 1 are 

more than twice those in Book 2. That is, no equilibrium is maintained in the use 

of infinitival phrases: rationale phrases and purposive phrases. This cannot be 

construed otherwise than as implying that the two types of infinitival phrases quite 

frequently take place in Book 1, more than twice the figures in Book 2. That is, it 

is shown that there is a dyed-in-the-wool landslide to the rationale infinitival phrases 

in the textbooks.

As for the number of the infinitival phrases with a rationale-phrase meaning, they 

stand at 128 in Book 1, while at 48 in Book 2. The figures strikingly show that lots 

of rationale infinitival phrases are employed in Book 1, nearly three times those 

figures in Book 2. 

When it comes to the objective-infinitival phrase out of rationale phrases, we see 

that it comes to 14 out of 128 rationale phrases in total in Book 1, while it occurs 

just once in Book 2. Thus, there exists a serious imbalance in the employment of 

the infinitival phrases for an objective reading. This bespeaks that, not only in Book 

1 but also in Book 2, the infinitival phrase for a rationale phrase itself 

overwhelmingly prevails over the objective infinitival phrases.     

In regard of the relative-meaning infinitival phrase out of purposive phrases, we 

find that the relative infinitival phrases stand at 9 out of the 37 purposive phrases 

in Book 1 in total. In Book 2, it occurs just once out of the 26 purposive phrases 

in total. This should be construed as showing that the purposive-meaning infinitival 

phrase prevails by a landslide. As seen in Table 1, the common infinitival phrases 

overwhelmingly take place in Book 1, nearly three times those figures used in Book 

2. Specifically, the infinitival phrases, including verbal phrases and verbs followed 
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by general infinitives, reach 123 in Book 1. However, in Book 2, the common 

infinitival phrases just come to 49.

IV. Conclusion

This paper zeroes in on a theoretical and grammatical property of the infinitival 

phrases involving the construal of a rationale phrase and a purposive phrase. This 

paper has investigated the two types of infinitival phrases: the one is a rationale 

phrase which expresses the reason of the matrix-clause action, the other is a 

purposive phrase which denotes the purpose of the matrix-clause action.

Structurally, both rationale and purposive phrases are optional and adjuncts as 

they are infinitival adverbials. Even though they look quite similar in their structural 

configurations, their grammatical functions and properties are  fundamentally 

different from each other. A rationale phrase is closely related to an objective 

phrase; however, a purposive phrase has a close connection with a relative phrase.

A purposive phrase also entails ambiguity generated by the two referring 

expressions: either an NP or an NP modified by an infinitival phrase. It depends 

upon whether an infinitival phrase functions either for a purposive phrase or for a 

relative phrases.  

For a rationale phrase, complementizer ‘for’ is available for a lexical subject and 

thus a rationale phrase can be introduced by ‘in order (for an implied subject) 

to-verb’ phrase. A purposive phrase does not allow such a phrasal form. In a 

rationale phrase, not a gap other than PRO exists, which means that the controller 

of PRO is the argument of the matrix clause. Thus the infinitival phrase can be 

preposed to the beginning of the sentence.  However, when the infinitival phrase is 

construed as an objective phrase, it is not possible to prepose it to the beginning of 

a sentence even though it is a subcategory of a rationale phrase. 

In a purposive phrase, there exists a gap either in the position for a direct object 
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or in the position of the object of a preposition. So, it is not possible to prepose a 

purposive phrase as it is generated inside a verb phrase. In a rationale phrase, there 

is no change in the controller of a complement subject when an indirect object is 

added to a sentence. In a purpose phrase, the controller of the complement subject 

changes when an indirect object is introduced to the sentence. 

A rationale infinitival phrase does not form a verb-phrase constituency in focus 

position to generate a pseudo-cleft sentence. As for a purposive phrase, it is possible 

to constitute a verb phrasal constituency in focus positions to generate a pseudo-cleft 

sentence. However, a relative phrase, which is a subcategory of a purposive phrase, 

cannot generate a pseudo-cleft sentence. 

A rationale phrase has close bearing on some predicates in a matrix phrase, which 

describe intention and volition, including conditional predicates like ‘necessary, 

sufficient, need,’ etc., and some modals. However, purposive phrases have 

compatibility with the predicates in a matrix clause even though they are not 

intentional and volitional. 

To figure out how infinitival phrases are used and specified in a distinctive and 

balanced manner in English textbooks, this paper takes a close look at the 

theoretical aspects of the two types of infinitival phrases, and scrutinizes their 

occurrences. The exploration of the use of the two types of infinitival phrases shows 

that there is a dyed-in-the-wool landslide to the use of a rationale infinitival phrase, 

not in equilibrium between rationale phrases and purposive phrases. No description 

is made of how their grammatical properties are different.    

The number of rationale phrases is more predominant than that of purposive 

phrases. In Textbook 1, most infinitival phrases are employed both to express the 

meaning of ‘in order to’ and to be preposed to the front of a sentence. It is revealed 

that there are also considerable gaps in the total use of rationale and purposive 

phrases according to the textbooks. 

As regards the occurrence of the objective phrase related to rationale phrases in 

both books, it foots up to 14 out of total 128 in Book 1. However, it comes to only 
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one 1 in Book 2. 

In regard of the relative infinitival phrase in both books, the relative phrase stands 

at 9 in Book 1. However, it takes place just once out of 26 purposive phrases in 

Book 2. This can’t be interpreted otherwise than as implying that the  purposive 

infinitival phrases are prevailing by a landslide throughout Book 2. We, as educators 

and English teachers, should be still left with the problems: Various types of 

infinitival phrases should be employed without being placed to one side and the 

distributions of the infinitival phrases--rationale, purposive, objective, and 

relative--should be in equilibrium in school textbooks as well.
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