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                                                               Chapter 1

                                                            Introduction 

1.1. Issues and Objectives

The recent studies on Complex / Composite Predicates, Compound Verbs, or Light Verb Constructions across languages have raised some challenging questions for theories of linguistics (Cattell, 1984; Grimshaw and Mester, 1988; Rosen, 1989b; Masullo, 1992; Mohanan, 1994; Butt, 1995; etc.). Light Verb Constructions (LVCs), combinations of a so called ‘light’ or ‘bleached’ verb and another element as in (1-3), in Iranian languages (e.g. Persian and Kurdish) can create some interesting questions for linguistics theories; in particular Morphological and Syntactic theories. In (1-3), the LVCs are enclosed by square brackets, the Light Verbs (LVs) are presented in capital letters and the non-verbal elements are shown in boldface.


(1) a. Ali  [?este?fa: DA:D  /  KARD].                       (Persian)

                     Ali resignation gave  /  did


         ‘Ali resigned.’


      b. Ali  [juz  KERD]                                              (Kurdish)

                     Ali   surrender did


        ‘Ali gave up.  /  Ali resigned.’  


(2) a. ?in  tim  ?a:n    tim-o       [šekast DA:D].           (Persian)

                      this team that  team-DOM defeat  gave


         ‘This team defeated that team.’


     b. ?e    tim-a      ?o tim-a         [šekast DA:].        (Kurdish)

                     this  team-the that team-the defeat  gave


        ‘this team defeated that team.’


(3) a. ?a:n tim (?az ?in tim)     [šekast XORD].             (Persian)

                    that team (from this team) defeat collide 


       ‘That team suffered defeat (by this team). / That team was defeated (by this

                    team).’


   b.  ?o tim-a          (la ?e tim-a)      [šekast XWA:RD].   (Kurdish)

                    that team-the (from this team-the) defeat collide


       ‘That team suffered defeat (by this team). /  That team was defeated (by this

                     team).’


Iranian LVCs behave like single lexical verbs in some respects. These structurally complex constructs predicate arguments at clausal level exactly like a single verb. They also function like a single verb as far as different types of nominalization (e.g. Gerundive Nominalization, Agentive Nominalization, Past Participle Adjective Formation) are concerned. In addition, these LVCs may undergo pure morphological rules to form derived adjectives and manner adverbials which definitely have a zero-level status. These facts might indicate that these LVCs are single lexical units. On the contrary, Iranian LVCs can be broken by certain morphological and syntactic elements and operations. Affixes, negation morpheme, direct object clitics, some auxiliaries, modals and Prepositional Phrases can intervene between the components of LVCs. Either of the components of an LVC might be gapped and the nominal elements can be co-ordinated. In some cases, the nominal components of LVCs may be relativised, modified by adjectives, scrambled, specified and function as direct objects, or focused on by interrogative Wh-words. These symptoms can incline one to believe that LVCs are phrasal constructs. 


The verbal members of LVCs, Light Verbs (LVs), appear to be like auxiliaries in that they cannot independently predicate arguments as if they lack semantic force and argument structure of their own. On the other hand, LVs, eventually, function as main verbs, when they combine with different non-verbal items. 


This dissertation will examine LVCs and their components in two Iranian languages; mainly standard Persian and in some cases one of the dialects of Kurdish. We attempt to describe and analyse a considerable body of data from these languages in order to answer all or some of the questions in (4) and other related descriptive and theoretical issues.

          (4) a. Is an LV completely devoid of semantic load?


    b. If so, how is an LV different from an auxiliary?


   c. How is an LV different from a full lexical verb?


   d. Why can’t an LV predicate arguments on its own? 


   e. Does an LV have a defective Lexical Conceptual Structure (LCS) and / or a

                  defective argument structure?


  f. If so, how does it obtain or reconstruct its argument structure to function as a

                 main verb?


   g. Can LVs and / or other elements of LVCs case-mark arguments individually 

                   or as single units?


   h. Are the NP components of LVCs case-marked?


   i. What sort of items can combine with an LV and what role(s) do they play in

                  LVC formation?


   j. How do the components of  an LVC combine together in order to form 

                  an LVC?


   k. Where (at which level of representation) do LVCs form?

               l. Is the internal structure of an LVC visible to morphological and / or syntactic

                   rules?


  m. Does the study of LVCs suggest, support or undermine any particular theory

                   or theories of argument structure?

1.2. The Organisation of the Thesis


This thesis consists of five chapters. In the remainder of the present chapter, section {1.3}, the languages under study are introduced. Chapter {2} concentrates on argument structure, and the realisation of argument structure in LVCs. The discussion of the leading theorists’ views on argument structure and LCS, the relationship between LCS and argument structure and the type of lexical representation assumed in this work are dealt with in section {2.1}. The general characteristics of LVCs and the common properties of these constructs across languages are viewed in section {2.2}. In sections {2.3} and {2.4}, different theories proposed for the argument structure realisation of LVCs are presented and discussed.


Chapter three is entirely devoted to description and discussion of various aspects of Persian LVCs and their components. In section {3.1}, the lexical and syntactic properties of Persian LVCs are pointed out and explained. The previous studies on Iranian LVCs are summarised and critically approached in {3.2}. In {3.3} and {3.4}, the various members of LVCs are introduced. Then, LVs are compared with lexical full verbs and auxiliaries in this language. Similarities and differences between LVs, auxiliaries, causatives and full verbs are explained in detail. In {3.5-7}, lexico-semantic aspects of LVs are focused on and it is argued that LVs are not completely devoid of semantic load. Then, LVs are taken into consideration in connection with unaccusativity in {3.8}. The argumentation of non-verbal components of LVCs in regard to separability and inseparability of LVCs is taken over in {3.9}.


In chapter four, the manner and the place of LVC formation are taken into consideration. It is argued that LVC formation is the result of a process of argument structure formation. Then, the lexical and syntactic properties of LVCs in relation to visibility / invisibility of internal structure of LVCs are accounted for in detail. Finally, case-marking in LVCs is concentrated on.


The results of the analysis of Persian LVCs and the basic findings of this study are summarised in chapter five.

1.3. The Languages under Study


As mentioned, the languages under study are two Iranian languages. Iranian languages are known to be a subgroup of the Indo-Iranian language group which itself is a branch of the Indo-European family. Consider the schema (5) assumed by many Iranists.


(5)                                            * Indo-European

                                                                        (
                                                              * Indo-Iranian


                                                * Indian                          * Iranian

Iranian languages are historically classified into three groups: Old languages, Middle languages and Modern languages. Old Persian and Avesta are two Old Iranian languages (? - 300 BC) from which a considerable bulk of written texts are available. Parthian, Middle Persian (Pahlavi), Middle Sogdian, Khwarazmi, etc. belong to Middle Iranian languages (300 BC - 900 AD). The preserved materials from these languages are often religious, literary and historical texts. Languages referred to as Modern Iranian languages (from 900 AD up to the present time), spoken in Iran or other neighbouring countries, are assumed to originate from one of the ancient Iranian languages.


Modern Persian
 or Farsi, the main focus of the present study, has been developed out of Middle Persian (Khanlari, 1987). Almost half of the population of Iran are native speakers of this language and it is also used as the official language of the country and as the lingua franca for Iranian communities with different languages. While standard written Persian, from which the majority of our data is taken, displays a restricted SOV order, spoken Persian exhibits a wide range of reorderings. Persian verbs are inflected for person and number. Although there are not overt case-markers, the postposition ra: is often considered as the realisation of the objective accusative case in this language. 


Kurdish, the second language occasionally touched upon in this thesis, probably originated from Middle Parthian or one of its sister languages (Oranskij, 1979: 331-341). This modern Iranian language, spoken in different countries (Iran, Iraq, Turkey, Syria etc.) and being heavily influenced by languages such as Persian, Arabic, and Turkish, has developed into different dialects. By Kurdish in this study, we mean a dialect of this language prevalent in Ilam and Kermanshah; two provinces in the western part of Iran. This dialect has recently borrowed many words from Standard Persian. Therefore, it is the closest Kurdish dialect to Persian. This Kurdish dialect, unlike Standard Persian, does not follow a strict SOV pattern and it may display different free word orders. It does not have overt case-markers. Unlike Persian, this dialect of Kurdish has a morphologically realised  definite article,-a(ga) ‘the’. As in Persian, its verbs are inflected for person and number in a slightly different way.

                                                 Chapter  2                                   

                  Argument Structure and Light Verb Constructions

2.1. The Architecture of Argument Structure Realisation

         The notion “argument structure” (henceforth a-structure) borrowed from propositional logic into linguistics is referred to as ‘Verb Valency’ on some occasions. Another term related to a-structure is subcategorization. Stowell (1992) believes that many of the facts that were explained in terms of subcategorization and selection are now attributed to the principles of theta-theory which relate a-structures to syntactic representation. Booij (1992:49) states that there is no need for a level of syntactic subcategorization in addition to a-structure, and Lexical Conceptual Structure (LCS). Rappaport et al (1993:53) write that a-structure is projected from a more fully elaborated lexical semantic representation. Though, unlike subcategorization frames, a-structure does not provide information about linear order, case and categorial selection, to the extent that this information is predictable. To Williams (1981), Rappaport and Levin (1988) and Grimshaw (1990) a-structure, in contrast to subcategorization, is both relevant to the syntax and semantics: to syntax - determining the arguments which project to syntactic relations, and to semantics- by being related to the thematic roles (see Shapiro and Levin (1990) and Shapiro et al (1987) for a comparison between a-structure and subcategorization).


A-structure is introduced in (slightly) different ways by linguists working in various theoretical frameworks or focusing on this notion from the perspective of different linguistics disciplines. In Government Binding (GB) theory, a-structure is the information provided by the lexicon that determines d-structure, the syntactic level containing semantic (thematic) relations between the constituents. A-structure is represented as a set of arguments identified by theta roles
, i.e. agent, patient, goal, etc. (Williams, 1981, Stowell, 1981; Williams and Di Sciullo, 1987; Belletti and Rizzi, 1988; among others). 


To some, a-structure, containing the number and types of arguments of a predicate, represents an intermediate level of representation between the (lexical) semantics and the syntax. It is the lexico-syntactic information from which the essential syntactic structures are projected (Zubizarreta, 1987; Grimshaw, 1990; Booij, 1992; Rappaport et al, 1993; among others). It is believed that a-structure contains “those aspects of lexical meaning that are grammatically relevant” (Zubizarreta, 1987), or it is “that part of conceptual structure that is visible to syntax” (Jackendoff, 1987:405). 


In Shapiro and Levin (1990) a-structure characterises a sentence in terms of participants involved in the action or state described by the verb. A-structure determines who does what to what or whom. It identifies the number of arguments and their relations to each other characterised by the verb in a sentence.

 
Alsina’s (1993) model, in Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG) framework,  contains different simultaneous levels of representation. These levels encode different types of information and are related to each other by principles of correspondence. One of these levels is argument structure, providing information about the arguments of a predicate. The level of argument structure, derived from Lexical Semantic Representation (LSR), can be characterised as: 

         * The argument structure retains from LSR the information about the number of

            arguments. 

        * An ordering is imposed on these arguments according to the thematic hierarchy.

         *  Further information in argument structure will be derived from LSR, as with

             the distinction between external and internal arguments. 

         The argument structure, in Alsina (1993), is put into correspondence with syntax, but it is not encoded in syntactic terms and the syntax cannot uniquely reflect the argument structure. Thus, the argument structure is autonomous from syntax and it can’t be read off the syntax. 


However, in spite of the variety of systems and terminology employed by linguists to deal with this phenomenon, a trend has been developed and assumed by many researchers according to which the lexical entry of a predicate contains two distinct, but closely related, levels of lexical representation: Lexical Conceptual Structure (LCS) and a-structure (Hale and Keyser, 1986, 1987; Rappaport and Levin, 1988; Grimshaw, 1990; Booij, 1992; Rappaport et al, 1993; Tenny, 1994, etc.). We will first focus on LCS in the following section, then we will return to the notion a-structure and its relation to LCS later on.

2.1.1. Lexical Conceptual Structure (LCS)

       
LCS or lexical semantic representation, roughly equal to the dictionary meaning of a predicate, is that part of the lexical information encoded in the semantic specifications of a predicate which specifies the properties of the action or the state to which that given predicate refers. For example, (1) can be viewed as the LCS of the verb ‘give’ in English.


   (1) LCS for English ‘give’:


         An entity (x) initiates an action in which (x) causes another entity 

                    (y) to be affected in a way that (y) goes from the possession of (x) into 

                     the possession of another entity (z).  


Hale and Keyser (1986: 9), assuming that lexical entry of a verb includes not only a-structure but also its LCS, consider (2) as the LCS of verb ‘cut’ which is in the spirit of Jackendoff’s (1976, 1983) views on Conceptual Structures.


(2) LCS for English ‘cut’:

                 [x produces linear separation in the material integrity of y, by 

                 sharp edge coming into contact with y]

In the same line, Rappaport and Levin (1988) give (3) as the LCS of verb ‘put’.


(3) LCS for English ‘put’:


      [x cause [y to be at z]]

(3) is supposed to indicate that ‘put’ refers to an action in which an agent (represented by the x variable in the LCS) brings about a change in the location of an entity (the y variable); the z variable indicates the goal of this change of location.


Jackendoff (1983, 1987, 1991, 1993, etc. ) introduces and develops his theory of Conceptual Semantics in which the issues of argument structure, theta roles and LCS are dealt with in a decompositional lexical semantics fashion. Because of the significance of Jackendoff’s machinery and views on LCS and a-structure in the present work, we will present his theory in this part in more detail.


 Jackendoff believes that the concepts such as agent, theme, etc. are not primitives of linguistic theory and the issues of argument structure and theta-roles cannot be explained by providing a list of theta-roles. Jackendoff, to explain the notions of argument structure and theta-roles in the framework of his Conceptual Semantics, argues that the essential units of conceptual structure are conceptual constituents, each of which belongs to one of a small set of major conceptual categories (or semantic “parts of speech” ) such as Thing, Event, State, Action, Place, Path, Property and Amount. Each major syntactic constituent of a sentence (excluding expletives such as ‘it’ and ‘there’) corresponds to a conceptual constituent in the meaning of the sentence. For instance, in ‘Bill ran into the garden’, ‘Bill’ and ‘the garden’ correspond to Thing-constituent and the PP ‘into the garden’ corresponds to Path-constituent and the whole sentence is an Event-constituent. In this approach, each conceptual category has some realisations in which it is decomposed into function-argument structure; each argument in turn corresponds to conceptual constituent of some major category. A predicate is realised as a super-ordinate category, either as a STATE or an EVENT. For instance, in (4a), expressing a STATE, the arguments are Bill (Thing) and kind (property), and in (4b), an EVENT, the arguments are John (Thing) and the bike (Thing).


(4)     a. Bill is kind.




         b. John fixed the bike.


Jackendoff (1991: 24) remarks that “the conceptual structure of a lexical item is an entity with zero or more open argument places. The meanings of the syntactic complements of the lexical item fill in the values of the item’s argument places in the meaning of the sentence”. For example, BE in (4a) expresses a state-function whose arguments are realised in subject and object positions. FIX in (4b) has an Event-function whose arguments are the subject and the complement NP ‘the bike’.


To clarify the above postulates, let us consider (5) which illustrates some formation rules for the spatial domain taken from Jackendoff (1991: 43).

     (5)  a.    [PLACE]     (       [ place     PLACE-FUNCTION ([THING] )]

                                                         TO       

                                                         FROM




        

            b. [PATH]       (                  FORWARD                      THING

                                                         AWAY-FROM          (      PLACE         )

                                             Path        VIA

                                      

                                               [ event GO       ([THING], [PATH])     

          c.  [EVENT]      (       [ event STAY  ([THING], [PLACE])]

                                       

                                               [State     BE    ( [ THING], [PLACE]) 

           d.  [STATE]    (         [State    ORIENT ( [ THING ] , [PATH]) 

                                               [State    EXT   ( [ THING ], [PATH] )



                                                                      THING

 
e. [EVENT]   (       Event      CAUSE    (         EVENT        ,  [EVENT])


(5a) indicates that a conceptual constituent belonging to the category of place can be elaborated as a Place-Function plus an argument that belongs to the category Thing. (5b), similarly, elaborates a Path, or trajectory, as one of five functions that map a reference Thing or Place into a related trajectory. (5c) shows that a constituent of the category EVENT can be elaborated as either of the two Event-Functions GO or STAY; each of which takes two arguments. The arguments of GO, which denotes motion along a Path are the Thing in motion and its Path. This structure can be found in the sentences such as ‘Bill went to New York’. The arguments of STAY, which refer to stasis over a period of time, are the Thing standing still and its location, as in ‘Bill stayed in the kitchen’. (5d) denotes three state functions. The first, BE, refers to the location of objects ( e.g. ‘the dog is in the Park’), the second, ORIENTATION,  specifies the direction of objects (e.g. ‘the sign points toward New York’) and the third, EXTENSION, refers to the spatial extension of linear objects along a Path (e.g. ‘the road goes from New York to San Francisco). Finally, (5e) elaborates an EVENT as the Event-Function Cause plus two arguments. The first argument will be an agent if it is a THING, while it will be a cause if it is an EVENT. The second argument, an EVENT, is the effect ( see Jackendoff (1983: chap. 9 for detail). 


As mentioned, conceptual structure does not take theta-roles as primitives of the theory. Rather, the terms ‘agent’, ‘theme’, etc. are formally defined as structural positions in a conceptual structure. For example, Theme is a shorthand for the first argument of GO, STAY, or ORIENT; Agent is a shorthand for first argument of CAUSE or LET; Goal is a shorthand for arguments of TO or TOWARD. Thematic roles are part of conceptual structure, not part of syntax. Thematic roles are nothing but particular structural configurations in conceptual structure. Jackendoff assumes that the theta-roles are represented in two tiers: a thematic tier dealing with motion and location and an action tier dealing with Actor-Patient relations (Jackendoff, 1991, 1993). In this case, the argument positions in (6), as an example, can have the following analysis in Thematic and Action tiers: 


(6)   a.  Sue     hit      Fred .

                        Theme           Goal                       ( Thematic tier ) 

                        Actor            Patient                    ( Action tier )

                   b.  Peter            threw      the ball .

                        Source                        Theme        ( Thematic tier )

                        Actor                          Patient        ( Action tier) 

                  c.    Bill         entered     the room. 

                         Theme                      Goal               ( Thematic tier)

                         Actor                        ---                  ( Action tier )


      d.   Bill           received     a letter .

                       Goal                             Theme 


As is shown in (6), in this machinery every argument is related to a theta-role on thematic tier, but it is not the case that it should always bear an actor or a patient role on the action tier.


In Jackendoff’s system the LCS for ‘give’, as an example, can be represented as in (7) where it is shown that ‘give’ is a V(erb) with two semantic tiers, Thematic Tier and Action Tier, presented in two separate lines. 


(7)        give

                        V

                        CAUSE ([(], [GO poss ([ ]j  [TO [(]]  )]) 

                         AFF ([ ](i , [ ](k) 

In the first line, the thematic tier, the first square bracket identified by the Greek letter (() is an argument of CAUSE event, the second identified by the subscript (j)  is an argument of the EVENT GO poss(ession) and the third with the Greek letter (() is an argument of the PATH-FUNCTION TO. The first and the third arguments in the Thematic Tier are bound to the argument slots in the Action Tier by the superscripts (() and (() respectively. This means that the (i) and (k) arguments in Action Tier, in addition to their roles in Thematic Tier, are the arguments of the AFF(ect) function in Action Tier. The AFF function indicates the relationship between the arguments. Its first argument, (i) argument, plays an Actor role and its second argument, (k) argument, plays a beneficiary role. The first argument of AFF function affects its second argument. The idea is that participants in an event may be associated with Thematic Tier and / or Action Tier roles.


Jackendoff does not assume that there is a separate level of argument structure, but rather derives the syntactic phrase structure directly from the lexical conceptual structure. In this machinery, the argument positions of each argument bearing constituent are  specified  by  a set of  indices ( i, j, k) as  in (7). It is   supposed   that   these  indices

determine the  type and number of arguments in the structures. So, there is no need for a separate level on which to perform the manipulations of linking semantic arguments to syntactic ones. They can be carried out directly on conceptual structure. It is claimed that both idiosyncratic and productive alternations in argument structure can be formulated in his framework without loss of generality. A-structure consists of the set of indices (i.e. i, j and k) that relates the syntactic and conceptual arguments of a head (Jackendoff, 1983; 1987:393, 1990). 

2.1.2. LCS and A-structure: Two Distinct Levels of representation

Opposed to Jackendoff, Levin and Rappaport (1986), Rappaport and Levin (1988), Rappaport et al (1993) and Booij (1992), Grimshaw (1990) and Tenny (1992, 1994), among many others, assume that there are two distinct levels of lexical representations: LCS and a-structure or Predicate argument Structure (PAS). A-structure is relevant to lexical-syntactic representation while the LCS is relevant to lexical semantic representation. A-structure is projected from LCS. The LCS level, as in (1-3), specifies the meaning of a verb via its decomposable structure in which the arguments of a verb are identified with respect to substructures of LCS. A-structure, mediating between LCS and syntactic structures, provides the compositional relations between the verb and its arguments and determines the basic syntax of a sentence. The number and types of arguments of a verb are identified at the level of a-structure.


According to Rappaport et al (1993: 40) the LCS for PUT shown in (3) above indicates that this verb is a three-place argument predicate. It also shows that an agent (the variable x) causes a change in the location of the other participant (the variable y); the variable z refers to the Goal of this change of location. Thus, the a-structure of verb PUT derived from (3) can be represented as (8). 


(8)  PUT  :  x  < y , p loc z >           ( Rappaport et al, 1993: 40) 


Following Marantz (1984), these linguists make a distinction between external and internal arguments, on the one hand and between direct and indirect internal arguments on the other hand. These distinctions are carried out via the manner of theta-role assignment. The argument which is theta marked through predication in Williams’ (1981) sense is the external argument. In this system as in (8) the external argument (x) stands outside the angle brackets and the internal arguments are enclosed within the brackets. The internal arguments which receive their theta-roles directly from the verb are called  direct internal arguments. Direct arguments, as in (8), are distinguished by being underlined (e.g. y). The internal arguments receiving their theta-roles indirectly from other theta-role assigners (usually prepositions) are identified as indirect arguments. The indirect internal arguments are specified with some notations such as loc. dat. to indicate their semantic relations to the verbs. 


The terms ‘internal’ and ‘external’ arguments or ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ arguments can’t be replaced by semantic relations such as agent, patient, or goal due to the many-to-many relations between semantic roles and manners of theta-role assignment. It is emphasised that a-structure does not contain theta-role labels. Rather, it identifies the number of arguments which a predicator requires, via variables indicating the position of each argument (Rappaport et al, 1993).


Rappaport et al (1993), Booij (1992), Rappaport-Hovav and Levin (1992), and Levin and Rappaport (1988) argue that the existence of some morphological rules which are applied at either a-structure or LCS levels indicates that these levels do exist independently. Some of these morphological rules will be briefly referred to in this section.


The formation of non-agentive -er nominals indicates that some morphological operations are sensitive to the internal / external argument distinction. Agentive -er nominals
 (e.g. teacher, baker, writer) are derived from transitive verbs (i.e. verbs with external arguments). A number of non-agent -er nominals (e.g. buzzer, runner, beeper) are derived from intransitive verbs. It is posited that the non-agent -er nominals are always formed from unergative verbs (i.e. verbs with one single external argument), not from unaccusative verbs (i.e. verbs with one single internal argument). The ill-formedness of the following supports this view. 


(9) *disappearer, *happener, *dier, *laster, *ender, *exister

The derivation of -er nominals from verbs bearing external arguments shows that this operation is related to the distinction between external and internal arguments and this distinction is only made at the level of PAS (Rappaport-Hovav and Levin, 1992; Rappaport et al, 1993).


The adjectival passive formation (APF) rule, in Williams (1981) and Bresnan (1982) among others, is explained with reference to theme role. It is supposed that the theme argument is externalised when APF takes place. Explaining the adjectival passives with reference to theme role seems to be inadequate. Consider the derivation of the expressions in (10c-d) and (11c-d) from the corresponding sentences.


(10) a. John filled the glasses with water.


     * b. John filled water into the glasses.


        c. the (un)filled glasses 

                * d. the (un)filled water


(11)  a. John covered the beds with sheets.

                 * b. John covered sheets on beds


        c. the covered beds 

                * d. the covered sheets 


The theme arguments (water, sheet) cannot function as direct arguments (10b, 11b) and they cannot be modified by the derived adjectival passives either (10d-11d). On the other hand, the locative arguments (glass, bed), functioning as direct arguments, can be modified by the derived adjectival passives (10c, 11c). The ungrammaticality of (10d) and (11d) and the grammaticality of (10c) and (11c) shows that adjective passives cannot be accounted for with reference to theme role. The arguments bearing theme role (i.e. water and sheet) cannot be externalised as suggested by Williams (1981) and Bresnan (1982). The APF can simply be explained by postulating that there is a level of PAS in which the direct and indirect arguments are distinct and in the process of APF the direct arguments (e.g. glass and bed), bearing any theta role, are externalised. The ill-formedness and the well-formedness of  the strings in (10c-d) and (11c-d) can be captured in the light of this generalisation. 

           Moreover, the distinction between external and internal arguments at a-structure level can be used to describe APF process in intransitive verbs. Only the -ed participles of one group of intransitive verbs (i.e. unaccusatives) can be converted into adjectives. The other group (i.e. unergatives) cannot be formed into adjectival passives. The well-formedness of (12a) and the ill-formedness of (12b) provide evidence for this fact. 


(12)  a. unaccusatives:

                        wilted lettuce, a fallen leaf, a collapsed tent, a burst pipe, swollen feet 

                   b. unergatives:

                    * a run man, * a coughed patient, * a swum contestant, * a flown pilot,                                                                                               

                   * a cried child


The process of APF in intransitive verbs can easily be captured in terms of a-structure configurations. Unergative verbs bear a single external argument while unaccusative verbs take a single direct internal argument. Thus, one can posit that only verbs with an internal argument can be converted into adjectival passives as in (12a), and this process is carried out at the level of a-structure.  


Booij (1992) states that a comparison between the transitive “to eat” and its intransitive counterpart can illustrate one of the different roles of LCS and a-structure in linguistic representations. At the level of LCS, both have a logical object. However, in the intransitive use of the verb “to eat”, the value of the object variable is known as “something eaten” or “food” and it does not appear at a-structure; whereas in case of the transitive verb, it still is a variable at the a-structure level. The lexical representations of intransitive and transitive “to eat” is as follows


(13)   a.  intransitive 

                          LCS :  x   EAT   y ,  y  =  food 

                           PAS:   V;  x

                    b.  transitive

                         LCS:  x   EAT   y

                          PAS :  V ; x  ,  y 

This lexical representation reveals that two participants are needed for the action of EAT. The second participant, the variable y, is present at the level of LCS in both transitive and intransitive “to eat”, whereas it is only realised at PAS of transitive “to eat”.



It is also supposed that the derivation of middle and passive constructions from active forms supports the notion that there are two levels of LCS and a-structure. The middle verbs are derived at the level of LCS, while passive operation is applied at a-structure level. Booij (1992: 59-60) provides the following LCS and a-structure representations for the middle verb  “to read”.


(14)   LCS :  for  some  x arb,   x  READ  y                                                   

                the property of   y  such  that, for  x arb, it is possible that x READ y.


        PAS  :  V , y  

Since the middle derivation process occurs at the level of LCS, middle verbs are agentless intransitives. There is only one free variable to be projected to a-structure. The fact that the original agent variable (e.g. ‘x’) is bound by the operator x and cannot be projected on the level of a-structure as the external argument is supported by the ungrammaticality of sentences with middle verbs and agentive by-phrases:


* (15)  This book reads well by John.

Middles have a stative interpretation which results in the ill-formedness of ‘* this book is reading easily’, and this is a piece of evidence that middle formation brings about semantic modifications as well. This in turn indicates that middle formation applies at the level of LCS.


The control phenomena demonstrates a difference between middle and passive verbs. The lexically saturated agent argument of middles, unlike the implicit agent of passives, is not present at a-structure, thus it cannot behave as a controller. 


(16)  a . The book was read to solve the problems. 

                  * b. This book reads well to solve the problems.


The differences between passive and middle formation reveals the fact that LCS and PAS are two distinct levels of representation. Middle verbs are formed by an operation on LCS, with consequence for a-structure, whereas passive verbs only differ from their active counterparts in the realisation of their a-structures. In a passive verb, the external argument is present, but “suppressed”, i.e. it is not syntactically present in (16b), although it can still function as a controller for PRO. Unlike the passive, the argument structures of middles do not bear the external arguments of base verbs implicitly.


To show that LCS and a-structure are two distinct levels of representation, Booij (1992) refers to some morphological rules in Dutch which are applied either at the level of  LCS or at a-structure level.


In the remainder of this chapter and the following chapters, we will attempt to show that the idea that the LCS and a-structure are two distinct levels of lexical representation is a plausible assumption for the analysis of the data brought to light in the present study. In other words, our analysis suggests that representing a-structure as a separate level intermediating between LCS and the syntax has sufficient explanatory power to analyze the data. 

2.1.3. A-structure and Multiple Semantic Roles


In line with Jackendoff (1991), some other researchers have abandoned the idea of considering theta-roles as primitives in linguistic knowledge which have a one-to-one relationship with syntactic arguments. In Grimshaw (1990), argument structure has two tiers: each consisting of a set of hierarchically ranked arguments, one based on thematic roles and the other on aspectual (event) ones. In the thematic tier, a version of the familiar thematic hierarchy (Agent, Experience, ...) is assumed and her Aspectual (Causal) Tier contains Cause and  Non-cause roles. The Cause argument is the highest argument in this Tier. For example, the lexical entry of verb CHASE would therefore be as shown in (17). The variables X and Y keep track of Agent and Theme roles. 

         (17)  chase:

                     Lexical Conceptual Structure:    Agent (X), Theme (Y) 

                     Argument Structure              :    thematic hierarchy ( X ( Y ))

                                                                       aspectual hierarchy ( X (Y ))

         As we see parallel to the hierarchy of thematic roles, Grimshaw postulates another hierarchy based on aspectual / causal structure. The cause or event structure breaks down events into two subevents: an activity and a resulting state as in (18). 

         (18)                                           event


                                         activity                         state 

(18) indicates that an event such as “X breaks Y” has two subevents. One is the activity of breaking by X and the second is the resulting state in which Y is broken. In Grimshaw’s theory, Cause argument, which participates in the first sub-event, always maps to the external argument.


In Dowty (1991), theta roles are not discrete categories, but rather two clusters of concepts, referred to as Proto-Agent and Proto-Patient roles, which are characterised by a set of verbal entailments. The lists of entailments that characterise these two role types are given in (19) and (20).


(19) Contributing properties for the Agent Proto-Role:


       a. volitional involvement in the event or state

                   b. sentience (and / or perception)

                   c. causing an event or change of state in another participant

                   d. movement (relative to the position of another participant)

                    e. exists independently of the event named by the verb


(20) Contributing properties for the Patient Proto-Role: 

                   a. undergoes change of state 

                   b. incremental theme 


       c. causally affected by another participant

                  d. stationary relative to movement of another participant 

                  e. does not exist independently of the event or not at all

An argument of a verb may be associated with Proto-role entailments from each set to varying degrees.


One of the similarities between Jackendoff (1991), Grimshaw (1990), and Dowty (1991) is that not only do they abandon the idea of one-to-one relationship between arguments and theta roles, but also they associate the external (subject) argument to a semantic role which implies that this argument may affect another argument. That is, external (subject) argument is usually a potential causer. Since we believe that any causer is necessarily the initiator of an action or event, it is plausible to say that, in these works, external argument is associated with an aspectual role denoting the initiation or occurrence of an event. At the same time, one can find an affected (causee) argument in these systems which may, aspectually, delimit or bound the event denoted by a given verb.


 Foley and Van Valin (1984) and Van Valin (1990) group thematic relations (Agent, Effector, Experiencer, Locative, Theme, Patient) into two macroroles: Actor and Undergoer. In this approach, thematic relations are defined in terms of argument position in the lexical semantic representations. Although other thematic relations can be the subcategories of Actor and Undergoer roles, Agent and Patient thematic relations are the prototypical thematic relations for the two macroroles respectively. These researchers,  founding their semantic representation on the Vendler-Dowty’s theory of verb classification, find a relationship between their macroroles and aspectual properties of verbs. For example, it is reported that an activity verb cannot have an Undergoer macrorole and an achievement verb can never have an Actor macrorole. 


Assuming that the lexical semantic description of a predicate contains an event structure involving the concepts of initial, internal and final points of events, Pustejovsky (1991) posits that ‘event structure is just one level of the semantic specification for a lexical item, along with subcategorization, a-structure, and qualia structure.’ He also finds a relationship between event types - states, processes (activities), transitions (achievements, accomplishments)- and argument types. He believes that each subevent, as in  (18), must be associated with at least one argument position at lexical structure. The notions of cause and agent, external arguments, are somehow associated with the initial subevent of an event structure and the arguments undergoing transition, related to non-initial subevents, are mapped into internal arguments, (cf.  (18) ).


As seen, Foley and Van Valin (1984), Van Valin (1990) and Pustejovsky, unlike Grimshaw, Jackendoff, and Dowty, more explicitly assert the significance of event structure and aspect in a-structure realisation. Furthermore, in Tenny (1992, 1994) and her previous works, the story of multi-semantic roles and the importance of aspectual roles in a-structure realisation is taken over in a more detailed and explicit way. In Tenny (1994) LCS contains two kinds of information: the aspectual or event structure information, and the non-aspectual, or purely thematic information. She assumes that there is a systematic, structured, semantic representation of events as temporal entities that is grammatically and linguistically defined. This semantic composition of events, event structure, is part of the design of natural language, built into the verbal representation of events, and reflecting a very particular and not arbitrary kind of temporal composition. Event structure, the aspectual or event structure part of LCS, is decomposed into two parts: an external part and an internal part. The internal part, the event nucleus, is the locus of aspectual structure. Event structure encompasses all the internal temporal structure of an event, while aspectual structure is a subpart of event structure, related to event nucleus, and may not be present in all event structures.


The notions ‘delimitedness’
 and ‘measuring out’ play an important role in Tenny’s aspectual structure. Delimitedness refers to the property of an event having a distinct, definite endpoint in time, while ‘measuring out’ refers to the role played by an argument in marking the temporal terminus of the event. For instance ‘apple’ in the following sentence is a measuring out argument, since the complete consumption of the apple marks the end of this eating event or delimits the event. 


(21 ) John ate an apple up in five minutes / * for five minutes.


Verbs with aspectual structure can assign aspectual roles MEASURE, PATH and TERMINUS to their internal arguments. The aspectual role MEASURE names an event participant that measures out the event. It is assigned to an argument of a verb which either undergoes some internal change or motion, along a single parameter; or provides a scale or parameter without undergoing change or motion; that measures out and defines the temporal extent of the event. A PATH is an event participant that provides the scale along which the event is measured out. A TERMINUS is the event participant that marks the endpoint on the scale. An argument, carrying TERMINUS role, measures out and marks the endpoint of the traverse provided by an argument with a PATH role. A PATH and a TERMINUS together have the same aspectual function as a MEASURE. The MEASURE argument ‘apple’ in (21) measures out the event independently. But the PATH argument ‘the ladder’ and the TERMINUS argument ‘the top’ measure the event together in (22).


(22) John climbed the ladder to the top in five minutes / * for five minutes.

It is stated that a non-stative verb may have one of two possible aspectual role grids:


(23) a. [MEASURE]

                   b. [PATH, TERMINUS]


According to Tenny’s ‘Aspectual Interface Hypothesis’ the universal principles of mapping between thematic structure and syntactic a-structure are governed by aspectual properties. Constraints on the aspectual properties associated with internal arguments, indirect internal arguments, and external arguments in syntactic structure constrain the kinds of event participants that can occupy these positions. Only the aspectual part of thematic structure is visible to universal linking principles. Based on Aspectual Interface Hypothesis, she suggests the following principles of mapping aspectual roles to argument positions:


(24) i. a MEASURE must be an internal direct argument

                  ii. a TERMINUS must be an internal indirect argument


     iii. a PATH is either implicit or an internal argument

                     i.e. ;

                iv. aspectual roles are mapped to internal argument positions.


In fact, it is possible to say that aspectual roles licence the realisation of syntactic arguments. Direct internal arguments, undergoing change or motion, can measure out events or carry MEASURE aspectual role. Indirect internal arguments, carrying TERMINUS roles, can only delimit a traverse provided by a PATH argument. External arguments cannot participate in measuring out or delimiting the events described by a verb. In short, MEASURE role is linked to direct internal argument, TERMINUS is linked to indirect internal argument and external argument is not linked to aspectual roles.   

   
External argument belongs to event structure, but not to aspectual structure. External argument, in contrast to internal argument which participates in composing event nucleus and measuring out events, does not participate in the aspectual measuring out of the event, and  has no aspectual role. A causer or agent argument belongs to event structure, more specifically Grimshaw’s first subevent, but not aspectual structure or Grimshaw’s second subevent (cf. (18)).


Moreover, in Butt (1995: 141-143) an argument can be related to multi-semantic roles (including aspectual roles) in different semantic Tiers. She proposes the presence of an Aspect Tier, in addition to Jackendoff’s Thematic and Action Tier, at the lexical representation of a verb. Her Aspect Tier contains only one aspectual function, which has three slots. The first slot represents the starting point of an event, the second slot the duration and the third slot the end point. Any of these slots, like Jackendoff’s Action Tier roles, can be  left empty depending on the type of verbs. 


In sum, it is feasible to conclude that in all theories, discussed in this subsection, syntactic arguments may be associated to more than one semantic role. It is stated or implied that event structure and lexical aspect have a role in determining the a-structure of a predicate and an argument, in addition to a thematic role, may bear an aspectual role as well.  

2.1.4. The A-structure Framework Adopted in this Thesis 


In the spirit of Grimshaw (1990), Booij (1992), Levin et al (1993), Tenny (1994); among others, we assume that the lexical entry of a predicate, being decomposable, contains two closely related but distinct types of information: LCS and a-structure.


We maintain that LCS, a lexico-semantic level, specifies the semantic roles related to the participants of an event or an action denoted by a predicate. The idea whether the semantic roles of a predicate can be represented in two Tiers (Jackendoff, 1991; Grimshaw, 1990), three Tiers (Butt, 1995) or as related cluster-roles (Dowty, 1991; Van Valin, 1991) is not seriously focused on in this study. What we will be arguing for is the fact that the data, Iranian light verbs (LVs), brought to light in this study are very suggestive that this type of verb, although bleached or partially specified in some way, retains some inherent lexical aspectual (Aktionsart) content. These verbs, unlike their lexical versions, do not possess any other thematic content to contribute to predicate formation apart from aspectual information and are classifiable into three groups (25) with different aspectual properties. In fact, there are two groups, Stative and Dynamic, but the latter includes two sub-groups: Transition and Initiatory. 


(25)  a. Stative 

                    b. (Dynamic) Transition

                    c. (Dynamic) Initiatory


Stative LVs (25a) tend to constrain the clauses in which they appear so as to refer to a stative situation in which an entity possess a property or is in a given state or location. The Transition LVs (25b) form sentences denoting events in which an entity changes from one state to another and they have a telic nature. Finally, the Initiatory LVs are observed to occur in clauses in which an entity initiates an event. We believe that in a Jackendovian way of representing the lexical structures, similar to (Butt, 1995), the aspectual information can be represented as an Aspect Tier parallel to other lexical Tiers. Therefore, we will represent the aspectual properties of each group of LVs in (25) as an Aspect Tier in (26) respectively.


(26) a.   Aspect Tier  [Stative]


        b.  Aspect Tier  [Transition]

                   c.  Aspect Tier   [Initiatory] 


The idea is that the LCS of each group of LVs contains an Aspect Tier with an aspectual role as specified in (26). The aspectual role of a light verb can be associated with an argument and may have a role in the a-structure realisation of Light Verb Constructions (LVCs). We propose that an LV is the partially specified or bleached version of its full lexical form which only retains aspectual information. Therefore, we assume that the LCS of a full verb in addition to the aspectual information, referred to as the Aspect Tier here, includes non-aspectual information as well. The non-aspectual content of a lexical verb will be referred to as the Thematic Tier.      


Aspectual information, the Aspect Tier, is that part of LCS which has led many researchers to classify verbs based on their aspectual properties. Verbs have been classified into four aspectual classes (Vendler-Dowty’s classification), three classes (Pustejovsky, 1991; McClure, 1995), two classes (Verkyul, 1993; Jackendoff, 1991, 1996) or at least have been considered to have an E(vent) role (Higginbotham, 1985). As shown above depending on the type of LV, the Aspect Tier may contain an Initiatory role (26a) indicating that an event is initiated by an entity. The Initiatory role is similar to Grimshaw’s Cause role, because it is associated with an external argument and results in a (sub)event (18). Initiatory role also looks like Tenny’s external part of event structure in that it is related to external argument. In some LVs, the Aspect Tier may contain a Transition role (26b) denoting that an entity changes from one state to another. In other LVs, the Aspect Tier may contain a Stative role (26c) indicating the stativity nature of a clause. The Transition and Stative roles are to some extent similar to Tenny’s MEASURE role (24i) and Ramchand’s (1997) Locatum role
 respectively. The Initiatory role is compatible with an external argument, the Transition role with an internal argument and the Stative role with the highest argument of the nominal elements in LVCs. Our Aspect Tier contains pure aspectual properties about the stativity, initiation and culmination point of events denoted by predicates. So, Aspect Tier is considered as a pure aspectual force parallel to non-aspectual information, as in Pustejovsky (1991), Tenny (1994) and Butt (1995).


The non-aspectual content of LCS, not being focused on in the present work, might be a combination of Jackendoff’s Thematic Tier and Action Tier (i.e. Action Tier without its aspectual implication), as suggested in Butt (1995), or something like Grimshaw’s Thematic Tier or Tenny’s Thematic information. In this work, non-aspectual content is simply whatever we have in the LCS of a verb other than what is on the Aspect Tier. Since our analysis does not hinge on the non-aspectual part of lexical representations and we have not explored it in depth, it will be referred to as the Thematic Tier with a set of traditional thematic roles in this study.   


The lexico-syntactic level, a-structure, is that part of lexical representation which is syntactically relevant. It is an intermediate level interfacing LCS and the syntax and it provides the essential concepts for syntactic structures. A-structure, visible to both lexical and syntactic processes, contains the number and types (external, direct internal and indirect internal)  of arguments of a predicate specified by its LCS. At  this stage, the distinction between external and (direct) internal arguments is grounded mainly in semantics. An external argument is an underlying logical subject which instigates an action or a state, while the internal argument is the underlying logical object which undergoes a process or state. However, it is later shown that this distinction is supported by morphosyntactic diagnostics as well {3.8}. Although we assume a Jackendoff-like LCS, unlike Jackendoff we represent a-structure as a separate level of representation as in many other researchers (Booij, 1992; Levin et al, 1993; Grimshaw, 1990; etc.). In other words, the set of indices representing the empty slots in Jackendoff’s LCS are shown as a separate level of representation, a-structure. Jackendoff’s LCS is rich enough to encompasses both LCS and a-structure in other researchers (Hale and Keyser, 1986, Levin and Rappaport, 1988, Rappaport et al, 1993; Booij, 1992). We will use variables x, y, and z in order to refer to external, direct internal and indirect internal arguments respectively. Each argument can be associated with multi-semantic roles, including aspectual and Thematic roles


In sum, we assume that the lexical representation of a predicate contains two levels of representation: LCS and a-structure (AS). LCS, in turn, includes two Tiers: the Aspect Tier (AsT) and the Thematic Tier (ThT). The AsT may have one of the aspectual roles specified in (26); depending on the type of verb. The ThT may contain one or more Thematic roles. To clarify this, let us consider (27) as the lexical representation of a predicate like ‘to hit, to strike’, as an example. Note that we will show that full verbs like their light versions are broadly classifiable into three groups as in (25), cf. {3.5}; therefore we assume that their LCS contains at least the aspectual information on the Aspect Tier as in their LV versions.    


