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Introduction

e This paper presents a new analysis of Persian obligatotyadROC), as in) and Q).

(1) sepide mitune (ke) Sena bekone
SepidelbuRr.be able.3G (that) swimmingsuBJUN.d0.35G
‘Sepideh is able to swim.’

(2) sepide sara-ro majburkeerd (ke) Sena bekone
Sepidehsarahem force doPAST.3sG (that) swimmingSUBJUN.d0.35G
‘Sepideh forced Sarah to swim.

e The analysisis castin terms of the constraint-based frameof Lexical-Functional Gram-
mar Kaplan and Bresnan 198Bresnan 200land the associated resource-logical theory
of semantic composition and the syntax—semantics inerf@ue SemanticD@lrymple
1999 2001).

e The key insight of the analysis is that the complement iniRersbligatory control is a
standard finite clausal complement, which allows a ‘sudage’ treatment of the syntax of
the control complement.

e At the syntax—semantics interface there is a mismatch etiwee finite controlled comple-
ment, which would normally denote a proposition, and thetgipven requirement of the
control verb to compose with a propert@i{ierchia 1984p

e This tension is resolved in the syntax—semantics mappinidglibg on previous work by
Asudeh(2005 on finite control in Serbian/Croatian, as described in eepéy Zec (1987
that lays out the main issues of concern here.

e The analysis essentially treats the controlled pronounkasceof local resumptive pronoun
which is removed from semantic composition by a licensetrdauted by the control verb
(Asudeh 20052012.

*This research is supported by NSERC Discovery Grant #37.1969


ash.asudeh@ling-phil.ox.ac.uk
mmortaza@connect.carleton.ca

Obligatory Control in Persian 2

2 Main Claims

There is a mismatch between the syntax of finite controlledpgements — as in Ser-
bian/Croatian Zec 1987F and PersianHashemipour 1989%arzi 1996 2008 Ghomeshi
2001, Karimi 200§ — and the compositional requirements of (at least someyalpredi-
cates Chierchia 1984p

This mismatch is resolved at the syntax—semantics interfac

The resolution explains both certain syntactic aspects3df Bnd certain semantic aspects,
in particular:
1. The ability of POC to occur with an overt emphatic contesgjet

2. The optional introduction of controlled complements @@®by the complementizer
ke

3. The ability of POC, despite its finite syntax, to supparpgly readings

4. The ability of POC, despite its finite syntax, to supporeaain kind of entailment
pattern

3 Overview
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4 Previous Analyses of Persian Control

e Previous authors have focused on the identity of the emlokddese in control construc-
tions and have different views on the syntactic categolkedgsee, e.g.Hashemipour 1989
Ghomeshi 200,1Darzi 2008 Karimi 2008.

e We build on insights fronshomesh{2001), Darzi (2008, andKarimi (2008.

e Ghomesh{2001) proposes that the syntactic category of control complésierPersian is
smaller than a CP. Following/urmbrand2001) and assuming that restructuring is sensitive
to clause boundaries, she uses direct obj@cafd wh-phrased) scrambling to show that
Persian core control verbs take a vP complement, sincaiodsting produces negligible
contrast in meaning in POC.

3) biiaerl[ketabogCR mitune(ke) [tSCR bexune].
Bijan book-om  (that) DUR.be.able.3G SUBJUN.read.3G
‘Bijan [can/is able to] read the book.’

(4) Dbizeen(C) mitune (ke) [(€)) bexune]?

Bijan (what)DuUR.be.able.3G (that)[(what) suBJUN.read.3G
‘What can Bijan read?’

e She further argues that the fact that tense clash is not fiedrin control constructions
signifies that POC complements have anaphoric tense. Shé¢hisevidence to support her
vP proposal.

