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Abstract

This paper investigates control constructions in Persian by running
various tests of control offered by Hornstein (1999, 2003, 2004) in his
Movement Theory of Control. And those proposed by Landau (2003,
2004) in his Agree-based Approach to OC under Standard Theory of
Control.

The Persian data show consistency with Landau’s tests of control,
whereas, they prove to be inconsistent with those of Hornstein’s.
Therefore, Hornstein’s theory that OC PRO is the residue of movement is
refuted, while Landau’s Agree-base Approach is supported by the data in
this paper, including Persian showing case concord in its subjunctive

control construction.
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perspective — Movement Approach.

Testing and Analyzing Persian Data
In this section, 1 will test Persian data in the two theories at two ends of
the Control Theory continuum, that of Hornstein’s (1999, 2003,2004) and
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that of Landau’s (2003, 2004). Based on whether the Persian data fits in
Hornstein’s MTC or Landau’s Agree-based approach to control, I will
support one and refute the other.

I will start with Hornstein’s model first. Hornstein (1999} discusses
control theory in Minimalism. Since D-structure is removed in
Minimalism, Hornstein argues that Obligatory Control structures are the
result of movement. He begins by William's (1980) classification of
control into Obligatory Control (OC) and Nonobligatory Control (NOC).
He highlights the properties of each type of control by some examples. |

am going to see if his method works for Persian data as well.

Evaluation of Hornstein’s Criteria for OC/NOC
1. OC PRO needs an antecedent, while NOC PRO does not.
(29) a. *It was expected PRO to shave himself.
b. 1t was believed that PRO shaving was important.
(Hornstein, 1999:73)
(30) a. Entezar=mi-reft (k) [PRO xod-e-3-0 eslah=kon-g].
Hope=DUR-go.PAST.ISG (COMP)
[PRO sel-EZ'.18G-OM? shave=do.3SG).
It was expected PRO to shave himself.
b. zqide bar in-c ke [PRO eslah=kzrden moheme].
Idea on this-be.3SG  COMP [PRO  shaving

1. EZ stands for EZAFE, which is an unstressed vowel that comes between the elements
of an NP in Persian.

2. OM stands for Object Marker. In Persian, it is formally expressed by (ra} and literally
by the vowel (o).
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important-be.38G].
It is believed that PRO shaving is important.
As ((30) a) and ((30) b) indicate, in Persian, neither OC nor NOC needs
an antecedent, instead the antecedent can be implied rather than stated.
2.In OC, the antecedent must be local, whereas, in NOC, there is no
need for the antecedent to be local.
(31) a. *John thinks that it was expected PRO to shave
himself.
b. John; thinks that it is believed that PRO; shaving
himself is important.
(Hornstein, 1999:73)
(32) a. Arien fekr=mi-kon-¢ (ke) entezar=mi-raft (ke)
[PRO xod-e-5-0 eslah=kon-¢].
Arian  think=DUR-d0.38G (COMP) 2xpect=DUR-
£0.35G (COMP)
[PRO self-EZ.38G-OM shave=do.3SG].
Arian thinks that it was expected PRO to shave himself.
b. Arien; fekr=mi-kon-e (ke) zqgide barin-c ke
[PRO; eslah=karden mohem-e].
Arian; think=DUR-do.3SG (COMP) idea on this-
be.3SG COMP
[PRO; shaving important-be.3SG].
Arian; thinks that it is believed that PRO; shaving
himself is important.
Therefore, the second criterion, proposed by Hornstein, to
distinguish between OC and NOC does not seem to be working for
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Persian data. However, it should be noted that this might be due to the

fact that Persian is a null subject language, and since there is no overt

dummy subject to confuse PRO, it chooses the matrix subject as its

antecedent in both cases.
2. In OC, the antecedent must c-command PRO, while in NOC, there

is no need for the antecedent to c-command PRO.
(33) a. *John’s campaign expects PRO to shave himself.
b. Clinton’s; campaign believes that PRO; keeping his
sex life under
control is necessary for electoral success.
(Hornstein, 1999:73)
(34) a. Setad-e Arien entezar=dar-e (ke) [PRO xod-e-3-0
eslah=kon-e}.
Campaign-EZ Arian expect=have.35G {COMP)
[PRO self-EZ.3SG-OM shave=do.38G].
Arian’s campaign expects PRO to shave himself.
b. Setad-e Kilinton, fekr=mi-kon-e¢ (ke)
[PRO; tzht-e=kontorol=der=avorden-e zendegi-¢
seks-i-§ baraye
movaefeqiet der entexabat mohem-e].
Campaign-EZ Clinton; think=DUR-d0.38G (COMP)
[PRO, under-EZ=control=in=bringing-EZ  life-EZ
sex-EZ.35G-CM
for success in election important-be.35G].
Clinton’s; campaign believes that PRO; keeping his