(27)                             ‘to hit, to beat’

                                                         AsT    [  Initiatory ]

                                          LCS       ThT     [ Agent   ,     Patient   ]  

                                                                        (                  (           

                                       AS                      [   x                  y  ]  


(27), representing a verb of (25c) aspectual type, indicates that the lexical representation of verb ‘hit, strike’ contains an LCS with two tiers, i.e. the Aspect Tier (AsT) and the Thematic Tier (ThT), and an argument structure with an external argument (x) and an internal argument (y). The external argument is associated with an aspectual role, Initiatory, and a non-aspectual role, Agent, specified by the LCS of the verb. The internal argument is related to a patient role in LCS, but it is not linked to an aspectual role in the lexically specified Aspect Tier. However, it may play a role in un/bounding of the event at VP level. This idea is justifiable on the ground that we assume that the aspect of a clause is compositionally formed. The aspectual information contributed by single verbs, the Aspect Tier, in combination with the Thematic Tier, the verb-argument relation, and the nature and the semantics of NP (including quantificational properties) determine the aspect of a clause. So, whether object/internal arguments in cases like (27) have a role in un/bounding events depends on all these factors. (We should bear in mind that (27) and identical representations in this work, though sufficient for the purposes of our analysis, are certainly too sketchy to give us a full picture of the internal structures of  verbs.)  

         The relationship between aspectual roles and arguments, e.g. external argument and Initiatory role (27), has been observed by other researchers explicitly or implicitly. Tenny (1994) explicitly states that her MEASURE role must be an internal argument (24i) and an external argument belongs to the first part of her event structure. In Grimshaw (1990), a Cause argument, which we believe is  related to Initiatory role, is always an external argument. As explained above, there is a relationship between aspectual properties and external and internal argument realisation in Pustejovsky (1991). Jackendoff’s (1990) Actor role, though slightly different from our Initiatory role, is often linked to his i argument position or our external argument (cf. (7)). In (Dowty, 1991: 607) and (Zaenan, 1993) only telic verbs, verbs with a Transition role in our approach, can be unaccusative (verbs with single internal arguments).


Having sketched the basic issues related to a-structure and LCS, we intend to focus on the a-structure realisation of LVs which is the main interest of this study. But before that we need to view the general characteristics of this type of verb in the next section.

2.2. General Characteristics of Light Verb Constructions (LVC)

2.2.1. LVCs across Languages


Light Verbs (LVs), a term used by Jesperson (1954) and Cattell (1984) to refer to a class of verbs which are supposed to be semantically bleached and lacking enough thematic force to function as predicates independently, were seriously introduced into modern linguistics when Grimshaw and Mester (1988) used this term to refer to suru ‘to do’ in Japanese. Since then a considerable bulk of literature has been produced, focusing on LVs in different languages from different perspectives. LVs, known to have a partially or completely empty semantic load, can carry agreement, tense, aspect and so on like any other verb (Park, 1992; Sato, 1993; Kim, 1994). These auxiliary-like bleached verbs seem to lack a-structure or to have unspecified a-structure. Although LVs are supposed to be defective in terms of predication, they appear in well-formed clauses as main verbs when combined with other elements forming complex units referred to as Light Verb Constructions (LVCs), Complex Predicates or Compound Verbs in various works. Therefore, an LVC, a combination of an LV and another item, functions as a single predicate, while it is more than a single word structurally. To understand the nature of what is referred to as LVC by some linguists better, we will view some of these constructions cross-linguistically.

2.2.1.1. LVCs in Japanese and Korean


Japanese suru ‘TO DO’ and Korean hata ‘TO DO’ as two LVs have recently attracted the attention of many researchers. These LVs combine with preverb (PV) nominal items and constitute a major part of verbs in these languages. Consider the suru constructions  in  (28)  and  the hata  constructions in (29). We  show  the  LVs  in  capital

letters, underline the PV nominals and enclose the LVCs by square brackets. Furthermore, since we believe that LVs do not have full meanings, we will give the meanings of their full versions in capital letters  as their meanings. This is supposed to indicate that although an LV is semantically bleached or partially specified, it may have a heavy counterpart with a full meaning. 


(28) a. Taroo-ga    Mary-ni   [ hanasi-o SITA]

          
          Taro Nom Mary-Dat  talk-Acc suru

                     ‘Taro talked to Mary.’

     
      b. Ya-ga        mato-ni   [meityuu-SITA].

                      arrow Nom target-Dat  strike   suru

                     ‘The arrow struck the target.’


(29) a. Columbus-ka sintaylywuk-ul        [palkyen-ul   HA-yess-ta]

                       Columbus-Nom new-contitent-Acc discovery-Acc  hata-Past


           ‘Columbus discovered America’


      b.  Jonn-i     ku saken-ul   [cosa-HA-yess-ta].

                      John-Nom the case-Acc investigate-hata-past 

                     ‘John investigated the case.’


     c. Mary-ka [samang-ul  HA-yess-ta].

                     Mary-Nom death-Acc hata-Past

                    ‘Mary died.’


The LVCs, enclosed by square brackets, are LVs suru / hata combined with nominal elements referred to as Verbal Nouns (VNs), in Martin’s (1975) sense, which look like verbs in being predicative, but behave like nouns since they can be case-marked. VNs, unlike verbs, cannot carry verbal inflectional features. VNs can be case-marked, as in (28a) and (29a), or remain incorporated as in (28b) and (29b). LVs, like any other verb, may carry tense and agreement features. These complex units behave as a single verb in predicating the arguments in the above clauses.       


To Grimshaw and Mester (1988) Japanese suru ‘TO DO’ is thematically incomplete and it assigns no theta role. What determines the number and type of arguments is the nominal element in an  LVC. In this approach, the LV subcategorises for a direct object NP, without assigning it a theta role. However; Terada (1990) and Isoda (1991) are of the opinion that suru in LVCs with case-marked VNs like (28a) has an agentive argument requirement. 


To show that light suru and hata, unlike lexical (heavy) verbs, have no restriction on the number and type of the arguments of the clauses in which they function as main verbs, Kim (1993: 537) and Grimshaw and Mester (1988: 207) provide examples from Korean and Japanese which indicate that hata ‘TO DO’ and suru ’TO DO’ appear in clauses with different number of arguments ranging from one to four. To Isoda (1991), the fact that VNs in suru constructions cannot participate in linguistic operations such as scrambling, passivization, relativization, topicalisation, and forming pseudo-clefts and Wh-questions (Isoda, 1991; Kim, 1991; Ahn, 1991; Grimshwa and Mester, 1988) eliminates the possibility of considering  suru in VN-o suru constructions as a heavy verb as there are not such constraints in clauses with heavy suru (see Ahn (1991) and Sato (1993) for distinction between heavy and light uses of a verb).

 
Sato (1993) reports that unlike suru and hata which may appear in clauses with agent or theme subjects, the Korean LV toyta ‘BECOME’ can only occur in LVCs with  theme subjects. That is, this LV co-occurs with VNs with internal arguments (30), and in the cases where the VNs bear an external argument, it has to be expressed in a by-phrase (cf. (31) with (29a)). In other words, toyta ‘become’ can only form passive-like inchoative LVCs with internal arguments as subjects, unaccusative LVCs. 


(30) mwulka-ka  halak-i TOY-ess-ta

                    price-Nom  drop-Nom BECOME-Past


       ‘Prices went down.’


(31) sintaylywuk-i     Columbus-ey-uyhay palkyen-i toy-essta.

                   new continent-Nom Columbus-by      discovery-Nom BECOME-Past

                  ‘America was discovered by Columbus
. / America became discovered 

                   by Columbus.’                                            (taken from Sato, 1993)

Sato states that the LV toyta, in contrast to hata, cannot activate the external arguments of VNs.

2.2.1.2. LVCs in Romance Languages 


Rosen (1989) and Di Sciullo and Rosen (1990) extend the analysis of LVs to include the so called restructuring verbs in Romance languages. They suggest that restructuring verbs have a fully specified meaning, but their a-structures are not completely specified. Romance LVs or restructuring verbs, as reported by these authors, unlike hata and suru (28-31) combine with other full main verbs to form LVCs. Consider the following Italian examples:


(32)  Maria  e’  [VOLUTA venire ] con noi

                   ‘Maria (essere) wanted to come with us.’ 

                                                                            (Rizzi, 1982)

            (33)  Giovanni lo avrebbe [VOLUTO  prendere ].


        ‘Giovanni would have (avere) to fetch it.’

                                                                               (Rosen, 1989: 194)


It is generally accepted that Italian unaccusatives and passives select the auxiliary essere ‘be’, while unergatives and transitives select avere ‘have’. Di Sciullo and Rosen (1990), in addition to other pieces of facts such as clitic climbing, argue that auxiliary selection in LVCs (32-33) indicates that  volere ‘want’ type LVs in Romance do not have specified arguments. In (32-33) the underlined main verbs, being responsible for a-structure of the whole LVCs, determine the type of auxiliaries not the LV volere. The auxiliary essere is selected in (32) since the main verb is unaccusative, while the auxiliary avere is selected in (33) since the main verb is transitive. In short, like suru and hata, the LV volere can appear in LVCs with different types and number of arguments.


Unlike volere type LVs, the Romance andare ‘go’ type LVs tend to select essere as in (34) regardless of the nature of full verbs. Rosen (1989) and Di Sciullo and Rosen (1990) show that apart from auxiliary selection other diagnostics indicate that andare type LVs function like other LVs in these languages. Andare type LVs behave like unaccusatives with regard to auxiliary selection (Burzio, 1986).

 
(34) Giovanni lo e` andato / venuto a prendere.

                   ‘Giovanni has (essere) gone / come to fetch it.’

2.2.1.3. LVCs in South Asian Languages


South Asian languages are notorious for using LVCs of various types. Butt (1995)  observes that a group of semantically bleached verbs in Urdu co-occur with non-finite verbs to form ‘Aspectual Complex Predicates’ or LVCs as in (35).


(35) a. vo          [ ciikh   PAR-aa ]

                      Pron-Nom scream FALL-Perf.M.Sg


         ‘He began screaming suddenly (despite himself).

                  b. us-ne    [ ciikh    DAAL-aa ].

                      Pron-Erg scream PUT-Perf.M.Sg

                     ‘He screamed violently (on purpose).’

                                                                                   (Butt, 1995: 110)

Butt (1995), believing that each member of the LVCs in (35) contributes some semantic force to the LVCs, argues that Urdu LVs like daal ‘PUT’ and par ‘FALL’ not only contribute aspectual information in terms of inception and completion, but also express whether or not a given action was performed volitionally. Daal ‘PUT’ contributes a reading of volitionality (conscious choice) to the action and assigns the ergative case to the subject of the LVC. The LV par ‘FALL’, by contrast, implies a lack of conscious choice and assigns the nominative unmarked case to the subject. It is claimed that the reason why the subject NPs in (35) are case-marked differently is the direct consequence of semantic information, such as volitionality and inception / completion, contributed by the LVs. Although Butt’s use of the notion volitionality seems suspicious (cf. (38a, 40), the fact that LVCs in (35) with the same PVs but different LVs have different meanings seems to support her position. She also states that daal type LVs are the light version of full transitive verbs and the par type LVs are the bleached forms of intransitive lexical verbs.


Mohanan (1994), reporting that LVs can combine with  nouns, adjectives and non-finite verbs in Hindi, concentrates on LVCs, or Complex Predicates in her terms, which include a noun and an LV. To show how the sequences of  N + V as LVCs and those as Verb Phrases are different, she compares the following pairs of examples.


(36)  raam-ne apnaa   homwork kiyaa.

                      Ram-Erg  self-G homework do-Perf


          ‘Ram did his homework.’


(37)  raam-ne   mohan-par  [ bharosaa   KIYAA ].

                       Ram-Erg  Mohan-L      reliance-N  DO-Perf

                      ‘Ram relied on Mohan.’ 

In (36), we have the doer, Ram, and the done thing, homework. Likewise in (37), the done thing is the act of relying. But in contrast to (36), (37) has a third argument, Mohan. This argument cannot be an argument of the verb kar ‘DO’ which is dyadic. The only plausible account, then, is that the argument is licensed by the noun bharosaa ‘reliance’. In other words, the PV in (37) contributes to the number of arguments in the clause (Mohanan, 1994: 200). 


To Mohanan (1994) the fact that the PV nouns like bharosaa ‘reliance’ in Hindi do not yield to Wh-question, topicalisation, relativization and modification indicates that PVs are single lexical words or in her terms ‘lexical categories’. 


There is a difference between  hata, volere, daal type LVs (29a, 33, 35b) on the one hand and toyta, andare and par type LVs (31, 34, 35a) on the other hand. The former may appear in LVCs with external or agentive arguments, but the latter tend to form LVCs with internal or theme arguments. Likewise in LVCs with nominal PVs in South Asian languages, it is possible to find pairs of LVs where one group appear in transitive LVCs with external arguments, e.g. (38a) and (39a), while the other group tend to form passive-like intransitive LVCs with internal arguments, (38b) and (39b).      


(38) a. Columbus-ne    Amrica-ko    [ daryaaft  KIYAA ].


           Columbus-Erg America-Acc  discovery  DO-Past-Perf

                      ‘Columbus discovered America.’


        b. America       Columbus-se       [daryaaft  HUAA].

                        America-Nom Columbus-Inst discovery BECOME

                       ‘America was discovered by Columbus.’ 

                                                                                           (Urdu)


(39) a. raam-ne    kamre-kii    [safaaii     KII]. 

                       Ram-Erg   room-G   cleaning-Nom  DO-Perf 

                     ‘Ram cleaned the room.’

                   b. kamre-kii   (raam-se)  [safaaii       HUI]

                       room-G   Ram-Inst  cleaning-Nom HAPPEN-Perf

                      ‘The room got cleaned (by Ram).’


                                                              (Hindi, taken from Mohanan, 1997: 437)


Cases like (40) in which the LVs appear in clauses with inanimate subjects, as well as animate ones as in (38a),  seem to indicate that LVs in LVCs with nominal PVs, unlike daal type LVs (35b) as assumed by Butt (1995), do not contribute volitionality to LVCs. This certainly casts doubt on her claim that her approach, in which volitionality has a crucial role, can be extended to capture N+LV LVCs as well. Because the same LV may appear in a clause with a volitional subject (38a) or in a clause with a non-volitional subject (40).


(40)  takriir-ne     us-par   asar  KIYAA.

                     speech-Erg  him-loc effect  DO-Past-Perf

                   ‘The speech influenced him.’                                   (Urdu)

2.2.1.4. LVCs in Iranian Languages


LVCs are extremely pervasive in Iranian Languages. A number of verbs can combine with other lexical categories to form complex constructions referred to as LVCs in this work. Persian LVs can be classified into different groups from the viewpoint of the types of predicates that they form. As shown in {3.5} and {3.8}, da:dan ‘TO GIVE’ type LVs, Initiatory LVs, tend to appear in LVCs with external arguments (41a), xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’ type LVs, Transition LVs, can only appear in clauses with internal argument subjects (41b) and (43b), and kardan ‘TO DO’ can appear in clauses with different number and types of arguments (42) and (43a). Finally, Stative LVs, e.g. da:štan ‘TO HAVE’, may often form stative LVCs (44). We will explain Persian LVCs in full detail in chapter three.


(41) a. Ali  Sasan-ra: [ šekast DA:D ].

                      Ali Sasan-DO   defeat  GIVE-Past

                     ‘Ali defeated Sasan.’


       b. Sasan (?az Ali) [ šekast XORD].   

                      Sasan (from Ali) defeat COLLIDE-Past

                      ‘Sasan was defeated by Ali.’


(42)    hava:payma: [ sequt KARD ].

                       aeroplane       crash   DO-Past

                      ‘The aeroplane crashed.’

           (43)    a. Columbus ?a:mrika:-ra: [ kašf  KARD].

                       Columbus America-DO discovery DO-Past.

                       ‘Columbus discovered America.’

                    b. ?a:mrika: (tavasote Columbus) [ kašf   ŠOD ].

                         America  (by Columbus)        discovery BECOME-Past


            ‘America was discovered by Columbus.



(44)    ?u [?etela:?   DA:RAD] ke ...

                      he information HAVE-Sg.3rd that ...

                     ‘He knows that ...’


This cross-linguistic survey shows that LVs do not seem to be neutral in the a-structure realisation of LVCs. The contrast between hata (29a), volere (33), daal (35b), kiyaa (38a, 39a, 40), and da:dan (41a) type LVs on the one hand, and the toyta (31), andare (34), par (35a), hui / huaa (38b, 39b) and xordan (41b) on the other hand reveals that while the former can form LVCs with external arguments, the latter tend to appear in LVCs with internal arguments as subjects or behave like unaccusative verbs. In addition, Terada (1990) suggests that there are two types of Japanese suru: transitive suru and unaccusative suru. The former combines with VNs with external arguments to form transitive LVCs, while the latter can only form unaccusative LVCs in which the VN is always incorporated. Terada’s proposal is compatible with our cross-linguistic survey where we find an unaccusative / non-unaccusative contrast between LVCs, cf. {3.8}. Therefore, we believe that LVs cannot be completely empty verbs (Grimshaw and Mester, 1988) and they should not be treated as semantically empty affixes that convert nouns to verbs (Park, 1992: 20). They, unlike auxiliaries, contribute semantic information, at least aspectual properties, to the overall a-structure of LVCs. Thus, LVs, though bleached compared with full verbs, do retain certain crucial properties of the full versions. For example, the above cross-linguistic observations reveal that LVs with transitive lexical equivalents tend to form transitive or unergative LVCs or exhibit transitive behaviour. On the other hand, unaccusative LVs appear in unaccusative LVCs or behave like unaccusatives.  


As far as the theory of LVC a-structure realisation is concerned, the study of Persian LVCs could stand in a significant position. This is due to the fact that in this language a number of verbs with different properties function as LVs which may combine with different parts of speech to form LVCs. Da:dan type LVs (41) behave like suru in VN-o + suru constructions (28a) where the LV requires an agent or external argument. Xordan type LVs (41b) are identical to toyta (31), andare (34), par (35a), and  huaa (38b, 39b) in which the LVs show a tendency to form LVCs which function like unaccusative verbs. The LV kardan ‘to do’ (42-43a) functions like hata (30-31) in the sense that it may form LVCs with different number and type (external / internal) of arguments. Persian stative LVs such as da:štan (44) are unique, because these LVs are able to form only stative LVCs, while other LVs referred to in this section usually appear in dynamic LVCs. Since there is a Persian counterpart LV for any of the LVs in languages referred to in this part, it is possible to say that the study of Persian LVCs might have a significant effect on the study of LVCs across languages. 


Here, the question might arise how auxiliaries, LVs and  heavy (lexical) verbs are different from each other. Although  auxiliaries, like LVs, serve  to bear categories such as agreement, tense and aspect, they do not participate in LVC formation. Auxiliaries  co-occur with the already existing simple predicates or even with complex derived predicates without having any effect on the predicates, while LVs combine with other verbal or predicational nominal items in order to form LVCs. One of the differences between LVs and full (heavy) verbs is the fact that heavy verbs possess fully specified a-structures with fixed number and types of arguments, while LVs lack fully specified a-structures. They appear in clauses with different number and types of arguments depending on the semantic content of the items they are combined with. The differences between LVs and other verb classes in other languages are dealt with in the literature (Grimshaw and Mester, 1988; Di Sciullo and Rosen 1990; Rosen, 1989a; Ahn, 1991; Sato, 1993; Mohanan, 1994; etc.). In {3.4}, the differences and similarities between Persian LVs, heavy verbs and auxiliaries are discussed in detail.

2.2.2. Borrowing, Productivity and LVCs


It seems that in languages which have a productive process of LVC formation, the borrowed verbs are used in LVCs as PVs. In Japanese and Korean, LVC is the usual way of borrowing verbs from foreign languages (e.g. Chinese, European languages); rather than adapting a foreign verb directly to Japanese or Korean verbal systems (Poser, 1992; Martin, 1975; Park, 1989, 1992; Sato, 1993; Kim, 1995). In South Asian languages a considerable number of PV nouns are Persian-Arabic or European words. Many of the PV nouns in Kurdish and Persian are borrowed words from Arabic or European languages. 

 
Some of  Korean, Japanese, Hindi, Panjabi and Iranian  educated  people knowing English as a second language use English verbs such as ‘cancel’, ‘apply’ and ‘support’ as the PVs in combination with the native LVs often meaning ‘TO DO’, while speaking in their native languages.


Bilingual children speaking English and a language with productive LVC formation tend to use English verbs as PVs, while speaking the other language. For example, Panjabi-English and Persian-English bilingual speakers form LVCs with English verb ‘help’ such as help kerna: (Lit: help + TO DO) ‘to help’ and help kardan (Lit: help + TO DO) ‘to help’ (Romaine, 1993; Karimi-Doostan, 1995).


Sheintuch (1973) shows that the mechanism of LVC formation did exist in Old and Middle Iranian languages such as ‘Avesta’ and ‘Middle Persian’, before the borrowing of Arabic PVs. Sheintuch also refers to some instances in which Persian simultaneously uses a lexical verb, an LVC with an Arabic PV and an LVC with a native PV for the same concept. This might undermine the assumption that LVC formation is brought into existence in order to form verbs from borrowed elements (Park, 1992). However, it is true that LVC formation is a convenient process for forming verbs from other parts of speech which can contribute to a-structure formation in LVCs. These items might be loan words or native ones. It is feasible to say that the reason why LVs easily combine with other words, native or borrowed, and form LVCs originates from the fact that LVC formation is a productive mechanism which not only overrides other ways of verbalisation, but also in many cases LVCs simply replace the already existing lexical verbs (Aghbar, 1981: 219; Barjaste, 1983) to the extent that a language such as colloquial Persian is only left with about a hundred lexical verbs. LVC formation is so productive, one can say, that it remains as the only mode of verb formation in Persian.

2.2.3. Case-Marking in LVCs


Case-marking in LVCs has been considered by some researchers. Although an LV, in Grimshaw and  Mester (1988), lacks a-structure, it is capable of assigning accusative case as shown in (45) as the lexical entry of this LV.


      (45)  suru , V ;  (    ) <Acc> 

The parentheses indicate the arguments list of the verb, empty in the case of light suru. The notation <Acc> indicates that suru  assigns accusative case  (Grimshaw and Mester, 1988: 211).    


Looking into the internal structure of the Korean and Japanese LVCs,  researchers realise that it is plausible to classify LVCs into two groups based on whether PVs are case-marked or not. In one group PVs carry accusative case (28a) and (29a); in the other, they are not case-marked at all (28b) and (29b). The former are usually referred to as  ‘unincorporated version’ and the latter as ‘incorporated version’. Some linguists approach  these two versions in different ways. Isoda (1991) believes that Ahn’s (1989) assumption that the two versions are the same and the apparent case-marker between the VNs and the LVs is an ‘emphatic delimiter’ inserted at S-Structure can explain why an incorporated VN-o, like an unincorporated one, is not extractable, passivizable, etc. However, it cannot account for the fact that in the unincorporated form, opposed to the incorporated form, there is a requirement for agentivity, some adverbs can intervene between the VN and the LV, and the VN can be co-ordinated. Ahn (1990), opposed to Grimshaw and Mester (1988), claims that Korean and Japanese LVs do not have case-assigning capacity and the apparent LVCs (VN-o suru) are not true LVC, but  a subtype of VP containing a heavy verb (e.g. heavy suru).

            Miyagawa (1989), attempting to account for the problem of un/incorporated LVCs in Japanese in the light of Burzio’s Generalisation, claims that the VNs that can co-occur with suru are either unergative or unaccusative. He argues that in unincorporated constructions suru, assigning case to VN, is required to have an external thematic role by Burzio’s Generalisation. If suru acquires an external role, via Grimshaw and Mester’s Argument Transfer (this term will be explained in {2.3.3}), from the nominal, the LV can assign case and satisfy the Generalisation. However, if the nominal is unaccusative, no external role transfers to the LV. Consequently, suru in combination with unaccusative VNs, not obtaining an external argument from VNs, cannot assign accusative case to VNs  and only forms incorporated LVCs. In other words, unergative nouns can only occur in the unincorporated version and the unaccusative ones in incorporated form. Miyagawa suggests that there are also some nouns which are ambiguous between unergative and unaccusative readings, therefore they can appear both in unincorporated and incorporated versions.


Kageyama (1991: 174 -181) argues the Accusative Case on VN is not a lexical idiosyncrasy of suru as Grimshaw and Mester assume, but is generally derivable from the semantic properties - especially volitionality- of the VNs themselves. It is assumed that transitive and unergative VNs have the feature [+Acc] while unaccusatives have the feature [- Acc]. Kageyama believes that case-assignment takes place through a process of ‘reflexive case-assignment’ as shown in (46).

                 (46)                             VP


                                         NP-(o)        V


                                       VN               suru
                                      [Acc]

It is supposed that in unincorporated version the nominal, being transitive or unergative, gives its case to suru and suru assigns it back to the full projection of VN reflexively. However, in incorporated version the unaccusative case-less VNs are licensed by being incorporated into suru. 


Ahn (1991) and Park (1992), opposed to Grimshaw and Mester (1988), Miyagawa (1989) and Isoda (1991) but in line with Ahn (1990) and Kageyama (1991), referring to the case-marked VNs (e.g. 28a, 29a) as weak or morphological case-marking take the position that LVs are not real objective accusative case-markers. That is, they believe that VNs directly case-mark their theme arguments. Also, Sells (1995) argues that in some cases Korean VNs can assign accusative case in the absence of the LV hata.   



As we have seen in (35a) and (35b), Butt (1995) is of the opinion that replacing the LVs may result in different case assignment due to the different semantic properties of LVs in Urdu. This implies that LVs in this language are responsible for case-assignment.


Focusing on LVCs in Spanish, Masullo (1992) is of the opinion that Bare Noun (BN) PVs cannot occur in contexts where neither inherent case nor the possibility of incorporation is available. Thus, in contexts where only structural case can be assigned, or from where incorporation is not possible BNs cannot survive. Masullo assert that Baker’s Incorporation is a means of identification of arguments, where there is no case to go around.


So far we have been concerned with the issue of case-marking inside LVC and the notion of how the arguments of  LVC are case-marked  within a clause has not been taken into consideration. Tsujimura (1990) attempts to account for the problem of case-assignment by LVC in the light of Burzio’s Generalisation which states that if a verb does not assign a theta-role to its subject, then it will not assign accusative case to its object. Tsujimura points out that the investigation of the reaction between VN types and  accusative case assignment leads us to classification of VNs and complex predicates parallel to that of lexical verbs. If the LV (e.g. suru) borrows an a-structure from a VN which has external argument, then it can assign accusative case. Therefore, LVCs containing  transitive and unergative nouns can assign accusative case. But unaccusative VNs form LVCs which can’t assign accusative case


Mohammad and Karimi (1992), in the spirit of Belletti (1988), Larson (1988) and Mahajan (1992), propose that there are two object positions in a Persian clause: Specific object and Non-specific object. They attempt to explain case-marking in Persian LVCs in the light of this notion. We will return to the discussion of case-assignment in LVCs, in particular Persian LVCs, in (4.3). 

2.3. A-structure Realisation of LVCs


It was pointed out that LVs do not possess fully specified  a-structure of their own and they cannot independently predicate arguments in a clause. LVs, being defective in term of predication, combine with other items, or inherit the a-structure of other elements in order to function as full predicates. In clauses containing a heavy verb, the verb has valency for the NP complement(s) and it is capable of predication; the arguments fill the valency of the verb and they are licensed as syntactic arguments by the heavy verb which is able to do so. However, in clauses with LVs the matter of predication and the valency for complements of the predicate does not seem straightforward. In such clauses, the PVs are usually responsible for bearing the arguments which eventually appear as the arguments of the LVCs. How the arguments of a PV are theta-marked, how an LV obtains argument structure and how the a-structure of an LVC is realised have led linguists to form different approaches in order to account for these problems. In the following parts, we will introduce some of these views briefly.

2.3.1. Verb Raising Analysis 


Han (1988) attempts to explain the a-structure of LVs in the light of ‘verb raising’. It is suggested that N + suru as well as Ns are all contained in the lexicon. That is, keikoku-suru ‘to warn’, for example, is a lexical entry of a verb, whereas keikoku ‘warn’ is a lexical entry of a noun. This is like the existence of corresponding verbs and nouns in other languages, for instance, ‘destroy’ and ‘destruction’ in English. The N + suru and the corresponding N are considered to have the same a-structures. In this analysis, a sentence like (47) is supposed to have a D-Structure like (48).


(47)   John-ga     murabito-ni   ookami-ga    kuru-to       keikoku-o shita


         John-NOM villagers-to   wolf-NOM   come-COMP warn-Acc suru-Past


       ‘John warned the villagers that the wolf was coming.’


(48)                                             IP


                             NP                                                            I’

                                                                       VP                                             I


                                              PP                      CP                      V


                       John-ga    murabito-ni     ookami-ga kuru-to     keikokusuru     ta


Assuming that suru constructions undergo verb raising in the sense of Chomsky (1986), Han presents (49) as the S-Structure of (48).


(49)                                               IP


                             NP                                                       I’


                                                                   VP                                          I


                                              PP               CP                      V


                     John-ga     murabito-ni   ookami-ga kuru-to    t i             keikokushita i


Then, Han (1988:572) argues that since the morphological boundary of the complex N + suru is not so strong suru alone can also undergo Verb Raising, leaving the noun part behind. After Verb Raising of suru, (48) will have the following structure as well.


(50)                                   IP


                              NP                                                I’


                                                                  VP                                           I


                                            PP                 CP                           V


                        John-ga   murabito-ni   ookami-ga kuru-to     keikoku     shita  


As shown in (50) the raising of suru alone makes the N-part of suru construction appear under the V node. In line with Grimshaw and Mester (1988), Han assumes that suru is an accusative case-assigner and in (50) it assigns Accusative case to the VP headed by  keikoku. As keikoku without suru is a noun, it can bear the case-assigned by suru. As in Ackerman and LeSourd (1997) and the present work, this analysis rests on the assumption that syntax may have access to the internal structure of single lexical entries.

2.3.2. Argument Promotion


In order to resolve the problem of a-structure in complex predicates, Jayaseelan (1988) postulates a mechanism called ‘Argument promotion’ which rests on the claim that the a-structure of a phrasal node is determined by the promotion of unassigned theta-roles from its daughter nodes. It is proposed that in complex predicates (e.g. give permission, give a kiss, and do a dance) the noun’s unassigned theta-roles are promoted to higher maximal projections where they can be assigned to the right arguments. Consider (51):


(51)  John did a dance at the conference.

Here, ‘do’ and ‘a dance’ can assign the theta-roles {agent, theme} and {agent} respectively. ‘Do’ assigns its theme role to ‘a dance’, but the agent theta-roles, as illustrated in (52)
,  are promoted and they are identified with each other at V’ which can now assign agent role. Thus, the theta-roles which cannot be assigned in one domain, will be promoted to a higher projection. This process will continue until all the theta-roles are discharged. 


(52)                                    S


                                  NP                                  VP


                                                   V’ [Ag]                               PP


                                        V[Ag, Th]   NP[Ag]            P                  NP


                             John   did           a dance                at               the conference 

In sum, according to this view the set of theta-roles of a phrasal node is the union of the sets of theta-roles promoted from the daughter nodes.


Yoon (1991) and O’Grady (1992), quoted in Sato (1993), develop a view similar to Jayaseelan’s (1988) ‘argument promotion’. Yoon (1991) proposes that in Korean LV hata has the un(der)specified a-structure as in (53) and the a-structure of piphan ‘criticism’ is probably like (54).


(53)    hata      :   V   (  un  ), < E > ,  < Acc>  

  
(54)    piphan  :   VN ( Ag , Th ) < E > 

       Under Yoon’s analysis the Korean sentence (55) will have the structure represented in (56).


(55)  John-i          Mary-lul   piphan-ul      hayessta . 

                      John-NOM  Mary-Acc criticism-Acc  DO-Past


        ‘John criticised Mary.’


In (56), the LV hata forms a constituent with a non-maximal nominal and the event (E) position of LV and that of VN are merged by theta-identification in the spirit of Higginbotham (1985) and Speas (1990). Yoon interprets such fusion of the event positions as control of theta role E (in Higginbotham’s sense) of the VN by that of the LV. The argument positions undischarged within the (non-maximal) VN phrase are passed  onto the V’ node where they are integrated into LV’s a-structure. V’ theta-marks its sister NP Mary-lul, INFL theta-marks the E position of VP, and finally I’ theta-marks its sister NP John-i.

            (56)                                  IP


                             NP                                I’ [Ag] 


                                                 VP [Ag] <E>                         I



                             NP                   V’ [Ag, Th] <E>  


                                                   VN[Ag, Th]<E>  V [u] <E>


                          John-i  Mary-lul piphan-ul        hayess           ta 


Likewise, O’Grady (1992), presents an analysis of a-structure of Korean LVs in which the theta-roles which cannot be assigned under one node, are passed to a higher node. However, in his analysis the a-structures do not include <E> roles and <E> does  not play any role in complex predicate formation. In O’Grady the LV hata carries the thematic roles Agent, and Theme. The LV’s theta-roles are either assigned to its sister or passed to a higher node. O’Grady’s account does not seem to capture the unergative and unaccusative hata constructions which can predicate clauses with one argument, since his LV hata carries two roles, Agent and Theme.

2.3.3. Argument Transfer


Grimshaw and Mester assume that suru is a verb with only a skeleton of a-structure. In order to project into syntax, it must obtain a-structure and theta-marking ability from another item. According to Grimshaw and Mester suru inherits a-structure through an operation called ‘Argument Transfer’. This is a process through which the arguments and theta-marking ability of a theta-transparent noun, usually the direct object of an LV, are transferred to the LV (i.e. suru). Then the LV becomes a theta-marking and argument-bearing verb with various number of arguments depending on the nominal which is impoverished by the LV. LVs may absorb all the arguments of the nominals, in this case arguments are projected into the clause as arguments of the verb. Alternatively, the nominal may retain some of its arguments, which then are projected into syntax within the scope of the NP. Examples of partial and complete Argument transfer into the a-structure of suru construction are given in (57) and (58) taken from Grimshaw and Mester (1988: 212-213).


Partial Transfer:


(57) a. keikoku  (Agent, Goal, Theme) 

                         suru  (    )   <Acc> 

                         keikoku (Theme) +  suru  ( Agent, Goal ) <Acc>

                      b. John-wa  murabito-ni  [ [ ookami-ga kuru-to ]-no       keikoku]-o shita.

                          John-TOP village  to       wolf-NOM come-COMP-G  warn-Acc  suru

           ‘John warned the villagers that the wolf was coming.’


Complete Transfer:


(58) a. keikoku (Agent, Goal , Theme)

                         suru (      )  <Acc>


           keikoku  (       ) + suru (Agent, Goal,  Theme)  <Acc>


       b. John-wa  murabito-ni  [ ookami-ga kuru-to ]        keikoku-o shita


           John-TOP villagers-to   wolf-NOM come COMP  warn-Acc  suru

          ‘John warned the villagers that the wolf was coming.’ 


Grimshaw and Mester argue that theta-marking in suru complex is local just like theta-marking elsewhere. Arguments inside NP are theta-marked by the NP and the arguments under S are theta-marked by suru; actually suru and the VN are two predicates with two separate domains of theta-marking. Unlike theta-marking nouns, concrete nouns cannot co-occur with light suru as a source of a-structure.


 
As mentioned earlier, suru in unincorporated LVCs has an agentive subject requirement (Terada, 1990; Isoda, 1991) or at least, for some reason, it is compatible with external argument bearing VNs. This  might undermine the idea of A-structure Transfer which is based on the assumption that suru is semantically empty and does not have any role in a-structure formation of LVCs. 

2.3.4. Argument Substitution


Di Sciullo and Rosen (1990), studying restructuring verbs in Romance languages, propose that a heavy verb and its corresponding light verb have the same fully specified meaning and LCS, but different a-structures. The heavy verb has a fully specified a-structure, while LVs, e.g. (32-33) repeated here as (59-60), have ‘unspecified’ a-structures. 


(59)  Maria  e’  [VOLUTA venire ] con noi

                    ‘Maria (essere) wanted to come with us.’ 

                                                                            (Rizzi, 1982)

           (60)  Giovanni lo avrebbe [VOLUTO  prendere ].


         ‘Giovanni would have (avere) to fetch it.’

They use the variable ‘u’ to refer to unspecified arguments that cannot be realised in the syntax on their own. The LCS and a-structure of the LV volere ‘want’, as an example, is represented  in (61): 


  (61)  volere ‘want’  V  LCS :  ([experiencer] desires  [ event] )

                                        a-structure :    ( u  ,  u )


The a-structure of LVC results from the substitution of the variables of the a-structure of another predicate (i.e. a heavy verb) for the unspecified variables of the LV. The thematic properties of the complex predicate are equivalent to those of V2 (i.e. the heavy verb) as shown in (62) .


(62)      V1     (u i ,  u) 


             V2      (xi
 , y)   (    [ V1  V2 ]  (x , y)


There is a control relation in the above representation. The co-indexation shows that a specified argument variable of the heavy verb must control an unspecified variable of the LV as indicated in (62). In this approach, it is necessary for an LV to substitute its unspecified arguments with specified arguments of another predicate by undergoing the process of substitution.

2.3.5.   VN as a New Category


Park (1992), referring to the hata LVCs in Korean, states: first, the internal arguments are the arguments of VN rather than hata, and the theta roles and syntactic cases are directly assigned by the VN to  the internal arguments generated as the sisters to the VN. Second, the VN is the head of a maximal projection and it is not an argument of LV. Third, there is no relationship between internal arguments and LV. The LV does not have any influence on the number and types of arguments. There is not even a functional relationship such as Grimshaw and Mester’s ‘Argument Transfer’ which make the LV assign thematic roles to the arguments


According to Park (1992) VNs are (- V, - N)
 and they can function as the head of a maximal projection called VNP as in (63).

    
(63)                                          IP


                                           NP                               I’


                                                                 VNP                 I


                                                       NP           [-V, -N)


                                    * John      kusaken        cosa            ass

                                               ‘the affair’         investigate   Past


Park believes that (63) is ruled out since cosa ‘investigate’, being a borrowed verb, cannot combine with native inflectional affixes like tense affixes and the feature [-V] of the VN itself prevents the affixation and triggers the introduction of the LV ha in Korean.


In this approach, Park assumes, in line with Pollock (1989), that a main verb or an auxiliary must move up to INFL to attach to a tense affix. Since VN cannot take an inflectional affix, Do-support (here hata-support) occurs to attach to inflectional elements. In the spirit of Chomsky (1989), it is suggested that hata-support takes place in the course of derivation from D-Structure to S-Structure. In other word, the LV hata is present not at initial D-Structure but at S-Structure, or hata like English ‘do’ is inserted in the course of derivation, when verb movement is blocked for some reason. Park asserts that the LV hata only appears if there is an affix that requires a (+V) item as its host in order to co-occur with a VN.


In this analysis, the VN alone theta-marks and case-marks the arguments, while LV only carries the inflectional affixes. This approach certainly cannot be extended to capture the cases where the LV carries no inflectional features. For instance, it is possible to provide Persian examples in which LVs do not carry any inflectional affixes, but their absence results in ungrammaticality as in (64 ).


(64) a.  beradar-ha:y-e  man  to-ra: da?vat  xa:hand                  KARD.

                       brother-PL-Ez     I  you-DOM invite  AUX-FUT/3rd/PL     DO

                      ‘My brothers will invite you.’      

    


  * b. beradar-ha:y-e  man    to-ra:  da?vat   xa:hand                --------- .


         brother-PL-GEN  I     you-DOM  invite  AUX-FUT/3rd /PL 

                   ‘My brothers will invite you.’

2.3.6. Noun Incorporation (NI)


Baker’s type of syntactic NI might seem a plausible way of explaining LVCs. Kim (1990) and Ahn (1989), referring to Korean LVCs, suggest that in the incorporation version the VN moves up to merge with hata. Thus, (65) undergoes incorporation and (66) is obtained.


(65)                                 S


                              NP                                VP


                                                         NP                   V


                                            NP                  VN           


                            John      Kusaken        COSA         ha

                                    ‘the affair’      ‘investigated’  ‘DO’


(66)                                  S


                              NP                                      VP

                               

                                                        NP                           V


                                          NP             VN               N           V 


                            John    Kusaken          t              COSA       ha

                                    ‘the affair’                   ‘investigation’ ‘DO’


This analysis is motivated by the fact that the VN cannot be modified and modifiers do not have access to the internal structure of VN-ha. So the VN and the LV constitute a single unit.     




Masullo (1992), following Mallen (1989), believes that PPs and DPs are complete maximal projections, but Bare Nouns (BN) - including NPs and Quantifier Phrases (QP) - are defective projections. DPs and PPs can be licensed by case-marking, while the latter, being defective projections, cannot be case-marked. She also, in line with Abney (1987) and Stowell (1989), asserts that NPs, unlike DPs, are not referential but rather predicative in nature. In her analysis, Spanish PV BNs can survive via the incorporation of the BN into an LV. She argues that the indefinite article un ‘a’ in Spanish should be classified as a quantifier; therefore, nouns headed by indefinite articles are QPs and they can be incorporated into LVs in order to form LVCs. 


In Sato (1993) an LV (i.e. Korean hata) has an a-structure like (x, th) in which the internal (or Theme) argument is specified, while the external argument is unspecified. When an  LV takes a VN as its Theme argument, the VN’s a-structure is incorporated into LV’s a-structure. At the same time, x inherits the VN’s logical subject and becomes specified by the external argument of VN. In this approach, LVs such as Korean toy ‘BECOME’, the passive or unaccusative counterpart of hata, have an a-structure of (Th). If this type of verb combines with a VN with an external argument, the external argument of VN cannot be activated and the LVC is realised as passive. It is not clear how Sato can account for the LVCs which are unergative, that is, they don’t have a theme argument. Because according to this approach, the existence of a Theme argument in LV’s a-structure is necessary in order to incorporate the a-structure of the VN into that of LV.


Poser (1989), considering Japanese LVCs, mentions that the VN in incorporated version is a bare N, but the VN in case marked version is an NP. He believes that there is no evidence for incorporation of VN. The LVC should remain analysable at all levels of representation. His proposal is that LVC consists of a V dominating  N + V. Also, we will later argue that NI cannot capture the formation of various types LVCs in Persian. 

2.3.7. Argument Fusion 


Some scholars, among them Isoda (1991), Rosen (1989a), Mohanan (1994, 1997) and Butt (1995), account for the a-structure of LVCs on the assumption that the a-structure of an LVC forms when semantic contents or a-structures of an LV and another argument-bearing item fuse together. These researchers account for the formation of LVC’s a-structure in slightly different ways. Your attention will be drawn to some of these views in this section.