(5) * bizeendiruz mitunest (ke) [feerda  bere].
Bijan yesterdaypUR.be.ablerAST.3sG (that) [tomorrow SUBJUN.g0.35G]
‘Bijan could yesterday go tomorrow.’

e With respect to the status &g, Ghomeshiassumes that this element has more than one
function (being obligatory in certain constructions e.glative clauses and complex NPs
and optional in structures like POC). She claims #eih POC is an enclitic to the lexical
item preceding the vP.

e Darzi (2008 andKarimi (2008 provide counterarguments @homeshs analysis and ar-
gue that the embedded constituent in POC is a CP andétish complementizer.

e Darzi(2008 crucially argues that since the semantic differencesstrueturing and scram-
bling are merely preferences, they do not count as suffiedence to suppo@homeshs
proposal. He claims that the scrambled DP in the non-coakample §) likewise does not
yield a contrastive reading unless it bears contrastiesstr

(3) # biAg,Agn[ketabogCR goft (ke) [tgcr bexune]
Bijan  bookom  sayPAST.3sG (that)[suBJuNread.3g]
‘Bijan said he@&Zd read the book.

e The following non-control examples demonstrate comparpbints for 4) and 6) above.

(4) bizeen(¢i) fekr  mikoni (ke) [(€)) bexune]?
Bijan (what)thoughtbuRr.do.35G (that)[(what) SuBJUN.read.3G
‘What do you think Bijan will read?’
(5) bizeendiruz fekr  mikard (ke) [feerda  bere].
Bijan yesterdayhoughDUR.doPAST.3SG (that)[tomorrowSUBJUN.g0.35G]
‘Bijan was thinking yesterday that he’d go tomorrow.’
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e The proposed wh-phrase scopal difference in non-contmatcoctions that is induced by
scrambling the wh-phrase into the matrix clause is alsotoquresble to him. He assumes
a matrix interrogative in the non-control construction &) fegardless of whether the wh-
phrase is in the matrix or the embedded constituent.

(6) a. bizeerfekr  mikoni (ke) [Ci bexune]?
Bijan thoughtbuRr.do.2G (that)whatsuBJuN.read.3G
‘What do you think Bijan will read?’
b. biiaer{éi]SCRfekr mikoni (ke) [tSCR bexune]?
Bijan what thoughtDUR.d0.2SG (that) SUBJUN.read.3G
‘What do you think Bijan will read?’

¢ In addition, following Wurmbrand(2001), Darzi takes the presence of negation on the
embedded claus&) and lack of a matrix negative interpretation to show that¢mbed-
ded constituent is minimally a TP. Assuming that NegP is abbk in Persian (following
Taleghani 2005 he proposes that POC verbs select for CPs.

(7) Meenmitunaem [(ke) neereem  xune].
I DUR.be.able.$G (that)not-go.1sG home

a. ‘l am able not to go home.

*b. ‘'l am not able to go home.’

e Darzi (2008 also shows that not all non-control constructions allonsteclash §); in
addition, there are control constructions where the mamkembedded clauses have inde-
pendent tense (as iQ); from Taleghani 2006

8) *U diruz teehaemmohemikeerd ke meento-ra feerda  deer
she/heyesterdaypear NotDUR.dOPAST.3SG thatl you-OM tomorrowin
mogabel-aligeerarsetaye®ekonam.
front-ez others praise SUBJUN.d0.1SG

‘She/hee didnAZt bear it yesterday that | praise you in front of others toroor

(9) Sara diruz teesmimgereft (ke) feerda  bere.
Sarahyesterdaydecisiontake PAST.3sG (that)tomorrowSuBJUN.go.35G
‘Sara decided yesterday to go tomorrow.’

e Darzi (2008 claims thatke is not a clitic in POC based on the distribution of temporal
adverbs 10) and parentheticald (), and cliticization in Persiarn.@).

(10) U mitune ke haemisdo-ra daemoqabel-aligeerarseerzeendsekone.
she/heoUR.be.able.3Gthatalways you-omin front-ez others blame suBJUN.d0.3G
‘She/he is able to always blame you in front of others.’

(11) U mitune be goman-e maenke to-ra  deermogabel-edigaeran
she/heDUR.be.able.3G to opinionEz | that you-om in front-ez  others
seerzeeneSekone.

blame suBJUN.d0.35G
‘In my opinion, she/he can blame you in front of others.