sex life under control is necessary for electoral success.
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Grammaticality of both ((34) a) and ((34) b) shows that there is no
difference in the way OC PRO and NOC PRO act as far as the
antecedent’s c-commanding PRO is concerned. Therefore, the third
criterion does not seem to be working for Persian.
3. Under ellipsis, OC PRO only permits a sloppy interpretation,
whereas, NOC PRO allows both sloppy and strict readings.
(35) a. John expects PRO to win and Bill does too.
b. John thinks that PRO getting his resume in order is
crucial and Bill does too.
(Hornstein, 1999:73)
(36) a. Arien entezar=dar-e (ke) [PRO be-bzr-e va& pedzr-e-
§-&m hamintor].

Arian expect=have.3SG (COMP)

[PRO SBJ-win.3SG and father-EZ.3SG.too this-way].

Arian expects to win and his father does too.

b. Arien fekr=mi-kon-e (ke)[PRO monazaem=kardan-e
rezum-z-§ zeruri-e vae pedzr-e-$-&m hzmin-tor].

Arian think=DUR-d0.38G (COMP) [ PRO
organize=doing-EZ  resume-EZ.3SG  crucial-be.3SG  and
father-EZ.3S5G-too this-way].

Arian thinks that PRO organizing his resume is crucial
and his father does too.

Therefore, as ((36) a) and ((36) b) show, both OC and NOC constructions
yield both sloppy and strict readings. However there might be a sequence
involved in these readings. In Persian, it seems that native speakers think

of the sloppy reading before the strict one when encountered with such
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sentences.
4 OC PRO cannot have split antecedents, while NOC PRO can.
(37) a. *John; told Mary; PRO ;; to wash themselves / each other.
b. John; told Mary; that PRO;; washing themselves / each
other would be fun.
(Hornstein, 1999:73)
(38) a. Arizn; be zanj-e-§ goft (ke){PRO; xod-e-8un-o/hzm-
digaer-o be- Suren].
Arian; to wife-EZ.38G tell-PAST.38G (COMP)
[PRO;ij self-EZ.3PL-OM / too-other-OM SBJ-wash.3PL].
Arian, told his wife; PRO;.; to wash themselves/each other.
b. Arizn; be zanj-e-3 goft (ke)
[PRO;y; Sostan-e xod-e-%un / hem-dige lezet=bxxs-e].
Arian; to wife-EZ.3SG tell-PAST.35G (COMP)
[PRO;.; washing-EZ self-EZ.3PL / too-other enjoy=give-
be.3SG).
Arian; told his wife; that PROj; washing themselves/each
other is enjoyable.
Ghomeshi (2001) points out since subjunctive verbs bear agreement, they
complicate the issue of split antecedents. Nevertheless, ((38) a} and ((38)
b) indicate that both OC PRO and NOC PRO can have split antecedents.
It is true that in English control constructions, the verb in the embedded
clause does not bear agreement; however, this does not mean that all
languages act like English in such constructions. Nevertheless, there is a
difference between the subjunctive verb in the embedded control clause in
((38) a) and that in ((38) b). In ((38) a), the subjunctive verb bears the
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agreement, while in ((38) b), as well as in ((30) b), ((32) b), and ((34) b),
the subjunctive verb of the embedded control clause agrees with the long
infinitive since as Kahnemuyipour (2001, cited in Ghomeshi, 2001)
states, long infinitives are nominals. Persian, like any other language,
follows Locality as Ghomeshi (2001) declares. Therefore, the closest
nominal for the subjunctive verb to agree with is the long infinitive in
these constructions, that is, [3SG}.
3. OC PRO yields de se interpretation, while NOC PRQ yields non-
de-se interpretation.
(39) a. The unfortunate expects PRO to get a medal.
b. The unfortunate believes that PRO getting a medal would be
boring.
(Hornstein, 1999:73)
(40) a. Bicare entezar=dar-e (ke) [PRO ye medal be-gir-e].
Unfortunate expect=have.38G (COMP) [PRO one medal
SBJ-get.38G].
The untortunate expects to get a medal.
b. Bifare eteqad=dar-e (ke) [PRO  gereften-e  medal
kesel=kon-znd-&s).
Unfortunate believe=have.38G (COMP)
{PRO getting-EZ medal boring=do-be.3SG].
The unfortunate believes that PRO getting a medal is boring.
Ghomeshi  (2001) assumes that the Obviation Effect in Persian
complicates de se versus de re interpretations. She considers Obviation
Effect to be the idea that the pronoun cannot be interpreted as