In the spirit of Marantz’s (1984) merger theory, Rosen (1989b) is of the opinion that complex predicates are formed by combining or merging together, two independent a-structures, resulting in one complex a-structure. For instance, a causative verb like ‘make’ would have the LCS of (67), which means something like X caused some event to happen; X is a volitional agent, and some Y is the affected patient or part of this event. Y will correspond to the causee, but is not an argument of the causative verb in the representation given here.


(67)       cause ([ X] ,  [ event])   



 Aff     ([X] ,  [ Y ]) 


Rosen (1989) and Kearns (1988), following Higginbotham (1985), believe that every verb has an Event (E) role in its theta grid. They suppose that merger process binds the E roles of two verbs together; the E role must be discharged to INFL in the syntax. In Kearns (1988) the unspecified arguments of LV are identified by numbers. These numbers behave like place-holders in a-structure of an LV and must combine with the actual arguments of another a-structure. Kearn’s a-structure for ‘give’ as an LV is represented in (68) where E stands for the event role.


(68)   give      ( 1 , 2 ,  3 ,  E )  +   groan  ( X , E )  (    ( 1X, 2, 3 , E )


To account for the a-structure of Japanese LVCs, Isoda (1991), following Alsina (1990), suggests the process of ‘Argument Fusion’. Fusion is an operation in a-structure as result of which a new composite a-structure is produced which is thematically related to two predicates. It is proposed that the LV and the VN create a complex predicate, and the sentence has an embedded a-structure and a monoclausal f-structure. (69) represents the a-structure of the Japanese keikoku-o suru ‘warn’ when all the arguments of the VN are realised outside the VN.

     (69) warning-do  < agent < agent    goal    theme >>   
   

  

                                         SUBJ       OBJ   COMP 

The light suru expresses a relation between an agent and an event denoted by the VN, and the agent of the LV is necessarily fused with the highest argument of the VN.


Mohanan also considers the formation of a-structure in the LVC a process of  argument fusion. She remarks that the a-structure of a complex predicate in Hindi is composed of  the a-structures of  an LV and a nominal element. The a-structure of  kar ‘do’ as an LV and that of bharosaa ‘reliance’ are depicted in (70) and (71) respectively. 

              (70)     [   X           Y          DO     ]             SEM STR

                    .............................................................................



< ARG1     ARG2   A-PRED            ARG STR


(71)     [      X       on     Z             reliance    ]          SEM STR 

                          ....................................................................................

                       < ARG1        ARG2>         A-PRED        ARG STR


When the LV in (70) and the VN in (71) combine together, the a-structures of the two predicates undergo the process of argument fusion and a single predicate is obtained with three arguments as in (72).


(72)       Raam-ne   mohan-par     [bharosaa        KIYAA.

                         Ram-ERG Mohan-LOC  reliance-NOM  DO-PERF


             ‘Ram relied on Mohan.’


In Mohanan’s analysis the NP ‘reliance’ in (72) is supposed to have a dual function. It behaves as a predicate at one level of representation, and as an argument in another level. She argues that the PV noun in (72) is a part of the predicate of the clause; along with the LV, it determines the valency of the LVC, as well as the meanings and  cases associated with the arguments of the LVC. At the same time, it may passivize or agree with the LV as an argument. This dual nature of PV nouns is expressed within her system of representation through multiple association of PV noun with an argument and a predicate at a-structure level. The complex predicate in (72), is assumed to be the result of the two a-structures represented in (70) and (71); having undergone the process of argument fusion. The a-structure of the complex predicate is illustrated in (73).


(73)    [  X                  Y             DO]       SEM STR

                           

                     [      X    on  Z  reliance ]     



.................................................................

                  <  ARG1  ARG3  ARG2 >  A-PRED     ARG STR


Mohanan (1994: 216) argues that in (70) and (71) there are two SEM PREDs, bharosaa and kar, with two participants each. However, there is only one ARG-PRED, bharosaa kar, and three arguments. Therefore, the complex predicate is a single ARG-PRED formed through the fusion of two SEM-PREDs. The idea is that the two external arguments (X) of two SEM PREDs are merged into a single argument,  Ram, in ARG STR and the (Y), bharosaa, and (Z), Mohan, are contributed by the LV and the PV respectively.


Mohanan (1997), attempting to explain the transitive / intransitive alternations like (39), claims that the PVs in cases like (39) are monadic and the external argument is sanctioned by the light verb. The fact that the external argument of an LV in cases like (72) has to fuse with that of a PV, while in cases like (39) the LV on its own can license an external argument shows an inconsistency in the behaviours of the LVs as characterised by Mohanan. In once case they behave like LVs (72) and in the other case like causative verbs (39a) which add an external argument to the VPs in causative clauses. Moreover, Mohanan’s (1997: 442) argumentation that PVs like ‘trust’ (72) are dyadic, while those like ‘cleaning’ (39) are monadic is not convincing. If the PV in (39b) is monadic, how can the NP argument realised as a PP be licensed? The agent subject arguments in transitive LVCs (29a, 38a, 43a, 39a) can be realised as ‘by phrases’ in their intransitive versions (31, 38b, 43b, 39b) reminiscent of passive implicit arguments. This indicates that these PVs are  like their verbal forms in that they license two arguments which are realised in two ways; depending on the type of their LV partners. In addition, NPs like ‘the cleaning of the room by John’ shows that this PV refers to an action in which two participants, the cleaner and the cleaned thing, are involved.

 
As mentioned, Butt (1995) assumes a level of a-structure which not only contains Jackendoff’s two Tiers of LCS, Thematic Tier and Action Tier, but also another semantic Tier called ‘Aspect Tier’. The latter Tier, contains three slots: starting point, duration and end point, and is employed to capture the inception and the completion facts about aspectual  properties of complex predicates. 


Butt (1995:144) suggests that her elaborated, LCS-like, a-structure is an appropriate device for the analysis of LVC formation and the distinction between the Thematic and the Action Tiers at a-structure provides the right mechanism for the notion that an LV is somehow a semantically bleached version of a corresponding heavy verb. As the Thematic Tier expresses the purely semantic information, the Action Tier encodes more abstract  Actor / Patient relationships, a natural way to show semantic bleaching is to have the Thematic Tier contain less semantic information than a corresponding full verb. Some information on the Action Tier may also be lost, but the information expressed at the Thematic Tier is ‘bleached’ away in the process of  historical change before the information at the Action Tier. A given intransitive verb like par ‘fall’ thus might lose the information on the Thematic Tier, so that it no longer mean ‘fall’, but merely conveys involuntariness, inception , etc.


To capture the formation of LVCs in the light of her theory of a-structure, Butt (1995) adopts the notion of ‘transparent event’ from Butt, Isoda and Sells (1990). She postulates that every LV contains a  transparent event which, in contrast to a simple event in the heavy version of the verb, has been faded over time and has a deficient nature,  thus it  requires combination with another a-structure of another predicate and triggers event or argument fusion. She specifies event fusion as in (74) :


   (74) An a-structure containing a transparent Event (ET) must be fused 

                 with another a-structure. This is accomplished through unification: 

                 the highest arguments of each a-structure are unified with one another, 

                 then the next highest, etc. The information at the respective Aspect 

                 Tier of the a-structures must be unified into a single Aspect Tier. Two

                 arguments or Aspect tiers with incompatible specifications may not be 


     fused.            


Butt represents a-structure of the LV par ‘FALL’ in (75) as (76) and that of the main verb gir ‘fall’ as (77).


(75) anjum                  gir  par-ii

                  Anjum. F. Nom   fall  FALL-Perf.F.Sg

                ‘Anjum fell suddenly, accidentally.’


(76)                par ‘FALL’

                                 AFF -cc ([ ], )

                                 ASP  ( 1 - - )     ET

                                                                     


(77)                gir ‘fall’

                                    GO Down ([(]) 

                                    AF  (  , [ ] (  ) 

                                    ASP ( - - - )           E

                                                                    

In (76) the thematic Tier is empty but the Action Tier (AFF) has an argument negatively specified for conscious choice (-cc) and the notations indicate that it is the first argument of this Tier. The first slot in Aspectual Tier is specified by the notation 1 and the other two slots remain unspecified as shown by (-). This means that the LV par is positively specified for inception but unspecified for duration and completion. On the other hand, in (77) there are three Tiers and the only argument of the verb gir is shown to be the second argument of the AFF Tier. This means gir is an unaccusative verb with a theme argument. The single argument of this verb is represented by the Greek letter ( as an argument in the thematic Tier and shown as an argument in Action Tier by co-indexation. Note that gir ‘fall’ is not aspectually specified. 


According to (74), since (76) contains a defective transparent Event (ET) it must be fused with another a-structure (e.g. (77)) as in (78). 


(78)              gir parii 

                                 GO Down  ([(])


                      AFF -cc ([Anjum]( ,   )


                      ASP  (1 - -)                           E




In fact (78) is a unification of the pieces of information in (76) and (77). The LVC in (78) has a thematic Tier with a GO Down  function taken from (77) and the second Tier contains an argument which is the result of the fusion of the first argument and the second argument  of corresponding Tiers in (76) and (77) as postulated in (74). The Aspectual Tiers of gir and par are unified into a single Tier in (78). Note that, in this analysis, Aspect Tiers of PVs and LVs with different values block the formation of a-structures of LVCs and the compatibility of the Aspect Tiers of PVs and LVs plays a crucial role in a-structure formation in Urdu (see Butt, 1995: 145-155). 


As we see in Butt’s model, as in Jackendoff, argument positions are represented by empty position in her LCS-like a-structure and the notion a-structure, in its traditional sense, as a level containing the number and the types of arguments is avoided. 

2.3.8. Summary of Approaches to LVs


The approaches discussed above characterise LVs in three different ways. In some LVs do not have any semantic force to contribute to LVCs and they may only have some functional roles (Han, 1988; Grimshaw and Mester, 1988; Park, 1992; etc.). Such approaches cannot account for different behaviours of LVs in LVCs (28-34) in which LVs are sensitive to unaccusativity, (32-34), semantic content of LVs may affect case-marking (35), and LVs may affect the a-structures of LVCs to be realised in different manners, cf. (29a) with (31), (38a) with (38b), (39a) with (39b) and (43a) with (43b). 


In some approaches LVs carry arguments (external / internal) or possess sufficient semantic specification to license some of the arguments of LVCs (O’Grady, 1992; Sato, 1993; Mohanan, 1994, 1997; among others). As stated earlier, the systems allowing LVs to license arguments (external, internal or both) might find it difficult to differentiate between LVs, full verbs and causatives. One may ask if LVs can have external arguments, how are they different from causative elements or why can’t they predicate single argument clauses, unergatives, on their own,? Or if they can have internal arguments, why can’t they independently function like unaccusative verbs?


Some works, in the spirit of Jackendoff’s Conceptual Semantics, consider LVs to be partially specified (Jackendoff, 1990; Butt, 1995; and the present work). These approaches do not suffer from the problems raised for the other two groups mentioned here. LVs, having some semantic (at least aspectual) content, may affect transitivity, case-marking ability or a-structure realisation of LVCs (28-43). In the meantime, they can be differentiated from full verbs and causatives, since LVs, lacking some information e.g. Thematic Tier, are not able to license arguments of any type on their own.

2.4. A-structure Reformation


To account for the a-structure realisation of Persian LVCs, we will develop an approach according to which an LV with a partially specified LCS containing an Aspect Tier combines with a PV to form an LVC through a process of a-structure reformation. I  propose that the LCS of an LV is wilted or partially specified in a way that its non-aspectual part or Thematic Tier is lost or unspecified and the LV is left with some aspectual information or an Aspect Tier, cf. (27). The partially specified LCS of an LV is not able to project a fully specified a-structure, so an LV may select and combine with a PV in a way that both elements as a pair jointly provide the lexically specified roles related to the arguments of an LVC. We will argue in {3.6-7} that the lexical representation of a predicational PV includes an LCS containing non-aspectual information, our Thematic Tier, as well as an a-structure.  Then, it follows that in the process of LVC formation the semantic content of an LV combines with that of a PV in a way that the result is a complex unit with a verbalised single a-structure, a reformed a-structure, whose arguments can be realised at sentential level. The arguments of an LVC may be related to semantic roles specified by a PV and an LV.



To clarify the model adopted in this work, let us consider the formation of the Persian LVC gul zadan (Lit: deception + TO STRIKE, TO BEAT) ‘to deceive’, as an example, in (79). The Persian LV zadan ‘TO STRIKE’ as the light version of the heavy verb ‘to strike’ (27) may have a lexical representation as in (79a). It has an Aspect Tier (AsT) with an Initiatory role, but unlike its full version (27), it lacks the non-aspectual semantic information referred to as Thematic Tier (ThT) in such a way that the LV cannot function as a predicate unless it combines with another linguistic item. Therefore, to act as a main verb, zadan may co-occur with a PV like gul ‘deception’ as in (79). This PV, being a predicational noun and referring to an action, contains an LCS with a Thematic Tier and an a-structure as in (79b). As a result of LVC formation the lexical representation of the PV and that of the LV combine together and a single lexical representation (79c) is obtained. There is a full a-structure in (79c) with two syntactic arguments. In short, after the process of a-structure reformation LVCs such as (79c) can act as full predicates.


(79) a. zadan ‘TO STRIKE’

                                                                                 AsT   [ Initiatory]

                                                                                                  



   b. gul ‘deception’                 

                                                                         

                                                            LCS      ThT  [ Agent  ,  Patient   ]

                                                                                       (            (
 
                                                AS                 [   x    ,       y   ]

                                                        ...................................................................

                                                                                      (           (
              c. gul zadan ‘to deceive’        

                                                                      AsT  [ Initiatory  ]

                                                          LCS     ThT  [ Agent  ,  Patient   ]

                                                         AS                   [   x   ,     y    ] 


Note that the AS in (79b) differs from the AS in (79c). The former can only be realised at the phrasal level, while the latter is capable of accommodating sentential arguments at the clausal level. Also, we should bear in mind that in the present system aspectual roles, as will be explained later, have a significant role in the co-occurrence of PVs and LVs. In the following chapters, we will develop this approach and we will find out how it can explain the a-structure realisation of different types of Persian LVCs composed of various LVs and PVs. 


The closest approach to our model, among those discussed in this section, is ‘argument fusion’, particularly Butt’s account. In spite of the similarities between the two models, they differ in some respects. For instance, in Butt’s account volitionality (conscious choice) plays an important role in in/compatibility between components of an LVC, while it does not have any role in our account. Also, in Butt’s approach argument positions are shown as empty configurational slots. However, we at least find it more convenient to show argument positions in a distinct level containing the number and types of arguments. Moreover, the content of our Aspect Tier is different from that of Butt’s.

                                                   Chapter  3

                          Light Verb Constructions in Persian

3.1. Persian Light Verb Constructions (LVCs)
         Persian main verbs roughly can be classified as: simple (heavy) verbs, prefixed verbs and LVCs. A simple verb consists of a single word and it can functions as a predicate independently. Neveštan ‘to write’ is a good example of this type of Persian verb. In some cases, Persian simple verbs are preceded by a few prefix-like elements such as ba:z ‘again, re-’and bar ‘up, over’ which might change their meanings. Although these combinations are separable by some items such as negation and progressive morphemes, they are referred to as prefixed verbs (prefix + verbal root)  by some researchers (Kalbasi, 1992; Tabaian, 1979: 207). Following these researchers, we consider this type of verb ‘prefixed verb’.  In bar ?a:madan ‘to rise’, as an example, bar ‘up, over’ is an affix  and ?a:madan ‘to come’ is a  heavy verb. In contrast to simple and prefixed verbs, LVCs such as kušeš kardan ‘to try’ do not contain heavy verbs but instead LVs. How Persian LVs and heavy verbs are different will be discussed below. In LVCs, an LV combines with a preverb (PV) which might be a noun, an adjective, an adverb or a prepositional phrase. In this study, we will be only concerned with LVCs and the simple and prefixed verbs will not be examined.

         Persian LVCs seem to have a dual nature. Sometimes, they function like a single word and in some occasions they behave like a phrase. The dual characteristics of LVCs might indicate that they are both morphological and syntactic units. Thus, they have both lexical and phrasal properties (Goldberg, 1995). In this section, we will attempt to bring to light the lexical and phrasal (syntactic) properties of this class of verbs.

3.1.1. Lexical Properties of LVCs


LVCs show some symptoms which make them look like single lexical units. Identical to their lexical equivalents, they can function as a single verb predicating the same number of arguments in a clause. In the same line, they can be subjected to some morphological rules which might again indicate that they are lexical items and  probably good candidates to be considered as ‘morphological objects’ in Di Sciullo and Williams’ (1987) sense. In this subsection, your attention will be drawn to some of the facts that reveal the lexical properties of this class of verbs.   

3.1.1.1. Predication: LVCs can function as a predicate exactly like any other main verb and there is no difference between LVCs and heavy verb as far as predication and a-structure  is concerned. For example, in (1a) and (1b) an LVC and its lexical counterpart predicate the same clause with the same number and types of arguments respectively.


(1) a. man    pul-ra:     parda:xt kard-am.

                       I  money-DOM payment DO-Past-1st Sg.

                     ‘I paid the money.’

                   b. man   pul-ra:      parda:xt-am.

                        I  money-DOM pay-Past-1st Sg.

                      ‘ I paid the money.’

3.1.1.2. Derivation: LVCs can at least undergo four types of derivation: A) gerundive nominalization, B) agentive nominalization, C) past participle adjective formation , D) derivational adjectives. Note that LVCs and single lexical verbs identically undergo these processes and there is no difference between them in this respect.


A) Gerundive Nominalization: The morpheme -an is added to the stem of the LVCs (i.e. PV + LV stem) and forms gerundive nominals as in (2).


(2) a. da:d zadan (Lit: shout  +  TO BEAT ) ‘to shout’

                                     da:d zad + -an  (  da:d zad-an ‘shouting, to shout’

      
     b. ?este?fa:? kardan (Lit: resignation + TO DO) ‘to resign’  

                                ?este?fa:? kard + -an  ( ?este?fa:? kardan ‘resigning, to resign’


B) Agentive nominalization: The affix -ande
 (= -er in English) is suffixed to the stems of LVs in LVCs and changes them into agentive nominals. Consider the following examples:


(3) a. taza:hora:t kardan (Lit: demonstration + TO DO) ‘to demonstrate’


                      taza:hora:t kon + -ande  (  taza:hora:t konande ‘ demonstrator’

                 b. goza:reš kardan (Lit: report + TO DO) ‘to report’

                                  goza:reš kon- + ande   (  goza:reškonande ‘reporter’

Note that the outputs of the rules (A) and (B) are single Ns, X0 level heads, which can head a DP and take plural morpheme as in (4). They can also appear in subject (5a), object (5b) and prepositional object (5c) positions, so they can develop to XP level. Note that the definite article ‘the’ is not often phonologically realised in standard Persian as depicted in (5). However, the Kurdish equivalents of the Persian nominalised LVCs in (5) are always followed by the definite article ‘-a(ga)’ in well-formed clauses as in (5’). 


(4)                                  DP


   

                                        Det                       N

                                       ?in                 taza:hora:tkonande-ga:n

                                     ‘this’                ‘demonstrator’        Pl.  


(5) a. taza:hora:tkonande-ga:n ma:-ra:   didand.

                       demonstrator-Pl.                 us-DOM  saw

                     ‘The demonstrators saw us.’ 

                  b. ma: taza:hora:tkonande-ga:n-ra: didim. 

                      we   demonstrator-Pl.-DOM            saw


       ‘We saw the demonstrators.’

                  c. ma: ba: taza:hora:tkonande-ga:n sohbat kardim.

                      we  with demonstrator-Pl.            talk     DO-Past.Pl.1st                     

                     ‘We talked to the demonstrators.’


(5’) a. taza:hera:tkar-el-aga      ?ima din

                      demonstrator-Pl-Def Art.      us  see-Past-Pl. 3rd


          ‘The demonstrators saw us.’


      b. ?ima taza:hera:tkar-el-aga       dimen

                       we demonstrator-Pl-Def. Art.  see-Past-Pl.1st


           ‘We saw the demonstrators.’


      c. ?ima wale taza:hera:tkar-el-aga      qesye kerdim

                     we with demonstrator-Pl.-Def. Art. talk  DO-Past-Pl.1st

                    ‘We talked to the demonstrators.’  

C) Past Participle Adjective (PPA) Formation: In Persian, PPAs are formed by attaching the passive particle ‘-e’ to the stem of verbs. LVCs may undergo this operation and form PPAs. Consider the following examples:


(6) a. šekast xordan (Lit: defeat + COLLIDE) ‘to be defeated, to suffer defeat’

                                    šekast xord- + -e   ( šekastxorde  ‘defeated’

                   b. sa:zema:n ya:ftan (Lit: organisation + TO FIND) ‘to be organised’

                                    sa:zema:nya:ft- + -e  (  sa:zema:nya:fte ‘ organised’

                   c. tim-e sa:zemanaya:fte šekastxorde be xa:ne  nemi?a:yad.

                       team-Ez.  organised    defeated      to home  not come

                       ‘The organised team does not come home defeated.’


D) Derivational Adjectives: -i is added to nouns and forms relational adjectives as in Iran-i (i.e. Iran + -i ) ‘pertaining to Iran’. The same morpheme, when attached to verb stems, functions like the English suffix ‘-able’, for instance, xordani (xordan ‘to eat’ + -i ) ‘edible’ is derived through this process. LVCs might also yield to this process of adjective formation. Consider  the adjectival forms of LVCs  hefz kardan (Lit: memorising + TO DO) ‘to memorise’ and ya:d gereftan (Lit: memory + TO TAKE) ‘to learn’ in (7).


(7) ?in masa:?el hefzkardan-i nistand, ya:dgereftan-i hastand.


      this issues    memorising   aren’t      learnable           are

                 ‘These issues shouldn’t be memorised, they should be learned.’

3.1.1.3. Manner Adverbials: Some of Persian lexical verbs and LVCs can yield to a morphological process in which the suffix -a:n is attached to the stem of a verb and produces a derived manner adverbial. For example, the LVC gerye kardan (Lit: cry + TO DO) ‘to cry’ changes into an adverbial of manner as in (8), after it undergoes this lexical process.


(8) Ali geryekona:n ?a:mad. 

                   Ali  cry-DOING   came

                 ‘Ali came while crying.’ 


One might suppose that the inputs to the processes in (3.1.1.2-3) are phrases, rather than morphological units. This cannot be true since when we use the PV nouns of these LVCs with definite articles and adjectives, they cannot be subjected to these processes. For instance, when the noun gerye ‘cry’ is modified by the adjective tula:ni ‘long’, it cannot be used as an input to the process at work in {3.1.1.3}.Compare (8) with (8’).


(8’) Ali *gerye-ye-tulani-kona:n ?a:mad.

                   Ali  cry-Ez-long-DOING            came


     ‘Ali came while crying long.’

 In addition, the Kurdish version of the example (3b) is taza:hera:tkar ‘demonstrator’ which can only be formed when the PV of the LVC taza:hera:t kerden (Lit: demonstration + TO DO) ‘to demonstrate’ is in its bare form.  Compare the following mismatches:


(9) a. taza:hera:tkar (Lit: demonstration doer ) ‘demonstrator’

               * b. taza:hera:t-a(ga) -kar (Lit: demonstration-the-DO-er) ‘demonstrator’

 3.1.1.4. Modification and non-separability:  The fact that in some cases the PVs and LVs cannot be separated by the direct object of the LVCs (10a) and the nominal elements of the LVCs might not be modified (10b) indicates that LVCs are zero-level lexical, V0, units.


(10) * a. Ali  dar yek sa:l ya:d      zaba:n-e        engelisi-ra: gereft. 

                         Ali  in one  year memory language-Ez English-DOM TAKE-Past

                        ‘Ali learned the English language in a year.’

                   * b. Ali be ra:dyo guš-e xubi kard 
                          Ali to radio ear-Ez. good DO-Past

                        ‘Ali listened to the radio well.’


Although the data displayed in (1-10) may persuade us to accept that the LVCs are single lexical items, the LVCs internal structures do, in fact, seem to be visible to morphology. The PVs and LVs can be broken by morphological items such as negation and imperfective affixes (11a) as well as the direct object clitics (11b).


(11) a. Ali be ra:dyo guš ne-mi-konad.

                      Ali to radio   ear Neg.-Impf.DO-Pr.

                     ‘Ali does not listen to radio.’

                   b. Ali guš-eš kard.

                       Ali ear-it     DO-Past

                     ‘Ali listened to it.’ 

3.1.2. Syntactic Properties of LVCs

Although it seems that LVCs, as illustrated above, are lexical units capable of undergoing morphological rules and their internal structures are visible to morphology, there is some reason to believe that the visibility of the internal structure of an LVC is not restricted to morphology and even  the syntax and syntactic rules are not blind to the internal structure of LVCs. That is, the components of LVCs, in some cases, can be separated, moved or gapped by syntactic rules and operations. Specifically, it is attested that the two recently grammaticalised auxiliaries, da:štan ‘to have’ and xa:stan ‘will’, can appear between PVs and LVs as in (12). Bear in mind that the former normally appears before the PVs,  but it can be inserted between the PVs and LVs as well. The latter is not used in colloquial Persian as well as Kurdish and it is only observed in literary texts and formal contexts in standard Persian. In addition to the separation of the components of LVCs by auxiliaries, the nominal element of an LVC, in contrast to (10b), may have a specific reading as in (13b, c). In such cases the PVs, can be modified by adjectives, and seem to function as syntactic phrases. That is, a PV might be part of a predicate in some cases (1, 13a), while on other occasions it heads a DP which apparently functions as the direct object (13b, c). Moreover, the PV nouns may be relativised (14b), gapped (14c) and co-ordinated (15). Finally, the PV nouns can be the focus of Wh-interrogatives (16).


(12) a. man bezudi ?este?fa:?    xa:ham     da:d.  

                         I     soon   resignation  Fu. Aux. GIVE-Past

                      ‘I will resign soon.’.

                    b. ba: Ali harf   da:ram      mizanam. 

                        with Ali talk  Prog. Aux.Impf-BEAT-Sg. 1st 

                       ‘I am speaking to Ali.’

Note that these auxiliaries are finite and they carry the agreement features.


(13) a. tegarg be ba:q-e-man latme zad.

                      hail    to  garden-Ez-I damage BEAT-Past

                     ‘The hail damaged my garden.’

                   b. tegarg latme-ye   bad-i   be    ba:q-e-man  zad
                      hail   damage-Ez. bad-Def.Par. to garden-Ez.-I BEAT  

                   ‘The hail caused  bad damage to my gardens. / The hail damaged my garden

                      badly.’

                   c. tegarg-e diruz         ?in latme-ra:      be ba:q-e-man   zad.
                       hail-Ez. yesterday  this damage-DOM to garden-Ez.-I BEAT 

                     ‘The yesterday’s hail caused this damage to my garden’

We should note that here not only is the PV modified by an adjective (13b), preceded by an determiner (i.e. ?in ‘this’) (13c) and assigned direct object case (13c), but also the LVC is broken by the PPs be ba:q-e man ‘to my garden’ (13b, c) (cf. also be Sasan ‘to Sasan’ in (16b). 


(14) a. tegarg be ba:q-ha:  latme mizand.

                         hail    to gardens  damage Imp.-BEAT

                       ‘Hail damages the gardens.’

                    b. latme-?i ke tegarg be ba:q-ha: zad jobra:nna:pazir ?ast.

                        damage-Def.Par. that hail to gardens BEAT irretrievable is


           ‘The damage caused by the hail to the gardens is irretrievable.’


      c. tegarg be ba:q-ha: latme mizanad, ?ama: bara:n   -------  namizanad.

                        hail    to gardens damage Imp-BEAT but    rain                  doesn’t BEAT

                      ‘Hail damages the gardens, but rain doesn’t.’

                   d. Ali-ra: zenda:ni ------, ?ama: šekanje nakardand.

                       Ali-DO imprisonment, but  torture  Neg-DO-Pl.3rd

                      ‘(They) imprisoned Ali, but (they) didn’t torture him.’ 

We see that not only can the PV be moved by a syntactic rule (14b), but also both PV (14c) and LV (14d) can be gapped. Moreover, the PVs may be co-ordinated (15) and focused on by Wh-interrogatives (16).


(15) sa:l-ha: Sasan-ra: šekanje va ?aza:b da:dand.

                     years     Sasan-DOM torture and bother  GIVE-Past-Pl. 3rd

                    ‘They tortured and bothered Sasan for years.’ 


(16) a. Ali  be Sasan  qowl     da:d.
                       Ali to Sasan promise GIVE-Past


          ‘Ali promised Sasan.’

                      b. Ali c
e    qowli  be Sasan  da:d?

                         Ali what promise to Sasan GIVE-Past

                        ‘What sort of promise did Ali give to Sasan?’


Finally, based on the contrast between cases such as (10b) and (13b), it is plausible to assume that LVCs fall into two groups with respect to separability by the syntax: separable and non-separable. Although any LVC may be split up by morphosyntactic elements such as the Negation particle, the imperfective morpheme mi-, the clitic -eš (11), modals and auxiliaries (12), only in a group of LVCs the PVs can be expanded to phrasal level and manipulated by certain syntactic rules (13b-c) (14b) and (16b). We refer to this group as ‘separable LVCs’. In contrast, LVCs whose PVs cannot be expanded to phrasal level and subjected to some syntactic operations, e.g. relativisation, scrambling, modification by adjectives, are referred to as ‘inseparable LVCs’ (10). Note that in the case of separable LVCs the PV may remain as the nominal element of the LVCs as in (13a) without any grammatical role, or it may become specified and function as the direct object of the LVC while remaining as a part of the LVC as in (13c). We will return to this issue again.


To close this section, we ought to note that the dual nature of LVCs has given rise to controversy among researchers. The lexical properties of these verbs introduced in (3.1.1.) have led some linguists (Ghomeshi and Massan, 1994; Goldberg, 1995) to believe that LVCs have zero level structure as depicted in (17a). To these scholars the LVCs are formed in the lexicon. On the other hand, the phrasal and syntactic-like characteristics of LVCs, pointed out in (3.1.2), have inclined other researchers (Heny and Samiian, 1992; Vahedi-Langrudi, 1995) to find a syntactic solution to the issue. Accordingly, they suppose that  LVCs are syntactic units formed by syntactic rules with a structure like (17b).


(17a)                    V0                           (17b)                 V’


                              N0               V0                              N(P)               V                                                  

 To account for LVCs with such various and apparently contradictory characteristics, we need to scrutinise these constructs and their internal structures in depth. But before examining these verbs in detail, I would like to draw your attention to the studies devoted to this area of research by others,  and this takes us to the next section.

3.2. Previous Studies on Persian LVCs


The Persian LVCs have attracted the attention of all the researchers who have ever studied this language. Scholars use different terms such as compound verbs, complex predicates and recently light verb constructions in order to refer to this phenomenon. The works on this issue can be classified into four groups: Traditional, Structural, Generative and Recent approaches. We will briefly view these approaches in the following sections.

3.2.1. Traditional Approaches


Almost all traditional grammarians (Givi and Anvari, 1991; Lambton, 1961; Lazard, 1992; Shari’at, 1988; among others) explain Persian LVCs (= compound verbs, in their terms) as a type of verb which consist of a simple verb and a PV. Then, they provide a list of LVCs as examples, and they usually classify them according to the part of speech of the PVs of LVCs. For instance, Lambton (1961), after listing fourteen verbs which usually form LVCs, proceeds to the following classification of all these verbs.


18. a)  A Noun +  A Simple Verb:

   

sogand xordan  (Lit: oath + TO COLLIDE, TO EAT)  ‘to take an oath’


   b.  An Adjective + A Simple Verb:



ba:z  kardan  (Lit : open + to make)   ‘to open’


   c. A Preposition + A Simple Verb

        

ba:z  ?a:madan (Lit: again +  TO COME)  ‘to return’


   d. A Prepositional Phrase + A Simple Verb



?az dast da:dan (Lit: from + hand  + TO GIVE)  ‘to give up, to lose’


  e. A Present Stem + A Simple Verb



gir kardan (Lit: stuck + TO DO) ‘to get stuck’

Then, she provides some more examples of LVCs in which the non-verbal elements are of Arabic origin. She adds that the transitive LVCs with the LV kardan are passivised by replacing kardan with šodan ‘become’.



Some Persian traditional grammarians (Shari’at, 1988: 97-98; Mo’inian, 1988: 150-151, among others) attempt to introduce some criteria in order to differentiate LVCs from VPs. They propose that a construct is a compound if

             19. a)  the first element is a prefix.


       b)  the first element is an adjective.


       c)  the first element is an adverb.


       d)  the first element is a noun and it cannot be separated by the post-

                       position  ra:. 


      e)  the first element is a noun and it cannot function as the subject of

                      the verbal element in case of an intransitive verb.

Only Khanlari (1987), among traditional grammarian, realises that LVs are neither auxiliaries nor simple lexical verbs. Therefore, he coins the term hamkard ‘the conjugatable part’ in order to refer to these verbs. Khanlari (1987: 125-170) tries to classify LVs and to find out which LVs combine with which non-verbal items on semantic and syntactic grounds. This contribution, although very remarkable, is far from being a formal account.


In general, the traditional approaches to Persian LVCs cannot be considered as adequate accounts. They only point out the existence of the phenomenon without giving any thorough explanation. However, they all recognise the existence of LVCs with various LV types capable of combining with different types of PVs.  

3.2.2. Structuralist Approaches


Jazayeri and Paper (1961) focus on the differences between LVCs and VPs on the bases of a structural account, taking into consideration the absence or the realisation of the postposition ra: and the restriction on the elements which may intervene between PVs and the verbal elements. They provide us with the following criteria in order to distinguish LVCs from VPs.

         20. a) The PV of an LVC, unlike an object in a VP, cannot take the postposition ra:.


    b) Each verb is closely knit to a limited number of PVs with which it forms

                   a compound verb. Thus, košti gereftan ‘to wrestle’ is well-formed, but 

                  *košti zadan ‘wrestle’ is not.


   c) The number of elements that can occur between a PV and an LV is limited

                   to suffix pronouns (= clitics).

Goldberg (1995) shows that in addition to clitics the Persian future auxiliary and modal verbs also can appear between nominal and verbal elements in LVCs. 


Bateni (1977: 78-80) states that Persian compounds can be classified into two groups: separable and non-separable. His non-separable compounds correspond to Phillott’s (1919) ‘Adverbial Verbs’, Tabaian’s (1979) prefixed compounds which are taken as ‘prefixed verbs’ as pointed out in (3.1) in this study. Consequently, as Bateni himself  recognises, this group of verb are inseparable by syntactic rules. Bateni’s (1977) separable compounds correspond to Phillott’s (1919) ‘Nominal verbs’, Tabaian’s (1979) ‘Nominal + verb / Auxiliary’ compounds which are actually N + LV LVCs. Bateni’s claim that these LVCs are separable by syntactic rules is based on the fact that the nouns in these combinations can develop to a phrasal level and head an NP (=DP) as mentioned in (3.1.2). In fact, in Bateni (1977)  the focus is on the cases (e.g. (13b) repeated as (21a)) where the N can be expanded to phrasal level, and so is separable by certain syntactic rules. However, instances like (10b) repeated in (21b) where the N resists phrasal expansion and separation by syntactic rules are ignored or a distinction is not made between the separable and non-separable LVCs referred to in (3.1.2.).  

            (21) a. tegarg latme-ye   bad-i            be    ba:q-e-man  zad
                       hail   damage-Ez. bad-(In)def.Par. to garden-Ez.-I BEAT  

                     ‘The hail caused  bad damage to my gardens. / The hail damaged my gardens

                       badly.’

               * b. Ali be ra:dyo guš-e   xub-i             kard.

                      Ali to radio  ear-Ez. good-Def.Art. DO-Past

                     ‘Ali listened to the radio well.’

 3.2.3. Generative Approaches


Researchers influenced by Chomsky’s Generative Grammar such as Sheintuch (1973), Moyne (1970,1974), Soheili Isfahani (1976), Hajati (1977), Moshkatodini (1978), Windfuhr (1979), Tabaian (1979), Aghbar (1981), Dabir Moghadam (1982), Samiian (1983), Barjaste (1983), Karimi (1987) and Kalbasi (1989), among others, have discussed Persian LVCs. Some of these will be briefly discussed in this section.


Moyne (1970, 1974: 253-4) categorises LVCs into two classes: compounds and pseudo-compounds. Compound are a small number of set expressions formed in the lexicon which are frozen and unproductive. He believes that compounds have the following characteristics:


22. a) The PV of a compound is not an independent NP. Therefore, it cannot take 
 
    the direct object marker or specific marker ra:, it cannot pluralise or 
 
       
    pronominalize, and, in general it cannot be independently modified.


    b) No other element can occur between the constituents of a compound

                in the D-Structure. In the S-Structure, only verbal prefixes, such as 

                the incompletive mi-, the negative na- and subjunctive be- can be

                attached to the verbal element of a compound. However, in every case

                these affixes modify the whole compound and not its individual constituents. 

In Moyne the examples in (23) are compound verbs and those in (24) are pseudo-compounds


  23. a) ?a:taš zadan    (Lit: fire  + TO STRIKE)   ‘to fire’


        b) zamin xordan   (Lit: ground  +  TO COLLIDE)  ‘to fall’  


       c) ca:ne zadan    (Lit: chin +  TO COLLIDE)  ‘to bargain, to be talkative’

        
24.  a) ?a:šofte kardan  (Lit: agitated  + TO DO)   ‘to agitate’


       b) parda:xt kardan  (Lit:  payment + TO DO)  ‘to pay’

Moyne claims that the so called pseudo-compounds enter into a complex syntactic structure proposed in (25). In the derivation of (25a) from (25b) Subject-Raising and Participle-Formation are involved. The latter rule changes the stem of the main verb into a participle form when the stem comes into contact with the auxiliary kardan and the subject of  S1 is raised to be the subject of  S0.


(25a)  man  Ali-ra:   ?a:šofte    kardam 

                       I     Ali-DOM   agitated     DO-

                     ‘I agitated Ali.’


(25b)                            S0

                                   NP                      VP

                                          

                                                  S1                      kard-


                                         NP                   VP 


                                                         NP          V


                                ?in        man      Ali-ra:    ?a:šot         

                                ‘it’       ‘I’        ‘Ali’-DOM  ‘agitated’


Moyne’s classification of LVCs into compound and pseudo-compound is promising since his compound and pseudo-compound examples respectively correspond with our non-separable and separable LVCs referred to above. On the other hand, his syntactic account is certainly questionable. As we mentioned in (3.1.1.2), LVCs can undergo morphological processes such as nominalization (26) and the outputs of these processes were shown to be X0 heads capable of expanding to XP level. Then, assuming the analysis in (25b) it will follow that there is no border between the domains of morphological and syntactic operations and syntactic rules can produce zero-level heads in the lexicon. This contradicts Moyne’s proposal according to which compounds are formed in the lexicon, but pseudo-compounds  in the syntax.


(26) a. parda:xt kardan  (Lit: payment + TO DO) ‘to pay’

                         parda:xt kon + -ande  (  parda:xtkonande ‘payer’  (cf. (3), (4), (9))

                    b. parda:xt kardan (Lit: payment + TO DO) ‘to pay’’

                          parda:xt kard + -an  ( parda:xt kardan ‘to pay, paying’  (cf. (2))


Hajati (1977) proposes that there is a tendency in Persian to move certain syntactic categories (i.e. subject and object) toward a simple verb in the clause, which consequently results in the compound ‘interpretation’ of the moved items and the simple verb. In fact, the examples analysed by the author show that the constructs taken as compound verbs   in his work are a combination of LVCs and another group of Persian verbs, e.g. cases like (27), which are correctly referred to as NI by Dabir Moghadam (1995). 


(27) a. qaza: xordan  (Lit: food  +  to eat)  ‘to eat (food)’

                   b. qaza: da:dan  (Lit : food  +  to give)  ‘to feed, to give food’

That is, Hajati’s account is in a better position to capture the NI compounds rather than the LVCs, because in the case of LVCs some of the PVs (i.e. Verbal Nouns, cf. {3.7}) cannot  function as subject or object to yield to syntactic movement as Hajati suggests. 


In Tabaian (1979) LVCs are supposed to form two groups. In one class the verbal element is a simple verb (28) but in the other the verbal element is one of  the auxiliaries: kardan ‘to do’, šodan ‘to become’, budan ‘to be’ (29).


(28) zamin xordan      (Lit: ground  +  to collide)  ‘to fall’


(29) a. bida:r  kardan  (Lit: awake   +  to make)     ‘to awake someone’


        b. bida:r  šodan   (Lit: awake   + to become)  ‘to wake up’

                   c. bida:r budan    (Lit: awake   +    to be)       ‘to be awake’

Having noticed that the combinations in (29) are action, process and Stative verbs respectively, Tabaian claims that the auxiliaries (= LVs) do not determine the opposition between transitivity and intransitivity of LVCs. In {3.5} and {3.8}, we argue against Tabaian’s view, and show that the event structures of LVs have a role in the syntactic realisation of a-structure of PV as transitive or intransitive LVCs. Then, Tabaian argues that (27a) and (28) are structurally and semantically different from each other. In the former the verbal element means ‘to eat’, while it means ‘to collide’ in the latter. Also, as shown in (30) the nominal constituent in (27a) is a direct object, but the one in (28) is an indirect object preceded by the optional preposition be- ‘to, against’. Thus, he assumes that, as depicted in (31), both (27a) and (28) are VPs with different objects: direct and indirect. 


(30) a. ?u qaza: xord .
 



           he food ate.

  
          ‘He ate (food).’

                  b. ?u (be)  zamin    xord.

                      he  to   ground  collide-Past  


                     ‘He fell down.’


(31)                                     VP


                                  NP                PP            V


                                   N          (P)        NP


                                                              N


                               qaza:                     zamin   xord  

                               food                      ground  eat, collide

This analysis suffers from the serious defect that, as realised by the author himself, verbs xordan ‘to eat’ in qaza: xordan ‘to eat (food)’ as in (30a) and xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’ in zamin xordan ‘to fall’ are semantically and syntactically different. In fact, the former is a heavy verb and the latter an LV. In the face of all differences between these two classes of verbs explained in {3.4.1} it is difficult to treat them as a single phenomenon as Tabaian proposes in (31). In addition, this analysis may have difficulty in accounting for the cases like (32) where the nominal items cannot be preceded by a preposition. Thus, they are not indirect objects realised as PPs as Tabaian assumes.   


(32) a. farib xordan    (Lit: deception + TO COLLIDE) ‘to be deceived’

                   b. šekast xordan  (Lit: defeat   + TO COLLIDE)  ‘ to be defeated’


Attempting to provide an X-bar analysis of Persian compound verbs, Samiian (1983: 252) claims that the compounds respect the following base expansion rule, observing that the PV part of LVCs can be expanded to X’ level by modification and complementation.


(33)  V ( X’-V  where X ( V.  X can assume the values of  Noun, Adjective and

                       Preposition resulting in the following base configurations.


                  V                            V                             V


                       N’        V                A’           V                P’          V 

Samiian’s suggestion that nominal constituents of LVCs are N’s expandable to the NP level is not true of all cases and the examples in (34) are counterexamples to this claim. In (34), the PV, a recently nominalized VN, cannot often be expanded to the N’ level when used as a PV (34c). Moreover, the cases considered as prepositions are introduced as prefix or particle in other works (Barjaste, 1983; Tabaian, 1979; Shari’at, 1988: 98). These PVs cannot head PP’s and his example (126 ) repeated in (35) where pas ‘back’ is supposed to be the head of the PP ‘pas-e Hassan’ is ungrammatical.


(34) a. ?anja:m  da:dan   (Lit:  performing + TO GIVE)  ‘to perform’


       b. qofl  kardan          (Lit:  lock + TO DO)    ‘to lock’


    * c. Ali ?anja:m-e xubi ?az / be ka:r-eš da:d.