(12) gofti ke &z ‘You saidthatfrom...’
SayPAST.2SG thatfrom
— gofti keez

*goft-ik eez
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e Darzi concludes thdteis a complementizer heading the CP in POC constructions.

¢ In our analysis of POC, we propose that the best analysis df Fhat the POC comple-
ment is a finite clause headed by the complemenkizer

5 Problems of Obligatorily Controlled Finite Complements

e There are two main theories of the syntax and semantics oiitinéil controlled comple-
ments:

1. The controlled complement is a VP or IP. The control targetyntactically repre-
sented and saturates the property corresponding to theotledtVP. The controlled
complement therefore denotes a propositiBogenbaum 196Klein and Sag 1985
Higginbotham 19891992 Sag and Pollard 199Pollard and Sag 1994

2. The controlled complement is a VP. The control target it symtactically repre-
sented and therefore does not saturate the property conéisyg to the controlled VP.
The controlled complement therefore denotes a propdvtgn{ague 1974Chierchia
19844ab, 1985 Dowty 1985.

e Two common arguments for the property theory of control &ee following Chierchia
1984h:

1. Sloppy ldentity

(13) Eziois trying to become a chairman, and Mimi is tryingpio.
=-Mimi is trying to become a chairman
# Mimi is trying to bring about that Ezio becomes a chairman

2. Control Entailments

(14) Nando tries anything Ezio tries. Valtry' (a)(e) — try’(a)(n)]
Ezio tries to jog at sunrise. try’ (jog at sunrise’)(e)
Nando tries to jog at sunrise. try’ (jog at sunrise’)(n)

e However, the property theory normally assumes that theme syntactic representation of
the control target, because a transparent mapping fromsymsemantics would then yield
a propositional denotation for the controlled complemuiitich does not support the facts
in (13) and (4).

e Finite controlled complements, as in Persidh &énd @) above or Serbian/Croatiai%)
below Zec 1987 142), are problematic for the property theory.

(15) Jovarje pokuSaada dodje.
JovanAux tried  Compcome(Pres)
‘Jovan tried to come.’

¢ Finite controlled complements are syntactically saturatethey seem to have a subject in
syntax — but nevertheless show the patternd 8) &nd (L4) for sloppy identity and control
entailments. Zec 1987 shows this for Serbian/Croatian, and we demonstrate & faar

Persian:

(16) sara jadeS reeft ke besepide zeengbezeene, va aemir
Sarahmemory-3G.CL goPAST.3sG thatto Sepidehcall hit.PAST.3sG and Amir
haemin-o  jades reeft

too this-oM memory-3G.CL gO.PAST.3SG
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(17)

‘Sarah forgot to call Sepideh, and Amir forgot it, too.’
= Amir forgot to call Sepideh# Amir forgot for Sarah to call Sepideh

sara heer chizi-ro ke amirjad-es mire, jad-es
Sarahanythingom that Amir memory-3G.CL goPRES3SG memory-3G.CL
mire

gOPRES3SG

‘Sarah forgets anything that Amir forgets.’

gemirjades mire ke bedaneSgalbere
Amir memory-3G.CL go.PRES3SG thatto school SUBJUN.gOPRES3SG

‘Amir forgets to go to school.

sara jadeS$ mire ke bedaneSgalbere
Sarahmemory-3G.CL goPRES3SG thatto school SUBJUN.QOPRES3SG
‘Sarah forgets to go to school.’

e We seek to reconcile the syntax of finite controlled completsian Persian with the property
semantics as follows:

1.

The finite controlled complement has a subject at the gp@ate level of syntactic
representation, f-structure in the case of LFG.

The arguments for the property theory are taken as argismabout types in composi-
tion, not about final denotations.

Flexible composition in Glue Semantics allows the cdiveob to require composition
with a property while allowing the final denotation to be eitla property or proposi-
tion (Asudeh 200h

We assume that the final denotation of the finite contraitdplement is a proposi-
tion.