coreferential with the matrix subject.
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(41) Zian; mi-xa-d (ke) [unsj; be-re].
Jian DUR-want.38SG (COMP) fhe SBJ-go.35G].
Jian wants him to go.
(Ghomeshi, 2001:17)
Well, Ghomeshi talks about Obviation Effect in cases where an overt
pronoun is present, whereas, in neither of Hornstein’s (1999) examples
can we see an overt pronominal in the control construction. Therefore as
((40) a) and ((40) b} illustrate, this criterion works for Persian data, that
is, the OC PRO yields a de se interpretation, while NOC PRO yields a
non-de-se interpretation.
6. OC PRO needs to have a sole c-commanding antecedent, while
NOC PRO can have two readings (The antecedent can either be c-
commanding the NON PRO or it can be external).
{(42) a. Only Churchill remembers PRO giving the BST speech.
b. Only Churchill remembers that PRO giving the BST speech
was momentous.
(Hornstein, 1999:73)
(43) a. Feget Cerdil [PRO bazrgozar=kzrden-e soxanrani-¢ bi-es-
ti-o yad-e-3-e].
Only Churchili {PRO holding-EZ speech-EZ BST-OM
remember-EZ.35G-be.35G].
Only Churchill remembers PRO giving the BST speech.
b. Feqet Ceréil yad-e-§-¢ (ke) [PRO bergozar=kerden-e
sox&nrani-e
bi-es-ti tarix-i bud].
Only Churchill remember-EZ.38G-be.3SG (COMP) [PRO
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holding-EZ
speech-EZ BST history-AM® be-PAST.3SG].
Only Churchill remembers that PRO giving the BST speech
was historical.
In Persian, unlike in English, both OC PRO and NOC PRO can have a ¢c-
commanding antecedent as well as an external one. However, the word
order is scrambled in ((43) a) in order for it to sound natural since Persian

is an SOV language. However, embedded clauses can well follow the
verb as in ({43) b).

Idiomatic Chunks and Expletives
Hornstein (1999) asserts that the Movement Approach to OC PRO could
distinguish between raising and control in idiom chunks and expletives.
However, as Hornstein puts it, the distinction is not attributed to an
inability to control PRO but to the nature of the controller.
(44) a. The shit seems [t to have hit the fan].
b. There scems [t to be a man in the garden].
¢. *The shit expects [PRO to hit the fan].
d. *There expects [PRO to be a man in the garden].
(Hornstein, 1999:82)
In fact, the external B-role of “expect” is not checked in ((44) c) and
((44) d); therefore, the derivation fails to converge since there is an
unchecked B-feature at LF. Now, let’s see if Persian data can yield

themselves to those examples.

3. AM stands for Adjective Marker. [n Persian, -i can be added to nouns in order to form
adjectives.
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(45) a. Reng-e-t be=nzzer=mi-res-e (ke) [t pazrid-e bas-e]. Color-
EZ.28G to=look=DUR-reach.3SG (COMP}t jump.35G SBJ-
be.3SG].
Your color seems [t to be pale].
b. Engar |t tu xune ye xxbar-a-i-¢].
Seem [t in house one news-PL-SM*-be.38G].
There seems [t to be something fishy in the house].
c. *Raeng-e-t entezar=dar-e (ke) {PRO pzrid-e bas-e].
Color-EZ.2SG expect=have.3SG (COMP) [PRO jump.35G
SBJ-be.3SG].
Your color expects [PRO to be pale].
d. Entezar=mi-r-¢ (ke) [PRO tu xune ye xabzr-a-i bas-e].
Expect=DUR-go.3SG (COMP) [PRO in house one news —
PL-SM SBIJ-be.38G].
There expects [PRO to be something fishy in the house].
As for expletives in Persian, it seems that both control and raising allow
expletives; however, this is not the case for idiom chunks. As expected,
idioms are fixed chunks that cannot be expressed any other way;
therefore, this might be the reason why ((45) a) is grammatical, while
((45) c) is not.
Elsewhere Case
In NOC, the “elsewhere case”, Hornstein asserts that movement is not

4. SM stands for Specific Marker. In Persian, -i is added to nouns to make them specific.
However, the difference between SM and AM (footnote 3) is in the way they are
pronounced. In AM —i, the stress is on

—i, but in SM, this is not the case, and the stress remains where it was before adding —i

1o the noun.
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possible(1999:90)
(46) a. It is believed that Bill’s/pro shaving is important.
b. *Bill’s is believed that shaving is important.
(Hornstein, 1999:92)
(47) a. Eteqad ber in-e ke eslah=karden-e Arizn mohem-e.
Belief on this-be.3SG COMP shaving-EZ Arian important-
be.3SG.
It is believed that Arian’s shaving is important,
However, there is a slight difference in Persian data when “pro” is used
instead of “Bill’s”.
(47) a'. Eteqad bar in-e ke eslah=k&rden mohem-e.
Belief on this-be.3SG COMP shaving important-be.3SG.
It is believed that pro shaving is important.
In Persian, possessors arc linked to the head noun with EZ; therefore,
there is a slight difference between ((47) a) and ((47) a").