                      Ali performing-Ez good of / to work-his GAVE


          ‘Ali gave a good performance to / of his job.’

         *(35)   Ali  keta:b-ra:  pas-e hassan da:d.


         Ali  book-DO back-E Hassan gave

                     ‘Ali returned the book to Hassan.’


Following Hajati (1977) and in line with Samiian (1983), Barjaste (1983) believes that in Persian LVCs the PVs are generic nouns that, being semantic constituents of LVCs, can syntactically function as the direct object of the clauses. Since Barjaste classifies LVCs into separable and inseparable and only in the case of separable ones the PV nouns can function as direct object, he stands in a better position in comparison to Hajati and Samiian. Barjaste argues that PV nouns can: a) be specific and followed by the direct object marker ra:,  b) be separated from the LVs by PP, c) be the subject of passive version of the clauses. Barjaste’s approach could have been more promising, had he drawn a clear line between separable and inseparable LVCs, had he explained why LVCs are categorisable into separable and inseparable, and had he clarified how and why a noun, being part of a predicate, may function as the direct object of the given predicate. These issues will be addressed later.

3.2.4. Recent Approaches


Heny and Samiian (1991) focus on the separable LVCs, pointed out in (3.1.2), where the nominal element of an LVC such as harf ‘talk, word’ remains as a part of a single predicate in some cases as in (36a) identical in structure to (13a), and in other cases heads an NP while remaining the nominal element of the LVC as in (36b), (cf. (13c)).


(36a) a. ba: dusta:n-aš   harf    zad      o   raft.

  
            with friends-his talk  BEAT-Past  and went                            


           ‘(He) talked to his friends and went’


        b. harf-ha:y-aš ra:  ba:  dust-an-aš    zad    o  raft

                        talk-Pl- his DO with friend-Pl-his BEAT-Past and went


          ‘(He) talked to his friends and went.’

According to the authors the NP (e.g. harf-ha:y-aš in (36b)) is pruned  and restructured with the verb and the result is a V’ as depicted in (37).


(37a)                   V’                           (37b)              V’

 

                              N’’                           (                                                 


           N’      

                 N                            V                                 N                       V                                     

               harf-ha:y-aš             zad                               harf                     zad

               talk-Pl.-his

They admit that this approach is not adequate in accounting for the cases where there is another head intervening between the NP and the V. In (36b), one of their examples, there is a PP between the NP and V. Mohammad and Karimi (1992) and Goldberg (1995) refer to empirical problems from which this analysis suffers. In addition to empirical problems, it seems, this account faces a theoretical difficulty. In this approach, an NP, a syntactic category, is reduced into a bare N which, then, combines with an LV to form a predicate. Since the LV is thematically empty, the bare N is responsible for bearing the a-structure of the LVC. This seems to be opposed to many current trends in which the lexicon is regarded as the source from where the argument bearing items come, not the syntax as implied in Heny and Samiian.


Grimshaw and Mester’s (1988) Argument Transfer is suggested to account for Persian LVCs by Mohammad and Karimi (1992). They assume that Persian LVs co-occur with theta transparent NPs, capable of theta assigning outside their maximal projections. The LVs, being thematically empty like suru in Japanese, receive arguments from nouns and become theta markers. In Japanese, suru combines with a predicative and semantically transparent NP. However, this is not always the case with Persian LVCs. An LV may co-occur with a predicative or a non-predicative noun. Thus, Argument Transfer may not be an appropriate theory to explain Persian LVCs (Goldberg, 1995). At any rate, it cannot capture the cases where the PV is non-predicative. In addition, as we will argue below, Persian LVs are not completely devoid of semantic force. Thus, they would not be captured in Grimshaw and Mester’s (1988) framework in which LVs (e.g. suru) are supposed to be semantically empty. 


Ghomeshi
 and Massam (1994), noticing lexical and syntactic properties of Persian compounds and following Mithun’s (1984) NI, suggest a juxtaposition analysis in which the object of the verb is incorporated into the verb and the result is a tight unit which remains phonologically separable. The noun loses its argument status and the compound functions as an intransitive predicate (p. 183). Under this view, each element of the compound is generated under its own distinct X( node in a way that  the two zero-level elements are juxtaposed, while the compound is still a V(  as in (38).  


(38)                                 V’

                                                   V(
          

                                           N(              V(

 It is stated that there is an identical thematic relation between the compounded noun and the verb and between the corresponding NP and the verb. Actually, what Ghomeshi and Massam are interested in and what leads them to this suggestion is the fact that, as dealt with in Hajati (1977), Barjaste (1983) and Heny and Samiian (1991), in Persian the nominal element of the compounds can have a specific reading and function as the direct object of the verb on some occasions as in (13c). However, this approach is different from the others, since the PV is a single word base-generated under a single verb. This account, in comparison to the previous works, stands in a better position and can capture some of  the issues related to Persian LVCs. Although they explicitly mention that it is not a lexical approach, it is essentially lexical rather than syntactic. The compounds and their components are zero-level words and the N( and V( join together without any syntactic movement. 


While the account is enlightening and promising, it is not capable of explaining all the aspects of  Persian LVCs mentioned in {3.1.1} and {3.1.2). There are cases where the PV cannot function as the direct object of the verb as in (34c) and (39-40), so their suggestion that there is an identical thematic relation between the compounded noun and the verb and between the corresponding noun phrase (object NP) and the verb does not capture these cases. In fact, this account can only capture our separable type of LVC (13-14) and (16) in which the PVs may function as the direct object (13c) or only remains as parts of LVCs without any grammatical function (13a). However, the inseparable LVCs such as (10), (34) and (39-40) cannot be accounted for.  


(39) a. Ali  ka:r-aš ra: ?a:qa:z  kard.


          Ali  work-his DOM beginning DO-Past

                    ‘Ali began his work.’


    * b. Ali ?a:qa:z-ra:  kard.

                      Ali starting-DOM  DO-Past


         ‘Ali did the beginning.’ 

           (40) a. Ali ?in ka:r ra: ?anja:m da:d.


          Ali this job DOM performing GIVE-Past


         ‘Ali did this job.’


  * b. Ali   ?anja:m-ra:         da:d.


         Ali performing-DOM GIVE-Past

                    ‘Ali did the performing.’


Although Ghomeshi and Massam (1994) are careful to give a lexical-like syntactic account, Vahedi-Langrudi
 (1995) proposes a syntactic analysis to explore Persian LVCs in which the syntax and the lexicon are considered isomorphic. In Vahedi-Langrudi LVs have an impoverished a-structure with an obligatory internal complement subcategorisation frame. An indefinite NP or a predicative XP occurs as the subcategorised internal complement of a given LV. The LVCs, being phrasal, have the following V’ structure.


(41)                                     V’


                                            XP                   V

In order to account for lexical properties of Persian LVCs Vahedi-Langrudi follows Hale and Keyser (1991-1993) who argue that English denominal verbs are derived through a process of NI in which a noun is incorporated into an abstract empty verb. He claims, comparing the assumed derivation of Persian LVCs and English denominal verbs in Lexical Syntax as in (42), that since in both cases lexical heads are formed through incorporation they must be eligible  to undergo other steps of derivational morphology. Then, he points out that Hale and Keyser’s Lexical Syntax is quite isomorphic to surface syntax.


(42a)                 VP                                (42b)              VP


                          V                 NP                                    NP            V


                       N i      V        t i                                        t i         N i            V


                  laugh         (                                                          xande         kard

                                                                                               ‘laugh’       ‘DO-Past’

In Hale and Keyser  syntactic operations are employed to derive lexical heads in lexicon which will be projected into syntax in other levels. But Vahedi-Langrudi goes the other way round and  uses this machinery to license his phrasal verbs to behave like single verbs. Like Heny and Samiian (1991), Vahedi-Langrudi uses syntax as a source from which lexical items are derived. Moreover, Persian LVs are not as empty as Hale and Keyser’s abstract verb. It is later argued that Persian LVs, unlike Hale and Keyser’s empty abstract verb, contain at least some aspectual information. 


Goldberg (1995)
, as opposed to Vahedi-Langrudi (1995), Ghomeshi and Massam (1994), Heny and Samiian (1991) among others, holds a pure lexical view. For her, the Persian LVC (= her Complex Predicate)  has a V( status by default. That is, the LVC can be split up if and only if there is independent motivation to separate the PV from the LV. In this account the PV and LV, as shown in (43), are always zero-level and adjuncts, adverbs, and full direct objects may not intervene between PV and LV. 


(43)                                       Default: V( 

                                                            Pred                                        

                                                      X(         V(
                                                     PV         LV

Although this approach can account for some of the properties of the LVCs, it is not adequate to cover Persian LVCs. For instance, consider (44a) (= 73 in Goldberg), identical to our separable LVCs in (13), in which the PV is capable of heading an NP separated from the LV by a PP as in (44b).


(44) a. be Ali java:b ba:yad bed-am.


           to  Ali answer must  GIVE- 1st. Sg.


          ‘I must answer Ali.’

                  b. Sasan java:b-e   xubi  be  Ali  da:d.

                      Sasan  answer-EZ. good to Ali GIVE-Past


         ‘Sasan answered Ali well.’


As the above discussion shows LVCs in Iranian languages have not received a systematic and comprehensive study and probably one of the reasons that researchers suggest different and sometimes quite opposite accounts may come from the fact that the issue itself is not precisely presented. Therefore, we attempt to introduce and describe Persian LVCs and their internal structures in the following sections, then the proposed framework, introduced in (2.4) is developed in order to account for the problems and issues related to this phenomenon. 

3.3. Components of  Persian LVCs


Khanlari (1987: 395-8) gives the list of all Persian simple verbs, collecting them from literary and colloquial texts. Having examined the list, including 279 simple lexical verbs, I suppose that the number of simple verbs which may be used hardly exceed 150 in modern colloquial and standard Persian; spoken or written. The rest can only be attested in archaic literary texts. Mohammad and Karimi (1992) report that only 115 verbs in this language are used as simple lexical verbs. Not only have the majority of lexical verbs in this language been replaced by LVCs, but also some of the common simple verbs such as those in (45)  have LVC equivalents and native speakers prefer to use the LVCs rather than simple verbs . 

   (45)        Simple Forms                          LVC forms                                        

              zistan   ‘to live’                      zendagi kardan (Lit : life + TO DO)  ‘to live’

              geristan ‘to cry’                      gerye  kardan (Lit : cry + TO DO) ‘to cry’


   parda:xtan ‘to pay’                  parda:xt kardan (Lit: payment + TO DO) ‘to pay’

This observation confirms the other researchers’ views, among them Barjaste (1983), Samiian (1983) and Aghbar (1981), that Persian language is notorious for the lack of simple verbs and the creation of new verbs through morphological derivation has completely died out as a productive process. On the other hand, the formation of LVCs probably as the only way of creating new verbs in this language is very productive. In fact, apart from the limited number of simple verbs and a restricted number of prefixed verbs, all other Persian verbs are in the form of LVCs. This class of verbs contain an LV and another non-verbal elements. Note that LVs are often a set of simple verbs which, in addition to being heavy lexical verbs, function as LVs. For example, da:dan ‘to give’ in (46a) functions as a heavy verb, but it functions as an LV in (46b) as well.    


(46) a.  Ali keta:b-ra: be Sasan da:d.

                        Ali book-DOM to  Sasan  GIVE-Past

                       ‘Ali gave the book to Sasan.’

                   b. Ali Sasan-ra:  neja:t da:d

                       Ali Sasan-DOM rescue GIVE-Past

 
           ‘Ali rescued Sasan.’



In order to find out which verbs function as LVs two novels (All-e Ahmad, 1983; Makhmalbaf, 1994), some local newspapers (’etela’at, Jomhuri Islami, ’brar) and almost all literature written on Persian LVCs were examined and the LVCs used or referred to in these texts were collected. The result was a list of about 2500 non-repeated LVCs which was continually consulted during the present study. Having examined this list, we came to the conclusion that as expected, unlike Japanese and Korean but identical to other Indo-Iranian languages (e.g. Urdu and Hindi), there are a remarkable number of Persian LVs. It is plausible to say that  their number exceeds thirty. However, the survey carried out by the present researcher indicates that about 16 Persian LVs are the most frequently used. These verbs are presented in (47) based on their degree of frequency.


(47) kardan
     ‘TO DO ’       

                   zadan       ‘TO BEAT, TO HIT ’         


      da:dan      ‘TO GIVE’                     

                  gereftan    ‘TO HOLD, TO TAKE’                        

                  da:štan       ‘TO HAVE’                  


      ?a:madan   ‘TO COME’                  

                  ?a:vardan  ‘TO BRING’                 

                  xordan      ‘TO COLLIDE’    

                  kešidan      ‘TO PULL, TO TOLERATE’ 


                  ya:ftan        ‘TO FIND, TO OBTAIN’  

                  šodan
          ‘TO BECOME’          

                  bordan        ‘TO TAKE, TO CARRY’   

                  raftan          ‘TO GO’                   


       goza:štan      ‘TO PUT’                  

                  didan        ‘TO TOLERATE, TO EXPERIENCE’  

                   baxšidan   ‘TO FORGIVE’


Here, the question might arise whether these LVs are really semantically empty. If so, it should be possible to use any of these verbs with any other non-verbal element and the LVs should be replaceable with each other without any change in the meaning of the whole LVC. But it is not the case. Although some LVs with identical characteristics can replace each other, on many occasions the replacement of LVs results in different LVCs, at least from the point of view of a-structure. Consider the following examples:


(48) a. guš kardan (Lit: ear + TO DO)   ‘ to listen’

                    b. guš da:dan (Lit: ear + TO GIVE)   ‘to listen’

             (49) a. hamle bordan (Lit: attack + TO TAKE)  ‘to attack’

                    b. hamle kardan  (Lit:  attack +  TO DO) ‘to attack’


(50) a. šekast da:dan (Lit: defeat + TO GIVE)  ‘to defeat’

                   b. šekast xordan (Lit: defeat + TO COLLIDE) ‘to be defeated’                                                                                              


(51) a. pa:ya:n da:dan (Lit: end  + TO GIVE)  ‘to finish’

                   b. pa:ya:n ya:ftan (Lit: end  +  TO FIND)  ‘to get finished’  

In (48) and (49) the LVs in (a) are replaced with another LV in (b), while the meaning of LVCs remains unchanged. However, in (50) and (51), the substitution of LVs in (a) results in different kinds of LVCs in (b). The (a) examples in (50) and (51) are transitive LVCs, but those in (b) are unaccusative. (We observed the same alternation in LVCs in other languages {2.2 }.) What is the truth behind this? In fact, the differences in the behaviour of the LVs in (48-51) come from the fact that Persian LVs are of different types based on their aspectual characteristics. These features of LVs, restricting their substitution with each other and their combination with non-verbal items, will be explained below.

  
Some researchers (Samiian, 1983; Ghomeshi and Massam, 1994: 184-5) report that Iranian LVs may  combine with various types of non-verbal items to form LVCs as in the following.


(52) a.   Noun + LV :

                        ka:r kardan              work + TO DO
               ‘to work’


            ra:hnama:?i kardan
   advice + TO DO          ‘to advise’


            java:b da:dan          answer + TO GIVE            ‘to answer’


            gul zadan                 deception + TO BEAT      ‘to deceive’

                       gul xordan               deception + TO COLLIDE  ‘to be deceived’


    b.  Adjective / Past Participle Adjective + LV


         rowšan kardan           bright +  to make’                ‘to turn on’


         ba:z  kardan               open +  to make’                  ‘to open’


         ba:z šodan                  open + to become                ‘to open’


         ca:q kardan                fat +  to make                      ‘to make fat’

                    para:kande kardan      scattered +  to make            ‘to scatter’


         para:kande šodan       scattered + to become         ‘to be scattered’


   c.  Perpositional Phrases + LV


        ?az dast da:dan                from hand + TO GIVE        ‘to lose’


        ?az bar kardan                 from chest + TO DO            ‘to memorise’

                      be dast ?a:vardan          to hand + TO BRING          ‘to gain’


        be donya: ?a:vardan        to world + TO BRING         ‘to give birth’


 d. Adverb + LV

                  dir kardan                      late + TO DO                          ‘to be late’

                  tond kardan                    fast + TO DO                      ‘to accelerate’

                  pa:?in ?a:vardan             down + TO BRING             ‘to bring down’

In {3.4.3}, we show that the combinations in (52b) are not LVCs but causative and inchoative constructions.


The remarkable number of LVs in (47) and their ability to co-occur with various types of parts of speech as in (52) make the issues to seem more complex and might imply that any LV can combine with different PVs. It should be noted it is not the case and there are some limitations at work. Different LVs behave differently in this respect  at least from the viewpoint of frequency and productivity. We will explore this issue in the following sections.   

3.4. Persian LVs

In {3.3}, we introduced the most common LVs in Iranian languages. In this section the LVs will be dealt with in more detail and we will find out how LVs are different from  simple lexical (heavy) verb, auxiliaries and causatives.

3.4.1. LVs vs. Heavy Verbs


In this section, it is shown how LVs and heavy verbs behave differently with respect to nominalization, the formation of manner adverbials, modification by adverbs, causativisation and argument structure.

3.4.1.1. Agentive (=Subject) Nominals: The agentive morpheme -ande ‘-er’ is added to the stems of transitive and unergative heavy verbs and  forms subject nominals. Although, as explained in {3.1.1.2}, full LVCs behave like lexical verbs in this respect, LVs often cannot be subject to this operation independently. Compare (53) with (54) .


(53) Heavy Verbs:

                 a. xa:ndan ‘to sing, to read’ xa:n- (Stem)+ -ande  ( xa:nande ‘singer, reader’


      b. ra:ndan  ‘to drive’     ra:n- (Stem) + -ande       (  ra:nande ‘driver’


(54) LVs:


      a. kardan ‘TO DO’  kon- (Stem) + -ande  (    * konande ‘doer’


      b. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’   dah- (Stem) + -ande  ( * dahande 

3.4.1.2. Adverbs of Manner: The bare stems of some Persian heavy verbs are capable of combing with the morpheme -a:n and produce a type of adverbials of manner such as xanda:n ‘while laughing’ in (55).


(55) Ali   xanda:n       va:red-e ?ota:q šod.

                   Ali while-laughing enter-Ez room became.

                  ‘Ali, happily (while laughing), entered the room.’

 None of the LVs can undergo this morphological operation independently. Consider the following examples which indicate the contrast between these two classes of verb with respect to this process.


(56) Heavy Verbs:


       a. xandidan ‘to laugh’  xand- (Stem) + -a:n ( xanda:n  ‘while laughing’

                  b. geristan  ‘to cry’       geri-  ( Stem) + -a:n(   geria:n  ‘ while crying’

             (57) LVs:

                   a. kardan ‘TO DO’      kon- (Stem) + -a:n  (  * kona:n ‘while doing’

                   b. zadan  ‘TO BEAT’    zan- (Stem) + -a:n  (  * zana:n ‘while beating’

Only a full predicate can undergo this morphological process. LVs, being incomplete predicates, are not able to be input to this rule. However, when LVs combine with other items and become full predicates, as referred to in {3.1.1.3}, they  gain the capacity to undergo this operation. For instance, the LVs in (57) as shown in (58) can form adverbs of manner like heavy verbs, after combining with appropriate PVs.


(58) LVCs


a. raqs kardan ‘to dance’  raqs kon-   (noun + Stem)  + -a:n  ( raqs kona:n 


   ‘while dancing’


b. qadam zadan ‘to walk’ qadam zan- (qadam + Stem) + -a:n ( qadam zana:n 

               ‘while walking’

3.4.1.3. Modification by Adverbs: LVs, in contrast to heavy verbs, cannot independently be preceded or modified by adverbs. Consider the following sentences:


(59) a. Ali Sasan-ra:    birahma:ne zad.

                       Ali Sasan-DOM cruelly beat-Past


          ‘Ali punished Sasan cruelly.’


       b. Ali Sasan-ra:    birahma:ne gul zad.

                       Ali Sasan-DOM cruelly deception BEAT-Past


          ‘Ali deceived Sasan cruelly.’

 
*(60) a. Ali Sasan-ra:       gul        birahma:ne zad.

                        Ali Sasan-DOM deception cruelly      BEAT-Past


           ‘Ali deceived Sasan cruelly.’

As we see the adverb birahma:ne ‘cruelly’ may precede a heavy verb (59a) or an LVC (59b), but it cannot precede or modify an LV (60). Thus, it is feasible to say that LVs, in contrast to full verbs,  cannot be independently preceded or modified by adverbs.


3.4.1.4. Causativisation: Heavy verbs can be morphologically causativized, but LVs don’t yield to this process easily. The causative morpheme -a:n(i)d-an is added to the present stem of heavy verbs and forms causative verbs. LVs do not undergo this process. Consider the mismatches in (61) and (62).


(61)  heavy verbs:


 a. xandidan ‘to laugh’ xan- (Pr. Stem) + -a:ndan  ( xanda:ndan ‘cause to laugh’

             b. davidan   ‘to run’    dav-  (Pr. Stem) +  -a:ndan (  dava:ndan   ‘cause to run’

             c. xordan    ‘to eat’     xor-   (Pr. Stem) + -a:ndan  ( xora:ndan     ‘cause to eat’


(62) LVs:        

           a. kardan   ‘TO DO’      kon-  (Pr. Stem) + -a:ndan  (  *kona:ndan   ‘cause to do’   

           b. ?ofta:dan ‘TO FALL’ ?oft-  (Pr. Stem) + -a:ndan  ( *?ofta:ndan  ‘cause to fall’

           c. ya:ftan    ‘TO FIND’  ya:b-  (Pr. Stem) + -a:ndan  ( *ya:ba:ndan  ‘cause to

                find’

The contrast between (61) and (62) certainly indicates that these two groups of verb are different in some way. However, one may question causativisation as a test to distinguish between LVs and heavy verb. Because LVs cannot be morphologically causativised even when used as heavy verbs. This is due to the fact that there is an unaccusative / transitive (lexical causative) opposition between intransitive and transitive LVs. This means, any unaccusative LV has a transitive counterpart. Thus, in order to transitivize an unaccusative LVC the unaccusative LV of the LVC is replaced by its transitive counterpart. We will return to the caustivisation of LVCs in {3.8}.      

3.4.1.5. Argument Structure: As pointed out above, LVs and heavy verbs are different from the viewpoint of a-structure. Heavy verbs normally tend to predicate a certain number and types of arguments, while their LV counterparts do not seem to be consistent in this regard and they predicate clauses with different number and types of  arguments. For example, the Persian da:dan ‘to give’ usually appears in sentences with three arguments as in (63), when it functions as a heavy verb. However, it predicates different number and types of arguments as in (64) in its light use. 


(63)  Ali  keta:b-ra: be Sasan da:d.               (Dative)

                     Ali  book-DOM  to Sasan give-Past

                    ‘Ali gave the book to Sasan.’


(64) a. Ali ?este?fa:  da:d                               (Intransitive)

                      Ali resignation GIVE-Past

 
          ‘Ali resigned’

                   b. Ali Sasan-ra: neja:t da:d                       (Transitive)

                      Ali Sasan-DOM rescue GIVE-Past

                     ‘Ali rescued Sasan’

                  c. Ali ?ota:q-ra: be Sasan ?extesa:s da:d     (Dative)           

                      Ali room-DOM to Sasan allocation GIVE-Past

                     ‘Ali allocated the room to Sasan.’ 

In contrast to (63), in (64) the same LV predicates clauses with different number and types of arguments; depending on the predicational characteristics of the PV elements of the LVCs. Thus, it might be plausible to say that an LV has an unspecified, or defective a-structure (Di Sciullo, 1990; Butt, 1995) which turns into a fully-fledged one when the given LV co-occurs with another element, while a heavy verb bears a fully specified a-structure.


 To demonstrate the differences between LVs and heavy verbs, let us consider the heavy and light uses of the verb xordan ‘TO EAT, TO COLLIDE’ as in (65).  


(65) a. Ali qaza: xord.

                       Ali food   ate

                      ‘Ali ate (food)’


       b. Ali farib   xord.


          Ali deception COLLIDE

                     ‘Ali was deceived.’ 

 It seems that in both cases, we have the same sequence of NP + N(P) + V. However, we should notice that in (65a) we have a heavy verb which can predicate an (implicit) internal argument, while in (65b) we have an unaccusative LVC, N + LV, in which both components of the LVC contribute to the a-structure formation of the whole LVC. Xordan in (65a) is a heavy verb which always has an internal argument whether implicit (65a) or explicit (66a), while xordan in (65b) is an LV whose a-structure is provided by the PV farib ‘deception’ which, unlike the noun qaza: in (65a), cannot function as an argument of the verb xord in (65b). Our claim that qaza: ‘food’ in (65a) is an argument, while farib ‘deception’ in (65b) is not is supported by the fact that the former, unlike the latter, can turn into a case-marked specified definite argument. Consider the following:


(66) a. Ali qaza:-ra: xord

                      Ali food-DOM ate

                      ‘Ali ate the food.’

                * b. Ali   farib-ra:   xord

                      Ali deception-DOM COLLIDE-Past

                     ‘Ali was deceived.’

  The insertion of the direct object marker (DO) ra:
 in (66) indicates that xordan in (65a) and (66a) is a heavy verb whose internal argument can be specified (66a) or not (65a). However; xordan in (65b) and (66b) is an LV which is not capable of predication independently, so the noun farib ‘deception’ always remains a PV and does not obtain the chance to function as an argument. Note that, unlike (66b), in a particular type of  LVC the PVs may have specific readings under some circumstances. This is explained later.  


Another test that might uncover the distinction between LV xordan and heavy xordan is infinitivisation. The infinitive form of a full verb can participate in Ezafe constructions
 and form a meaningful construct. However, an LV cannot be infinitivized independently and cannot participate in Ezafe constructions. For instance, consider the following Ezafe constructions in which the first elements are the infinitivized versions of xordan.


(67)  a. xord-an-e qaza: 

                         to eat-Ez.   food


            ‘to eat food, eating food’

                  * b. xord-an-e  farib

                         TO COLLIDE-Ez.   deception


             ‘to be deceived / being deceived’



So far we have shown how LVs and heavy verbs are different from each other. Nevertheless, these two groups of verbs on some occasions behave in identical ways. Both LVs and heavy verbs can co-occur with auxiliaries for the sake of representing tense, agreement, etc. In the following sentences the same auxiliaries, identified with bold letters, can appear with LVs and heavy verbs.

        (68) Heavy Verbs:

                 a. Ali qaza: xa:had xord

                    Ali food     will   eat

                   ‘Ali will eat food.’

                b. Ali qaza: xorde ?ast
                    Ali  food eaten  is

                   ‘Ali has eaten food’                   

        (69) LVs:


     a. Ali   farib    xa:had  xord.

                    Ali deception will    COLLIDE 

                   ‘Ali will be deceived.’

                 b. Ali   farib    xorde ?ast
                     Ali deception COLLIDE-Past Par.  is

                     ‘Ali has been deceived.’


Both LVs and heavy verbs can exhibit past / present stems as seen in (70). 

                                                           Pr. Stem                    Past Stem


(70) a. kardan ‘TO DO’             kon-                         kard-      (LV)

                   b. neveštan ‘to write’         nevis-                        nevešt-   (heavy Verb)


Both LVs and heavy verbs can be classified into aspectual verb classes and contain aspectual information {3.5-7}.

3.4.2. LVs vs. Auxiliaries


Persian auxiliaries (e.g. šodan ‘to become’, budan ‘to be’, da:štan ‘to have’, xa:stan ‘to want’) in their usage as auxiliaries are different from LVs. Although LVs, bearing lexical aspectual properties, contribute to the formation of predicates (= LVCs) by combining with PVs,  auxiliaries, which are only capable of carrying function features (e.g. tense and agreement), are unable to participate in LVC formation and they may only co-occur with already fully-fledged predicates either simple or complex. Consider the following examples:


(71) a. Ali   na:me-ra:  xa:had  xa:nd.      (Future)

                         Ali   letter-DOM   will         read

                       ‘Ali  will read the letter.’                               


        b. Ali   na:me-ra: ----   xa:nd.                       (Past)

                         Ali   letter-DOM         read

                       ‘Ali read the letter.’                         

                   *c.Ali   na:me-ra:  xa:had  ------.

                         Ali   letter-DOM   will  -----       

                       ‘Ali  will ---- the letter.’                               

  
   (71’) a. Ali na:me-ra:  qera:?at xa:had kard        (Future)

                          Ali  letter-DOM reading  will    DO-Past

                         ‘Ali will read the letter.’

                     b. Ali na:me-ra:  qera:?at  ----  kard                  (Past)

                        Ali  letter-DOM reading ---- DO-Past

                       ‘Ali read the letter.’

                    *c. Ali na:me-ra: qera:?at  xa:had ----- 

                         Ali  Letter-DOM reading  will    DO-Past

                        ‘Ali  will ---- the letter.’


The (c) examples in (71-71’) indicate that the heavy verb xa:ndan and the LV kardan cannot be omitted and their deletion will result in ungrammaticality, but the deletion of the future auxiliary xa:stan does not lead to ill-formedness of the clauses (71b, 71’b). The only function of this auxiliary is to change the tense from past (71b, 71’b) to future (71a, 71’a). The deletion of this auxiliary, in (b) examples, without any change in the meaning of the propositions shows that it is only a tense marker without any semantic force and it cannot predicate a clause without the existence of another verb, but LVs can do so. Thus, opposed to auxiliaries, LVs can contribute to LVC formation or function as main verbs in combination with PVs.


In addition (71’b) shows that LVs, opposed to auxiliaries, which can only accompany verbal elements, may co-occur with non-verbal items in order to form predicates. 


Unlike LVs and heavy verbs, auxiliaries do not convey lexical aspectual content.


Now let us see if auxiliaries have anything in common with LVs and heavy verbs. As shown below, all classes of verbs, i.e. auxiliaries (72a), heavy verbs (72b), and LVs (73c), may be matched with the verbal inflectional features which mainly refer to agreement (person and number) and they may carry the negation morpheme as well. There is no difference between the three classes of verbs in this respect.


(72) a. Ali-ra:  na-xa:ha-am  did

                       Ali-DOM Neg-will-1st.Sg. saw


         ‘(I) will not see Ali.’

                   b. Ali-ra: na-did-am 

                       Ali-DOM Neg-saw-1st.Sg.

                      ‘(I) didn’t see Ali.’

                   c. Ali-ra: ra:hnama:?i  na-kard-am.
                      Ali-DOM advice         Neg.-DO-Past-1st.Sg.

                     ‘(I) didn’t advise Ali.’


Unlike heavy verbs but like LVs, auxiliaries cannot yield to any of the operations and functions  explained in {3.4.1.1-5}.


At this stage, it is plausible to say that based on the above discussions heavy verbs have full a-structures, LVs lack fully specified a-structures but their semantic content may exert a role in a-structure realisation. Auxiliaries, on the other hand, do not contribute any semantic information to a-structure and predicate formation. However, what seems to remain problematic, especially if we assume that a-structure is projected from LCS (Grimshaw, 1990:1), is whether LVs and heavy verbs have the same LCS (Rosen, 1989a; Di Sciullo and Rosen, 1990) or whether they are different in this regard. If we accept the first alternative, then the question arises how it is that the same LCSs project different a-structures. What might cast more doubt on the first alternative is the fact that LVs, like auxiliaries but opposed to heavy verbs, do not undergo any of the morphological processes discussed in {3.4.1}. Thus, since almost every LV has a heavy use as well, it is probable that what is assumed as the LCS of an LV is, in fact, the LCS of its heavy counterpart. Since Persian has two LVs
, nemudan ‘TO DO, TO PERFORM’ and varzidan ‘TO COMMIT, TO PERFORM’, whose heavy counterparts are almost outdated or used in a different sense , in order to throw some light on this issue an experiment was carried out as follows.


The LCS-like definitions of two heavy verbs were provided. Then, some heavy verbs and some LVs (including the two mentioned above) were listed under the defined heavy verbs in the form of an open-ended questionnaire. The questions were given to ten Persian speaking PhD students. They were asked to define the undefined verbs like the provided model. The result shows that all the subjects, as expected, defined the heavy verbs and the LVs which have heavy counterparts exactly like the model. However, in defining the LVs without heavy counterparts, three of the subjects gave definitions related to light use of the verbs, the others defined them in the sense of their heavy use. Bear in mind that light use of the verbs is more common and more frequent, while their heavy use is almost outdated and only used in literary texts and poetry. The fact that they stick to the outdated heavy use and ignore the common light use might indicate that the heavy use is more prominent and lexically specified than the light use. Thus, opposed to Di Sciullo and Rosen (1990) and Rosen (1989a), we assume that an LV has a partially specified and pale LCS or an LV, being something in-between  an auxiliary and a main verb, is a semantically bleached version of a corresponding full verb (Butt, 1995). 


All in all, it is  possible to say that an LV is the partially specified version of a heavy verb which, unlike a grammaticalized auxiliary, still retains some semantic force. It may retain something similar to Jackendoff’s Action Tier (Jackendoff, 1990, Butt, 1995), or at least the aspectual content of its full form. Ramchand’s (1990) short but theoretically insightful account of LVCs in Bangla implies that LVs in this language at least maintain the aspectual properties of their full forms. 

3.4.3. LVs vs. Causatives             


 It seems that in the previous works, the causative verb kardan ‘to make’ (e.g. as in (18b), (25), (29), (52b) is considered as an LV and a distinction is not made between LVs and some causatives. In this section, we will try to differentiate LVs from causatives. To do so, we will  discuss the Persian verb kardan ‘TO DO, to make’ which is the most productive and the most frequently used verb in this language. This verb seems to form unaccusative, unergative, transitive LVCs  (73a-c) and causative predicates (73d).


(73) a. sekta kardan  (Lit: heart attack + TO DO)  ‘to have a heart attack’

                    b. pareš kardan (Lit: jump +  TO DO)    ‘to jump’

 
        c. mašin kardan (Lit: machine + TO DO)  ‘to type’

 
        d. ša:d  kardan  (Lit: happy  +  to make)  ‘make happy’


We believe that kardan ‘TO DO’ as in (73a-c) is an LV, while kardan ‘to make’ as in (73d) is a causative verb. It is observed  that each LV has a corresponding heavy verb (Park, 1992; Di Sciullo and Rosen, 1990; Rosen, 1989) or an LV is the semantically bleached version of a corresponding full verb (Butt, 1995, 144). One can attest that in Persian old literary texts, heavy kardan is used in two meanings: ‘to do’ and ‘to make’, for instance: 


(74) a.  ki   conin   karde ?ast.          

                        who  so     done   is

                        ‘who has done so?’

                 b. ?az darya: sahra: va  ?az ... karde ?ast.

                     from sea   desert  and from ... made is

                    ‘(He) has made desert from sea and from ... .’ 

                                                          (taken from Dehkhoda’s Dictionary, p. 437)

As we see kardan in (74) is a full predicate which means ‘to do’ in (74a), and ‘to make’ in (74b). Thus, we might be allowed to assume that kardan in (73a-c) purposefully translated as ‘TO DO’ is the light version of heavy kardan meaning ‘to do’ as in (74a), though causative kardan ‘to make’ (73d) might be more related to kardan meaning ‘to make’ in (74b).


Moreover, the LV kardan ‘TO DO’ and causative kardan ‘to make’, as it might be expected, are different with respect to a-structure. Dabir Moghadam (1982) in his dissertation on causativity in Persian correctly argues that “the combination of every adjective with auxiliary kardan produces an auxiliary causal verb”. Also Dabir Moghadam (1995) believes that kardan in combination with adjectives forms causative predicates, but in combination with nouns produces either transitive or intransitive LVCs. Our data in (73), confirming Dabir Moghadam’s views, indicate that in fact this ‘causative auxiliary’ in his terms (i.e. kardan meaning ‘to make’) differs from kardan ‘TO DO’ in terms of a-structure. As depicted in (73) kardan ‘TO DO’ like other Persian LVs forms LVCs with different a-structures depending on the nature of the PVs with which it combines, but kardan ‘to make’ only appears in causative predicates in combination with an adjective. The fact that there is always a causer argument in constructions with kardan ‘to make’ might be a clue that this causative verb, as in any other causative element, carries an incomplete a-structure with a full external causative argument as in (75a), while kardan ‘TO DO’ lack a-structure or bears a skeletal a-structure whose arguments are not specified as in (75b).


(75) a. kardan ‘to make’            [ AS <  x  ,      >]        

                   b. kardan ‘TO DO’            [ AS <          >]      

Let us consider some more examples in which the causative kardan ‘to make’ is used.


(76) a. ma:dar  bace-ra:  ?a:ra:m kard.

                       mother baby-DOM  silent   made.


          ‘The mother silenced  the baby .’


      b. ka:r-e   ziya:d Ali-o   xaste  kard

                     work-Ez. much Ali-DOM tired made


         ‘Working hard made Ali tired.’

In both sentences, we have two arguments: the causer and the causee. It seems that the causer arguments are arguments of the causative kardan ‘to make’ and the causees are arguments of the adjectives. When kardan in (76) is substituted with a stative or inchoative verb the causer is not realised and the complex constructs turn into one-place argument predicates (77-78). Thus, in cases like (76), the causee is an argument of the adjective, while the causer is an argument of kardan.


(77)  bace ?a:ra:m ?ast.

                    baby  silent    is 

         
       ‘The baby is silent.

          (78)  bace  ?a:ra:m šod.                                   (Inchoative / agentless passive)

                   baby   silent    become.

                  ‘The baby became silent.


Both the stative (77) and the inchoative (78) versions of the causative clause in (76) reveal that the absence of the causative kardan leads to the deletion of causer argument (cf. 75a).

 
However, what remains complicated is the distinction between passivized LVCs and the inchoatives with an adjunct ‘by phrase’ as in (79b). The distinction between passives and inchoatives in Persian has led some researchers (Moyne, 1970, 1974) to believe that Persian does not have true passives and that inchoatives are used instead of passives in this language. This problem seems to be due to the fact that native speakers of this language tend not to express the agents in passive clauses and in the passivization of some LVCs some of the LVs are deleted and replaced by the passive auxiliary šodan ‘to become’
(Dabir Moghadam, 1981; Barjaste, 1983). (Whether cases like (80b) are passives or they are passive like unaccusative LVCs does not affect our argumentation and we will refer to them as passive.) 



It is possible to add an expression such as xod be xod ‘on its own’ to inchoatives but not to passives. This is because the passive construction presupposes the existence of an agent, so a phrase which denotes that there is no agent in that clause will result in contradiction. But in the case of inchoatives, since there is no presupposed agent argument the addition of phrases such as xod be xod ‘on his/her own’ does not result in contradiction. Thus, we will use this expression to distinguish between Inchoatives and passive LVCs. Consider the active sentences in (a) and their passive or inchoative versions below:


(79)  a. ma:dar bace-ra:    ?a:ra:m   kard                     (Causative)

                        mother child-DOM silent   make-Past

                       ‘The mother silenced the child.’


       b. bace  (tavasote ma:dar-aš) ?a:ra:m šod            (Inchoative)

                       child  (by        mother-his)  silent  become

                      ‘The child became silent by his mother.’                                  

          (80)  a. ma:dar ba:yad bace-aš-ra:   ra:hnama:?i konad        (Active LVC)

                       mother must  child-her-DOM advice  DO-Pr.-Sg 3rd

                      ‘The mother must advise her child.’

                   b.  bace ba:yad (tavasote ma:dar-aš) ra:nama:?i šavad      (Passive)

                        child must    (by       mother-his)  advice     Pass. Aux.

                       ‘The child must be advised (by his mother).

           (81) a. ?a:fta:b barf-ra:          ?a:b kard                                    (Causative)

                       sunshine snow-DOM water made

                      ‘The sunshine melted the snow.’

                   b. barf  (tavasote ?a:fta:b)   ?a:b šod                    (Inchoative)

                        snow  ( by       sun      )   water became  


           ‘The snow became melted (by sun).’

The ‘by phrase’ expressions in (b) cases in (79) and (81) are not genuine agentive arguments, but adjuncts added to the inchoatives, while the ‘by phrase’ in (80b) is an agentive argument suppressed as the result of passivization. This is revealed when we add the expression xod be xod ‘on its/her/his own’ to the (79-81b) sentences without expressing the ‘by-phrases’ as in (79’-81’).


(79’) b.  bace xod be xod ?a:ra:m šod                          (Inchoative)

                          child on his own silent    became

                         ‘The child became silent on his own.’

            *(80’) b. bace ba:yad xod be xod ra:hnama:?i šavad     (Passive)

                          child must   on his own  advice         become

                         ‘The child must be advised on his own’ 

             (81’) b. barf xod be xod ?a:b 
šod                      (Inchoative)


             snow on its own water became


            ‘The snow melted on its own.’

The contrast between (79’b) and (81’b) on the one hand, and (80’b) on the other hand indicates that the presence of the agent argument in (80b), unlike those in (79b) and (81b), cannot be denied by any means. This also supports the fact that the absence of the causative kardan leads to the deletion of the external argument in clauses like (79b) and (81b), while it is not the case with sentences like (80b) containing an LV. 



All in all, we conclude that the causative kardan ‘to make’, bearing an external argument (75a), is different from the LV  kardan ‘TO DO’ and other Persian LVs which, as characterised in this work, do not bear any full syntactic argument on their own (75b). Consequently, the combinations such as those in (18b), (25), (29) and (52b), containing an adjective and the causative kardan should not be considered as LVCs.

3.5. Aspect and LVs


The study of lexical aspect (Aktionsart) was seriously taken over in the modern linguistics when Dowty (1979) developed Vendler’s views and introduced the  so called Vendler-Dowty’s aspectual verb classes - Stative, Achievement, Activity and Accomplishment. This way of classification of verbs recognised by Aristotle and other philosophers such as Ryle (1949) was introduced into modern linguistics by Vendler (1967) and developed by Dowty. Vendler-Dowty’s verb classes has been challenged by some researchers. 


In Verkuyl (1993), aspectuality is a complex property determined by the temporal structure of a verb and the quantificational properties of its arguments. In this system, verbs are presented by the features (-ADD TO) or (+ADD TO). The former represents statives and the latter non-statives. Jackendoff (1991, 1996) supports this view and shows how quantificational properties of nouns and addition of some adverbs and prepositional phrases can change the aspect of clauses. Although it is true that aspectuality is a property of the whole clause (Krifka, 1992; Verkuyl, 1993; Jackendoff, 1996, Ramchand, 1997; and many others)  and the information provided by other elements other than verbs may override the basic aspectuality of a clause and lead us to one aspectual interpretation or another (McClure, 1995; Smith, 1991), no one disagrees that verbs have a role in the composition of the aspect of a sentence. That is, verbs have their own contribution to the aspect of clauses and this contribution is determined by the lexically specified properties of verbs. In addition, in almost every system there is a sort of aspectual classification of verbs. At the very least, verbs are either stative or non-stative.     

In 3.4.1 we showed that LVs are thematically different from heavy verbs. However, as mentioned earlier, there are some indications that LVs possess some aspectual properties. In order to reveal the aspectual properties of LVs, we will classify them into aspectual groups. There are different systems of classification of full verbs and reasearhers have agreed on some kinds of tests to differentiate between verbs with different aspectual properties. We will employ some of these tests and criteria in order to to categorise LVs based on their aspectual properties. We suggest that Persian LVs, as shown in table 1, can be categorised into Statives and Dynamics (Transition LVs and Initiatory LVs).

