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The phenomenon Overview of claims and analysis

Ndebele has Backward Control (BC) without:
i) covert A-movement 
  (Polinsky & Potsdam 2002, Monahan 2003, Haddad 2011 a.o.)
ii) φ-agreement
  (Tsakali et.al. 2017, Alexiadou & Anagnosopoulou 2019)

Proposal: 
      • BC is achieved via INDEX agreement

• A-movement is independent of control

Deriving the properties of BC:
• Exhaustiveness
• Obligatoriness 
• Locality (CP-bound)
• Alternation with Forward Control 

Terminological note
“control” — obligatory sharing of a 
thematic argument

Ndebele (Bantu, S44, Zimbabwe)
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Data analysis: It’s control and it’s backward

    → The verb zama (‘try’) has an external argument.
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The relation is “backward”

Forward Control: DP V V                               Backward Control: V V DP

The shared argument in BC is postverbal.
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Two postverbal subject positions 
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Two possible structures for V-V-DP control constructions
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Telling apart in-situ & right-dislocated subjects: 4 diagnostics
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Diagnostics 1 & 2: Agreement and word order
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Diagnostic 3: Intervention in object agreement 
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Diagnostic 4: NPI-hood and negative scope
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Summary: BC subjects are in the embedded in-situ position 
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It’s not restructuring  

      Backward Control is allowed across a complement as large as AspP

(25)
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The verb zama (‘try’) 
i) selects for a TP/AspP
ii) has a thematic subject, which
iii) can appear in the embedded clause.

    → Backward Control

Summary of data description: It’s control and it’s backward
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What does Backward Control tell us about control more generally?

Backward Control = Covert A-movement

Polinsky & Potsdam 2002, Monahan 2003, Fujii 
2004, Homer 2009, Potsdam 2009, Haddad 2011 

→ A-movement is the underlying mechanism 
in Control (Hornstein 1999).

Evidence from Ndebele

Backward Control is neither A-movement nor φ-agreement.
→ Neither is the underlying mechanism in Control.

Forward Control does involve A-movement.

Backward Control = φ-agreement

Tsakali et.al. 2017, Alexiadou & Anagnosopoulou 
2019 (in a way also Alboiu 2007)  

→ A-movement is not the underlying 
mechanism for Control.
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BC in Ndebele is not covert A-movement
No matrix anaphor binding

(28)
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BC in Ndebele is not covert A-movement
A-movement can cross CPs, BC cannot

(31)

(32)

15



BC in Ndebele is not covert A-movement
A-movement gaps control agreement

The lack of agreement additionally rules out the analysis of BC as φ-agreement between 
matrix and embedded T (Tsakali et.al. for Greek and Romanian)

 “control”

(33)

(34)
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Summary

Backward control in Ndebele involves
• neither A-movement
• nor  φ-agreement

Remaining question
Why is the embedded subject interpreted as matrix subject?
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1. Voice has an INDEX probe (Ershova 2019, building on Landau 2000)

    Index agreement: Rezac 2004, Kennedy 2014, Grosz 2015, Arregi and Hanink 2018, 2020 a.o.

Proposal: control as index agreement

2. Exhaustive Control predicates have incorporated subjects (Grano 2015)

cook . . . try . . .

Grano 2015: dependent variable 
Here: index
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EC verbs like try have an IDX-probe, whose value g(n) saturates their e-type argument:

Argument sharing
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TP

VP

Subsequent A-movement is orthogonal to argument sharing
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Extension to English Exhaustive Control: IDX-agreement + obligatory A-movement
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CP
phase

“try” selecting a CP → no IDX-agreement → no control

VP

No valuation →
No argument saturation →
try remains transitive 

   DP
Zodwa

(35)
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Property 1: Backward Control is CP-bound

Explanation: agreement is CP-bound

(36)

(37)
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Explanation: agreement is obligatory when possible

Property 2: Backward Control is obligatory control

(38) (39)
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Property 3: Backward Control is exhaustive control 

Explanation: exhaustiveness is a consequence of sharing a referential index

(40) (41)
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Property 4: 
The position of the shared argument falls out from independent properties of A-movement

Explanation: A-movement is not required for control.

(42) (43)

(44)
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Crosslinguistic perspective 

    IDX-agreement
φ-agreement           different paths to Backward Control? → TBD

 Covert A-movement

BUT:

IDX-agreement
φ-agreement            same locality →   likely to cooccur

 (Cover) A-movement

Bottom line 

Backward Control requires neither A-movement nor φ-agreement.

}

}
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