(47) b. *Arizn eteqad bzr in-e ke eslah=karden-e mohem-e.

Arian belief on this-be.3SG COMP shaving-EZ important-
be.3SG.

Arian is believed that shaving is important.
((47) b) is a very ungrammatical sentence both syntactically and
semantically. It is much more ungrammatical than its English counterpart
((46) b) since when “Arian” is moved, “EZ” remains where it was, that is,
attached to the previous noun; however, in English,
(‘s ) is attached to “Bill” and not to “shaving™.
Nevertheless, movement does have some restrictions and so does
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scrambling that might vary from language to language. However, this can

motivate another interesting paper in Syntax.

Markedness and Promise
Another argument that is raised in Hornstein (2003) is markedness of
“promise”. Let’s see if in Persian, this verb is marked too.
(48) John; promised Mary; [PRO;sj to leave].
(Hornstein, 2003:273)

(49) Arizn; be Armin; gol=dad (ke) [PRO;»; be-re].

Arian; to Armin; promise=give-PAST.38G (COMP) [PROjx;
SBJ-go.38G].

Arian; promised Armin; [PRO;»; to go].
As (49) illustrates, Persian seems to be marked as far as promise and
subjunctive embedded verb is concerned. However, if a future (+Tense)
verb is used in the embedded clause, then PRO can be coreferenced with
both the object and the subject as in (50).
(50) &mir, be peser-e-§ qol=dad ke [PROy; mi-bzr-e].

Amir; to son-EZ-38G promise=give-PAST.38G COMP [PRO;;
DUR-win.35G].

Amir; promised his son; [PROy; to win].
However, the corresponding English sentence can be (51) where the
embedded clause does not contain an infinitival and a PRO.
(51) John; promised his son; that [hey; will win].
Consequently, Persian and English both would yield markedness as far as
promise is concerned. Hornstein proposes that the reason why promise is

special might be the existence of a null preposition that heads the object.
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(2003:274)
(52) a. John promised [P, Mary] [to leave early].

b. John vowed/committed [to Mary] [to leave early].
And he seems to be quite right since in Persian this null preposition is not
null, but overt “be”, which means “to” in English.(as in (49) and (50))
Therefore, Persian data in this regard verify Hornstein’s proposal.
Nominal Control Versus Sentential Control
Hornstein (2003) compares and contrasts control in nominals versus
control in verbals.
Firstly, he states that in nominals, control constructions can have
obligatory readings unlike those in sentential control.
(53) a. any attempt to conceal oneself

b. *It was attempted to conceal oneself.

(Hornstein, 2003:277)
(54) a. her teles-i beraye maxfi=kzrden-e xod
any attempt-SM for concealing-EZ self
any attempt for concealing oneself
b. *Bxraye maxfi=k&rden-¢ xod talag=sod.
For concealing-EZ self attempt-be-PAST.3SG.
It was attempted to conceal oneself.

As ((54) a) and ((54) b) tllustrate, Persian data is compatible with the
English ones, that is, ((53) a) and {(53) b). However, since there is no
verbal infinitive in Persian (Ghomeshi, 2001:12), the long infinitive
(gerund or nominal verb) is used instead; nevertheless, the results are the
same.
Moreover, the ungrammaticality of ((54) b) can also be attributed to
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Persian lacking true passive constructions (Ghomeshi, 2001:27).
Secondly, Hornstein asserts that constructions in nominals can have split
antecedents.
(55) a. John approved Bill’s initial/regular attempts to sneak each
other/themselves into
the party.
b. *John approved of Bill’s initially/regularly attempting to sneak
each other/themselves into the party.
¢. *John said that Bill attempted to sneak each other/themselves into
the party.
(Hornstein, 2003:277)
(56) a. Arizn ba tela$-¢ ebteda-i-e/mostzmer-e¢ Armin ke hem-diger-
o/xod-e-Sun-o
tu mehmuni bendaz-zn movafeq=bud.
Arian with attempt-EZ initial-SM-EZ/regular-EZ Armin COMP
too-other-OM/
SelEZ.3PL-OM  in party  SBJ-throw.3PL  approve=be-
PAST.3SG.
Arian approved Armin’s initial/regular attempts to sneak each
other/themselves
into the party.
b. Arizen ba tela§=karden-e ebteda-i-e/mostzmaer-e Armin ke
hem-digaer-o/xod-e-Sun-o tu mehmuni bendaz-zn
movafeq=bud. _
Arian with attempting-EZ  initial-SM-EZ/regular-EZ  Armin
COMP too-other-OM/self-EZ.3PL-OM in party SBl-throw.3PL
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approve=be-PAST.3SG.
Arian approved of Armin’s initially/regularly attempting to sneak.
each other/themselves into the party.
c. Arizn goft (ke) Armin tela§=kzrd hem-diger-o/xod-e-$un-o
tu mehmuni bendaz-zn.
Arian say-PAST.3SG (COMP) Armin attempt=do-PAST.3SG
too-other-OM/self-EZ.3PL-OM in party SBJ-throw.3PL.,
Arian said that Armin attempted to sneak each other/themselves
into the party.
As ((56) a), ((56) b) and ((56) ¢} indicate, Persian data are incompatible
with Homnstein’s assertion about split antecedents in nominals versus
those in sententials. It seems that Persian has no restriction as far as split
antecedents are concerned as it was illustrated otherwise in ((38) a) and
((38) b).
Thirdly, Hornstein points out that in the nominal domain, control allows
strict readings under ellipsis unlike control in the sentential domain.
(57) a. John’s attempt to sneak himself into the party was not as clever as
Bill’s.
(Bill’s attempt to get John to sneak himself into the party)
b. John tried to win and Bill did too.
(Hornstein, 2003:277)
(58) a. Txla-e Arien ke xod-e-5-0 tu mehmuni bendaz-e be
&ndaze-ye mal-e peder-e-§ zirzk-ane na-bud.
Attempt-EZ  Arian COMP  self-EZ.35G-OM in party SBIJ-
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throw-38G to measure-EZ own-EZ father-EZ-3SG clever-AM® NEG"-
be-PAST.38G.