3.5.1. Statives vs. Dynamics

Stative LVs, though not referring to states on their own, form LVCs  which refer to states. States do not happen or involve change. In contrast, Dynamic LVs appear in LVCs  which refer to events. Events, unlike states, happen or take place. Below, we will see how Stative LVs and Dynamic LVs fall into two groups. To do so, the two groups of LVs will be subjected to a variety of  tests. However, we should note that showing the aspectual characteristics of LVs is more difficult than showing the aspectual properties of  heavy verbs. Since an LV, unlike a heavy verb, does not appear in sentences on its own and it is always accompanied by a PV. Therefore, we have to find some ways by which the aspectual nature of LVs rather than that of LVCs  is tested.


The progressive tense has been  used as one of the ways of differentiating between Stative and Dynamic verbs. Since statives do not often form progressive forms, we will use the Persian progressive auxiliary da:štan as a test to distinguish Stative LVs from dynamic ones. This progressive auxiliary is added to the imperfective form of verbs and makes progressive forms. We, therefore, assume the progressive auxiliary da:štan as one of the tests to differentiate stativity from non-stativity. This auxiliary, though compatible with Dynamic LVs, does not co-occur with  Stative LVs as illustrated in (82) and (83). Consider the Stative LVCs in (82a-q) and the Dynamic LVCs  in (82a’-q’). In (82a-g), we have the LV da:štan with different PVs and in (82a’-82g’) some of Dynamic LVs with different PVs. However, pairs in (82h-q) and (82h’-q’) contain cases where the Stative LV appears in minimal pairs with most of the Dynamic LVs. That is, in these pairs we have the same PVs in each pair but either the Stative LV da:štan (82h-q) or one of the Dynamic LVs (82h’-q’). As it might be expected, the clauses with Stative LVCs (82a-q) become ill-formed in progressive form (83a-q), while those with Dynamic LVCs  (82a’-q’) remain grammatical (83a’-q’).


(82) a. Ali be da:ru   niya:z da:št.                          

                      Ali to medicine need HAD

                     ‘Ali needed medicine.’


       b. man ?elm      da:št-am    ke ...                         

                       I  knowledge HAD-1st.Sg.  that ...


          ‘I knew that ...


       c. man ?e?teqa:d da:ram  ....

                         I       belief      HAVE

                      ‘I believe ... .’


      d. man  sib    dust da:ram.

                        I   apple friend HAVE


         ‘I like apple.’

                  e. ?esra:r  da:št 

                       insist     HAD

                   ‘(He) insisted.’


      f. ?ela:qe da:rad.

                     interest HAS

                    ‘He is interested.’

                  g. ?a:rezu da:rad ... .

                      wish      HAS


        ‘(He) wishes ... .


      h. Ali rahm da:rad                                           

                     Ali  mercy   HAS


         ‘Ali is merciful’ 


      i. Ali keta:b-aš-ro la:zem da:rad

 
         Ali book-his-DOM need HAS


         ‘Ali needs his book.’


     j. ?in ?ota:q be Ali ?extesa:s da:rad.

                      this  room to Ali allocation   HAS


          ‘This room belongs  to Ali.’

                  k. man šak da:ram.

                        I    doubt have.


           ‘I am not sure. / I am in doubt.’


      l. dard da:rad.

                         pain   HAS

                        ‘It is painful.’

                  m. bana: da:rim ... .



agreement HAVE


           ‘(We) agree ... .


       n. tahamol da:rad

                       patience  HAS


          ‘He is patient.’

                   o. nazm da:rand.

                        order   HAVE

                       ‘(They) are organised’


        p. zarar da:rad.

                        loss    HAS

                       ‘It is harmful.’


      q.  ?in ba:zi    lezzat     da:rad.

                        this game enjoyment   HAS

                        ‘This game is enjoyable.’

         (82)  a’. Ali goza:reš da:d.                                   

                      Ali  report  GIVE-Past


          ‘Ali reported.’


       b’. Ali     gul       xord.                                   

                      Ali deception COLLIDE-Past .


         ‘Ali was deceived. / Ali suffered deception.’       


       c’. ?a:b rudxa:ne hadar mire.

                        water river     waste goes

                       ‘The river water is wasting.’ 


       d’. ?a:b boxa:r šod.



water steam become.


           ‘The water turned into steam.’


       e’.  da:d zad.


            shout STRIKE

                       ‘(He) shouted.’


      f’. na?re kešid.

                      roar  PULL

                    ‘(It) roared.’


      g’. hamle bordand.

                       attack  TOOK


          ‘(They) attacked.’


      h’. Ali be man rahm ?a:vard.                         

                      Ali to me  mercy BROUGHT


          ‘Ali became merciful to me.’

 
    i’.   keta:b-e la:zem ?a:mad.


           book-the need CAME


         ‘The book came to be needed.


     j’. ?in ?ota:q-ra: be Ali ?extesa:s da:dand. 


           this room-DOM to Ali             GAVE


         ‘(They) allocated this room to Ali.’


     k’. man šak kardam.


          I    doubt DID

                   ‘I became doubtful.’


     l’. dard gereft

                     pain  TOOK

                    ‘(It) started to hurt.’


   m’. bana: goza:štim. 


         agreement PUT

                   ‘(We) decided. / We came to agree.’  


     n’. tahamol kard.


          patience DID.

                    ‘(He) tolerated.


    o’. nazm ya:ftand.

                     order FOUND


        ‘(They) became organised.’

               p’.  ?u be man zarar  zad.    /    man zarar didam.

                       He to me loss   STRIKE   /  I loss     SAW

                       ‘He caused me a loss.’  /   ‘I  suffered a loss.’




    q’.
?in ba:zi be ma: lezzat baxšid.

                       this game to us  joy   FORGIVE


            ‘We enjoyed this game’

         (83) *a. Ali   da:št     be da:ru   niya:z (mi)da:št.                          

                      Ali Prog.Aux. to medicine need (Imp)HAD

                     ‘Ali was needing medicine.’


     * b. man   dašt-am          ?elm    (mi)da:št-am    ke ...                         

                        I Prog.Aux.1st.Sg knowledge (Imp)HAD-1st.Sg  that ...


          ‘I was knowing that ...


     * c. man da:ram  ?e?teqa:d (mi)da:ram  ....

                         I  Prog.Aux   belief   (Imp)HAVE

                      ‘I am believing ... .’


    * d. man da:ram      sib    dust (mi)da:ram.

                        I   Prog.Aux.apple friend (Imp)HAVE


         ‘I am liking apple.’

               * e. dašt       ?esra:r  da:št 

                      Prog.Aux insist     HAD

                   ‘(He) was insisting.’


  * f. da:rad     ?ela:qe da:rad.

                     Prog. Aux. interest HAS

                    ‘He is being interested.’

              * g. da:rad ?a:rezu da:rad ... .

                      Prog. Aux. wish  HAS


        ‘(He) is wishing ... .


   * h. Ali da:rad     rahm (mi)da:rad                                           

                     Ali Prog.Aux mercy (Imp)HAS


         ‘Ali is being merciful’
     


    * i. Ali da:rad      keta:b-aš-ro la:zem (mi)da:rad

 
         Ali Prog.Aux. book-his-DOM need (Imp)HAS


         ‘Ali is needing his book.’


   * j. ?in ?ota:q da:rad      be Ali ?extesa:s (mi)da:rad.

                    this  room Prog.Aux to Ali allocation (Ipm)HAS


          ‘This room is being belonged  to Ali.’

                * k. man da:ram        šak (mi)da:ram.

                        I    Prog.Aux. doubt (Ipm)HAVE.


           ‘I am not being sure. / I am being in doubt.’


    * l. da:rad      dard (mi)da:rad.

                     Prog.Aux pain  (Imp)HAS

                     ‘(It) is being painful.’

                * m. da:rim            bana: (mi)da:rim ... .



 Prog.Aux. agreement (Imp)HAVE


           ‘(We) are agreeing ... .


     * n. da:rad tahamol (mi)da:rad

                        Prog.Aux. patience  (Imp)HAS



‘He is being patient.’

                 * o. da:rand    nazm (mi)da:rand.

                        Prog.Aux. order (Imp)HAVE

                       ‘(They) are being organised’


      * p. da:rad      zarar (mi)da:rad.

                        Prog.Aux. loss  (Imp)HAS

                       ‘It is being harmful.’


      * q.  ?in ba:zi  da:rad         lezzat     (mi)da:rad.

                          this game Prog.Aux enjoyment (Imp)HAS

                         ‘This game is being enjoyable.’

         (83) a’. Ali    dašt       goza:reš mi-da:d.                                   

                      Ali  Prog.Aux. report Imp-GIVE-Past


          ‘Ali was reporting.’


       b’. Ali da:št           gul       mi-xord.                                   

                      Ali Prog.Aux. deception Imp-COLLIDE-Past .


         ‘Ali was being deceived. / Ali suffered deception.’       


       c’. ?a:b rudxa:ne da:rad hadar mi-ravad.

                        water river   Prog.Aux. waste Imp-GO

                       ‘The river water is being wasted.’ 


       d’. ?a:b da:št            boxa:r mi-šod.



water Prog.Aux steam   Ipm-BECOME.


           ‘The water was turning into steam.’


       e’.  da:št         da:d mi-zad.


            Prog.Aux. shout Imp-STRIKE

                       ‘(He) was shouting.’


     f’. da:št         na?re mi-kešid.

                      Prog.Aux. roar  Imp-PULL

                    ‘(It) was roaring.’


      g’. da:štand    hamle mi-bordand.


           Prog. Aux. attack (Imp)TOOK


          ‘(They) were attacking.’


      h’. Ali dašt        be man rahm mi-?a:vard.                         

                      Ali Prog.Aux. to me  mercy (Ipm)-BROUGHT


          ‘Ali was becoming / about to be merciful to me.’

 
    i’.   keta:b-e da:št   la:zem mi-?a:mad.


           book-the Prog.Aux. need mi-CAME


         ‘The book was going to be needed.


     j’. da:rand    ?in ?ota:q-ra:     be Ali ?extesa:s mi-da:hand. 


           Prog.Aux this room-DOM to Ali allocation  Ipm-GAVE


         ‘(They) are allocating this room to Ali.’


     k’. man da:štam    šak mi-kardam.


          I    Prog.Aux doubt mi-DID

                   ‘I was getting doubtful.’


     l’. da:št        dard migereft

                     Prog.Aux. pain  Imp-TOOK

                    ‘(It) was starting to hurt (me).’


     m’. da:štim         bana: mi-goza:štim. 


          Prog.Aux. agreement Ipm-PUT

                    ‘(We) were deciding. / We were about to agree.’


     n’. da:št         tahamol mi-kard.


          Prog.Aux. patience mi-DID.

                    ‘(He) was tolerating.’


    o’. da:štand nazm  mi-ya:ftand.

                     Prog.Aux. order Imp-FOUND


        ‘(They) were getting organised.’

                p’.  ?u da:št         be man zarar  mi-zad.  /   man da:štam zarar mididam.

                       He Prog.Aux. to me loss   Imo-STRIKE /  I Prog.Aux. loss Imp-SAW

                       ‘He was causing me a loss.’       /           ‘I  was suffering from a loss.’



     q’.
?in ba:zi da:št          be ma:   lezzat        mi-baxšid.

                       this game Prog.Aux. to us  enjoyment  Ipm-FORGIVE


            ‘We were enjoying this game.’    


Another test used in the literature for distinction between aspectual classes of events is the addition of aspectual / temporal adverbs such as ‘suddenly’ and ‘gradually’. This type of adverb can be used in clauses referring to dynamic situations in which something happens or changes. They are odd with Statives, since states do not refer to any change or dynamic action. The Persian temporal adjectives betadrij ‘gradually’ and na:gaha:ni ‘suddenly’ refer to the manner that an event takes place. States don’t happen, so they should not be modified by these adverbs. As shown in (84), this prediction is born out. The clauses containing the Stative LV daštan (82a-q) become ungrammatical when used with these adverbs, while those with Dynamic LVs (82a’-q’) are well-formed with these adverbs.

          (84)* a. Ali betadrij / n:gaha:ni be da:ru   niya:z da:št.                          

                      Ali gradually / suddenly to medicine need HAD

                     ‘Ali gradually / suddenly needed medicine.’


     * b. man betadrij / na:gaha:ni ?elm      da:št-am    ke ...                         

                        I gradually / suddenly knowledge HAD-1st.Sg.  that ...


          ‘I gradually / suddenly knew that ...


      * c. man betadrij / na:gaha:ni ?e?teqa:d da:ram  ....

                         I   gradually / suddenly    belief      HAVE

                      ‘I gradually / suddenly believe ... .’


     * d. man  betadrij / na:gaha:ni sib    dust da:ram.

                        I   gradually / suddenly    apple friend HAVE


         ‘I gradually / suddenly like apple.’

                * e. betadrij / na:gaha:ni ?esra:r  da:št. 

                       gradually / suddenly   insist     HAD

                   ‘(He) gradually / suddenly insisted.’


   * f. betadrij / na:gaha:ni ?ela:qe da:rad.

                     gradually / suddenly interest HAS

                    ‘He is gradually / suddenly interested.’

                * g. betadrij / na:gaha:ni ?a:rezu da:rad ... .

                      gradually / suddenly wish      HAS


        ‘(He) gradually / suddenly  wishes ... .


    * h. Ali betadrij / na:gaha:ni rahm da:rad                                           

                     Ali  gradually / suddenly mercy   HAS


         ‘Ali is gradually / suddenly merciful’


    * i. Ali keta:b-aš-ro betadrij / na:gaha:ni la:zem da:rad

 
         Ali book-his-DOM gradually /suddenly need HAS


         ‘Ali gradually / suddenly needs his book.’


   * j. ?in ?ota:q betadrij  / na:gaha:ni  be Ali ?extesa:s da:rad.

                      this  room gradually  / suddenly to Ali allocation   HAS


          ‘This room gradually / suddenly belongs  to Ali.’

                * k. man betadrij / na:gaha:ni šak da:ram.

                        I    gradually / suddenly doubt have.


           ‘I am not sure gradually / suddenly. \ I am gradually / suddenly in doubt.’


    * l. betadrij / na:gaha:ni dard da:rad.

                      gradually / suddenly  pain   HAS

                     ‘It is gradually / suddenly painful.’

                * m. betadrij / na:gaha:ni bana: da:rim ... .



gradually / suddenly agreement HAVE


           ‘(We) gradually / suddenly agree ... .


       * n. betadrij / na:gaha:ni tahamol da:rad

                        gradually / suddenly patience  HAS



‘(He) is gradually / suddenly patient.’

                  * o. betadrij / na:gaha:ni nazm da:rand.

                         gradually / suddenly order   HAVE

                       ‘(They) are gradually / suddenly organised’


       * p. betadrij / na:gaha:ni zarar da:rad.

                         gradually / suddenly loss    HAS

                       ‘It is gradually / suddenly harmful.’


     * q.  ?in ba:zi  betadrij / na:gaha:ni  lezzat     da:rad.

                         this game na:gaha:ni / suddenly enjoyment   HAS

                        ‘This game is gradually / suddenly enjoyable.’

          (84)  a’. Ali betadrij / na:gaha:ni goza:reš da:d.                                   

                      Ali  gradually / suddenly report GIVE-Past


          ‘Ali gradually / suddenly reported.’


       b’. Ali betadrij / na:gaha:ni   gul       xord.                                   

                      Ali gradually / suddenly  deception COLLIDE-Past .


        ‘Ali was gradually / suddenly deceived. / Ali gradually / suddenly suffered

                       deception.’    


       c’. ?a:b rudxa:ne betadrij / na:gaha:ni hadar mire.

                        water river na:gaha:ni / suddenly  waste goes

                       ‘The river water is gradually / suddenly wasting.’ 


       d’. ?a:b betadrij / na:gaha:ni boxa:r šod.



water gradually / suddenly steam become.


           ‘The water gradually / suddenly turned into steam.’


       e’. (*betadrij) / na:gaha:ni da:d zad.


              gradually / suddenly  shout STRIKE

                       ‘(He) gradually / suddenly shouted.’


       f’. betadrij / na:gaha:ni na?re kešid.

                       gradually / suddenly roar  PULL

                    ‘(It) gradually / suddenly roared.’


      g’. betadrij / na:gaha:ni hamle bordand.

                       gradually / suddenly attack  TOOK


          ‘(They) suddenly attacked.’


    ? h’. Ali betadrij / na:gaha:ni be man rahm ?a:vard.                         

                      Ali gradually / suddenly to me  mercy BROUGHT


          ‘Ali gradually / suddenly became merciful to me.’

 
    i’.   keta:b-e betadrij / na:gaha:ni la:zem ?a:mad.


           book-the gradually / suddenly need CAME


         ‘The book gradually / suddenly came to be needed.


     j’. ?in ?ota:q-ra:  betadrij / na:gaha:ni be Ali ?extesa:s da:dand. 


           this room-DOM gradually / suddenly to Ali allocation GAVE


         ‘(They) gradually / suddenly allocated this room to Ali.’


     k’. man betadrij / na:gaha:ni šak kardam.


          I   na:gaha:ni / suddenly doubt DID

                   ‘I gradually / suddenly became doubtful.’


     l’. betadrij / na:gaha:ni  dard gereft

                     gradually / suddenly pain  TOOK

                    ‘(It) gradually / suddenly started to hurt.’


     m’. betadrij / na:gaha:ni bana: goza:štim. 


          gradually / suddenly agreement PUT

                   ‘(We) gradually / suddenly decided. / We gradually / suddenly came to agree.’  


     n’. betadrij / na:gaha:ni tahamol kard.


          gradually / patience DID.

                    ‘(He) gradually / suddenly tolerated.


    o’. betadrij / na:gaha:ni nazm ya:ftand.

                     gradually / suddenly order FOUND


        ‘(They) gradually / suddenly became organised.’

                p’. ?u betadrij / na:gaha:ni be man zarar  zad.  /  man na:gaha:ni zarar didam.

                    He gradually / suddenly to me loss   STRIKE  /  I   suddenly   loss     SAW

                  ‘He gradually / suddenly caused me a loss. /  ‘I  suddenly suffered from a loss.’



    q’. ?in ba:zi betadrij / na:gaha:ni be ma: lezzat baxšid.

                    this game gradually / suddenly to us  joy   FORGIVE


            ‘We gradually / suddenly began to enjoy the game.’


Finally, it is observed that Statives do not normally occur in imperative forms and they do not yield to passivisation. Also, aspectual verbs such as ‘begin’ cannot be used with Stative verbs (Smith, 1991; McClure, 1995). Each of these tests can be used to differentiate the Stative LVs from the Dynamic LVs in (82). To avoid lengthening this section, we will only apply these tests to a couple of Statives in (82). It is shown in (85) that Stative LVCs cannot be passivised (85a-b), used in imperative forms (85c-d) and combined with the aspectual verb šoru? kardan ‘to begin’ (85e-f).

        (85) * a. da:ru niya:z da:šte šod.                          

                      medicine needed  become

                     ‘ medicine was needed .’


     * b.?etela:? da:šte šod   ke ...                         

                       information had become that ...


          ‘Information was known that ...


    * c. da:ru niya:z da:šte baš


          medicine need HAD be

                     ‘need medicine.’


     * d. ?etela: da:šte ba:š

                      information HAD be 

                     ‘Know.’


   * e. Ali šoru? kard be da:ru   niya:z da:šte ba:šad.                          

                      Ali start DID to medicine need HAD  be

                     ‘Ali begin to need medicine.’


    * f. Ali šoru? kard ?etela:?      da:št    ke ...

                      Ail start DID information  HAD  that ...

                     ‘Ali began to know  that ... 

 
Da:štan can form a large number of Stative LVCs with different PVs which often behave aspectually like the Stative LVCs / VPs in (82a-q) when subjected to the tests introduced above. This is a clear indication that the LV 1 in table 1 below has stativity properties. Moreover, there are minimal pairs like (82h-q / 82h’-q’, 83h-q / 83h’-q’, and 84h-q / 84h’-q’) in which we have the same PVs but different LVs. In such cases the difference in aspect can only be due to the difference in LV, which shows that the LVs are specified for stativity and dynamicity. On the bases of evidence such as this, we conclude that the LV da:štan, as shown in table 1, is a Stative LV, while the rest are Dynamic. 

                ____________________________________                          


                              Table 1

                ____________________________________



I. Stative:


                        1)  da:štan ‘TO HAVE’ 


          II. Dynamic                                 

                          A. Transition:


2)   xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’


3)   ya:ftan ‘TO FIND’

         
4)   šodan ‘TO BECOME’ 


5)  ?a:madan ‘TO COME’


6)  gereftan
 ‘TO TAKE, TO HOLD’


                       7)   raftan ‘TO GO’


                       8)  didan  ‘TO SEE, TO UNDERGO’

                      B. Initiatory:


9)   zadan ‘TO BEAT’


                      10)  da:dan ‘TO GIVE’

                                  11)   baxšidan ‘TO FORGIVE’



           12)  ?a:vardan ‘TO BRING’
 

           13)   kešidan ‘TO PULL, TO TOLERATE’


14)   bordan ‘TO TAKE, TO CARRY


15)   goza:štan ‘TO PUT’



C. Initiatory / Transition: 


            16)  kardan ‘TO DO’

3.5.2. Transition LVs vs. Initiatory LVs

Now let us focus on the Dynamic LVs and find out if they can be further subcategorised. The Dynamic LVs fall into two aspectual classes as shown in table 1: Transition LVs and Initiatory LVs. A Transition LV appears in telic VPs referring to events in which a patient argument is affected or undergoes a change of state. The change of state of the argument seems to bound the event structure of the VPs. Unlike Transition LVs, Initiatory LVs are not necessarily telic. They may allow LVCs with atelic readings. They usually appear in clauses referring to events in which an entity initiates an action. For the time being, let us say Initiatory LVs may have atelic readings, while Transition LVs resist having atelic activity readings. For example, the Initiatory LV zadan ‘TO STRIKE’ is capable of forming atelic clauses (86), but the Transition LV xordan ‘COLLIDE’ resists atelic readings (87) and  restricts LVCs with different PVs to a telic reading. To differentiate between telic and atelic sentences, we use temporal in/for phrases. Note that the non-durative adverbial Persian dar x daqiqe ‘in x minutes’ has a formal version, zarfe x daqiqe ‘in x minutes’. The two versions are not semantically different. However, zarfe x daqiqe, only when stressed, has a durative reading, ‘for x minutes’, to some native speakers. To avoid confusion, we will not use zarfe x daqiqe in this study.

         (86) a . Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at daraxt payvand zad.  
  
                 
          Ali      for   /    (in)    one  hour    tree   graft      STRIKE      
              
               
        ‘Ali grafted trees for / (*in) an hour.’


     b. Ali  bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at  qadam zad.

 
         Ali      for       /    (in)  one     hour  step   STRIKE-past


        ‘Ali walked for / (*in) an hour.’


(87) a. daraxt-(ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at payvand xord(and).


           tree-(Pl.)     in    /    (for)   one hour  graft       COLLIDE-past.(3rd.Pl.)


          ‘The trees got / were grafted in / (*for) an hour.’



     b. Ali dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe gul xord.

                    Ali  in     (for)   /    five minute deception COLLIDE.


        ‘Ali was deceived in / (*for) five minutes.’


What we are interested in is why, as shown in {3.8}, Initiatory LVs can form VPs with an atelic reading and can appear in clauses with external arguments (86), while Transition LVs uniformly cannot have an atelic reading and their subject argument is an internal argument (87). Minimal pairs such as (86a) and (87a) where we have the same PV but different LVs indicate that LVs, but not PVs, are responsible for the relationship between a/telicity and the realisation of the different types of arguments of PVs. The key point is to reveal that the two groups of verbs are aspectually different. 


We will use standard tests, e.g. in/for phrases and the aspectual verb ‘continue’, to differentiate between the two groups. To test our claim that Transition LVs have a telic nature but Initiatory LVs give atelic activities, we use in/for adverbial phrases with clauses containing both groups of LVs. It is generally accepted that ‘for’ phrase adverbials modify atelic Activities, while ‘in’ phrase adverbials modify telic events. So, we expect Transition LVs to be compatible with ‘in phrases’ but Initiatory LVs with ‘for phrases’. However, we should be careful with the application of the in/for phrases test. Transition LVs occur in minimal pairs with Initiatory LVs only in cases where the Initiatory LVCs are the transitive counterparts of Transition LVCs. In such cases if the direct objects of the Initiatory LVCs are case-marked
 and have a definite / specific reading the clauses will often have a telicized interpretation. Therefore, ‘in phrases’ can be used with both groups of LVs successfully. This makes the application of our in/for phrases test restricted to those cases where the direct objects of the transitive LVCs can have a generic reading, and thus an atelic interpretation. However, it is possible to find enough minimal pairs to show that in the same environment the two groups of dynamic LVs behave differently from the viewpoint of aspect.


Our second test is compounding LVCs with the aspectual verb ‘continue’. Verbs like ‘begin’ and ‘continue’ are referred to as Super-lexical verbs which focus on the beginning or continuation of situations respectively (Smith 1991: 54-55, 77, 248; McClure, 1995). We will use ?eda:me da:dan ‘to continue’
, as a test to differentiate Initiatory LVs from Transition LVs. ?eda:me da:dan (Lit: continuation + TO GIVE) ‘to continue’ contains an Initiatory LV. If we are right in claiming that Initiatory LVs are different from Transition ones, the verb ‘continue’ in Persian, being an Initiatory LVC, should not be compatible with Transition LVs. (This will be discussed in more detail later.) We should keep in mind that the aspectual verb ‘continue’ in Persian is not sensitive to volitionality and agentivity and it may occur with  inanimate  subject arguments (88).


(88) a. ka:mpiuter-am  ?eda:me   da:d     baziye-ra: zabt konad.

                      ‘computer-my  continuation GAVE game-DOM record DO .’ 


          ‘computer continued to record the game.’

                   b. sail    ?eda:me     mida:d   xa:ne-ha:-ra:         xara:b   konad ke ...

                       flood continuation GAVE house-Pl-DOM destruction DO that ... 

                      ‘The flood continued to destroy the houses that ...


Now let us see how the LVs behave in response to our tests. We begin with a group of LVCs  (89) which include most of the dynamic LVs in combination with various PVs. As shown Transition LVs (89a-f), opposed to Initiatory LVs (89a’-f’), are ungrammatical with durative adverbial phrases but grammatical with non-durative phrases.  


(89) a. dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe dard ?a:mad.

                       in   /   (for)        five   minute pain     CAME

                     ‘(It) started hurting in / (*for) five minutes.’


      b. dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe ?a:sib did.

                      in  /     for        five  minute damage SAW


          ‘(It) was damaged in / (*for) five minutes.’


      c. dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe dard gereft.

                      in   /    for          five minutes pain TOOK

                     ‘(It) started to hurt in / (*for) five minutes.’


     d. ?a:b-e hawz    dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe hadar raft.

                     water-Ez pond in  /    (for)          five minute wasting WENT

                     ‘The water of the pond was wasted in / (*for) five minutes.’


     e. ka:r-am      dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe ?anja:m šod.

                    business-my  in /    for          five minute performing BECOME

                   ‘My business was sorted out in / (*for) five minutes.’

       (89)  a’. (*dar) / bemodate yek sa:?at bara-:š boxa:ri ka:r goza:štam

                          in  /    for       one  hour   for-him   heater  install PUT

                    ‘I installed heaters for him for / (*in) an hour.’


    b’. (*dar) / bemodate panj daqiqe harf zadam

                          in  /    for       five  minute talk  STRIKE

                     ‘I talked for / (*in) five minutes.’


    c’. (*dar) / bemodate yek sa:l be man hasad mibord.

                           in   /     for         one year to me   jealousy  TOOK

                     ‘(He) was jealous of me for / (*in) one year.’


   d’. (*dar) / bemodate panj daqiqe na?re kešid.

                     in     /   for        five   minute  roar  PULL


       ‘It roared for / (*in) five minutes.’


   e’ (*dar) / bemodate panj daqiqe gerye kard.

                      in    /   for        five  minute cry    DID

                   ‘(He) cried for / (*in) five minutes.’

 
    f’. (*dar) / bemodate yek sa:l ta:rix dars da:d.

                        in   /  for       one  year history lesson GAVE

                   ‘(He) taught history for / (*in) one year.’ 


When we combine the LVCs in (89) with the aspectual verb ‘continue’, clauses containing Transition LVs become ill-formed (90a-f) but those with Initiatory LVs remain well-formed (90a’-f’).   

          (90) * a. ?eda:me da:d            dard ?a:yad.

                          continuation GAVE pain  COME

                        ‘(It) continued to hurt.’


      * b.  ?eda:me da:d      ?a:sib bebinad.

                         continuation GAVE damage SEE


           ‘(It) continued to be damaged.’


      * c.  ?eda:me    da:d     dard girad.

                        continuation GAVE pain TOOK

                     ‘(It) continued to hurt.’


    * d. ?a:b-e    hawz  ?eda:me     da:d       hadar bere.

                      water-Ez pond continuation GAVE wasting GO

                     ‘The water of the pond continued to be wasted.’


   * e. ka:r-am         ?eda:me da:d         ?anja:m šavad.

                     business-my  continuation GAVE performing BECOME

                   ‘My business  continued to be sorted out .’

       (90)  a’. ?eda:me da:dam    bara:-š boxa:ri ka:r beza:ram

                      continuation GAVE for-him heater install PUT

                    ‘I continued to install heaters for him.’


    b’. ?eda:me da:dam harf bezanam.

                     continuation GAVE talk  STRIKE

                     ‘I continued to talk.’

           ?   c’. ?eda:me   da:d     be man   hasad   bebarad.

                     start continuation GAVE  to me   jealousy  TOOK

                     ‘(He) continued to be jealous of me.’


   d’. ?eda:me      da:d   na?re bekašad.

                    continuation GAVE  roar  PULL


       ‘It continued to roar.’


   e’. ?eda:me da:d    gerye konad.

                   continuation GAVE cry DO

                   ‘(He) continued to cry.’

 
    f’. ?eda:me        da:d     ta:rix dars beda:had.

                    continuation GAVE  history lesson GIVE

                   ‘(He) continued to teach history.’
    


Although the results of the tests in (89, 90) show that Transition LVs are aspectually different from the Initiatory ones, we need not limit ourselves to this test. Since every Transition LV has one or more Initiatory counterparts, we can compare the two groups of LVs with respect to our aspectual tests. This will show clearly that the two classes behave differently in identical environments. Consider the Transition LVs in (91a-c), (92a-c), (93a-d), (94a-c), (95a-c), (96a-c) and (97a-b)  and their Initiatory counterparts in (91a’-c’), (92a’-c’), (93a’-d’), (94a’-c’), (95a’-c’), (96a’-c’) and (97a’-b’). The LVs will be presented with their numbers as specified in table (1).

                                 xordan (2)  vs. zadan (9) / da:dan (10)
          (91) a. daraxt-(ha:) (*bemodate) / dar yek  sa:?at       payvand xord(and).

                          tree-Pl.        for         /    in   one  hour     graft COLLIDE(3rd.Pl.)

                       ‘The trees got grafted (*for) / in an hour.’



      b. harif-(aš) (*bemodate) / dar yek sa:?at   šekast xord.

                        harif-(his)    (for)      / in  one    hour defeat COLLIDE

                        ‘His opponent was defeated (*for) / in an hour.’


      c. mašq-(ha:) (*bemodate) / dar yek sa:?at xat xord(and).’

                       homework(s)  (for)     /  in   one hour   line STRIKE

                      ‘The homework(s) was / were crossed out (*for) / in an hour.’ 


       a’. ba:qba:n bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at  daraxt payvand zad.

                       gardener    for       /    (in)  one hour  tree     graft      STRIKE

                     ‘The gardener grafted  trees for / (*in) an hour.’



      b’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at    harif         šekast da:d.


            Ali   for      /  (in)     one     hour opponent   defeat GAVE


           ‘Ali defeated opponents for / (*in) an hour.’

                 c’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at  mašq    xat   zad.

                      Ali    for   /      (in) one  hour homework line STRIKE


         ‘Ali crossed out homework for / (*in) an hour.’


               ya:ftan (3) vs. da:dan (10) / baxšidan (11)  

           92   a. mariz(-ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at šafa: ya:ft(and).

                      patient-(Pl.) in   /  (for)         one  hour   cure FOUND


        ‘The patients were cured in / (*for) an hour.’


      b. qariq(-ha:)            dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at neja:t ya:ft(and).

                     drown person(-Pl.) in  /  (for)           one hour save FOUND(3rd.Pl.).

                    ‘The drowned person(s) were / was saved in / (*for) an hour.’


      c. gol-(ha:)        dar / (*bemodate) yek hafte parvareš ya:ft(and).

                      flower(-Pl.)    in  / (for)         one week training  FOUND(3rd.Pl.)

                    ‘The flowers were trained in / (*for) one week.’


      a’ . doktor bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at mariz  šafa: da:d / baxšid.

                      doctor    for        / (in)   one   hour  patient cure GAVE/ FORGAVE

                     ‘The doctor cured patients for / (*in) an hour.’


   
     b’. neja:tqariq bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at qariq     neja:t da:d / baxšid.

                     lifeguard   for    /   (in) one hour drowned person save GAVE / FORGAVE 


          ‘The lifeguard saved drowned persons for / (*in) an hour.’


     c’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek hafte  gol   parvareš  da:d.

                     Ali for    /  (in)    one week flower training GAVE


        ‘Ali trained flowers for / (*in) a week.’


                       šodan (4) vs. kardan (16)


(93) a. na:me-(ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek hafte ?emza:  šod(and).

                      letters-Pl.     in  /   (for)       one   week signing BECOME(3rd.Pl.)

                     ‘The letters got signed in / (*for) a week.’

                   b. nema:yande-(ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at mo?arefi  šod(and).

                     representative-Pl. in  / (for)         one hour  introducing BECOME(-3rd.Pl.)


         ‘The representatives were introduced in / (*for) an hour.’


       c. goza:reš-ha: dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at xola:se šod(and).

                      report-Pl.     in   /   (for)          one   hour   summary BECOME(3rd.Pl)

                     ‘The reports were summarised in / (*for) an hour.’ 

                  d. nava:r-(ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at taksir šod(and).

                      tape-Pl.        in  /     (for)      one  hour  reproduce BECOME


         ‘The tapes were reproduced in / (*for) an hour.’


       a’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek hafte na:me ?emza: kard.

                      Ali     for      /   (in)  one week letter  signing DID


          ‘Ali signed letters for / (*in) an hour.’


       b’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at nema:yande   mo?arefi      kard.

                       Ali      for    /  (in)    one hour   representative   introducing  DID

                      ‘Ali introduced the representatives for / (*in) an hour.’


       c’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at goza:reš xola:se kard.

                       Ali        for  /  (in)   one   hour report   summary DID

                      ‘Ali summarised reports for / (*in) an hour.’


       d’. bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at nava:r taksir kard-am.

                           for      / (in)      one   hour tape   reproducing DID-(1st.Sg.)

                      ‘(I) reproduced tapes for / (*in) an hour.’


                   ?a:madan (5) vs. ?a:vardan (12)

       (94) a. mariz-(ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at behuš ?a:mad(and) 

                  patient (Pl.) in  /  (for)       one hour    recovery CAME(3rd.Pl.)

                ‘The patient(s) recovered in / (*for) an hour.’

               b. ?in keta:b-ha:-ye daste dovom dar / (*bemodate) yek hafte gir-am ?a:madand.


      this book-Pl.-Ez hand second in / (for) one week obtaining-my CAME-3rd.PL.


       ‘These second hand books were obtained in / (*for) a week.’

               c. ?a:b dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at juš ?a:mad.

                     water in  / (for)            one  hour boiling CAME

                    ‘The water boiled in / (*for) an hour.’

               a’. doktor bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at meriz behuš  ?a:vard

                    doctor for           / (in)    one hour   patient recovery BROUGHT

                    ‘The doctor caused patients to recover for / (*in) an hour.’

                b’.  bemodate / (*dar) yek hafte keta:b-e daste dovom gir ?avard-am.


           for    / (in)   one week book-Ez  hand second obtaining BROUGHT-1st.Sg


     ‘(I) obtained second hand books for / (*in) a week.’


  c’. bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at  ?a:b juš ?a:vard-am

                     for       / (in)    one hour water boiling BROUGHT-1st.Sg.

                  ‘(I) boiled water for / (*in) an hour.’

                                         gereftan (6) vs. da:dan (10)


(95) a. mojaseme dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at šekl gereft.

                          statue    in   /  (for)           one hour shape TOOK

                      ‘The statue was made in / (*for) an hour.’


      b. surat(-aš)    dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at ?a:ra:yeš gereft.

                      face(-her) in    / (for)           one hour   arrangement TOOK.


         ‘Her face was made up in / (*for) an hour.’

                 c. ka:rmand-(ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek hafte ?enteqa:l gereft(and).


           staff-(Pl.)          in /    (for)       one hafte   transfer    TOOK-(3rd. Pl.)


        ‘The staff were transferred in / (*for) a week.’


       a’. bemodate / (*dar) yek hafte mojaseme šekl da:d-am.

                           for      /  (in)  one  week  statue     shape GAVE-1st.Sg.

                       ‘(I) made statues for / (*in) a week.’


       b’.  bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at surat ?a:ra:yeš da:d.

                        for         /  (in)  one hour  face  arrangement GAVE

                      ‘(She) made up (her) face(s) for / (*in) an hour.’ 


       c’. bemodate / (*dar) yek hafte ka:rmand ?enteqa:l da:d-am.’

                            for       /  (in)    one week staff transfer  GAVE-1st.Sg.


          ‘(I) transferred staff for / (*in) one week.’

                                         raftan (7) vs. da:dan (10)


(96) a. pul(-ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek hafte hadar raft(and).

                       money(-Pl.) in / (for)         one  week wasting WENT-(3rd.Pl.)


          ‘The money was wasted in / (*for) a week.’

                   b. rafiq(-aš) dar / (*bemodate) yek hafte law raft.

                       friend (his) in  / (for)         one week betray WENT.


           ‘The / (his) friend was betrayed in / (*for) a week.  

                   c. sarma:ye-(aš) dar / (*bemodate) yek hafte barba:d raft.

                       wealth-(his)  in   /  (for)            one  week wasting WENT

                      ‘The / his wealth was wasted in / (*for) a week.’ 


      a’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek hafte pul hadar da:d.

                      Ali  for       /  (in)    one week money wasting GAVE

                    ‘Ali wasted money for / (*in) a week.’

                  b’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek hafte rafiq law da:d.

                       Ali    for      /   (in)   one week friend betray GAVE.


           ‘Ali betrayed friends for / (*in) a week.’

                  c’. Ali bemodate / (*dar) yek hafte sarma:ye barba:d da:d.

                       Ali  for         /  (in)     one week wealth    wasting GAVE


           ‘Ali  wasted wealth for / (*in) a week.’


                          didan (8) vs. zadan (9)

            (97) a. ba:q-(ha:) dar / (*bemodate) yek sa:?at latme did-(and).

                         garden(Pl.) in /  (for)          one hour  damage SAW-(3rd. Pl.)

                       ‘The gardens were damaged in / (*for) an hour.’ 

        b. man dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe ?a:sib did-am

                        I      in / (for)           five minutes damage SAW-1st.Sg.


           ‘I was damaged in / (*for) five minutes.’


        a’. tegarg bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at be ba:q-ha: latme zad.

                          hail     for        /  (in)    one  hour  to garden-Pl damage STRIKE

                       ‘The hail damaged the gardens for / (*in) an hour.’


        b’. ?u bemodate / ((??) dar) panj daqiqe be man ?a:sib zad.

                         he  for        /   (in)        five  minutes to me  damage STRIKE

                        ‘He caused me damage for / (?? in) five minutes.’


So far our in/for phrases test shows that the Transition LVs normally resist an atelic reading
, while Initiatory LVs when combined with the same PVs do not exert such a restriction and allow an atelic activity reading. Note that in the case of Transition LVs, whether the subject arguments are plural or singular (generic / specific) NPs the result is the same. In short, unlike Initiatory LVs, Transition LVs show a strong tendency to form telic events and resist atelic interpretation. We will show that this aspectual property of Transition LVs has a crucial role in forming LVCs with single internal arguments, cf. {3.8}. Now let us subject the data in (91-97) to our second test, the aspectual verb ?eda:me da:dan ‘to continue’. In this test, we combine the LVCs  with the verb ‘continue’ as in (98-104). As predicted above, Initiatory LVs are compatible with the Persian verb ‘continue’, but Transition LVs are not.


xordan (2)  vs. zadan (9) / da:dan (10)
         (98) * a. daraxt-ha: ?eda:me       da:dand      payvand bexorand.

                     tree-Pl.  continuation GAVE-3rd.Pl. graft COLLIDE(3rd.Pl.)

                      ‘The trees continued to get grafted.


    * b. harif-aš       ?eda:me      da:d         šekast bexorad.

                      opponent-his continuation GAVE  defeat COLLIDE

                        ‘His opponent continued to be defeated.’


    * c. mašq-ha:       ?eda:me da:dand       xat bexorand.’

                       homework(Pl.) continuation GAVE-3rd.Pl. line STRIKE-3rd.Pl. 

                      ‘The homework continued to be  crossed out.’ 


       a’. ba:qba:n ?eda:me     da:d      daraxt payvand bezanad.

                       gardener continuation GAVE  tree     graft      STRIKE

                     ‘The gardener continued to graft  trees.’



      b’. Ali ?eda:me           da:d    harif-aš-ra:                šekast dahad.


            Ali  continuation GAVE opponent-his-DOM   defeat GAVE


           ‘Ali continued to defeat his opponent.’

                 c’. Ali ?eda:me            da:d   mašq    xat   bezanad.

                      Ali continuation GAVE homework line STRIKE


         ‘Ali continued to cross out homework.’


               ya:ftan (3) vs. da:dan (10) / baxšidan (11)  

          99. *  a. mariz-ha: ?eda:me     dadand       šafa: ya:band.

                     patient-(Pl.) continuation GAVE  cure   FIND-3rd.Pl.


        ‘The patients continued to be cured.’


    * b. qariq-ha:                ?eda:me da:dan neja:t ya:band.

                     drowned person(-Pl.) continuation GAVE save FIND-3rd.Pl.

                    ‘The drowned person(s) continued to be saved.’


    * c. gol-ha:  ?eda:me    da:dand    parvareš ya:band.

                      flower-Pl. continuation GAVE training  FIND-3rd.Pl.

                    ‘The flowers continued to be trained.’


      a’ . doktor ?eda:me da:d mariz  šafa: dahad / baxšad.

                      doctor continuation GAVE  patient cure GIVE / FORGIVE

                     ‘The doctor continued to cure patients.’


   
     b’. neja:tqariq ?eda:me da:d  qariq             neja:t dahad / baxšad.

                     lifeguard continued drowning person save GIVE / FORGIVE 


          ‘The lifeguard continued to save drowning persons.’


     c’. Ali ?eda:me da:d   gol   parvareš  dahad.

                    Ali continuation GAVE  flower training GIVE


       ‘Ali continued to train flowers.’



                       šodan (4) vs. kardan (16)

       (100) * a. na:me-ha: ?eda:me      da:dand           ?emza:  šavand.

                     letters-Pl. continuation GAVE-3rd.Pl. signing BECOME-3rd.Pl.

                    ‘The letters continued to get signed.’

                  * b. nema:yande-ha: ?eda:me da:dand  mo?arefi  šavand.

                     representative-Pl. continuation GAVE  introducing BECOME-3rd.Pl.


         ‘The representatives continued to be introduced.’


      * c. goza:reš-ha: ?eda:me da:dand  xola:se šavand.

                      report-Pl. continuation GAVE summary BECOME-3rd.Pl

                     ‘The reports continued to be summarised.’ 