. The effect is that there is a transparent relationshivéen syntactic representation

and semantic denotation in the case of finite control, busynéax—semantics mapping
is complex.

— The obligatorily controlled pronominal target is treatedagkind of local resump-
tive pronoun.

— This pronoun must be removed in composition in order for essful composition
to occur.

¢ In sum, the problem of finite control, as in Serbian/Croaten Persian, is resolved at the
syntax—semantics interface. The essential problem of fionitrol is treated as a problem of
a mismatch between syntactic category and type-logicapositional requirements. This
mismatch is resolved through a flexible theory of semantepmsition.
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6 Informal Analysis

e Syntax

— The controlled complement is a CP headedkgywhich is in @ (when it is present).

— The controlled verb always takes a pronominal subject &usture. This is the stan-
dard analysis of null pronoun subjects in the theory.

— The control relation is established by obligatory anaphbimding of the control target
by the controller. This is also a standard possibility intieory Andrews 1982Zec
1987 Dalrymple 2001 Asudeh 200k

— The control target is realized overtly only if it is an empbgtronoun.
e Semantics

— Assuming that the null pronoun is a standard pronoun segalytiit would saturate
the property corresponding to the controlled VP, such tatcbntrolled complement
would denote a proposition.

— However, theChierchiatests indicate that the control verb needs to compose with a
property, not with a proposition.

e Syntax—Semantics Interface

— We therefore assume an additional operator which remowesdhtrolled pronoun
from composition. This operator is calledn@anager resourcAsudeh 200h Per-
sian control is therefore treated as a kind of local resusnpsimilar to copy raising
(Asudeh 20022004 2012 Asudeh and Toivonen 20).2
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7 Formal Analysis

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

aemirSorl keerd (ke)xodeS xune-ro raeng bekone
Amir start do.PAST.3sG that himselfhouseom suBJUN.paintdo.3sG
‘Amir started to paint the house himself!

[PRED ‘start(SUBJ,COMP)’

PRED ‘Amir
SUB .
INDEX i
PRED ‘paint(SUBJOBJ)’
PRED  ‘pro’
SUBJ .
INDEX i
COMP -

| | // = PRED ‘house’
Sorw? keerd C/ / DEF  +
co ip MOOD SUBJUNCTIVE

I
ke D VP

xode$S xune-ro reeng bekone

reeng bekoneV

(T PRED) = ‘paint’

(T TENSE) = PAST

(T MOOD) = SUBJUNCTIVE

paint’ : object —o subject —o proposition

( (1 SUBJ PRED = ‘pro’ )

Az.z X z : antecedent —o (antecedent ® pronoun)

Soru? keerd V

(T PRED) = ‘start’

(T COMP MOOD) =, SUBJUNCTIVE

(T suB), = ((1 COMP SUBJ), ANTECEDENT)

AYAP start(y, P(y)) : subject — complement —o proposition

AP)Az.x . pronounMeaning —o identityFunctionOnAntecedent

controlled pro licenser of controlled pro
controller 2% X 2 APAz.z control verb controlled complement
amir Az APMy.start(y, P(y)) Az.paint(z, house)
amir Ay.start(y, paint(y, house))

start(amir, paint(amir, house))
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8 Conclusion

e We have provided a formal, constraint-based analysis di&@epbligatory control that:

Derives correct predictions about a heretofore somendglected set of data
Provides a surface-true account of the syntax of POC
Provides an explicit account of the syntax—semantiesfexte for POC

h wDn PR

Ties in to previous findings on obligatory control of findemplements4{ec 1987%
that seems to have been neglected in the literature on POC

e The key insight of the analysis is that the complement iniRersbligatory control is a
standard finite clausal complement.

e Atthe syntax—semantics interface there is a mismatch legttvee syntax and compositional
requirements of the control verb.

e This tension is resolved in the syntax—semantics mappimgugh flexible type-logical se-
mantic composition in Glue Semantics.

e The analysis treats the controlled pronoun as a kind of Iesalmptive pronoun which is
removed from semantic composition by a licenser contribbtethe control verb.
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