Arian’s attempt to sneak himself into the party was not as clever
as his father’s.

b. Arien sey=kerd (ke) bzrende=be-3-¢ va pedeer-e-§-a&m

hamin-tor.

Arian try=doPAST.3SG (COMP} SBJ-win=be.3SG and father-
EZ.35G-too this-way.

Arian tried to win and his father did too.
Unlike the English control that acts differently under ellipsis in the
nominal domain and the sentential domain, the Persian control yields both
sloppy and strict readings under ellipsis in the nominal as well as the
sentential domain as illustrated in ((36) a) and

((36) b).

Evaluation of Landau’s View on Control

Having run control tests presented by Hornstein (1999, 2003, 2004), 1
now turn to Landau’s (2003, 2004) model of control that is, the Standard
Theory of Control. In this model, Landau differentiates between raising
and control, stating that the former involves one argument chain and the
latter involves two argument chains. He verifies the existence of PRO;
however, unlike Hornstein, he believes that it is distinct from NP-trace.

Unlike Hornstein, who asserts implicit dative controllers can be bound by

5. Another Adjective Marker in Persian is —ane, which is added to the end of nouns to

form adjectives.
6. In Persian, prefix nz- is a verbal and sentential Negative Marker,
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the matrix subject, Landau believes these controllers must be disjoint
from the matrix subject.
(59) a. John said to return later.
b. John said to himself to return later.
(Landau, 2003: 479)
In cases where there is an implicit controller, Hornstein’s theory allows a
reflexive interpretation; however, this is not true as ((59) a) and ((59) b)
illustrate.
(60) a. Arizn goft beden bergerd-e.
Arian tell-PAST.3SG later SBJ-return.3SG.
Arian told to return later.
b. Arien be xod-e-§ goft beeden bargerd-e.
Arian to self-EZ.3SG tell-PAST.3SG later SBJ-return.3SG.
Arian said to himself to return later.
Neither English nor Persian implicit controllers in ((59) a) and ((60) a)
allow a reflexive interpretation as in ((59) b) and ((60) b). Therefore,

Landau’s criticism sounds fair enough,

Markedness and Promise
Furthermore, Landau is against Hornstein’s labeling promise, marked, in
that, it does not follow MDP.
(61) a. John wanted to leave.
b. John persuaded Mary to leave.
c. John promised Mary to leave,
(L.andau, 2003:480)

To Landau, the reason why promise, commit, vow, and threaten do not act
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in accordance with MDP is that there are other factors involved, that is,
semantic, pragmatic, and parametric factors also affect the choice of
controller. (2003:481)
Still for some other verbs of control, such as ask, beg, plead, and petition,
Landau believes control shift causes ambiguity since there are some
pragmatic factors involved
(for example, authority relations). Moreover, he adds, the level of this
ambiguity varies from language to language, and truly it does, since in
Persian, even the verb “want” can have control shift leading to ambiguous
controllers.
(62) Sah mi-xad PRO be-mir-e.

King DUR-want.3SG PRO SBJ-die.3SG.

The king wants to die.
In English, (62) has only one interpretation, in which the controller is “the
king”, nevertheless, in Persian, the controller can be “the king” or some

unfortunate person that the king wants Aim to die.