                * d. nava:r-ha: ?eda:me dadand   taksir šavand.

                      tape-Pl.  continuation GAVE copy BECOME-3rd.Pl


         ‘The tapes continued to be copied.’


       a’. Ali ?eda:me da:d      na:me ?emza: konad.

                      Ali  continuation GAVE  letter  signature DO


          ‘Ali continued to sign letters.’


       b’. Ali ?eda:me        da:d  nema:yande   mo?arefi      konad.

                       Ali continuation GAVE representative   introducing  DO

                      ‘Ali continued to introduce the representatives.’


       c’. Ali ?eda:me     da:d    goza:reš xola:se konad.

                       Ali continuation GAVE report   summary DO

                      ‘Ali continued to summarise reports.’


       d’. ?eda:me da:dam  nava:r taksir konam.

                        continuation GAVE tape copy DO-1st.Sg.

                      ‘(I) continued to copy tapes.’


                   ?a:madan (5) vs. ?a:vardan (12)

     (101) * a. mariz-ha: ?eda:me         da:dand           behuš ?a:yand. 

                  patient (Pl.) continuation GAVE-3rd.Pl. recovery COME(3rd.Pl.)

                ‘The patient(s) continued to recover.’

             * b. ?in keta:b-ha:-ye daste dovom ?eda:me     da:dand   gir      ?a:yand.


        this book-Pl.-Ez hand second continuation GAVE obtaining COME-3rd.PL.


       ‘These second hand books continued to be obtained.’

             * c. ?a:b ?eda:me da:d  juš ?a:yad.

                     water continuation GAVE boiling COME

                    ‘The water continued to be boiled.’

               a’. doktor ?eda:me da:d       meriz behuš  ?a:varad

                    doctor continuation GAVE  patient recovery BRING

                    ‘The continued to cause patients to recover.’

              b’. ?eda:me da:dam    keta:b-e daste dovom gir ?a:var-am.


         continuation GAVE book-Ez hand second  obtaining BRING-1st.Sg.


     ‘(I) continued to obtain second hand books.’


  c’. ?eda:me da:dam  ?a:b juš ?a:vard-am

                   continuation GAVE water boiling BRING-1st.Sg.

                  ‘(I) continued to boil water.’

                               gereftan (6) vs. da:dan (10)

        (102) * a. mojaseme ?eda:me da:d        šekl    girad.

                        statue   continuation GAVE shape TOOK

                      ‘The statue continued to be made.’


     * b. surat(-aš) ?eda:me da:d  ?a:ra:yeš girad.

                      face(-her) continuation GAGE makeup TAKE.


         ‘Her face continued to be made up.’

                * c. ka:rmand-ha:   ?eda:me      da:dand     ?enteqa:l girand.


               staff-Pl. continuation GAVE-3rd.Pl.   transfer    TAKE-(3rd. Pl.)


        ‘The staff continued to be transferred.’


       a’. ?eda:me      da:d-am            mojaseme šekl dah-am.

                        continuation GAVE-1st.Sg. statue shape GIVE-1st.Sg.

                       ‘(I) continued to make statues.’


       b’.  ?eda:me         da:dam          surat-aš ?a:ra:yeš daham.

                        continuation GAVE-1st.Sg.   face-her makeup GIVE

                      ‘(I) continued to make up her face .’ 


       c’. ?eda:me da:d-am          ka:rmand ?enteqa:l dah-am

                       continuation GAVE-1st.Sg. staff transfer  GIVE-1st.Sg.


          ‘(I) continued to transfer staff.’

                                         raftan (7) vs. da:dan (10)

         (103) * a. pul-ha:   ?eda:me        da:dand            hadar      ravand.

                        money-Pl. continuation GAVE-3rd.Pl. wasting GO-3rd.Pl.


           ‘The money continued to be wasted.’

                 * b. rafiq-aš    ?eda:me     da:d law ravad.

                       friend-his continuation GAVE betray GO.


           ‘His friend continued to be betrayed.  

                 * c. sarma:ye-aš ?eda:me da:d  barba:d    ravad.

                       wealth-his continuation GAVE wasting GO

                      ‘His wealth continued to be wasted.’ 


      a’. Ali ?eda:me          da:d  pul        hadar dahad.

                      Ali  continuation GAVE money wasting GIVE

                    ‘Ali continued to waste money.’

                  b’. Ali ?eda:me     da:d      rafiq     law   dahad.

                       Ali continuation GAVE friend betray GIVE.


           ‘Ali continued to betray friends.’

                  c’. Ali ?eda:me   da:d    sarma:ye    barba:d dahad.

                       Ali continuation GAVE wealth    wasting GIVE


           ‘Ali  continued to waste wealth.’


                          didan (8) vs. zadan (9)

          (104)* a. . ba:q-ha:    ?eda:me         da:dand     latme       bebin-and.

                         garden-Pl. continuation GAVE-3rd.Pl. damage SEE-(3rd. Pl.)

                       ‘The gardens continued to be damaged.’


       * b. man   ?eda:me     da:dam            ?a:sib bebin-am

                         I    continuation GAVE-1st.Sg. injury SEE-1st.Sg.


            ‘I continued to sustain an injury.’


        a’. tegarg ?eda:me     da:d     be  ba:q-ha:  latme    bezanad.

                          hail continuation GAVE  to garden-Pl damage STRIKE-3rd.Sg.

                       ‘The hail continued to damage the gardens.’

        b’. ?u ?eda:me           da:d be man ?a:sib bezanad.

                         he continuation GAVE to me  injury  STRIKE

                        ‘He continued to cause me injuries.’


In (91-104), we have been dealing with LVs (2-8) in table 1, specified as Transition and the LVs (9-12) and (16), labelled as Initiatory. However, when we come to the Initiatory LVs (13-15)
 in table 1, the situation is slightly different. These LVs are not regularly attested to have Transition LV counterparts, so we cannot examine them comparatively as we did with other Initiatory and Transition LVs. The reason that we consider them as Initiatory LVs is that they allow atelic readings (105a-c, 106a-c, 107a-c) and they are compatible with ?eda:me da:dan (105a’-c’, 106a’-c’, 107a’-c’) as shown below. 

       (105) a. ?u bemodate / (*dar) dah daqiqe be man ?ehtera:m goza:št. 

                     He for        /   (in)    ten minutes to me    respect   PUT

                    ‘He respected me for / (*in) ten minutes.’


     b. ?u bemodate / (*dar) dah sa:l beyin       sia: va sefid farq goza:š.

                    He   for  /    (in)   ten  year between black and white discrimination PUT


     ‘He discriminated against the black in favour of the white for / (*in) ten years.’


     c. ?u bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:?at bara:m boxa:ri ka:r goza:št.

                     he  for       /  (in)    one  hour  for-me  heater install PUT

                    ‘He installed (a) heater(s) for me for / (*in) an hour.’

                a’. ?u ?eda:me da:d  be man  ?ehtera:m begoza:rad. 

                     He continuation GAVE to me    respect   PUT

                    ‘He continued to respect me.’


     b’. ?u ?eda:me          da:d     beyin       sia: va sefid farq begoza:rad.

                      He continuation GAVE between black and white discrimination PUT


         ‘He continued to discriminate against the black in favour of the white.’


     c’. ?u  ?eda:me da:d bara:m boxa:ri ka:r begoza:rad.

                      he continuation GAVE for-me  heater install PUT

                     ‘He continued to install (a) heater(s) for me.’

         (106) a. bemodate / (*dar) panj daqiqe na?re kešid.

                       for        /   (in)  five   minutes roar PULL

                     ‘(It) roared for / (*in) five minutes.’


        b. bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:l     saxti    kešid.

                       for       /  (in)   one  year hardship  PULL


           ‘(He) endured for / (*in) one year.’

                      c.  bemodate / (*dar) panj daqiqe jiq kešid.

                              for       /   (in)  five   minute scream PULL

                           ‘He screamed for / (*in) five minutes.’  

                     a’. ?eda:me         da:d   na?re bekešad.

                          continuation GAVE roar PULL

                        ‘(It) continued to roar.’


          b’. ?eda:me         da:d   saxti    bekešad.

                           continuation GAVE hardship  PULL



  ‘(He) continued to endure.’

                      c’.  ?eda:me        da:d      jiq   bekešad.

                            continuation GAVE  scream PULL

                           ‘He continued to scream.’  


(107) a. bemodate / (*dar) yek ma:h be pul-am tama? bord.

                          for       /  (in)    one month to money-my covetousness TOOK

                       ‘(He) coveted my money for / (*in) one month.’


         b. ?u bemodate / (*dar) yek ma:h ?az   ?in    mo?a:mele fa:yde  bord.

                         he   for      /   (dar)  one month from this deal benefit TOOK

                        ‘He benefited from this deal for / (*in) a month.’

                    c. bemodate / (*dar) yek sa:l be man hasad bord.

                          for        /   (in)   one year to  me jealousy TAKE


          ‘He was jealous of me for / (*in) a year.’


        a’. ?eda:me da:d be pul-am tama? bebarad.

                         continuation GAVE to money-my covetousness TOOK

                       ‘(He) continued to covet my money.’


        b’. ?u ?eda:me   da:d         ?az   ?in    mo?a:mele fa:yde  bebarad.

                         he continuation GAVE from this deal benefit TAKE

                        ‘He continued to benefit from this deal.’


         c’. ?eda:me   da:d     be man   hasad   bebarad.

                          continuation GAVE  to me   jealousy  TAKE

                       ‘(He) continued to be jealous of me.’


Here, I would like to draw your attention to LV kardan ‘TO DO’ (16) once more. Although this LV as shown in (93) and (100) behaves like an Initiatory LV, it acts like a Transition LV in that it may combine with some single argument PVs and form telic LVCs. In such cases, it is compatible with ‘in’ phrase adverbials (108a-c) and it also cannot be compounded with the aspectual verb ?eda:me da:dan ‘to continue’ 108a’-c’). Although the LV kardan is not Stative and cannot form Stative LVCs, it is neutral with respect to telicity. We assume that this verb, the most common and the ‘lightest’
 or the least specified LV in this language, is specified for telicity after it combines with a PV. The LVCs containing this LV might be telic or atelic depending on the nature of the PV. If it combines with a PV with a single internal argument, it is specified as a Transition LV and if it co-occurs with a PV with an external argument it is specified as an Initiatory LV. Consequently, we consider it as an LV which can either be Transition or Initiatory.


(108) a. Ali dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe fout kard.

                         Ali in    /        (for)    five minute death DID

                        ‘Ali died in / (*for) five minutes.’


         b. hava:payma: dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe sequt kard.

                         aeroplane    in   /  (for)          five   minute crash DID

                        ‘The aeroplane crashed in / (*for) five minutes.’


         c. Ali dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe ?araq kard.

                        Ali  in  / (for)          five minutes sweat  DID.


           ‘Ali got sweaty in / (*for) five minutes.’


      * a. Ali ?eda:me       da:d     fout konad.

                         Ali continuation GAVE death DO

                        ‘Ali continued to die.’


       * b. hava:payma: ?eda:me da:d  sequt konad.

                         aeroplane continuation GAVE crash DO

                        ‘The aeroplane continued to crash.’


       * c. Ali   ?eda:me    da:d     ?araq konad.

                        Ali continuation GAVE  sweat  DO.


           ‘Ali continued to sweat.’


Let us, now, find out what the application of the tests tells us about the two groups of dynamic LVs. In (89), (90) and (105) various LVs in combination with various PVs are subjected to the tests. The result shows that Transition LVs form telic LVCs / VPs which cannot be combined with the verb ‘continue’, while Initiatory LVs may form atelic activities which can occur with the verb ‘continue’. The outcome of the application of the tests in (91-104) is more important, since  there the dynamic LVs are examined in minimal pairs. That is, in all pairs we have the same PVs combined with either Transition or Initiatory LVs. So the LVs, but not the PVs, are responsible for the different outcomes that we get from the application of the tests. It is obvious that ‘in/for phrases’ test indicates that Transition LVs have a telic nature, while Initiatory LVs do not. Transition LVs constrain the clauses to be telic, while Initiatory LVs do not. The result of the ‘in/for phrases’ test is supported by the ?eda:me da:dan ‘to continue’ as well as other aspectual verbs test. This test  tells us that the two types of dynamic LVs must be somehow different, since the Transition LVs cannot be combined with this aspectual verb but Initiatory LVs can. There is often an internal argument in a Transition LVC which is affected or changed. We assume that the change of state of the argument is a culmination point from where the continuation of the event is impossible. (This culmination point might be the end of an event or the end of a process which leads to the beginning of an event. We will return to this point later.) The fact that Transition LVs in combination with PVs with different number of arguments occur to form telic passive-like unaccusative LVCs {3.8} indicates that they have an aspectual property which calls for the event denoted by the whole LVC to be telic and to have a final endpoint brought about by the change of state of the single direct internal argument of the LVC. In other words, Transition LVs have an aspectually specified slot for an internal argument whose change of state results in the telicity of the given events denoted by the VPs containing Transition LVCs. To represent this aspectual property of Transition LVs in a way compatible with the machinery assumed in this work, let us say that a Transition LV has an aspectual role which can only be associated with the internal argument of a PV. We will refer to this role as ‘Transition’ role.


In (91-104), the replacement of Transition LVs with  Initiatory LVs can result in atelic interpretation. What is the difference between Initiatory LVs and Transition LVs that brings about this aspectual change when one group is replaced with the other? Why does the aspectual difference between clauses containing either of the two groups of LVs (91-104) coincide with existence or lack of external arguments? We believe that the answers to these questions lie in the fact that although Transition LVs have an aspectual slot for a patient internal argument, a Transition argument, whose change of state is the culmination point of an event, Initiatory LVs possess an aspectual slot for an external argument, an Initiatory argument, which initiates an event. Being semantically bleached and lacking full a-structures, Initiatory LVs, unlike their full versions, cannot be considered as Activities but they are like Activities in that they have an aspectual slot for an actor or an Initiatory argument. Although these LVs are lexically specified to have an aspectual slot for an external Initiatory argument, they do not have the ability to provide the further specification of the events. Thus, the reason that Initiatory LVs, unlike Transition ones, are able to form clauses referring to atelic activity events and can be compounded with the verb ‘continue’ (the result of in/for phrases and ‘continue’ tests) is that these LVs not only provide an slot for an external argument but also they do not constrain the clauses to be telic. Of course, the initiated event if open-ended and process-like depending on the semantics of the whole LVC may remain open-ended or it may be bounded as a result of the semantics of an internal argument, if any, a PP or an adverb at clausal level. To characterise this aspectual property of Initiatory LVs let us assume that these verbs have an aspectual role which can be associated with an external Initiatory argument. We will call this role ‘Initiatory’ role. Referring to his process (=Activity) event structure, Pustejovsky (1991:75) mentions that the notions causer and agent are somehow associated with the initial subevent of an event structure. We avoid using terms agent (Pustejovsky) Causer (Grimshaw, 1991) and Actor (Jackendoff, 1991) and coin the term ‘Initiatory role’ to refer to the aspectual property of Initiatory LVs, since an Initiatory role is neither necessarily an animate, volitional and conscious instigator (88) nor a causer which necessarily affects a causee (86). (See section {2.1.4.} for relevant discussion.)


In sum, Transition LVs have an aspectual role, Transition, which can only be associated with an internal argument. This role constrains VPs refer to telic events or situations in which an entity undergoes a change of state. However, Initiatory LVs possess an aspectual role, Initiatory, which can only be associated with an external argument. This aspectual role requires the external argument initiate an event and it does not constrain VPs to be telic. 



We can, now,  return to the ?eda:me da:dan ‘continue’ test and see why it only occurs with dynamic Initiatory LVs. Transition LVs can only accommodate a subject argument associated with a Transition role, while Initiatory LVs can only have subject arguments with an Initiatory role. LV da:dan (115a) in ?eda:me da:dan, being an Initiatory LV and seeking for an external argument, can only function as a matrix clause where the subject is an Initiatory external argument. Therefore, compounding ?eda:me da:dan with Transition LVs leads to a clash between two different aspectual roles, Transition and Initiatory, which cannot be associated with the same argument
. But there is no such a clash in combining Initiatory LVs with da:dan in ?eda:me da:dan, both having aspectual slots for Initiatory subject arguments.        



Referring to the adverb ‘in x minutes’, Van Voorst (1992, 67-68), states that “only with Accomplishments does this adverb allow the interpretation that an event has come to an end after a stretch of time has gone by. This I will call the end-reading. With activity, achievements, and states, only a begin-reading is possible.” He continues that a distinction needs to be made between an event leading up to its own culmination point (i.e., the interpretation of accomplishments) and an event or events leading up to the beginning of another event (the interpretation of other verb classes including achievements). The beginning of an event can also be considered a culmination point. Van Voorst shows that due to the ambiguity of English ‘in’ phrase adverbials there can be two interpretations for sentences like (109). 


(109) John will draw a circle in five minutes.

(109) can be interpreted as (110a) or (110b).

        (110) a. It will take John five minutes to draw a circle.  (end-reading)


      b. John is doing something else now, but he will draw a circle later (in five 
    

                     minutes time).                   (begin-reading)

In Persian, unlike English, ‘in phrases’ are not ambiguous and they always have end-reading as in (110a). To get the begin-reading, one has to use the expression x daqiqe digar ‘another x minutes, in x minutes time’ instead of ‘in five minutes’. Therefore, the Persian translations of (109) with (110a-b) interpretations will respectively be (111a-b).


(111) a. John dar panj daqiqe da:yre-?i rasm xa:had kard.       (end-reading)

                                  in   five  minute circle-Ind.Art drawing will DO


              ‘John will draw a circle in five minutes.’

                      b. John panj daqiqe digar da:yre?i rasm xa:had kard.  (begin-reading)

                                five  minute another circle-Ind.Art drawing will DO


             ‘John will draw a circle in five minutes.’


The unambiguousness of ‘in’ phrase adverbials in languages such as Persian would be a good criterion to distinguish between Accomplishments and achievements, if it did not suffer from one inadequacy. Some straightforward traditional Achievements, in which the processes before the (begin) culmination point of the actual event have duration, can be successfully used with either dar x daqiqe ‘in x minutes’ or x daqiqe digar ‘another x minutes’ (112a-112b). Note that in (112a), we have still a begin-reading and the ‘in phrase’ refers to the pre-event time span.

          (112) a. Ali dar panj daqiqe be nuke qole xa:had rasid.     (begin-reading’)

                       Ali in  five  minute to top of mountain will reach.


          ‘Ali will reach the top of the mountain in five minutes.’ 



       b. Ali panj daqiqe digar be nuke qole xa:had rasid.     (begin-reading’)

                      Ali five  minute another to top of mountain will reach.


         ‘Ali will reach the top of the mountain in five minutes.’


In spite of this shortcoming, the Persian dar x daqiqe and x daqiqe digar can distinguish between Accomplishments and some Achievements. In (113a), Accomplishment, both expressions are possible. In (113b), Achievement, only x daqiqe digar ‘another x minutes’ is possible.

         (113) a. Ali (dar panj ruz / panj ruz-e digar) xa:ne-ra: bana: xa:had kard. (begin/

                                                                                                              end-reading)

                      Ali (in  five  day / five day-Ez another) house-DOM build will DO.


         ‘Ali will build the house in five days.’


     b. Ali (*dar yek sa:?at / yek sa:?at-e digar) harakat xa:had kard. (begin-reading)

                     Ali  (in one hour / one hour-Ez another) departure will DO

                    ‘Ali will depart in an hour.’

Although Van Voorst’s distinction between end-culmination and begin-culmination points might have some application in the grammar, Persian LVs are not sensitive to his distinction between two types of culmination points in Accomplishments and Achievements. Persian Transition LVs seem to cut across traditional aspectual classes of verbs and  may form telic LVCs, Achievement or intransitive accomplishment
 in Van Voorst’s (1992) sense. Consider the following pairs in which the same LVs form either Van Voorst’s true Achievements (114a’-c’) or his intransitive Accomplishments (114a-c) based on his distinction between Accomplishments and Achievements.

   (114) a. xa:ne-?aš (dar panj ruz / panj ruz-e digar) bana: xa:had šod. (end/begin-reading)

                house-his  (in  five  day / five day-Ez another) build will BECOME


   ‘His house will be built in five days.’

          b. ka:r-am (dar panj daqiqe / panj daqiqe-ye digar) ?anja:m    xa:had  ya:ft. (beging/

                                                                                                               end- reading)


 business-my (in  five minutes / five minute-Ez another) performing will  FOUND 


‘My business will be sorted out in five minutes.’ 

         c. daraxt-ha: (dar yek sa:?at / yek sa:?at-e digar) payvand xa:hand xord.  (beging/

                                                                                                                  end- reading) 

             tree-Pl.    (in  one hour  / one hour-Ez another)  graft   will   COLLIDE


 ‘The trees will be grafted in an hour.’

        a’. ?in bomb (*dar yek sa:?at / yek sa:?at-e digar) monfajer xa:had šod. (begin-

                                                                                                                     reading)

            this bomb (in one hour / one hour-Ez another) explosion will BECOME

            ‘This bomb will explode in one hour. 

         b’. Ali (*dar yek sa:?at / yek sa:?at -e digar) vafa:t xa:had ya:ft. (begin-reading)

              Ali  (in one hour / one hour-Ez another death will FOUND

              ‘Ali will die in one hour.’

          c’. (*dar do daqiqe / do daqiqe-e digar)    sor      xa:had      xord.  (begin-reading)

                (in  two minute / two minute-Ez another) slipping   will    COLLIDE


     ‘Ali will slip in two minutes.’

So it can be concluded that Persian Transition LVs form telic VPs in which the event is telic as a result of a culmination point at which an internal argument changes state. Whether the culmination point is where an event ends (end-culmination as in traditional Accomplishments) (114a-c) or another instantaneous event starts (begin-culmination as in traditional Achievements) (114a’-c’) does not matter and the grammar of LVs is blind to this distinction. In fact, Persian LVs constrain clauses to refer to a Stative, Transition or Initiatory situation as explained in {2.1.4}.


It might, now, be feasible to conclude that the results of the tests applied to the data in this section support our proposal that Persian LVs, while thematically bleached, as discussed in {3.4.1-2} and {3.6}, can be categorised into Stative, Transition, and Initiatory LVs based on the lexical aspectual properties that they retain. This confirms our assumption, {2.1.4}, that although an LV lacks a specified argument structure, its pale LCS still possesses aspectual properties which can be represented as an event structure (Grimshaw, 1990; Grimshaw and Vikner (1993); Pustejovsky, 1991; Tenny, 1994) or an Aspect Tier (Butt, 1995).


We suggest that the aspectual properties of an LV can be represented as a lexical Tier containing one of the aspectual roles Initiatory, Transition, and Stative. The existence or lack of the aspectual roles, Initiatory and Transition, in the lexical representation of LVs neatly classifies the Persian LVs into four groups. The Initiatory LVs of da:dan ‘to give’ type (9-15 in table 1) carry an ‘Initiatory’ role in their lexical representation (115a). Transition LVs of xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’ type (2-8 in table 1) have an aspectual ‘Transition’ role (115b). LV kardan ‘TO DO’ ((16) in table 1), being dynamic but not specified for telicity, may have either of the representations in (115a-b) after it combines with a PV (115c). Finally, stative LVs such as da:štan (1 in table 1) do not have either of these aspectual roles. This means they form LVCs that refer to states in which neither is an action initiated nor does a change of state occur. This is shown by representing these LVs with a Stative role in their aspect Tier (115d).



     (115) a. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’ ’:        Aspect Tier     [ Initiatory]


   b. xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’:   Aspect Tier    [ Transition ]

                                                          ( Aspect Tier   [ Transition]  (

    c. kardan ‘TO DO’:            (                                           (
                                                          ( Aspect Tier   [ Initiatory]   (
 
     d. da:štan ‘TO HAVE’ :    Aspect Tier     [Stative ]

The Transition role (115b-c) is supposed to indicate that the Transition LVs constrain clauses to have telic event structures in which the change of state of a patient argument is the culmination point of the event. Telicity and the lack of an Initiatory role in this type of LV is the reason why Transition LVs cannot realize external arguments. The Initiatory role in (115a-c) indicates that these LVs appear in clauses in which an argument initiates an action and Initiatory LVs are not specified for the further specification of the event. The Stative role (115d)  shows the stativity and lack of dynamicity in the event structure of Statives.

3.6. LVs and Thematic Roles


We now turn to the question of whether these LVs, in addition to aspectual properties, contain a sense of agentivity and patienthood and whether they express a cause and effect relationship. In other words, we would like to find out whether the agentive arguments in clauses with Initiatory LVs and the patient internal arguments in clauses with Transition LVCs originate with the PVs or the LVs. To address this,  we will subject the LVs to the agenthood and patienthood tests employed by Chafe (1970) and Jackendoff (1990). The tests are summarised in (116). It is assumed that an NP which can appear in a structure like (116a) is an Undergoer and an NP which appears in a construct like (116b) is an Actor. The Actor is supposed to be the active participant or doer of an action and the Undergoer is viewed as a passive or affected participant (Nikane, 1995: 7).


(116) a. What happened to Y was Y died. 


            Y = Undergoer 


       b. What  X did (to Y) was X hit Y.


           X = Actor

                      Y = Undergoer

Interestingly, the LVs in table 1 fall into four groups when they are subjected to this test: a) LVCs with Stative LVs cannot be used in either of the constructs in (116) as shown in (117) and (118), so they do not predicate Actor or Undergoer arguments; b) LVCs containing Transition LVs, with a Transition role, can appear in clauses like (116a), but they cannot be used in sentences like (116b) as depicted in (119) and (120), so they can only have Undergoer arguments as subject; c) Initiatory LVs, with an Initiatory role, are well-formed in constructions like (116b), but they are ill-formed or marginal in constructions like (116a) as in (121) and (122), so their subject arguments can only be Actors; d) as might be expected the LV kardan ‘TO DO’ may be grammatical in both constructions as in (123) and (124), so it can have either Undergoer or Actor subject arguments .  

        (117)   ?a:nce    ke    bar sar-e    Y ?a:mad ?in bud ke ...   /  ( Y ce šod?)


          whatever that on head-Ez Y came this was that .../ ( Y what become)


          ‘What happened to Y was ... / (What happened to Y?) 

                * a. (Y) ?etela:? da:št.       


                information HAD


         ‘ Y knew.’

                 * b.  (Y) be da:ru niya:z dašt.           

                               to medicine need HAD      

                      ‘ Y needed medicine.              


(118)    ka:ri         ke  X (ba: Y)  kard ?in bud ke ... /   X (Y-ra:)    ce    ka:r kard?

                      work    that  X  (with Y) DID this was that ... X (Y-DOM) what work DID

                      ‘What X did  (to Y) was ...  /                    ‘What did X do (to Y)?’

 
     * a. (X) ?etela:? da:št.           


                  information HAD


           ‘X knew.’

                 * b. (X) be da:ru niya:z dašt.

                             to medicine need HAD

                       ‘ X needed medicine.


         (119) ?a:nce    ke    bar sar-e    Y ?a:mad ?in bud ke ...   /  ( Y ce šod?)


       whatever that on head-Ez Y came this was that .../ ( Y what become)


       ‘What happened to Y was ... / (What happened to Y?) 

                  a. (Y)  pa:ya:n ya:ft. 


                  end   FIND-Past

                     ‘Y terminated.’  

          
     b. (Y) šekast   xord.         


                          defeat   COLLIDED

                    ‘Y was defeated./ Y suffered defeat.’

                 c.  (Y) juš ?a:mad.

                             boil CAME

                     ‘Y boiled.’


(120)   ka:ri        ke X  (ba: Y)    kard ?in bud ke .../ ( X   (Y-ra:)     ce   kard?)

                      work    that X (with Y)  did  this was that .../ (X   (Y-DOM)  what did?)

                        ‘What X did (to Y) was ... / What did X do (to Y)?)

                * a. (X) pa:ya:n ya:ft. 


            (X) end FOUND

                      ‘X terminated.’  

          
    *b. (X) šekast  xord.         


                      (X) defeat  COLLIDED

                    ‘X was defeated.’

                * c. (X) juš ?a:mad.

                       (X) boil CAME

                     ‘X boiled.’

             (121)   ka:ri      ke  X (ba: Y) kard ?in bud ke ...

                        work   that X (with Y) did  this was that ...

                        ‘What X did (to Y) was  ...


        a. (X) Y-ra: šekast da:d.

                        (X) Y-DOM  defeat GAVE


         ‘ X defeated Y.’

                  b. (X) Y-ra: pa:ya:n da:d.

                      (X) Y-DOM end     GAVE

                       ‘X terminated Y.’

                   c. (X) Y-ra:      gul       zad

                       (X) Y-DOM deception STRUCK

                      ‘X deceived Y.’


       d. (X) Y-ra: juš ?a:vard. 

                        (X) Y-DOM boil BROUGHT

                       ‘X boiled Y.’


      e. (X) ?este?fa:? da:d.

                        (X) resignation GAVE

                       ‘X resigned.’


(122) ?a:nce    ke    bar sar-e    X ?a:mad ?in bud ke ...   /  (X ce šod?)


          whatever that on head-Ez X came this was that .../  (X  what become)


         ‘What happened to X was ... / (What happened to X?) 


                 ?? a. (X) Y-ra: šekast  da:d.

                         (X) Y-DOM defeat  GAVE


            ‘X defeated Y.

                 * b. (X) Y-ra:    pa:ya:n da:d.

                        (X) Y-DOM  end        GAVE

                       ‘X terminated Y.’

                  * c .(X) Y-ra:      gul       zad

                         (X) Y-DOM deception STRUCK

                         ‘X deceived Y.


      * d. (X) Y-ra: juš ?a:vard. 

                         (X) Y-DOM boil BROUGHT

                         ‘X boiled Y.’


     * e. (X) ?este?fa:? da:d.

                        (X) resignation GAVE

                       ‘X resigned.’


(123) ?a:nce    ke     bar  sar-e   Y ?a:mad ?in bud ke .../ Y ce šod?

                      whatever that on head-Ez X came    this was that .. Y what became?

                     ‘What happened to Y was ...            /                ‘What happened to Y?

                     a. (Y) fout kard.                         

                         (Y) death DID.

                        ‘Y died.’

               (124) ka:ri      ke  X (ba: Y) kard ?in bud ke ...

                        work    that X (with Y) did  this was that ...

                       ‘What X did (to Y) was  ...

                       a. (X) Y-ra: ra:hnama:?i kard.

                           (X) Y-DOM advice        DID

                            ‘X advised Y.’

                        b. (X) ?este?fa: kard.

                            (X)  resignation DID

                           ‘X resigned.’


Application of the test (116) to the data in (117-124) clearly reveals that whenever there is an LV with an Initiatory role the subject of the given LVC must be an Actor. Also, whenever there is an LV with a single Transition role, the subject argument of the LVC must be an Undergoer. Verbs with no Initiatory / Transition roles cannot have Actor / Undergoer arguments. This, in turn, confirms our verb classifications (table 1 and (115)) and shows that each group of the verb classes in table 1 must have the same characteristics that enable them group together when subjected to the agenthood / patienthood test in (116).  


In the meantime, what remains unclear is whether the LVs contribute to the  agenthood of subject arguments in (121) and (124), and the patienthood of subject arguments in (119) and (123). Pairs like (121a) and (119b) repeated as (125) may mislead one into thinking that what determines the subjects of LVCs to be Actor (external argument) or Undergoer (internal) arguments are LVs not PVs, since these pairs with the very same PVs but different LVs form clauses with different subject arguments from the viewpoint of agentivity. In (125a), we have an LV with an Initiatory role appeared in a clause with an Actor argument diagnosed as an external argument in (141a) (cf. (121) and (122)), while in (125b) we have a telic Transition LV, carrying a Transition role, which requires its subject be an Undergoer argument diagnosed as an internal argument in (144a) (cf. (119) and (120)). Note that (125b) is an unaccusative clause in which the logical object, i.e. Sasan, appears as the surface subject (cf. (125a)). 

  
(125) a. Ali Sasan-ra: šekast da:d.

                        Ali Sasan-DOM  defeat GIVE-Past


           ‘Ali defeated Sasan.’

                   b. Sasan   šekast   xord.         


                       Sasan  defeat   COLLIDE-Past

                      ‘Sasan was defeated./ Sasan suffered defeat.’


However, there are other facts which undermine the above position that LVs determine agentivity in LVCs. First, in cases like (125) where the PVs are dyadic with external and internal arguments, the agent participants can be expressed as PPs, when the telic LVs, with Transition roles,  cannot realize them as subjects. As in (126), the argument Ali can optionally be realised in an agentive phrase (cf. (125b). This indicates that the agent participant Ali in (125) and (126) is licensed by the PV not the LVs. 

 
(126) Sasan (tavasote Ali)  šekast   xord.         


                     Sasan     by  Ali           defeat  COLLIDE-Past 

                    ‘Sasan was defeated (by Ali)./ Sasan suffered defeat   (by Ali).


Second, the PVs  such as šekast ‘defeat’ can constitute  nominal phrases in which the PVs can head well-formed constructs with their arguments, including the agent ones, regardless of the lack or existence of the Transition or Initiatory LVs. Compare the following:


      (127)  a. šekast (da:dan)-e Sasan tavasote Ali

                               defeat (TO GIVE)-Ez Sasan by   Ali

                             ‘Sasan’s defeat by Ali’ 


              b. šekast  (xordan)-e   Sasan  ?az Ali

                             defeat (TO COLLIDE)-Ez Sasan from Ali 



     ‘Sasan’s defeat from Ali’

Whether the PV šekast appears on its own or co-occurs with the infinitivised Transition / Initiatory LVs (127), it can license the agentive argument ‘Ali’. This proves that the PVs and not the LVs are responsible for the agentive arguments as well as the affected internal arguments of LVCs .


Third, not only are the agentive arguments  licensed by PVs at phrasal or clausal level as in (125-7), but also their presupposed existence cannot be denied by  expressions like bedone ?inke kasi ?u-ra: šekast dahad ‘without being defeated by someone’ at clausal level. In (128), although the telic LV xordan tends to realize internal arguments as its subject, the existence of the agentive argument of the PV šekast cannot be denied. 

         * (128) Sasan  šekast   xord   bedone   ?in ke       kasi    ?u-ra:    šekast dahad.


         Sasan  defeat   COLLIDE without this that someone him-DO defeat  GIVE 

                   ‘Sasan was defeated / Sasan lost  without being defeated by some one.’


Finally, clauses like (129) in which the LVs can optionally be gapped without any change in the meanings of the sentences reveal that PVs can predicate their arguments in the absence of LVs in special contexts, but not vice versa. As shown below, the deletion of the PVs results in ungrammaticality. This means in (129) the LV da:dan can be omitted, but the PV ?obur cannot. 

       (129) pa:sba:n-ha: ma:-ra: ?az miya:ne ha:li *(?obur) (da:dand) va dar ?ota:q-i 

                cops      we-DOM from inside hall pass  (GAVE)  and in   room-(In)def.Art

                zenda:ni      kardand.

                 imprisonment DID-3rd.Pl.

        ‘The cops made us pass through a hall and imprisoned us in a room.’

3.7. The Structure of the LVC


We are now in a  position to conclude that an LV, having a pale LCS, lacks full a-structure and does not contribute any other semantic content, apart from its aspectual roles, to the semantic formation of an LVC. Thus, we propose that the lexical representations in (130) as the lexical entries of the Persian LV classes (table 1). 


The Initiatory LVs (e.g. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’) have an Initiatory (Ini) role in their Aspect Tier (AsT) and they lack the Thematic Tier containing the non-aspectual information in the lexical representation of heavy verbs (130a).


The Transition LVs like xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’ possess a Transition role in their Aspect Tier and their LCS does not have the Thematic Tier (130b).


The Initiatory / Transition kardan ‘TO DO’ can have either a representation like (130a) or one like (130b) as  shown in (130c).



Stative LVs (e.g. da:štan) have a Stative (Sta) role in their aspect Tier and their Thematic Tier is not available for LVC formation.          


(130) a. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’                             AsT  [ Ini  ]

                                                                        LCS   


                                                                   


      b. xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’                           AsT [   Tra   ]

                                                                       LCS      

                    


                                                 (                       AsT [   Tra  ]                 (
                                                             (         LCS                                             (
                                                             (                                                             (                    


      c. kardan ‘TO DO’             (                       AsT  [ Ini ]                     (
                                                             (        LCS                                              (
                                                            (                                                             (

      d. da:štan ‘TO HAVE’                              AsT [ Sta  ]

                                                                     LCS      

                                                                     


Having assumed that LVs lack specified a-structures as depicted in (130), we assert that LVs, unlike heavy verbs, cannot project full a-structures; at the same time, they are not as neutral as auxiliaries with respect to predication. Their aspectual roles have a crucial function in the syntactic realisation of a-structures of LVCs. This is dealt with in {4.1}.


In this section, we have been dealing mainly with the aspectual properties of LVs. When an LV combines with a PV, the result is an LVC which is exactly like a full verb from the viewpoint of aspect. Thus, an LVC might be of any aspectual class depending on the system of verb classification adopted. The aspectual classification of LVCs is not specifically addressed in this work. However, it might be worth mentioning that the data shows that, for instance in a Vendlerian system, Stative LVs appear in Stative LVCs (82-84). Transition LVs form telic LVCs, intransitive Accomplishments or Achievements, (115). Initiatory LVs may form Accomplishments, (e.g. bana: kardan ‘to built’, yek da:yere rasm kardan ‘to draw a circle’), Activities (e.g. tadris kardan ‘to teach’ and raqs kardan ‘to dance’) or even some Achievements (e.g. peida: kardan ‘to find’). Needless to say, as in VPs containing full verbs, the situation type of VPs containing LVCs may be altered as a result of adding phrasal units like PPs and adverbs or as a result of changing quantificational properties of their arguments depending on the type of LVCs.


It should also be pointed out that we are not claiming that every syntactic argument is necessarily associated or licensed by an aspectual role. For instance, like Jackendoff and Van Valin’s Actor and Undergoer roles our aspectual roles cannot be associated with indirect internal arguments which are presumably licensed solely by the LCS of PVs in the case of LVCs. What we are interested in is how the aspectual and thematic contents of LVs and PVs merge together in order to form LVCs.


Certainly, what the semantic content of PVs looks like is very crucial to us. As suggested in chapter two and as will be shown later, we propose that in LVC formation the contents of LVs and PVs combine together and form a single predicate. We have argued in different parts of this thesis that predicative PVs have full a-structures projected from their LCSs. It is proposed that transparent argument-bearing nouns have event structures identical to those of their verbal forms (Grimshaw, 1991, Kiefer, 1996). Since some Persian PVs and LVCs have lexical verb counterparts
, we will examine some of these full verbs in the light of our tests in order to find out if they contain the same aspectual information in the Aspect Tier of the LVs (130). For instance, raqsidan ‘to dance’, the lexical form of the Initiatory LVC raqs kardan, seems to line up with Initiatory LVs in that it is atelic and well-formed with ?eda:me da:dan ‘to continue’ (131b-c). Kešidan ‘to draw’, the lexical equivalent of the LVC in (112), may be telic or atelic (132b-c) and it can be compounded with ?eda:me da:dan (132d).  Mordan ‘to die’, the lexical counterpart of  LVCs in (108a) and (115b’), is telic and cannot be combined with ?eda:me da:dan (133b-c). The lexical version of the Stative LVC ?elm / ?etela: da:štan ‘to know’ (82b) is da:nestan. This verb passes our tests for stativity (134b-c).   


(131) a. Ali raqsid.

                       ‘Ali danced’

                     b. Ali bemodate / (*dar) panj daqiqe raqsid.

                         Ali   for      /      (in)    five  minute danced

 
            ‘Ali danced for / (*in) five minutes.’


         c. Ali ?eda:me da:d beraqsad.

                        Ali continuation GAVE dance

                       ‘Ali continued to dance.’


(132) a. Ali da:yere-?i kešid.

                        Ali circle- Indef.Art.  drew

                      ‘Ali drew a circle.’


        b. Ali (*bemodate) / dar panj daqiqe da:yere-?i kešid.  (Accomplishment)

                       Ali    (for)        /  in five minute  circle-a        drew


          ‘Ali drew a circle (*for) / in five minutes.’

                   c. Ali bemodate / (*dar) panj daqiqe da:yere kešid.       (Activity)

                       Ali    for        /  (in) five minute  circle        drew


          ‘Ali drew circles for / (*in) five minutes.’


       d. Ali ?eda:me da:d da:yere-?i bekešad.

                       Ali continuation GAVE circle-a draw

                      ‘Ali continued to draw a circle.’


(133) a. Ali mord. 

                        ‘Ali died.’ 


         b. Ali dar / (*bemodate) panj daqiqe mord. 

                        Ali  in /      (for)            five minute died.


           ‘Ali died in / (*for) five minutes.’

                 * c. Ali ?eda:me da:d bemirad.

                       Ali continuation GAVE die

                      ‘Ali continued to die.’


(134) a . englisi midon-am.

                          English know-1st.Sg.


             ‘(I) know English.’

                   * b. da:št-am   englisi     mi-donest-am.

                          had-1st.Sg. English Imp-know-1st.Sg. 


              ‘(I) was knowing English.’


         * c. na:gaha:ni / betadrij englisi midon-am

                           suddenly  / gradually English Ipm-know-1st.Sg.

                         ‘(I) suddenly / gradually know English.’


The result of applying our tests in (131-134) might indicate that the full verbs, like the LVs (130), contain the same aspectual information which can be represented as an Aspect Tier (AsT) as in (135). (135a) like Initiatory LVCs may be atelic and compatible with ?eda:me da:dan, so it contains an Initiatory role. (135b) is compatible with ?eda:me da:dan and it may have atelic reading (132c-d), so it has an Initiatory role. The telicity and incompatibility of mordan ‘to die’ (133) with ?eda:me da:dan, exactly like Transition LVs, indicate that this verb has a Transition role in its Aspect Tier. Da:nestan ‘to know’ behaves like Stative LVs in response to our tests, so it possesses a Stative (Sta) role and lacks the dynamic Initiatory and Transition roles. Recall that we explained that heavy verbs, unlike LVs possess a-structure and full LCS, including the Aspect Tier and Thematic Tier. Therefore, it is plausible to say that the verbs examined in (131-4) have the lexical representations in (135).


(135) a. raqsidan ‘to dance’                             AsT   [    Ini     ]

                                                                        LCS   ThT    [  agent   ]

                                                                         AS               [      x     ] 


         b. kešidan ‘to draw’                               AsT  [ Ini      ]

                                                                        LCS   ThT  [ agent , patient ]

                                                                         AS             [   x     ,       y   ]


        b. mordan ‘to die’                                      AsT [  Tra   ]

                                                                       LCS       ThT [ patient ]

                                                                        AS                [    y    ]                    



     d. da:nestan ‘to know’                           AsT [Sta   ]

                                                                   LCS  ThT [experiencer, patient]

                                                                   AS            [     x      ,           y   ]


Now, let us return to PVs. In different parts of this thesis ({2.4}, {3.9}, {4.4}, we have argued that predicative PVs have full a-structures projected from their LCSs. In particular, it was shown in (125-9) that the external and internal arguments as well as the relevant thematic roles, agent / patient, are licensed by PVs not by LVs. Thus, one can say that predicative PVs, unlike LVs, have a-structure and most likely at least a Thematic Tier (ThT) in their LCS. Having full a-structure can itself be an indication of the existence of at least a Thematic Tier. But do PVs really have the same aspectual content in their LCSs as in (130) and (135)? We think there are two plausible options. First, PVs, e.g. raqs ‘dance’, rasm ‘drawing’ (111), fout / vafa:t ‘death’ (108a, 114b’) ?elm / etela: ‘knowledge / information’ (82a, 117a) are aspectually like their verbal equivalents as in (135). Second, PVs lack the Aspect Tier in their lexical representation as shown in (136).


(136) a. raqs ‘ dance’                                       

                                                                        LCS   ThT    [  agent   ]

                                                                         AS               [      x     ] 


         b. rasm ‘drawing’                                  

                                                                        LCS   ThT  [ agent , patient ]

                                                                         AS             [   x     ,       y   ]


        b. fout ‘death’                                          

                                                                       LCS       ThT [ patient ]

                                                                        AS                [    y    ]                    



      d. ?etela: ‘information’                                 

                                                                   LCS  ThT [experiencer, patient]

                                                                   AS            [     x      ,           y   ]




 
The fact that PVs seem to refer to events and states may support the first option that PVs have the same Aspect Tiers as in their full verbal forms (135). However, we suggest that a PV does not contain the Aspect Tier detected in the lexical representations of LVs (130) and full verbs (135). First, our data (83-85) show that various types of PVs in combination with Stative LVs always result in Stative LVCs. Furthermore, (83h-q, 84h-q) and (83h’-q’, 84h’-q’) clearly show that PVs are not specified for stativity and dynamicity, since the same PVs may appear in stative or dynamic LVCs depending on the type of LVs. The result of the tests indicates that PVs do not have any role in determining dynamicity and stativity of LVCs. Therefore, they lack the dynamic (Initiatory / Transition) and Stative aspectual roles which are the contents of our Aspect Tier. This position is supported by the rest of the data (89-107) in which the dynamic Initiatory and Transition roles are solely determined by the LVs and the PVs do not play any role in this regard. Again various types of PVs appear with either Transition or Initiatory LVs and it is always the LVs which determine whether LVCs are classified as Initiatory or Transition. Cases like (91-104) in which LVCs with the same PVs are categorised as Transition or Initiatory LVCs due to the type of LVs clearly indicate that PVs, unlike LVs and heavy verbs, do not possess Transition or Initiatory roles. Therefore, we can conclude that the option shown in (136) is the correct one, and PVs lack an Aspect Tier in the sense used in this thesis. 


It might be worth mentioning that the fact that Pusteyovsky’s (1991) event structures fall into three types (state, process, transition), McClure (1995) believes in three abstract aspectual types (states, changes, processes) and the Persian LVs are aspectually classified into three groups (Stative, Transition, Initiatory) might indicate that a single linguistic intuition motivates these classifications of verbs and event structures. McClure updates Dowty’s (1979) operators (DO, BECOME, etc.) and comes up with two aspectual operators (DO and BECOME). His Achievements, including traditional Achievements and Accomplishments, contain a BECOME operator. The BECOME operator is defined as a function which involves changing from one state to another. His DO operator adds a slot for an argument in the syntax. It assigns an aspectual role, Locus of Change, to an external argument in activity verbs which may carry another theta role (e.g. an Experiencer). Obviously, one may find some similarities between Persian Transition LVs (including šodan ‘BECOME’), Initiatory LVs (including kardan ‘DO’) and the Stative LV da:štan on the one hand and Dowty’s BECOME, DO and BE operators on the other hand. Both Transition LVs and the BECOME operator involve a change of state. Both are said to play a part in forming telic predicates and consequently unaccusative predicates. Both the DO operator and Initiatory LVs may form atelic activity predicates and they always provide a slot for an external argument. Both the DO operator and Initiatory LVs assign aspectual roles to arguments which carry other theta roles (cf. McClure). Finally, the Aspect Tier (115) in this work looks like Van Valin’s semantic tier containing his Macroroles (Actor and Undergoer). Both Tiers contain semantic roles linked to direct arguments. One of the roles, Actor / Initiatory, is always linked to an external / subject argument. Both Actor and Initiatory roles bring a number of thematic role under their umbrella. Our Transition role, like Van Valin Undergoer, is mainly associated with patient-like arguments and plays a role in forming unaccusative predicates.


To conclude, the differences between LVs and heavy verbs in {3.4.1} led us to assume that although heavy verbs have full a-structure and LCS, LVs do not possess a-structure and they seem to have bleached or partially specified LCS which may contain some aspectual content. The data in (82-114) and the results of the tests support this assumption, because, as shown in (130), the lexical representations of LVs contain an Aspect Tier. The LCS of an LV, though containing aspect, is different from that of a full verb to the extent that it cannot  project a full a-structure. The inability of an LV to act like a full verb {3.4.1}, its lack of a-structure and the data in (125-129) indicate that the thematic content in the lexical representation of a full verb (135) referred to as the Thematic Tier is not available in an LV for the purposes of predicate formation and predication. The application of the tests assumed in this section to a sample of full verbs (131-134) shows that full verbs have Aspect Tiers (135) almost identical to those in LVs. This also confirms our assumption that LVs are the beached or less specified versions of full verbs, which nonethless retain their aspectual content. 


The fact that predicative PVs have full a-structures equal to those of their verbal forms as shown in different parts of this thesis, e.g. {3.9}, {4.1} {4.4}, and their LCSs seem to determine the LVCs’ thematic roles like agent and Patient (125-129) might indicate that a PV’s LCS, containing at least our Thematic Tier, can project a full a-structure. On the other hand, our data (82-107) suggest that PVs, unlike LVs and heavy verbs, lack the semantic information referred to as the Aspect Tier (136). The next important point for the purpose of this study is how and where the contents of LVs and PVs merge together to form LVCs. We will return to this issue in {4.1-2}.


The question that may remain as a problem for the above treatment of LVs is if Initiatory and Transition LVs have the same characterisations and functions why some LVs of  each group combine with some PVs but they resist co-occurring with some other PVs. There might be a historical reason for this. Perhaps when the language was in the process of developing into the present stage, some PVs and LVs matched with each other and formed the earlier groups of LVCs which still exist in the language. Or it might even be the case that there are some subtle differences between the members of each group which are only significant in selecting the PVs, but they are not very important in LVC formation. There is some empirical evidence in favour of our position. First, a large number of different PVs may appear with a single LV to form different LVCs in which the PVs substantially determine the a-structures and the meanings of the LVCs, e.g. (64) above and  (23) in {4.1.}. Second, in the recently formed LVCs kardan ‘TO DO’ and šodan ‘TO BECOME’ often function as the LVs and the other LVs are less productive or completely unproductive. Third, an LV from one group may sometimes replace another member of the group without any change in the meaning of the given LVC (48-49) and (23) in {4.1}. But an LV from one group may never replace an LV from a different group. Finally, one LV from either group may act as the in/transitive counterpart of more than one LV from the opposite group, e.g. cf. (92) and (95-99). The flexibility of LVs in replacing each other or functioning as the counterparts of each other is an indication that LVs of each group have the same information content.

3.8. LVs and Unaccusativity          


Van Valin (1990: 251-252) claims that lexical aspect and agentiveness are the primary semantic properties to govern unaccusativity. In Zaenan (1993) predicates with telic eventualities which are not controllable function as unaccusatives. Moreover, in Dowty (1991: 607) telic and non-agentive verbs are definitely unaccusative. The fact that Transition LVs, having a telic nature, always form unaccusative LVCs and Initiatory LVs form unergative or transitive LVCs with various types of PVs supports these researchers’ views in recognising unaccusatives based on the lexical semantic properties (including telicity) of the verbs. 


From the viewpoint of unaccusativity, the majority of Iranian LVs fall into two groups. One class forms unaccusative LVCs, the other often forms unergative or transitive LVCs. More specifically, almost any Transition LV, which generally form unaccusative LVCs, has an Initiatory LV counterpart which can only form unergative or transitive LVCs.  Let  us consider the LVCs in (119) and (121), repeated here as (137), once more and find out why we classify them into two groups.




(137)            Unaccusative
                                      Transitive

                     a. šekast xordan ‘to be defeated’         a’. šekast da:d ‘to defeat’

                         defeat TO COLLIDE                          defeat TO GIVE            

                     b. pa:ya:n yaftan ‘to terminate’            b’. pa:ya:n da:dan ‘to terminate’

                         end      TO FIND                                  end       TO GIVE


         c. gul xordan ‘to be deceived.’            c’. gul zadan ‘to deceive’

                        deception TO COLLIDE                     deception TO BEAT

                     d. juš ?a:madan ‘to boil’                     e’. juš ?a:vardan ‘to boil’

                         boil TO COME                                   boil TO BRING

Although it might be possible to find syntactic diagnostics to differentiate between unaccusative LVCs and other types of LVCs in Persian (137), we will limit ourselves to some morphological tests in order to distinguish unaccusative LVCs from unergative / transitive ones. It was shown that in some languages morphological rules such as agentive (subject) nominalization and Adjectival Passive Formation (APF) are sensitive to unaccusativity {2.1.2}. Verbs with an external argument can undergo the former rule and  those with an internal argument may undergo the latter, but not vice versa. In Persian, too, unergatives can form subject nominals (138a) but not Past Participle Adjectives (PPAs) (138b). On the other hand, unaccusative verbs can form PPAs (139a) but not subject nominals (139b). As it might be expected, transitive verbs can yield to APF as well as subject nominalization (140). It is possible to say that in Persian subject nominals are derived from verbs with an external argument (138a, 140a), while PPAs are derived from verbs with an internal argument (139b, 140b). Therefore, we assume these two morphological processes
 as tests to differentiate unaccusative LVCs from other types of LVCs. 


(138)   a. dav-ande (Lit: run + -er)  ‘runner’

                     * b. david-e  (Lit: run + -ed )  ‘run’


(139) * a. ?oft-ande (Lit: fall + -er)  ‘faller’

                        b. ?ofta:d-e (Lit: fall + -ed)  ‘fallen’


(140)    a. ?a:farin-ande (Lit: create + -er) ‘creator’

                        b. ?a:farid-e   (Lit: create + -e)  ‘created’ 


Interestingly enough, LVCs with Initiatory LVs regardless of the type of PVs can form subject nominals (141) but not PPAs (142). In contrast, LVCs with Transition LVs may form PPAs (144) but not subject nominals (143). Note that the derivations in (141-2) are the derived forms of transitive LVCs in (137a’-d’) and those in (143-5) are the derived forms of unaccusative LVCs in (137a-d). Also bear in mind that in each pair of verb classes  in (137), we have the same PV, but different pairs of LVs. So, what mainly determines whether the LVCs are passive-like unaccusative or transitive is the replacement of LVs.


(141)    a. šekast dah-ande (Lit: defeat + GIVE + -er)  ‘conqueror’

                        b. pa:ya:n dah-ande (Lit: termination + GIVE + -er) ‘terminator’

                        c. gul zan-ande (Lit: deception + STRIKE + -er) ‘deceiver’

                       d. juš ?a:var-ande (Lit: boil + BRING + -er) ‘boiler’


(142) * a. šekast da:d-e (Lit: defeat + GIVE + -ed)  ‘conquered’

                     * b. pa:ya:n da:d-e (Lit: termination + GIVE + -ed) ‘terminated’

                     * c. gul zad-e (Lit: deception + STRIKE + -ed) ‘deceived’

                     * d. juš ?a:vard-e (Lit: boil + BRING + -ed) ‘boiled’


(143) * a. šekast xor-ande (Lit: defeat + COLLIDE + -er)  ‘conqueror’

                     * b. pa:ya:n ya:b-ande (Lit: termination + FIND + -er) ‘terminator’

                     * c. gul xor-ande (Lit: deception + COLLIDE + -er) ‘deceiver’

                     * d. juš ?a:m-ande (Lit: boil + COME + -er) ‘boiler’


(144)    a. šekast xord-e (Lit: defeat + COLLIDE + -ed)  ‘conquered’

                        b. pa:ya:n ya:ft-e (Lit: termination + FIND + -ed) ‘terminated’

                        c. gul xord-e (Lit: deception + COLLIDE + -ed) ‘deceived’

                        d. juš ?a:mad-e (Lit: boil + COME + -ed) ‘boiled’


In all cases in (141-4), the PVs are dyadic. LVCs with monadic PVs have the same status with respect to unaccusativity. Initiatory LVs in combination with monadic PVs may form subject nominals (145) but not PPAs (146) and Transition LVs combined with monadic PVs may form PPAs (148) but not subject nominals (147).


(145)    a. ja:r zan-ande (Lit: shout + STRIKE + -er) ‘shouter, announcer’

                        b. sama:? kon-ande (Lit: singing + DO + -er) ‘singer’


(146) * a. ja:r zad-e (Lit: shout + STRIKE + -ed) ‘shouted’

                     * b. sama:? kard-e (singing + DO + -er)  ‘sung’


(147) * a. fout šav-ande (Lit: death + BECOME + -er) ‘dier’

                     * b. da:q bin-ande (Lit: effect of bereavement + SEE + -er) ‘bereaver’


(148)    a. fout šod-e (Lit: death + BECOME + -ed) ‘dead’

                        b. da:q did-e (Lit: effect of bereavement +  SEE + -ed) ‘bereaved’


It seems that there is a difference between transitive heavy verbs (140b) and transitive LVCs (142) as far as APF is concerned. While transitive heavy verbs can form PPAs, transitive LVCs cannot. This might be due to the existence of intransitive counterparts in the case of transitive LVCs. The PPAs derived from intransitive LVCs (144) may block APF in transitive LVCs. That is, the grammar, having access to unaccusative LVCs, does not bother to form PPAs out of transitive forms of unaccusative LVCs.  

   
It is now easy to account for the syntactic alternations in LVCs, e.g. those illustrated in (119) and (121). Each of the examples in (119) is the intransitive counterpart of a transitive clause in (121). It seems that these alternations, in turn, confirm our morphological tests in (138-148). To clarify this point, let us reconsider (127a) and (125), repeated here as (149), (cf. (137a-a’)).




(149) a. šekast-e Sasan tavasote Ali                   (Noun Phrase)

                          defeat-Ez Sasan by   Ali

                         ‘Sasan’s defeat by Ali’ 


        b. Ali Sasan-ra: šekast da:d.                       (Transitive)   

                        Ali Sasan-DO  defeat GIVE-Past


           ‘Ali defeated Sasan.’

                   c. Sasan   šekast   xord.         
                 (Unaccusative)            

                       Sasan  defeat   COLLIDE-Past

                      ‘Sasan was defeated./ Sasan suffered defeat.’

In (149a), the PV noun šekast ‘defeat’, a dyadic PV, heads an NP in which both arguments of the PV are realised. When such PVs combine with Initiatory LVs, transitive / unergative LVs according to our morphological tests, they form transitive clauses in which one of the arguments of the PV, Sasan in (149b), can function as the object argument and one as the subject argument. However when such PVs occur with Transition LVs, diagnosed as unaccusatives in (141-148), they form sentences in which the object arguments in transitive forms function as the subject, e.g. Sasan in (149c). The fact that the argument functioning as the object, (149b), functions as the subject in a clause with a single argument (149c) confirms the plausibility of recognising clauses like (149c) as unaccusatives based on the morphological tests (143-144). If it is true that Transition LVs can only form unaccusative LVCs, then it is feasible to say that the argument of a PV which becomes the single argument of an unaccusative LVC is an internal argument. This means the unaccusative LVs like xordan in (149c) can be used as a diagnostic to differentiate between external and internal arguments. An argument of a PV, Sasan in (149), which can be accommodated by an unaccusative verb (149c) is an internal argument and an argument of a PV, Ali in (149), which cannot be accommodated by an unaccusative verb is an external argument. 


In sum, the morphological tests employed in (138-148), the syntactic alternations such as (149) and the fact that Transition LVs cannot assign accusative case {4.3} confirm our position in labelling Transition LVs as unaccusative, and Initiatory LVs as transitive / unergative.           


Notice that (130) easily captures the behaviour of different classes of LVs with regard to unaccusativity. LVs with an Initiatory role (130a), compatible with external arguments, can  form unergative or transitive LVCs (121). LVs with Transition roles (130b) are only eligible to form unaccusatives. 
Kardan ‘TO DO’ (130c), capable of having either Initiatory or Transition role, can form unaccusative and unergative / transitive LVCs depending on the type of PV components (123-4). Finally, Statives (130d), lacking Initiatory or Transition roles, remain neutral with respect to unaccusativity and the PVs , not the LVs, determines the transitivity of LVCs. 


As mentioned, an LV which can form an unaccusative LVC, usually has a counterpart which can form both unergative and transitive LVCs. A list of some unaccusative LVs and their Transitive / unergative counterparts is given in (150). As shown in {3.5-6}, the relationship between the pairs in (150) is not always one to one. Sometimes, one unaccusative LV has  more than one counterpart or vice versa depending on the type of  PVs. However, the aspectual constraint is not violated. The unaccusative class have always Transition roles  and transitive / unergative class have Initiatory roles. 


(150)      Unaccusative                                    Non-unaccusative

          a. ?a:madan ‘TO COME’                      a’. ?a:vardan ‘TO BRING’

          b. raftan ‘TO GO’                                 b’. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’

          c. gereftan ‘ TO CATCH, TO HOLD’  c’. da:dan    ‘TO GIVE’

          d. xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’                    d’. zadan ‘TO STRIKE’/da:dan ‘TO GIVE’

          e. šodan ‘TO BECOME’                       e’. kardan ‘TO DO’

          f. ya:ftan ‘TO FIND’                             f’. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’ 


 It should now be clear why LVs and their heavy counterparts do not yield to morphological causativization (cf. 3.4.4.1). This is due to the fact that any unaccusative LV as in (150) has a transitive or lexical causative equivalent and in order to transitivise an unaccusative LV, the given LV is replaced by its transitive counterpart as in (151).


(151) a. Ali gul xord.

                         Ali deception COLLIDE-Past

                        ‘Ali was deceived.’            (Unaccusative) 

                      b. Sasan Ali-ra:      gul zad.

                          Sasan Ali-DOM deception STRIKE-Past.

                         ‘Sasan deceived Ali.’

3.9. Non-verbal elements of LVCs


 As we have seen, it is often claimed that nouns, prepositional phrases, adjectives and adverbs can function as PVs in Persian LVCs. In this section, we re-examine the form and function of the PVs. We will begin with nouns which are the most frequently used and also the most controversial PVs in the literature. Also, it was pointed out in (3.1.2) that in some cases the components of an LVC are separable by certain syntactic rules, while in other cases the members of an LVC resist separation by these processes. It seems that the separability of LVCs is more related to the nature of PVs than LVs or at least it can be explained better in relation to PVs. In general, the PV nouns are of two types with respect to a-structure: non-predicative and predicative. The former are concrete PV nouns like guš ‘ear’ and ?a:taš ‘fire’ as in (152-153) which do not carry a-structure, while the latter are abstract or derived nouns such as ?anja:m ‘performing’ and ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’ which can bear a-structure. The reason for such a classification is that the former cannot appear in phrase-like units with arguments which are predicated by the corresponding LVCs to which these PV nouns belong; however, the latter group, being the nominal element of LVCs, can co-occur with their arguments in such phrases though the verbal elements of the corresponding LVCs are absent. Compare the following sentences predicated by LVCs in (a) examples with their phrasal equivalents in (b). The well-formed phrases in (b) can be used as titles of stories or newspaper headlines. Also, note that there are no simple verbs corresponding to the predicative PVs nouns (154-157) in this language. 


(152) a. Ali be ra:dyo guš da:d / kard.

                          Ali to radio  ear   GIVE-Past / DO-Past

                         ‘Ali listened to the radio.

                     *b. guš-e Ali be ra:dyo 

                           ear-Ez. Ali to radio

                         ‘Ali’s listening to radio.’


(153) a. Ali bute-ha:-ra ?a:taš zad.

                           Ali bushes-DOM fire BEAT-Past

                         ‘Ali set fire to the bushes.’

                     *b. ?a:taš-e bute-ha: tavasote Ali 

                           fire-Ez. bushes  by Ali


            ‘setting fire to bushes by Ali’


(154) a. Ali ka:r-aš-ra: ?anja:m da:d.

                           Ali work-his-DOM performing GIVE-Past

                          ‘Ali did his work.’

                       b. ?anja:m-e ka:r tavasote Ali.

                           performing-Ez. work by Ali

                         ‘Ali’s doing the work. / Doing the work by Ali.’

 
(155) a. Ali ka:r-aš-ra: ?a:qa:z kard.  

                         Ali work-his-DOM start DO-Past


           ‘Ali started his work.’

                       b. ?a:qa:z-e ka:r-e  Ali 

                            start-Ez. work-Ez   Ali

                          ‘Ali’s starting the work’


(156) a. Ali Sasan-ra: ra:hnama:?i kard.

                          Ali Sasan-DOM advice      DO-Past

                         ‘Ali advised Sasan.’


       b. ra:hnama:?i-ye Ali be Sasan.

                           advice-Ez.     Ali to  Sasan

                        ‘Ali’s advice to Sasan’


(157) a. Ali ba: Sasan harf zad.

                           Ali with Sasan talk BEAT-Past

                          ‘Ali talked to Sasan.’

                      b. harf-ha:-ye Ali ba: Sasan

                          talks     Ez.  Ali with Sasan

                        ‘Ali’s talks with Sasan’

As can be seen,  in the (b) phrases in (154-157) the nominal elements of LVCs in the (a) examples in (154-157) can head NPs which contain all the arguments of the corresponding LVCs. Thus, it is justifiable to hold that the PVs in (154-157) are predicative and  responsible for the argument structures of the LVCs. On the contrary, as indicated in (152b, 153b) phrases the PVs in (152-153) sentences cannot head NPs containing the arguments predicated in (152-153) sentences by the LVCs. Therefore, we consider the PVs such as those in (152-153) non-predicative nouns and the PVs such as those in (154-157) predicative nouns.


Now let us come back to the question of the separability of LVCs by certain syntactic rules. With respect to separability, some of the predicative nouns (e.g. those in (154-155)) and almost all non-predicative nouns cannot be separated by these syntactic rules. That is, the PVs like those in (152-155) resist being separated by these syntactic rules, while those in (156-157) easily yield to separation as the result of these syntactic processes. The reason that predicative nouns behave differently from this perspective comes from the fact that the PVs like those in (154-157) fall into two groups with different characteristics. Let us refer to them as ‘process nouns’ and ‘Verbal Nouns’
 (VN). These two groups of PVs behave differently when they independently co-occur with article -i
, the direct object marker ra:, demonstratives and adjectives. Process nouns may appear with these items, but the VNs cannot. Consider the following examples:


(158) a. ra:hnama:?i-ye xub-i      bud. 

                         advice-Ez   good-Indef.Art.  was

                       ‘It was a good piece of advice.’             


       b. man ?in ra:hnama:?i-ra: be Ali kardam.

                        I    this advice-DOM       to Ali  DO-Past-Sg.1st

                      ‘I gave this piece of advice to Ali.’


(159) *a. ?anja:m-e    xub-i       bud

                          performing-Ez good-Indef.Art was

                         ‘It was a good performing.’

                     *b. man ?in ?anja:m-ra: dust da:ram.

                             I   this performance friend HAVE

                           ‘I like this performing / performance.’


 As can be seen process nouns as in (158) can be modified by adjectives and co-occur with the article -i  (158a), be preceded by demonstratives and followed by the object marker ra: (158b). Likewise, non-predicative nouns in (152-153) function like process nouns in this regard only in non-LVC contexts. But the VNs, in contrast to non-predicative and process nouns cannot co-occur with the elements specified in (159) in any context. In another words, although PV nouns fall into two groups as far as a-structure and transparency is concerned, it is possible to classify PV nouns into three groups with regard to a-structure and their co-occurrence with the elements such as determiners, adjectives and direct object marker ra:: non-predicative nouns, process nouns and VNs. Non-predicative nouns are non-argument bearing PVs which can appear with the items referred to in (158) and (159) only in non-LVC contexts. Process nouns are argument taking nouns which are compatible with determiners, and the object marker ra: either in LVC or in other contexts (158). VNs, like process nouns but unlike non-predicatives, do have their own a-structures; however, unlike process nouns they can never co-occur with determiners, and the direct object marker ra:, (159). Actually, VNs, which are either (recently) native deverbalised items such as ?anja:m ‘performing’ and ?a:qa:z ‘start’ or borrowed Arabic masdars such as ?ebra:z ‘expressing’ and hefz ‘memorising, preserving’, have an intermediate status. Although like process nouns and lexical verbs, they possess a-structure, they lack certain nominal properties on the one hand and certain verbal properties on the other hand. For instance, unlike verbs they are not able to be matched with the negation morpheme and verbal inflectional features and unlike nouns they do not appear with determiners. As we mentioned, VNs, like non-predicative nouns and unlike process nouns, cannot be separated from LVs. To be more precise, VNs and non-predicative nouns, in contrast to process nouns, cannot be relativized (160), modified by adjectives (161), specified and functioning as direct objects (162), focused on by interrogative Wh-words (163), and scrambled (164). In (160-164), examples (152), (154) and (156) containing non-predicative, VN and process PVs respectively have been subjected to the given syntactic rules:


(160) *a. guš-i  ke Ali be ra:dyo kard mofid bud.                      (Non-predicative)

                           ear-Indef.Art. that Ali to radio  DO-Past  useful was

                          ‘Ali’s listening to the radio was useful.’          

                       *b. ?anja:m-i   ke   Ali   (?az) (be) ka:r-aš da:d mofid bud         (VN)

                           performing-Indef.Art. that Ali (of) (to) work-his GIVE-Past useful was

                           ‘Ali’s performing his work was useful.’

                        c. ra:hnama:?i-yi ke Ali be Sasan kard mofid bud.             (Process Noun)

                            advice-Indef.Art.  that Ali to Sasan DO-Past  useful was

                           ‘Ali’s advice to Sasan was useful.’


(161) *a. Ali guš-e xub-i be ra:dyo kard.                                  (Non-predicative)

                            Ali ear-Ez. good-Indef.Art. to radio DO-Past

                           ‘Ali did a good listening to the radio. / Ali listened to the radio well.’

                         *b. Ali   ?anja:m-e      xub-i (?az) (be) ka:r-aš  da:d.                 (VN)

                               Ali performing-Ez. good-Indef.Art. (of) (to) work-his gave 

                             ‘Ali had a good performance in his work. / Ali did his work well.’


           c. Ali ra:hnama:?i-ye xub-i be Sasan kard.                         (Process Noun)

                            Ali advice-Ez. good-Indef.Art. to Sasan did.

                           ‘Ali gave good advice to Sasan.’

           (162)  *a. Ali ?in guš-ra: be ra:dyo kard.                                  (Non-predicative)

                           Ali this ear-DOM to radio DO-Past

                          ‘Ali did this listening to radio.’


         *b. Ali ?in ?anja:m-ra: (?az) (be) ka:r-aš da:d.                       (VN)

                           Ali this performing-DOM (of ) (to) work-his GIVE-Past

                          ‘Ali did his work.’ 

    
        c.  Ali ?in ra:hnama:?i-ra: be Sasan kard.                    (Process Noun)

                         Ali this advice-DOM  to Sasan DO-Past.

                        ‘Ali gave Sasan this advice.’


(163)*a. Ali ce guš-i be ra:dyo kard.                                  (Non-predicative)

                            Ali what ear-Indef.Art. to radio DO-Past

                           ‘What sort of listening did Ali do to the radio?

                    *b. Ali ce ?anja:m-i     (?az) (be) ka:r-aš da:d?                 (VN)

                           Ali what performance-Indef.Art. (of) (to) work-his GIVE-Past

                          ‘What sort of performance did Ali have in his work?’


          c. Ali ce ra:hnama:?i-yi be Sasan kard?                           (Process Noun)

                            Ali what advice-Indef.Art. to Sasan DO-Past

                           ‘What sort of advice did Ali give Sasan?’


            (164)  *a. ?in guš-ra: Ali be ?axba:r  kard.                      (non-predicative)

                           this ear-DOM Ali to news  DO-Past

                          ‘Ali did this listening to radio.’


         *b. ?in ?anja:m-ra:   Ali (?az) (be) ka:r-aš da:d.             (VN)

                          this performing-DOM Ali (of ) (to) work-his GIVE-Past

                          ‘Ali did his work.’ 

    
        c. ?in ra:hnama:?i-ra: Ali be Sasan kard.                 (process nouns)

                        this advice-DOM Ali to Sasan DO-Past.

                        ‘Ali gave Sasan this advice.’


We believe that, as explained in {4.2.1}, the non-separability of VN PVs depicted in (160-164) is due to the fact that in some cases (159) these PVs, lacking the properties of nouns, are not able to behave like real nouns in developing to the level of DP to be subjected to certain processes which are only applicable to DPs. Likewise, although the non-predicative nouns in (160a-164a), like process nouns (160c-164c), can function as normal nouns with regard to case-marking and determiners in non-LVC contexts, they cannot function as N heads in LVCs to develop into DP
 level. Therefore, they, too, cannot be subjected to the above syntactic rules. We propose that the non-separability of non-predicative nouns be explained in relation to their opaque nature and consequently in relation to how these elements combine with LVs. That is, compared with process and VN PVs, non-predicative PVs, being semantically opaque and non-argument bearing items, do not play the same role in forming the a-structures of LVCs as the predicative PVs do. In other words, the LVCs containing non-predicative nouns and LVs have non-compositional a-structures in the sense that none of the elements of the compounds are independently responsible for bearing the a-structures of LVCs. In addition, we assume that the predicative PVs (i.e. process nouns and VNs), being thematically identical, have the same role in reconstructing the bleached a-structures of LVs as far as a-structure and predicate formation is concerned; LVCs with predicative nouns have compositional a-structures. In the meantime we hold that the differences between process nouns and VNs in terms of non/separability by the syntax is related to their different behaviours in the syntax illustrated  in (158) and (159). We will return to this point in {4.2.1}.


Now let us concentrate on the other PVs. It is reported that not only nouns, but also adjectives, adverbs and PPs can act as PVs in Persian (52). It was argued that adjectives in combination  with the causative kardan ‘to make’ are causative constructions rather than LVCs {3.4.3}. In {4.2.1}, we show that the apparent PPs in combination with LVs as in (166) are not real PPs but frozen complexes which have adverbial meanings and functions. We believe that LVs in combination with PPs (166), adverbs (165) and adjectives (167) are like non-predicative nouns + LV constructs (152) with respect to a-structure and separability, and are thematically opaque. This assumption is supported by the fact that PP, adjective and adverb PVs, unlike predicative PV nouns but like non-predicative nouns, cannot form Ezafe constructions (165b, 166b, and 167b) with the arguments of the corresponding LVCs (165a, 166a and 167a) in the absence of LVs. Also, PP, adjective and adverb PVs like non-predicative PV nouns resist separation by the syntactic operations at work in (160-164). Non/separability of LVCs is discussed in (4.2).


 
(165) a. Ali dir kard.                        (adverb + LV)

                          Ali late did

                         ‘Ali came late.’           

                     *b. Ali-e dir    /  * dir-e Ali

                           Ali-Ez. late                             (Ez.. Construction)


(166) a. Ali še?r-ra: ?az hefz kard.       

                          Ali poem-DO from memorising did

                         ‘Ali memorised the poem.’

                       *b. še?r-e ?az hefz (tavasot-e Ali)   (Ez.. Construction)

                            poem-Ez. from memorising (by Ali)


(167) a. Ali dera:z kešid.

                        Ali long    PULL


           ‘Ali lied down.’


      *b. dera:z-e Ali

                        long-Ez  Ali


In short, argument bearing and thematically transparent PVs, i.e. VNs and Process nouns, form compositional LVCs which constitute the majority of LVCs in Persian and are identical to Japanese, Korean and Hindi LVCs (Grimshaw and Mester, 1988, Park, 1992; Mohanan, 1994). However, non-predicative PVs, i.e. concrete nouns, PPs, adjectives and adverbs, appear in non-compositional LVCs which are more idiom-like units. This issue is discussed in the next chapter.  

3.10. Summary and Questions


In this chapter, we pointed out that Iranian LVCs behave like lexical units in some respects and behave like phrasal units on other occasions. Then, it was shown that these dual aspects of LVCs have led the researchers to suggest either lexical or syntactic accounts to explain this phenomenon. In section {3.3}, the components of LVCs were introduced and we found out that a remarkable number of verbs function as LVs which are capable of combining with various PVs. In {3.4-8}, focusing on LVs in detail, we found out that LVs, being different from heavy verbs, auxiliaries and causatives, lack fully specified a-structures but they retain some aspectual content which may have a role in LVC formation and unaccusativity. Finally, we concluded that PVs are either predicative or non-predicative and the separability and non-separability of PVs were discussed briefly.


Although we have attempted to account for some of the issues related to LVCs in this chapter, some of the fundamental questions related to LVCs have not yet been explored. For instance, how do the LVs with the lexical representations illustrated in (130) combine with different PVs, explained in {3.9}, to form LVCs with dual lexical and syntactic characteristics? Where do LVs combine with PVs? How do the PV nouns pass the case filter? Are LVs capable of case marking? Why do LVs and PVs join together to form LVCs? To explore these questions leads us to the next chapter. 
                                                Chapter  4

                       Light Verb Construction (LVC) Formation
4.1. The Manner of LVC Formation


How the components of LVCs combine and how the LVs reconstruct their empty a-structures or obtain a-structures from other components of the LVCs has led  linguists to tackle the issue in the light of different theories. The approaches to the formation of Persian LVCs were discussed in {3.2} and it was argued that none of these analyses can capture the lexical and syntactic properties of the LVCs. Some of the theories proposed to account for a-structure of LVCs in other languages were summarised in {2.3}. The syntactic orientated accounts such as ‘Verb Raising’ {2.3.1} and similar approaches are not able to account for the formation of Persian LVCs. In the ‘Verb Raising’ analysis it is stipulated that LVCs, being lexical entries of a type of verb, can be separated by ‘Verb Raising’. No solution is suggested for the manner of LVC formation.


 Moreover, syntactic analyses in the framework of Baker’s NI are not capable of elucidating this phenomenon either, since in these syntactic accounts the incorporated nouns are usually the heads of NPs which can function as direct objects. This is in the case that, some of the Persian PVs (i.e. VNs explained in {3.9} and {4.2}) have an intermediate status which cannot often be recognised as normal nouns by the syntax; thus, they cannot  function as the direct object of the incorporating verbs and also they cannot  be subjected to Baker’s N movement rules. Furthermore, unlike the incorporated nouns in the languages studied by Baker, some of the Persian PV nouns as presented in {3.1.2}, {3.9} and {4.2.1} can be separated from LVs by syntactic processes (also see Ghomeshi and Massam, (1994) for more evidence indicating that Persian LVCs cannot be explained in the light of Baker’s NI). Likewise, Iranian LVCs, being separable by syntactic rules, cannot fall under the category of the lexical NI observed by Mohanan (1995), cf. {4.2.2}. In languages studied by Mithun (1984) lexical (her type I, II) NI always results in an intransitive predicate. As attested above, however, an LVC might be intransitive, transitive, or dative. Therefore, LVCs cannot be classified as Mithun’s type of lexical NI either. Similarly, Rosen’s (1989b) two types of lexical NI do not seem to capture the various lexical and syntactic properties of Persian LVCs.


The theory referred to as ‘VN as a New Head’ in {2.3.5} cannot be applicable to Persian LVCs due to the fact, as argued above, that Persian LVs, lexically carrying aspectual properties, are not as light as supposed in this approach to function only as Do-support auxiliaries. Also Persian VNs do not have the specifications pointed out in this approach for VNs. For instance, Persian VNs are not accusative case-markers as assumed in this theory. 


In contrast to NI and syntactic accounts, the lexical and a-structure orientated theories such as ‘Argument Promotion’, ‘Argument Transfer’, ‘Argument Fusion’ and ‘Argument Substitution’ introduced in {2.3} stand in a better position to explain Persian LVCs with predicative PVs. In this section, we will develop an account, a-structure (re)formation, {2.4}, which sheds light on LVC formation in Persian, designed to account for the lexical and phrasal properties of LVCs .


We explained in (3.5-7) that an LV in Iranian languages, unlike an auxiliary and a heavy verb, is a verb with lexically determined specifications. In addition, for the sake of discussion we follow Grimshaw and Mester (1988) and assume that a Persian LV, like suru in Japanese, may assign accusative case depending on the type of LV. (Case assignment in LVCs is discussed in {4.3}.) Moreover, according to Chomsky (1995) for a lexical element to be checked against inflectional features, where required, it must have inflectional elements in the lexicon as an intrinsic property. Thus, a Persian LV can lexically be characterised as in (1).


1. a. It has a defective and pale LCS containing some aspectual inform-

                 ation which can be represented as an Aspect Tier.

               b. It lacks a fully specified a-structure.

               c. It may assign accusative case (Acc) .

               d. It is specified for having  present or past tense stems.

               e. It can carry the agreement (person and number) features.


 Thus, it is plausible to hold that apart from (1a) and (1b) an LV is like a heavy verb and it has all the features of a heavy verb. An LV cannot function as a main verb because of lacking a full a-structure. That is, it cannot function like a lexically, semantically and syntactically fully-fledged predicate as far as a-structure and predication is concerned. Let us say that although an LV is thematically light and defective, it retains the ability to function as a verb in some respects, for instance it can be selected by an auxiliary as a complement of a functional head (cf. (32) where LVs behave like full verbs in connection with being selected by auxiliaries). In other words, as far as a-structure and predication are concerned an LV is defective and cannot undergo lexical and syntactic operations, unless it is accompanied by another item and as a result of this the thematic inability of the LV is reconstructed and the PV and the LV as an LVC compositionally behave as a full predicate capable of bearing a-structure, and being subjected to rules and operations sensitive to thematic properties of verbs. So the reason that an LV is not independently able to predicate arguments in a clause, to undergo different types of nominalization (generally accepted to be sensitive to a-structure), to form manner adverbials and to be modified by adverbs (cf. 3.4.1) is that these processes require a thematically fully-fledged predicate, while Persian LVs are lexically defective or  unspecified with respect to a-structure and thematic properties.    


However, apart from semantic properties, an LV has enough verbness features to function as a verb independently. It may bear the Negation particle, verbal prefixes and inflectional features. It also lexically determines its present or past stems and may assign case to a direct object. The verbness properties of an LV enable it to be selected as a complement by an auxiliary independently (34). Based on this argumentation, we claim that a thematically defective LV combines with an PV in order to develop into a semantically and syntactically fully-fledged verb in all levels of representation. Let us, based on the above discussion, consider (2) as the lexical representation of an LV like da:dan ‘TO GIVE’, a zero-level defective lexical head. (2) is actually a formulated version of (1).


2.                                          Tn  [Pr or Past]

                                                       K   [Acc ]      

                                                      Agr [ Num, Person]

                                                     LCS       AsT  [ Ini]


 In (2), Tn (tense) shows that an LV may have present (Pr) or Past stem. An LV might assign accusative (Acc) case (K) depending on the type of LV and  the type of a-structure it obtains and it can carry agreement (Agr) features, i.e. number (Num) and person. The LCS of an LV may have an Aspect Tier with an aspectual role, i.e. Initiatory (Ini) in the case of (2). An LV, unlike a full verb, does not have Thematic Tier (ThT) and full a-structure (AS), cf. (3).


According  to (2) and as illustrated in chapter two, (27) and (79a), repeated here as (3a) and (3b), can be considered as the lexical representations of heavy and light uses of the verb zadan ‘to strike, to hit’.


(3) a. heavy                zadan  ‘to strike, to hit’

                                                         AsT    [ Initiatory ]

                                          LCS       ThT     [ Agent   ,     Patient   ]  

                                        AS                     [  x      ,       y ]    

                  b. light                    zadan ‘TO STRIKE, TO HIT’  

                                                          AsT   [ Initiatory] 

                                             LCS            

                                                                                  

 (3b) is intended to indicate that the LV zadan, unlike its heavy version, has a pale or less specified LCS containing at least some aspectual information. To clarify this point and to uncover the assumption behind it, let us suppose that (4a) can be considered as the LCS of  heavy zadan ‘to strike’, and (4b) as the LCS of light zadan ‘TO STRIKE, TO HIT’.


(4) a. x (Initiatory i) initiates  an action or an event [in which

                     x (Causer/ Agent i ) causes y (Patient j) to be affected or

                     to undergo a process].

       
   b. x (Initiatory i) initiates  an action or an event [.....]. 

 The reason that we take (4b) as the LCS of LV zadan ‘TO STRIKE, TO BEAT’, as an example, is due to the fact that above we argued that LVs, on the one hand, possess defective LCSs containing enough aspectual information,  to enable them to be classified into aspectual classes; on the other hand, their LCSs are faded or partially specified in a way that they cannot project full a-structures. We distinguished two kinds of information in the LCS of a full verb: the aspectual information and the non-aspectual or thematic information (cf. {2.1.4 }). It is possible to say that the identical semantic information in (4a) and (4b) is equal to our aspectual information, Aspect Tier, and the  part of information in (4a) enclosed by square brackets which is lost or deactivated in (4b) is equal to our non-aspectual information, Thematic Tier.  


We assume that the LCS of an LV as in (4b) is bleached or partially specified in a way that the thematic or non-aspectual  part of information in the full version of the verb as in (4a), enclosed in square brackets, might have been lost, faded or deactivated. Note that in (4a) a participant may have one or more than one semantic roles, as indicated by coindexation. x is associated with an Initiatory role and a Causer / Agent role, while y only bears a Patient (affected) role. In contrast in (4b), it is lexically specified that a participant carries only an aspectual role. Non-aspectual roles are deactivated or there is no information about the participants having roles such as Agent and Patient. Whether this information is lost or unspecified and to what degree it is wilted is not fully clear. What is obvious is this information is not available for the purpose of predication or predicate formation.   


Therefore, the heavy verb zadan ‘to strike, to beat’, having a complete LCS like (4a) projects a fully specified a-structure with two arguments, x and y, carrying both aspectual and thematic roles as shown in (3a), while light zadan, with a defective or less specified LCS (4b), lacks a full a-structure (3b).


4.1.1. The Process of LVC formation


To some the motivation for LVC formation is the defective nature of VNs, having an unspecified verbness feature or a (-V) property (Park, 1992; Kim, 1995, among others). But some believe that LVC formation is triggered by the empty or bleached a-structure of LVs (Grimshaw and Mester, 1988, Rosen, 1989; Butt, 1995; among others). We claim that the motivation behind LVC formation is not different from what motivates other processes of verb formation (e.g. the derivation of to modernise from modern, to saddle from saddle, etc.). However, it is obvious that neither an LV lacking a-structure nor a PV lacking verbness properties satisfy the requirements to act as a full verb. It seems that the components of an LVC require each other mutually in order to function as a full predicate. This means either of them possesses some of the features which make up an LVC.


According to Grimshaw (1990: 94-97), following Grimshaw (1979) and Pesesky (1982), complement selection is a matter of semantics and LCS, not a-structure. This means that the complements of a head are determined by the LCS of the head, not by its a-structure. It is argued that even non-argument bearing heads such as book as in book’s translation select their complements. It is, then, plausible to hold that complement selection must be a matter of LCS rather than a-structure. Grimshaw claims that translation in book’s translation corresponds to the LCS’s patient argument of book. Borrowing this notion from Grimshaw, we assume that an LV, having a defective LCS, selects a non-verbal lexical item in order to form a lexically and syntactically fully fledged predicate, an LVC. Note that although an item selected by an LV may satisfy the requirements to be a syntactic argument, it cannot be considered to be such but only an LCS argument. This is due to the fact that an LV does not have a full a-structure. Hollebrandse’s (1993:61) attempt to capture the differences between the complements of full verbs and those of LVs in Dutch in the light of Chomsky (1981) and Rizzi’s (1990) quasi-theta roles and real theta roles is not far from our proposal to differentiate between syntactic arguments and LCS arguments. Hollebrandse (1993) believes that full verbs assign theta roles to their complements while LVs assign quasi-theta roles to their complements. The assumption that a PV is lexically selected by the LCS of an LV can account for the existence of a close relationship between PVs and LVs in all levels of representation. Grimshaw and Mester (1988) also believe that there is always a close relationship between Japanese VNs and suru in all levels of representation. 