Partial Control
A special kind of control that Landau speaks of is Partial Control in
which the controller is the matrix subject together with some other
people. Partial Control, Landau asserts, can be found with the majority of
control verbs (2003:482); however, the infinitival is to have a collective
meaning or accompanied by a collective adverb such as “together’.
(63) The chair decided to gathter during the strike.

(Landau, 2003:482)

(64) Aqa-y-e rais tesmim=gereft saxt-e haeft jem=be-§en.
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Sir-SM-EZ  boss  decide=get-PAST.3SG O’clock-EZ seven-EZ
gather=SBJ-be.3PL.

The boss decided to gather at 7:00.
As (64) illustrates, there is Partial Control in Persian too; therefore,

Landau’s classification of partial control seems to be working in Persian.

Split Antecedents
As for split antecedents, Landau argues against Hornstein’s claim, stating
that not only NOC but also a few OC verbs allow split antecedents.
(65) John; proposed to Mary; [PROy; to help each other].
(Koster and May, 1982, cited in Landau, 2003:484)
(66) Arien be Armin pidnehad=dad (ke) be ham komak=bo-kon-an.
Arian to Armin propose=give-PAST.3SG (COMP) to each other
help=SBJ-do.3PL.
Arian proposed to Armin to help each other.
Therefore as (66), ((56) a), ((56) b), ((56) c), ((38) a), and ((38) b)
illustrate, Persian data are compatible with Landau’s assertion regarding
both OC control and NOC control having both sloppy and strict readings.

Reflexive Verbs
Another criticism Landau presents to Hornstein’s control theory is the
way he treats reflexive verbs.
(67) a. Mary washed.
b, Mary washed herself. .
(Landau, 2003:485)

Hornstein believes if the object is dropped in a transitive verb, then a
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reflexive reading must be allowed; however, Landau notes, this is wrong
as the verbs in (68) do not allow a reflexive reading.
(68) John ate/watched/cursed/taught/preached/drew/cleaned.

(Landau, 2003:485)
(69) Arien xord / did / ke&id.
Arian eat-PAST.38G / see-PAST.35G / draw-PAST.38G.
Arian ate / saw / drew.
None of the verbs in (69) has a reflexive reading, which confirms

Landau’s criticism.

Raising Versus Control

To distinguish raising and control, Landau (2003) runs some tests, most
of which are done in languages other than English.

The first test he runs is “complementizers”. He states control
complements can be introduced by complementizers, but raising
complements cannot.

To run these tests, | would use Ghomeshi’s (2001) examples of control

and raising.

Control.
(70) BiZzazn mi-tun-e (ke) [ketab-0 be-xun-e].
Bijan DUR-be.able.3SG (COMP) [book-OM SBJ-read.3SG].
Bijan [can/is able to] read the book.
(Ghomeshi, 2001:27)
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Raising:
(71) Mesle-in-ke [dust-a-mun inja-zn].
Seems [friend-PL.1PL.CL here.3PL].
It seems/looks as if our friends are here.
(Ghomeshi, 2001:34)
As (70) and (71) illustrate, (COMP) is only used in the control case, but
not in the raising one. This confirms Landau’s assertion.
The second test is test of “unaccusative properties”, in which he points
out raising predicates do not have external arguments, that is, they are
unaccusative; however, control predicates are not so.
As illustrated in (70) and (71), Persian data confirm the second claim
Landau makes, that is, (70), which is a control construction, has an
accusative predicate, while (71), which is a raising construction, has an
unaccusative predicate.
The third test proposed by Landau, is “each-association”. Unlike the first
two tests, this test is carried out in English. Landau points out that NP-
trace allows each-association, while PRO, like an overt pronoun, does not
allow such constructions.
(72) a. One interpreter; each was assigned t; to the visiting diplomats.
b. One interpreter; each seemed [t; to have been assigned t; to the
visiting diplomats].
¢. *One interpreter; each tried [PRO; to be assigned t; to the visiting
diplomats].
d. *One interpreter; each said that [he; had been assigned t; to the
visiting diplomats].
(Landau, 2003:491)
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This test cannot be run for Persian since in Persian, both “one” and
“each” cannot be used together to modity a noun.
The fourth test is “case concord”, in which Landau (2003) quotes from
Sigurdsson (1999) that PRO in Icelandic bears Case.
As (70) illustrates, the embedded control clause contains an object with
an overt Object Marker (ketab-o, book-OM) as well as a subjunctive verb
that illustrates Agree with the PRO and consequently, the controller.(be-
xun-e, SBJ-read.3SG) Therefore, PRO in Persian /s Case-marked.
Ghomeshi (2001) proposes that control verbs take vP complements. She
admits that her proposal is compatible with Hornstein’s (1999) claim that
OC PRO is actually a trace. Still, if PRO is a trace, how is it Case-
marked?
It seems to me that Landau’s justification is more logical in this case. He
asserts like any other DP, PRO, too, is Case-marked. He bases his
proposal on evidence coming from languages that show subject-oriented
case concord in controlled infinitives (Russian, Icelandic) or subjunctives
(Persian, Hebrew, Greek, Romanian, etc.). (Landau, 2004:13)
The fifth and the last test Landau runs to distinguish control and raising is
“partial control”, where he proposes that the reference of PRO does not
need to be restricted to the reference of the controller. He asserts even
though partial control exists, there is no partial raising. As illustrated in
{(63) and its corresponding Persian (64), in both English and Persian,
partial control exists. Now let’s run the test for partial raising.
{73) *The chair appeared to be gathering once a week.

(L.andau, 2003:493)

(74) *Aqa-y-c rzis be-nezer=resid ye-bar deer hefte jem=be-Szn.
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Sir-SM-EZ  boss appear=reach-PAST.3SG one-time in week
gather=SBJ-be.3PL.

The boss appeared to be gathering once a week.
As (73) and (74) illustrate, neither English, nor Persian have partial

raising.

Temporal Considerations
Landau (2004) raises another issue regarding gerunds and infinitives. He
proposes that some are tensed and some are untensed.
(75) a. *Yesterday, John avoided leaving tomorrow.
b. Yesterday, John preferred leaving tomorrow.
(76) a. *Yesterday, John managed to solve the problem tomorrow.
b. Yesterday, John hoped to solve the problem tomorrow.
(Landau, 2004:13)
The same distinction can be seen in Persian too.
(77) a. *Diruz Arizen 2z refiten-e ferda serfenezer=kard.
Yesterday Arian from going-EZ tomorrow  avoid=do-
PAST.3SG.
Yesterday Arian avoided leaving tomorrow.
b. Diruz Arien terjih=dad ferda be-re.
Yesterday Arian prefer=give-PAST.3SG  tomorrow  SBJ-
£0.35G.
Yesterday Arian preferred to leave tomorrow.
(78) a. *Diruz Arien tunest maselz-ro ferda hel=bo-kon-e.
Yesterday Arian manage-PAST.3SG  problem-OM  tomorrow
solve=SBJ-do.35G.
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Yesterday Arian managed to solve the problem tomorrow.
b. Diruz Arizn omidvar=bud masale-ro ferda hel=kon-e.

Yesterday Arian hope=be-PAST.3SG problem-OM  tomorrow
solve=SBJ-do.358G.

Yesterday Arian hoped to solve the problem tomorrow.
As (77) and (78) indicate, Persian acts like English as far as temporal
sequence is concerned in gerunds and infinitives. Nevertheless, I do not
agree with Landau, who believes some gerunds and infinitives are tensed,
while others are untensed. (Landau, 2004:13) I believe it is not the gerund
or the infinitive, but the matrix verb that plays a role in grammaticality or
ungrammaticality of these sentences, that is, “avoid” and “manage” in
((75) a) and ((76) a) indicate something has already been done, whereas,
“prefer” and “hope” in {(75) b) and ((76) b) imply something to be done
in the future; therefore they would go with the future adverb “tomorrow”
The same explanation holds for the Persian data. Consequently, both
syntactic and semantic factors are involved in grammaticality and

ungrammaticality justifications.

Conclusion

This paper aimed at discovering more truth in the domain of control by
scrutinizing how Persian data yield themselves to two distinct theories of
control at the two ends of control theory continuum. In so doing, first,
Homnstein’s (1999, 2003, 2004) Movement Theory of Control was
assessed to investigate whether its tenets go with the Persian data or not.
Hence, the seven criteria proposed by Hornstein to distinguish OC from

NOC were tested to see if they could be generalized to Persian data. It
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was concluded that unlike Hornstein’s first criterion, that OC PRO needs
an antecedent, while NOC PRO does not, Persian data indicate that
neither OC PRO nor NOC PRO needs an overt antecedent.

His second criterion, stating that in OC, the antecedent has to be local,
while in NOC, it does not, did not work for Persian data. The third
criterion, that is, in OC, the antecedent must c-command PRO, whereas in
NOC, there is no need for the antecedent to

c-command PRO, was not true for Persian data. In fact, in Persian, no
difference was found between OC PRO and NOC PRO as far as the
antecedent c-commanding was concerned.

The fourth criterion, which states under ellipsis, OC PRO only allows a
sloppy reading, while NOC PRO allows both sloppy and strict readings,
does not work for Persian since Persian allows both OC and NOC
constructions to yield the sloppy reading as well as the strict one. The
fifth criterion stating that OC PRO cannot have split antecedents, while
NOC PRO can, is not true in Persian, where both OC PRO and NOC PRO
can have split antecedents. Unlike other criteria proposed by Hornstein,
the sixth criterion, that is OC PRO yields de se interpretation, while NOC
PRO yields non-de-se interpretation, seems to be working for Persian.
However, the seventh criterion, like the first five criteria, does not work
for Persian. This criterion states that OC PRO needs to have a sole
c-commanding antecedent, whereas NOC PRO can have two readings,
that is the antecedent can either be c-commanding the NOC PRO or it can
be external. Nevertheless, in Persian, both OC PRO and NOC PRQ can
have a c-commanding antecedent as well as an external one,

The next issue raised by Hornstein was the advantage of the Movement



Zaban-va — Adab -- No 26 —Allameh Tabataba’i University 95

Theory of Control to distinguish between raising and control in idiom
chunks and expletives, where he mentions the distinction is not attributed
to an inability to control PRO but to the nature of the controller. Having
run this test for Persian, ] noticed that both control and raising
constructions allow such expressions as far as expletives were concerned;
nevertheless, this was not the case for idiom chunks.

Still another issue raised by Hornstein is the “elsewhere case”, which he
attributes to NOC PRO and asserts that movement is not possible in these
constructions. This issue was investigated in Persian through various
examples. As a result, some consistencies and some inconsistencies were
observed between the Persian data and what Hornstein claims to hold for
the English data.

Markedness is another issue raised by Hornstein for verbs like “promise”
that do not act in accordance with other verbs of control having the same
characteristics. The Persian data illustrates the same markedness observed
in the English data for verbs like “promise”; however, the question is
whether labeling such verbs “marked” is right.

Another issue that Hornstein brings up is the contrast between nominal
control constructions and sentential ones. Firstly, he asserts nominal
control constructions vield arbitrary readings, while sentential ones do
not. Persian data seem to be compatible with this assertion.

Secondly, he points out that nominal control can have split antecedents,
while sentential control cannot. However, Persian has no restriction as far
as split antecedents are concerned as tested before in the evaluation of
Hornstein’s criteria for OC / NOC.

Thirdly, Hornstein declares that nominal control allows strict readings
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under ellipsis, while sentential control does not. However, in Persian data,
no difference was observed between nominal and sentential control. In
fact, they both yield sloppy readings as well as strict ones as explained
earlier in the evaluation of Hornstein’s criteria for OC / NOC,

Having run control tests presented by Hornstein, [ then evaluated
Landau’s view of control. Landau has made different criticisms regarding
Hornstein’s Movement Theory of Control, most of which were verified
by Persian data. For instance, it was concluded that neither English nor
Persian implicit controllers allow a reflexive interpretation; however, this
is incompatible with Hornstein’s theory. Afterwards, [.andau’s account on
“promise” kind of control verbs was investigated in Persian, and his
assertion that languages vary in this regard was supported by Persian data.
Then Landaw’s partial control, in which the controller is the matrix
subject together with some other people and appears in special cases, was
studied in Persian and verified by Persian data. Furthermore, Landau’s
argument against Hornstein’s split antecedents is also supported by
Persian data as discussed in the evaluation of Hornstein's criteria for OC /
NOC. Another criticism to Hornstein’s theory made by Landau is his
account of reflexive verbs. The Persian data verify Landau’s claim in this
regard too.

Landau runs some tests to distinguish between raising and control. These
tests were run for Persian data and were confirmed to be true. The first
test is test of complementizers, in which he asserts control complements
can be introduced by complementizers, but raising complements cannot,
which was also confirmed by the Persian data. The second test was test of

unaccusative properties, which indicated that raising predicates, unlike



Zaban-va — Adab — No 26 —-Allameh Tabataba’i University 97

- control ones, do not have external arguments; therefore, they are
unaccusative, and the Persian data confirms the validity of this test. The
third test was test of each-association, which was not run in Persian since
Persian seems to lack such constructions. The fourth test was case
concord, which implies that PRO bears Case in some languages. Persian
data proved that Persian is one of those languages. The fifth test was test
of partial control, which states that partial control exists, while partial
raising does not. Persian data verified this test. Still another issue raised
by Landau is the temporal considerations for gerunds and infinitives. He
proposes that some gerunds and infinitives are tensed, while some are
untensed. Having investigated this issue in Persian, I propose that it is the
features of the matrix verb, which allow or disallow such constructions to
be tensed or untensed rather than the gerund or the infinitive being tensed
or untensed.

Having discussed control in Persian and compared and contrasted two of
the most prominent theories of control, [ discovered some consistencies
and some inconsistencies between the Persian data and the claims of the
proponents of these two theories. However, Landau’s Agree-based
Approach to Control seems to be more in accordance with the Persian
data. Nevertheless, no theory is perfect, and [ hope this paper would shed
some light on the universal properties of Control, in particular, and

Syntax, in general.
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