We believe that an LV, having selected a lexical item (i.e. a PV), undergoes a process of a-structure (re)formation as a result of which the PV and the LV form an LVC which carries an a-structure capable of projecting into the syntax. LVC formation creates LVCs with two different kinds of a-structures: compositional a-structure and non-compositional a-structure. When an LV and a thematically transparent (Grimshaw and Mester, 1988) argument-bearing PV (i.e. a VN or a process noun) co-occur and form an LVC, the LVC bears an a-structure inherited from the a-structure of the PV; associated with the semantic content of the LV. We will refer to this type of a-structure in LVCs as ‘compositional a-structure’ which is the reformed a-structure of the PV or the a-structure of the PV related to the aspectual content of the LV. However, when an LV selects a thematically opaque and non-predicative PV, the LV and the PV form a ‘non-compositional a-structure’, which is the a-structure of the whole LVC formed as the result of the LVC formation. The process of LVC formation in which an LV with a partially specified LCS, as depicted in (2), combines with another zero-level lexical item, X0, in order to form a predicate with a full a-structure capable of satisfying syntactic and morphological operations sensitive to a-structure can be represented as a formula as in (5). This schema is intended to represent the formation of a hypothetical LVC, with a compositional a-structure, containing an Initiatory LV and a dyadic PV.

 
(5)

                                                                           Tn   [Pr./ Past]                          

                                                                            K   [Acc]                              

                                                                         Agr   [Num, Person]                          

                                                                                     AsT [ Ini ]                               

           LCS  ThT  [ Ag,   Pat]            +               LCS                           

     X0   AS            [ x ,    y  ]                                LV                           

                                                                Tn     [Pr. / Past ]

                                                                 K    [Acc]

                        (                                     Agr  [Num, Person]

                                                                        AsT [ Ini ]

                                                          LCS       ThT [  Ag ,  Pat ]        

                                     LVC             AS               [  x   ,   y    ] 


In (5), X0 (i.e. a PV) is a dyadic predicative item with an LCS and a complete a-structure. There are an Agent (Ag) role and a Patient (Pat) role in the Thematic Tier (ThT) of the PV’s LCS. The PV possesses an a-structure (AS) with two arguments, x and y. The PV, unlike the LV, does not contain an Aspect Tier (AsT) in its lexical entry and it does not have verbness features (i.e. Tn, Agr, and K) either. The lexical representation of an LV, as formulated in (5), was explained in (2). It is believed that as a result of LVC formation the components of an LVC, X0 and LV in (5), combine together in a way that the result is a complex unit, LVC, containing the properties of its components. The lexical representation of an LVC, as in (5), includes present / past stem, Agreement (Agr) and case (K) features as well as a full LCS and a complete a-structure exactly identical to that of a lexical verb (cf. (3a)). In short, according to (5) an LVC contains the lexical information in an LV plus a sentential reformed a-structure obtained as a result of LVC formation.  How the semantic contents of an LV and a PV merge together will be elaborated on in {4.1.2}.


 
To illustrate the process of LVC formation in more detail, let us consider the diagrams (7a-d) which are intended to represent the formation of LVCs in (6a-d) respectively. 


(6) a. Ali  ka:r-aš-ra: ?anja:m da:d.             

                     Ali  his work-DOM   performing GIVE-Past

                    ‘Ali performed his job.’


     b. Sasan šekast xord.

                     Sasan defeat COLLIDE-Past

                    ‘Sasan was defeated./ Sasan suffered defeat.’


   c.  Ali Sasan-ra: ra:hnama:?i kard.          

                   Ali  Sasan-DOM advice       DO-Past

                  ‘Ali advised Sasan.’

              d.  Ali  raqs   kard.

                   Ali dance DO-Past

                 ‘Ali danced.’ 


(7)    a. ?anja:m da:d (performing +  GIVE-Past)  ‘performed’ 

                                                               ‘da:d’

                                                    Tn   [Past]

                                                    K    [Acc]

          ?anja:m                             Agr  [Sg. , 3rd ]                                      (
                                                                     AsT  [ Ini ]

   LCS   ThT [ Ag,  Pat]      +            LCS     

   AS             [  x ,   y  ]                    




                                       

                                                              ‘?anja:m da:d’

                                                    Tn [ Past ]

                                                     K [Acc]

                                                     Agr [Sg. , 3rd]

                                                                       AsT [ Ini ]

                                                           LCS     ThT [ Ag  ,  Pat ]        

                                                        AS               [  x    ,    y    ]                       

                                                                                                                       


b. šekast xord (defeat + COLLIDE) = defeated

                                                              ‘xord’

                                                          Tn   [Past]


                                               K    [ (  ]

      šekast                                            Agr [Sg., 3rd]                           (
                                                                       AsT [ Tra ]                           

   LCS   ThT [Ag, Pat            +            LCS    

   AS            [ x ,  y]                             

                                                            ‘šekast xord’

                                                          Tn   [ Past ]

                                                           K     [ ( ]

                                                       Agr   [Sg., 3rd]

                                                                         AsT [ Tra ]

                                                              LCS     ThT[ Pat ]        

                                                              AS              [  y  ]                       


    c. ra:hnama:?i  kard (advice + DO-Past) = ‘advised’


                                                ‘kard’

                                                       Tn   [Past]

                                                        K   [Acc]

     ‘ra:hnama:?i’                             Agr [Sg. , 3rd]                                     (
                                                                AsT   [ Ini]

    LCS    ThT [Ag, Pat]        +       LCS     

     AS             [ x ,   y]                     

                                     

                                  ‘ra:hnama:?i  kard’

                                     Tn     [ Past ]

                                     K      [Acc]

                                     Agr   [Sg., 3rd]

                                                     AsT  [ Ini ]

                                         LCS      ThT [ Ag  ,  Pat ]         

                                       AS               [  x   ,     y  ]   

  


d. raqs  kard (dance + DO-Past) = ‘danced’


                                                   ‘kard’

                                                      Tn    [Past]

                                                       K    [Acc]

      raqs                                         Agr  [Sg. , 3rd]                                 (
                                                                 AsT  [ Ini ]

    LCS  ThT [Ag  ]            +         LCS     

     AS           [ x  ]                          

                                                                                                                                      

                                          ‘raqs kard’                                      

                                        Tn   [ Past ]

                                        K    [Acc]

                                      Agr   [Sg. , 3rd]

                                                          AsT [Ini ]

                                                LCS   ThT [Ag  ]        

                                                AS          [ x ]   


The LVCs in (6), illustrated in (7), are four different types from the viewpoint of their components. In (7a), as in (5), ?anja:m ‘performing’ a two-argument place PV combines with the LV da:d ‘GAVE’, carrying past tense and agreement (third person, singular) features as well as capable of assigning an accusative case, that has an pale LCS. The LCS of the LV contains an Aspect Tier with an Initiatory role. The result of LVC formation in (7a) is a past tense accusative marker third person singular LVC with a reformed a-structure containing two arguments, x and y, and a full LCS. (See {4.1.3} for the discussion of a-structure formation in LVCs.)


In (7b), šekast ‘defeat’ a predicative PV, with an external argument and an internal argument and an LCS, co-occurs with an LV, carrying past tense and third person singular features, whose defective LCS contains an Aspect Tier with a Transition role. This LV, having a single empty argument position, can only accommodate an internal argument. (In the next section, the realisation of agent arguments as PPs in this type of LVCs will be explained.) As shown in (7b) since the LV xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’ cannot have an external argument, it is not able to assign accusative case (Burzio’s Generalisation). The LVC šekast xordan ‘to suffer defeat, to be defeated’ in (7b), having inherited all the verbness properties of the LV, is an unaccusative verb whose reformed a-structure has only an internal argument functioning as the subject in (6b) but as the object in (14).


As in (7a), in (7c) ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’, with an LCS and two arguments combines with the LV kard ‘DID’ and the result is an LVC which carries two fully specified arguments and a full LCS. (7a) is different from  (7c), since the former contains a VN PV but the latter contains a process noun PV.  


(7d) is different from (7a-c) due to the fact that the PV carries only a single external argument. The contents of this PV and the LV kardan merge together and the result is an unergative LVC with a single external argument.


Here, a question might arise why when an Initiatory verb combines with a dyadic PV, both arguments of the PV appear as direct external and internal arguments of LVC (7a), while when a Transition LV co-occurs with a dyadic PV only the internal argument of the PV appears as the internal argument of the LVC and the agent argument cannot show up as a direct argument (7b). We believe that this is because of two different but related semantic and syntactic reasons. A Transition LV has a bounded event structure with a single slot for an internal argument whose change of state is the culmination point of the event and there cannot be another participant in the event. But an Initiatory LV may accommodate an external argument which initiates an event, not necessarily bounded, in which there can be other participants if the PV provides any. Moreover, as shown in (7) and explained in {4.3} Transition LVs do not assign accusative case, while Initiatory LVs do. In Initiatory LVs internal arguments receive accusative case and external arguments nominative case. But in Transition LVs the sole nominative case is absorbed by the internal argument, compatible with Transition role (11), and there remains no case for another argument. Therefore, Initiatory LVs semantically and syntactically have the capacity to accommodate more than one argument (7a), while Transition LVs do not (7b). 

4.1.2. Compositional and Non-compositional LVCs 


Having recalled that LVCs may have two types of a-structure, Compositional (Comp) and Non-compositional (Ncomp), we should note that it is possible to classify LVCs into two groups from the viewpoint of their a-structures: Compositional (Comp) LVCs and Non-compositional (Ncomp) LVCs. We have already categorised LVCs into two groups with respect to syntactic rules: separable and non-separable. Note that these two classifications do not necessarily correspond with each other. Ncomp LVCs and Some of the Comp LVCs, those with VN PVs, fall under our non-separable LVCs, while Comp LVCs with process nouns fall under separable LVCs. We will elaborate on this point in {4.2.1}.


Ncomp LVCs, unlike Comp LVCs, are more idiom-like in the sense that in this type of LVCs the meaning of the whole construct does not mainly come from one of its members, and the a-structure of LVC is not that of the PV. Compare the LVCs in (8) with those in (9):


(8) a. guš kardan            (Lit:  ear  + TO DO)          ‘to listen’

               b. sar zadan              (Lit: head + TO STRIKE)  ‘to visit’


(9) a. mota:le?e kardan   (Lit: study + TO DO)        ‘to study’

               b. ?anja:m da:dan      (Lit: performing + TO GIVE)  ‘to perform’

In the Comp LVCs as in (9) the PVs’ meanings are very close to the meanings of the LVCs and the number and type of the arguments of the LVCs are exactly equal to those of the nominal PVs. In short, the PVs have a main role in determining the thematic force and the a-structure of the LVC.  However, in Ncomp LVCs as in (8), one can easily find out that there isn’t a close relationship between the PVs’ meanings and the meanings of the LVCs. Also, the PVs are not predicative, therefore not the source of the a-structure for the LVCs.

4.1.3. A-structure Formation


    Now let us see how the Ncomp and Comp a-structures are formed. We will start with Comp a-structure formation in {4.1.3.1} and Ncomp a-structure will be focused on in {4.1.3.2}. 

4.1.3.1. Compositional A-structure Formation


In Comp LVCs, the a-structure of an LVC is in fact the reformation of the a-structure of a PV in which the arguments might be associated with both thematic roles and aspectual role provided by the members of LVCs. The a-structure of a PV licenses its arguments to be only realised in phrasal units (e.g. in NPs), but not at the clausal level. In the process of LVC formation, an LVC obtains an a-structure which is different from the a-structures of its components. It is able to be projected into the syntax exactly like that of a full lexical verb. An LVC, unlike a PV, contains a clausal a-structure not a phrasal one. Similarly, unlike an LV, an LVC, having a full a-structure, is capable of undergoing processes such as nominalization, manner adverbials formation, etc. (cf. {3.4.1}).


Although PVs, in Comp LVCs, are supposed to be the source of a-structure in LVC formation, it does not mean that LVs do not have any role in the syntactic realisation of a-structure of LVCs. As mentioned above an LV in addition to present / past stem, case and agreement features, has a pale LCS. It is not fully clear how much semantic information the LCS of an LV retains, or at least the tests applied in this work are not able to illustrate a detailed picture of the LCS of an LV. However, it was argued that an LV lexically has some aspectual information, available for LVC formation, represented as the Aspect Tier containing Initiatory, Transition and Stative aspectual roles. The aspectual roles of an LV play a significant role in the a-structure formation of LVCs. The arguments of a PV must be compatible with the Aspectual roles of the LV component of an LVC. In total, an LV contains at least some information about the aspectual roles of participants of the event denoted by a VP containing an LVC. Let us repeat (130) from chapter three as (10) which shows the lexical representations of some LVs representing different types of Persian LVs.


(10) a. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’                                AsT [ Ini ]

                                                                        LCS   

                                                                         



      b. xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’                          AsT [ Tra ]

                                                                       LCS      

                                                                                         

                                                           (                     AsT [ Ini ]                      ( 

                                                           (           LCS                                         (
                                                           (                                                           (

      c. kardan ‘TO DO’            (                      AsT [ Tra ]                    (
                                                           (         LCS                                           (
                                                           (                                                           (

      d. da:štan ‘TO HAVE’                             AsT  [ Sta ]

                                                                      LCS    

                                                                       


Our claim that the aspectual roles of LVs have a role in a-structure realisation of LVCs is based on the examination of a large body of Persian LVCs. We observed that an LV with a Initiatory (Ini) role (10a, c) appears in LVCs with a single external argument or an external argument accompanied by other arguments. So, we assumed that this type of LV forms unergative or transitive LVCs or is only compatible with PVs with an external argument. It was argued that the external argument of an Initiatory LVCs initiates an action or is associated with the Initiatory role of its LV component. In contrast, an LV with a Transition (Tra) role (10b), whether it co-occurs with PVs with single internal arguments or dyadic PVs, always forms LVCs with single internal arguments referred to as unaccusative LVCs in this work {3.8}. The single arguments of Transition or unaccusative LVCs undergo a change from one state to another. Based on the different behaviours of these two types of LVs in forming LVCs, we assume that in the process of a-structure formation in dynamic Comp LVCs the ‘Correspondence rule’ (11a) is at work. Also, our data from Stative LVCs indicate that this type of proposition expresses that the highest argument (subject) of each clause possesses a property or is in a particular state or location. For instance, the subject might be in the state of ‘loving’, ‘knowing’, ‘being happy’, etc. Presumably, in Stative LVCs the highest argument carries our Stative role. (See Ramchand (1997: 187-191) for a similar position on the role of subject in Statives.) To capture this property of Stative LVCs and to run the machinery to work, let us assume that the Stative role of Stative LVs is associated with the highest argument of the PVs, Correspondence rule (11b).       


(11). a. Initiatory role is only compatible with an external argument and


            Transition role with an internal argument.


          b. Stative role can only be associated with the highest argument of 

                          a PV. 


Now let us see how (11) can capture the a-structure formation of Persian LVCs. To do so, consider the following PVs with two types of a-structure. (12a) has an external argument (x) and an internal argument (y), while (12b) has only an external argument (x). Note that, as shown in (13b) and (16b), the a-structures in (12) are projected from the LCSs of PVs.


(12) a. šekast ‘defeat’                 [ x  ,  y ]

                b. kešik ‘guard, watch’         [  x   ] 

When the semantic content of a verb like (10a)  merges with that of a PV such as (12a), the result is a full LCS and an a-structure like that of a lexical verb with the same number of arguments as in the a-structure of the PV. This process of a-structure formation is depicted in (13).



(13) a. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’                            AsT [ Ini ]

                                                                  LCS      

                                                                                   

                  b.  šekast  ‘defeat’                               

                                                                LCS     ThT  [ Ag ,     Pat  ]           

                                                                 AS               [  x    ,     y   ] 

                                  ___________________________________________

                                                                                         (          (                                                                                                       

               c. šekast da:dan  ‘to defeat’                   AsT [ Ini  ]

                                                                LCS     ThT [ Ag ,     Pat  ]           

                                                                 AS              [  x    ,     y   ] 

                                                                                                               

In fact the contents of (13a) and (13b), respecting (11a), merge together and make an LVC (13c) which possess a full LCS and an a-structure from which a clause can be projected. (13c), unlike its members, is capable of functioning as a full predicate as far as syntactic and morphological processes are concerned. It is a transitive verb which can predicate a clause with two arguments as in (14) and it may yield  to lexical rules as well. However, (10a) may also appear with a PV with a single external argument (e.g. (12b)) as in (15), but it almost never co-occurs with a single internal argument PV (11a). Therefore, they usually  do not appear in unaccusative Comp LVCs whose PVs has only an internal argument incompatible with an Initiatory role which is only compatible with an external argument.


(14)  Ali Sasan-ra: šekast da:d.

                   Ali Sasan-DOM defeat GIVE-Past

                  ‘Ali defeated Sasan.’  


(15)  Ali hame-ye  šab-o    kešik   da:d.

                   Ali all-Ez night-DOM watch GIVE-Past

                  ‘Ali was on watch throughout the night.’


The formation of the LVCs like kešik da:dan (Lit: watch + TO GIVE) ‘to be on watch’, as in (15), is represented in (16). In contrast to (13), in (16) the PV does not provide the LVC with an internal argument but a single external argument, thus the LVC composed in (16c), unlike the LVC in (13c), is an unergative verb. In (16), the semantic content of the PV and that of the LV conjoin together and form the LVC in (16c).


            (16) a. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’                           AsT [ Ini ]

                                                                 LCS       

                                                                 

               b. kešik ‘watch, guard’                         

                                                                LCS     ThT [ Ag  ]           

                                                                 AS              [  x   ] 

                                   ___________________________________________

                                                                                          (                                                                                                               

            c.kešik da:dan ‘to be on watch’                AsT  [ Ini ]

                                                                LCS     ThT  [ Ag  ]           

                                                                  AS                [  x   ] 



In contrast to Initiatory LVs such as da:dan ‘TO GIVE’ (10a), the Transition LVs such as xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’ (10b) cannot  combine with PVs with a single external argument (e.g. (12b)) and when they co-occur with PVs with an external argument and an internal argument (e.g. (12a)), the external arguments of the PVs may optionally be realised in a PP expression as in (17) (cf. (14). Simply, LVs such as da:dan ‘TO GIVE’ might appear in transitive or unergative LVCs, while LVs such as xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’ only appear in unaccusative LVCs. These LVs, having a Transition role, are only able to merge with PVs with an internal argument (11a); whether a sole internal argument or an internal argument accompanied by an external argument . 


(17). Sasan (?az Ali) šekast xord.           

                    Sasan (from Ali) defeat COLLIDE

                   ‘Sasan was defeated (by Ali).’


According to (11), the a-structure formation in LVCs like šekast xordan ‘to suffer defeat, to be defeated’ in (17) with LVs with a Transition role as in (10b) might have a representation such as (18) in which the internal argument of the PV compatible with Transition role (11a) is allowed to function as the only direct argument of the LVC. Since the external argument of the PV cannot be accommodated by the LV, it can only be realised in an optional PP expression in the syntax as in (17).



(18) a. xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’                        AsT [ Tra  ]

                                                                  LCS             

                                                                   

               b. šekast ‘defeat’

                                                                LCS     ThT [ Ag ,   Pat  ]           

                                                                 AS              [  x   ,    y    ] 

                                               ___________________________________________

                                                                                                   (                                                                                                               

             c. šekast xordan                                               AsT [ Tra ]

                ‘to suffer defeat’                      LCS           ThT   [  Pat ]           

                                                                 AS                        [  y  ] 



Although LVs such as xordan (18a) do not tend to accommodate external arguments ((6b), (17) and (18c)), the agent arguments of the dyadic PVs (18b), licensed by the PVs, may be realised as PPs (17). This way of realisation of external arguments in LVCs looks like the realisation of suppressed external arguments in passive constructions. However, we should note that these two are not exactly identical. For instance, in passive constructions the external argument can control the pro-dropped subjects of purposive clauses (19a), while it is not the case in LVCs like (18c) as in (19b).

      (19)a šiše   šekast-e         šod             ta:        dast-e Sasan-ra: beborad.  

             glass break-Pas.Par. Pass.Aux  in order  hand-Ez Sasan-DOM cut-Subj.


   ‘The glass was broken to cut Sasan’s hand.’

            *b. Sasan   šekast   xord             ta:           Ali-ra:  na:ra:hat  konad

                Sasan defeat COLLIDE-Past in order Ali-DOM sad     DO-Subj   


     ‘Sasan suffered defeat to make Ali sad’

     Unlike the two types of LVs in (10a) and (10b), the LV kardan ‘TO DO’ (10c), being unspecified for telicity and having the capacity to appear in unaccusative, unergative and transitive LVCs, seems to have  a lexical representation as in (10c) or (20). In fact (10c) or (20) indicates that kardan ‘TO DO’ can have all representations of da:dan ‘TO GIVE’ type LVs and xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’ type LVs depending on the nature of PVs with which it combines. When this LV co-occurs with a two place argument PV like (21a), or a PV with a single external argument like (21b), its lexical representation is specified as (20a), cf. (10a). When it combines with a PV with a single internal argument like (21c), it  is realised as (20b), cf. (10b). 


(20) a. kardan ‘TO DO’                             AsT [ Ini ]

                                                                  LCS    

                                                                    


    b. kardan ‘TO DO’                        AsT [ Tra ]  

                                                        LCS        

                                                      



(21) a. ra:hnama:?i   ‘advice’              [ x , y ]

                   b. raqs            ‘dance’               [ x  ]

                   c. sequt          ‘crash’                [  y ]


Thus, if kardan ‘TO DO’ combines with PVs like (21a) and (21b) , the merger of the contents of LVC members will be like those in (13) and (16) respectively. However, when it co-occurs with PVs like (21c), the process of a-structure formation will be as in (22) which is similar to (18).

             


(22) a. kardan ‘TO DO’                   LCS        AsT  [ Tra  ]

                                                                                                                                                     

               b. sequt ‘crash’                                          

                                                                LCS         ThT [  Pat  ]           

                                                                 AS                  [   y    ] 

                                         ___________________________________________

                                                                                              (                                                                                                           

             c. sequt kardan ‘to crash’                         AsT    [  Tra ]

                                                                LCS       ThT   [  Pat ]           

                                                                   AS                   [   y   ] 

                                                                                                                         


In comparison to other LVs, kardan ‘TO DO’ seems to be the most flexible LV from the viewpoint of its lexical representations. It can have two different types of lexical entries, as shown in (20), eligible to merge with PVs with various a-structures (21). This characteristic of this LV allows it to be less choosy and more flexible in combining with PVs with different types and number of arguments. And for this reason, it is the most productive and the most frequently used LV. It can easily replace other LVs, having representations like those of this LV represented in (20), without any change in the meaning of the LVCs as in (23a-d). As shown in (23), kardan ‘TO DO’ in bold-face and other LVs in capitals can be interchangeably used without affecting the meaning. Of course, other LVs, for example zadan ‘TO STRIKE’ and da:dan ‘TO GIVE’, as in (23e) with identical lexical entries may also be used interchangeably.


(23) a. ?atse  ZAD / KARD.

                       sneeze STRIKE-Past / DO-Past

                      ‘He sneezed.’

                  b. mara: ya:ri DA:D / KARD.                 

                       me  help GIVE-Past / DO-Past

                       ‘He helped me.’

                  c. ?u ?az man pul qarz GEREFT / KARD.

                      he from me money loan TAKE-Past / DO-Past

                     ‘He borrowed money from me.’

                 d. be ma: hamle BORDAND / KARDAND.

                     to us   attack  TAKE-Past   / DO-Past 

                   ‘They attacked us.’     


       e. Ali ma:šin-o hol   ZAD / DA:D. 

                    Ali car-DOM  push STRUCK / GAVE 

                      ‘Ali pushed the car.’


Finally, let us see how the a-structure formation takes place in LVCs with Stative LVs. The Aspect Tier of Stative LVs (10d), opposed to those of dynamic LVs, is devoid of Initiatory and Transition roles, so they do not result in transitive / intransitive  alternations observed in (14) and (17). In the process of LVC formation in Statives, the semantic contents of LVs and PVs, respecting (11b), may conjoin and form Stative LVCs as shown in (24).



(24) a. da:štan ‘TO HAVE’                             AsT  [  Sta  ]

                                                                         LCS   

                                                                          

                                                                                                    

                 b. la:zem  ‘need’                                       

                                                                       LCS   ThT [ Ag  ,  Pat ]

                                                                          AS          [   x  ,      y ]  

                                  ..........................................................................................

                                                                                              (        (
                 c. la:zem da:štan                                       AsT [  Sta  ]

                      ‘to need’                                 LCS      ThT [ Ag  ,  Pat]

                                                                       AS              [   x   ,    y ]  

       


It was argued that PVs have a-structure and Thematic Tier {3.6-7}. It was also shown that LV lexically contain aspectual information represented as aspectual roles: Initiatory, Transition and Stative. In this subsection, we have illustrated how the lexically specified information contents of LVs and PVs combine together in order to form LVCs. The LVCs obtained in each of the above cases contain the arguments of PVs associated with the aspectual roles of LVs and Thematic roles of PV. The above different LVCs, when formed, are exactly like their full lexical versions from the aspect / valency viewpoint.


Although, as stated earlier, the aspectual classes of LVCs or in fact the aspect of VPs / clauses is not of any interest with regard to the main objectives of this thesis, to avoid confusion we will briefly discuss the issue in relation to our classes of LVs. It is generally accepted that the aspect of a clause is compositional and the type of verb, the nature of the relation between a verb and its arguments, the semantic and nature of NPs themselves determine the aspect of a VP. It is also well known that the nature of NP arguments affects whether a VP is considered as an ‘Accomplishment’ or an ‘Activity’. Some propose that the aspectual classification of verbs, e.g. Vendlerian classes, should give its place to VP / clause or event classes (Jackendoff, 1991, 1996; Krifka, 1992; Verkuyl, 1993; Rosen, 1996; Ramchand, 1997; among others). What has not been seriously addressed in the literature is to what extent the type of verb can exert a role in overall aspect of a clause. The aspectual nature of Persian LVs, especially Transition LVs and most likely their identical equivalents in other languages (31) and (39b) in chapter two, and Stative LVs, indicates that in a compositional theory of aspect at least the constraints that these verbs may impose on the compositional aspect of VP should be taken into consideration. Let us expand on this point.




In the lexical representation of  Stative LVCs (24), there is a Stative role, coming from the LV, which normally constrains the clauses to refer to a situation in which an entity (subject) possesses a property or is in a state or location as long as the entity is predicated by a Stative LVC. Various types of PVs with different number of arguments and different meanings may combine with the Persian Stative LVs, but the semantics of PVs cannot override the stativity constraint exerted by the LVs and unlike some dynamic LVCs there is no chance for the object arguments to bound or unbound the clauses containing the Stative LV. In other words, in the Stative LVCs, unlike dynamic ones, there isn’t a change of state and no event takes place, so there is no unbounded event to be bounded or vice versa. It seems that this is true of any clause with a Stative verb denoting a stative situation.


As stated in {3.5}, Transition LVs require the LVCs / VPs refer to a situation in which an entity undergoes a change of state. The change of state corresponds to a conceptual moment from where the event cannot continue. Therefore, they require the events be bounded and they often resist atelic reading in a normal context. The only cases that clauses with Transition LVs seem to have atelic reading is when they have iterative readings due to the semantic of PVs or due to the existence of adverbs like ‘repeatedly’ or ‘continually’. It is cross-linguistically observed that iterative interpretation may override any type of telic event and it is argued that iterative interpretation should not be considered as a true process and activity reading (Smith, 1991; MacClure, 1995; Ramchand, 1997). The iterative interpretation of clauses with Transition LVs in Persian is interesting. They can have iterative reading if the PVs refer to actions which is repetitive or iterative by nature (25a). In these cases, if the repetitive reading is not possible for any reason, the clauses cannot be modified by durative adverbs (25b). When the PVs are not repetitive by nature, VPs cannot often have atelic reading unless they contain the adverbs like ‘repeatedly’ or ‘continually’, cf. (25c) with (25d).


(25) a. kore-ye bozorog bemodat / dar panj daqiq qalt xord.

                       globe-Ez big        for        / in    five minute roll COLLIDE

                      ‘The big globe rolled for / in five minutes.’


        b. kore-ye bozorog *bemodat / dar panj daqiq qalt-i xord. 

                        globe-Ez big         for         / in    five  minute roll-Indef.Art. COLLIDE

                      ‘The big globe underwent a roll *for / in five minutes.’


      c. nava:r-ha: *bemodate / dar yek sa:?at taksir šodand.

                       tape-Pl.     for          / in   one hour  reproducing BECOME-3rd.Pl.


          ‘The tapes were reproduced *for / in an hour.’   
   


      d. nava:r-ha: bemodate / *dar yek sa:?at  hai     taksir         mišodand.

                     tape-Pl.    for    /   in   one  hour repeatedly reproducing BECOME-3rd.Pl.

                    ‘The tapes were repeatedly reproduced for / *in an hour.’

In (25a) the action of ‘rolling’ may refer to several individual rolls or a single role. The durative adverb modifies several individual rolls, while the non-durative adverb describes a single roll and that is why both adverbs can be used in (25a). Thus, what make instances like (25a) seem atelic is their iterative readings. In (25b), iterative reading is not possible, so the durative adverb cannot be used. This shows that these types of clauses are not really atelic activities, but iteration of telic events. If we consider the iterative readings of clauses with Transition LVs (25) as exceptions, then it is possible to say that the telicity imposed on VPs by Transition LVs cannot normally be overridden. Note that Persian Transition LVs are similar to the bounded aspectual head in Scottish Gaelic and Persian Initiatory LVs and Stative LVs can be compared to Scottish Gaelic unbounded aspectual heads (Ramchand, 1997) in whether or not they impose telicity on the clauses.


Jackendoff’s (1996) examples to show that unaccusative verbs can have atelic readings are of the type in (25a-b). This suggests that his examples cannot be used to demonstrate that there is no relationship between unaccusativity and telicity.


An Initiatory LV may appear in an LVC or VP referring to a situation in which an entity initiates an event. The Initiatory role of an LV is associated with an external argument and there is no information in an Initiatory LV about a/telicity of events. In Tenny (1994) also external arguments do not have a role in aspectual structure. It was stated that Initiatory LVs may form traditional Activities, some Achievements and transitive accomplishments and an Initiatory VP may have telic or atelic readings at clausal level. If it is true that Vendlerian classification corresponds to natural classes of verbs or VPs, then it may seem that a problem arises for our system in which the Aspect Tier of Initiatory LVs cannot differentiate between different mentioned classes of LVCs and does not tell us any thing about the a/telicity of events. If we assume that Activity / Accomplishment alternation takes place at the VP level and assume that Vendlerian classification is a matter of VP level, then it is plausible to say the Aspect Tier of Initiatory LVs, not imposing any constraint on the events, allows the semantics of the PV, the type and nature of NP arguments, and verb-argument relations to determine the aspectual type of VPs and also allows Activity / Accomplishment alternation at VP LV.


It may follow from the above discussion that the role of single verbs in the composition of aspect of clauses cannot be less than the role of Persian LVs in forming the compositional aspect of clauses.


Finally, let us make a tentative suggestion about linking. Our account of LVC formation and the diagrams in (13, 16, 18, 20 and 24)  provides us with a simple generalisation about linking arguments to grammatical positions. Any argument associated with a lexically specified aspectual role is linked to subject. Any direct argument which is not associated with an aspectual role is linked to direct object. Every indirect argument is linked to indirect object. Moreover, the Persian data and the present analysis persuade me to suggest that independent research is needed in order to find out if it is possible to say that there is only one lexical aspectual role in a Persian VP / LVC which is always associated with subject argument or a canonical clause is the projection of an aspectual role (Initiatory, Transition, Stative)  with a necessary landing site for subject argument.         
     
 

4.1.3.2 Non-compositional A-structure Formation


In this subsection, a-structure formation in Ncomp LVCs will be focused on and compared with that in Comp LVCs. Although a Comp LVC’s a-structure can be considered as a reformed version of the a-structures of its components, the a-structure of a Ncomp LVC is, actually, formed as the result of LVC formation. We assume that, unlike a Comp LVC, an LV in a Ncomp LVC, to form an LVC, co-occurs with a non-predicative PV which cannot be the source of a-structure for the LVC. Since none of the members of a Ncomp LVCs has an a-structure to be reformed, as in a Comp LVC, in order to provide the LVC with the required a-structure to be projected in the syntax, possibly a process of a-structure formation takes place which results in an a-structure which belongs to the whole LVC non-compositionally. How the impoverished a-structure of the LV is recovered in Ncomp LVC formation is not fully clear. But certainly Ncomp LVCs, like Comp LVCs, are able to function as full predicates, to be subjected to nominalization and manner adverbials formation, and to be modified by adverbs which can only modify full lexical verbs or LVCs (cf. {3.1.1}, {3.4.1} and {4.2.1}). 


It might be possible to suppose, as in Moyne (1970) discussed in {3.2.3}, that Ncomp LVCs (= his true compounds), in contrast to Comp LVCs (= his Pseudo-compounds), are formed at a different level. However, these LVCs behave like Comp LVCs with respect to separability by some elements like the negation particle, imperfective morpheme, pronominal clitics and  auxiliaries like xa:stan ‘will’ which indicates that both types of LVC have identical internal structures visible to the identical lexical and some syntactic rules. 


The two types of a-structure formation pointed out in this section are different from the viewpoint of predictability. In LVCs with Comp a-structures, it is usually possible to predict the aspectual / valency type of LVCs (unaccusative, unergative, transitive or dative) from the properties of their components, but it is not the case in LVCs with Ncomp a-structures. For instance, zadan ‘TO STRIKE’, an LV of da:dan ‘TO GIVE’ type, as represented in (13) and (16), having an Initiatory role compatible with an external argument, usually appears in LVCs with an external argument in Comp LVCs, though it may be attested in an unaccusative LVCs with an Ncomp a-structure as in (26a). Also, we ought to note that although Ncomp LVCs might be unergative (26b) or transitive (26c) they, unlike Comp LVCs, do not easily yield to unaccusative / transitive alternations discussed above.  


(26) a. ?a:b  yax  ZAD.

                    water ice  STRIKE-Past

                   ‘The water froze.’ 


       b. pesar-ha: dast zadand vaqti  ke ...

                      boy-Pl.    hand STRUCK    when that ...


          ‘The boys clapped when ...


       c. man dar-ra:   qofl kard-am

                        I   door-DO lock DO-Past-1st-Sg.


           ‘I locked the door.’ 


In addition, there is another distinction between Ncomp and Comp LVCs. In Ncomp LVCs, most probably due to the fact that the PVs are semantically opaque and the components of LVCs cannot affect each other thematically, the Ncomp a-structure is always carried by LVCs as a single unit at all levels of representation. None of the components can bear the a-structure of the LVC independently. On the contrary, in Comp LVCs, composed of thematically transparent items, under some circumstances the PV may bear the a-structure of the LVC when the LV is absent (e.g. in the case of some passivized LVCs or phrases headed by the PV). Furthermore, in some Comp LVCs, PVs may develop into DPs case marked by LVs {4.2.1}. This is not possible in Ncomp LVCs.


Moreover, Ncomp LVCs, unlike Comp LVCs, do not seem to be productive. First, Ncomp LVCs, in contrast to Comp LVCs, are of a limited number. Second, almost all PV members of Ncomp LVCs are native words, while in the case of Comp LVCs, not only native predicative nominals but also loan words, borrowed from Arabic or European languages, can function as PVs. In sum, the majority of LVCs and almost all recently formed LVCs are of Comp LVC types. 


In spite of the fact that we have pointed out the similarities and the differences between Comp and Ncomp LVCs, the issue of the origin of Ncomp LVC a-structure is not fully clear; mainly due to the fact that we have not been able to detect the semantic role of PVs in Ncomp LVC formation. It might be feasible to hold that some of LVs have formed idiom-like LVCs with a single a-structure, similar to English phrasal verbs such as ‘turn on’, ‘take over’, etc., at some stage in the history of these languages. However, since 

the verbal elements of Ncomp LVCs are LVs and they have some characteristics in common with Comp LVCs, we prefer not to exclude them from the category of LVCs in this study. At least in this thesis, we clarified that the Comp LVCs, comparable to what is referred to as LVC in languages like Korean and Japanese and as the main interest of this work, are different from the Ncomp LVCs, comparable to phrasal verbs (Ackerman and LeSourd (1997), from the viewpoint of a-structure and raised an issue for further research. In Ncomp LVCs and Hungarian phrasal verbs the non-verbal elements do not have any semantic roles or syntactic categories independently, while verbal elements retain their morphological and syntactic properties (e.g. they may carry tense and agreement features).           

4.2. Dual Nature of LVC 


Persian LVCs seem to behave as lexical units in some cases and look like syntactic phrases in other ways. They behave like single lexical verbs with respect to predication, nominalization, manner adverbial formation and being inseparable by adverbs, while they may be broken by adjectives, the imperfective morpheme mi, the negation particle, pronominal clitics and finite auxiliaries such as da:štan ‘to have’ and xa:stan ‘will’. Moreover, the nominal elements of some LVCs appeared to be separated, moved, gapped,  case-marked, scrambled by syntactic rules (see {3.1.2}, {3.9} and {4.2.1}). The lexical characteristics of LVCs can, on the one hand, lead one to believe that an LVC is a single lexical word whose internal structure is not visible to syntactic rules or even to morphological rules; in the meantime, the dual properties of LVCs and the existence of separable and non-separable LVCs, on the other hand, might motivate one to think that some of the LVCs are visible and some are opaque to syntactic rules. In (3.2), we showed that the approaches to Persian LVCs remain problematic as long as the question of morphosyntactic properties of LVCs is concerned. Approaches to LVCs in other languages do not seem to be in a better position with respect to morphosyntactic nature of LVCs. Many scholars such as Grimshaw and Mester (1988), Sells (1989), Park (1989), Miagawa (1989) and Ahn (1990, 1991), among others, allude to the notion that in Japanese and Korean the incorporated LVCs are formed in the lexicon, while the case-marked ones are formed  in  the syntax. Alsina (1997) also argues that some causatives are formed syntactically and some lexically. Two Source Formation Theories of this type cannot be extended to Indo-Iranian languages, since not only can the same LVC be broken by some syntactic items but also it may undergo derivational lexical processes. Park (1990, 1992) develops an approach which rests on the assumption that both Korean case-marked and incorporated (i.e. covertly case-marked) LVCs are derived in the syntax. It is claimed that in Spanish the nominal element may be incorporated into the LV at S-Structure or LF depending on the type of LVCs (Masullo, 1992). Certainly, the suggestions of this kind cannot capture the morphological behaviours of LVCs in Persian. Even Mohanan’s (1994, 1995) interesting approach to complex predicates remains inadequate with respect to morphosyntactic characteristics of LVCs. She observes that PVs may function as the subject in passive constructions, they may agree with LVs, LVs may be topicalized, etc. Then, she claims that LVs are maximal projections and LVCs (= her complex predicates) are formed in the phrasal (= post lexical) module but NI constructions in the lexical module. She uses morphological operations as evidence that her NI constructions are lexically formed (Mohanan, 1994, 201-211; 1995: 99, 122). The fact that LVCs in Indo-Iranian languages including Hindi
 and Persian, like Mohanan’s NI constructions, undergo morphological processes undermines Mohanan’s position that LVC are phrasally concatenated, unless she ignores the borders between her lexical and phrasal modules.


To account for the dual nature of LVC, we need to know the lexical and syntactic status of PV, LV and LVC and to know where LVC forms. We would like to suggest that when a PV and an LV undergo LVC formation, an LVC is formed which is in fact a fully-fledged predicate, with a single a-structure, consisting of a PV and an LV. PV and LV are assumed to be two zero-level lexical items combined as the result of a-structure (re)formation which conjoins them as a pair at all levels of representation, while they retain their syntactic categories as shown in (27). 


(27)                                    PV                    LV

                                                       X0                                  V0

                                                               a-structure

LVs always retain their syntactic categories, but PVs in Ncomp LVCs, unlike Comp LVCs, cannot categorially function as they do in Non-LVC situations. That is, PVs in Ncomp LVCs, similar to Hungarian PVs (Ackerman and LeSourd, 1997), cannot have any other role except being separable parts of  LVCs whose LV components retain enough verbness features to be categorised as a V. This is shown in (27) by specifying LV as a V0 and PV as X0. X0 can be an N, a VN, or a PV whose syntactic category has been forgotten. This means PVs in Ncomp LVCs do not really have any syntactic categories. However, in this work we will give them syntactic category labels only for the sake of discussion and clarification. Recall that PVs and LVs are also zero-level words in Ghomeshi and Massam (1994) and Goldberg (1995), discussed in {3.2.4}, as in (27). 


Ackerman and LeSourd (1997), focusing on Hungarian phrasal verbs (PV V compositions), provide evidence for an approach to complex predicates which permits lexical representations to be expressed by pieces that are separable in syntax. The pieces of a phrasal verb may be positioned separately in syntactic structures, while operations of phrasal syntax have access to the individual components. Thus, the PV V complexes of Hungarian fail to display lexical integrity since syntax may reorder or strand them apart. Meanwhile, they argue that phrasal verbs are lexically derived morphological objects which can be subjected to derivational rules and morphological rules may refer to either component of a PV V composition or to both together. They adopt a version of lexical integrity which only holds of objects that are specified as zero-level syntactic atoms (i.e. words) in simple or complex lexical entries. In this approach, both morphological and syntactic rules can access the zero-level components of phrasal verbs. 



Opposed to Di Sciullo and Williams (1987), Neelman and Weerman (1993) also argue that morphology and syntax have more in common than just their vocabulary. Both components contain principles addressing the notions ‘head’ and ‘adjunction’. Consequently, it is plausible to hold that, from the veiwpoint of structure, the Persian LVCs as in Hungarian phrasal verbs are morphosyntactic in the sense that an LVC is lexically formed and at the same time it contains two independent syntactic atoms. The LVC is morphological because it contains two zero-level elements and it can be subjected to morphological rules. On the other hand, the LVC is syntactic since it is composed of two syntactically separable atoms. When we say the components of LVC are syntactic we do not mean they are single or double-bar phrases. They are syntactic because syntax recognises them as two different categories, i.e. an X and a V (27). They are syntactic categories which may appear in phrases in the surface syntactic structure under certain circumstances as long as they remain as a single predicate carrying a single a-structure. Therefore, we believe that LVC is not a lexically frozen unit but a combination of two separate items whose internal structure is visible to the syntax. 


By now, it should be obvious where the LVC, as characterised in this work, is formed. The LVC members are zero-level elements and they combine as a result of a-structure (re)formation in which the pure lexico-semantic contents of the members of LVC merge together. LVC formation results in a-structure (re)formation and a-structure is often accepted to be part of the lexical information. In addition, LVC are morphological units, as they yield to pure lexical processes. Therefore, we assume that LVC formation takes place in the lexicon and it is a lexical process.


To sum up, in the spirit of Ackerman and LeSourd we propose that Persian LVC is a lexically formed complex lexical entry which consists of two zero-level elements separable in syntax; so failing to display lexical integrity. However, the components of an LVC, being zero-level categories, are not separable and show lexical integrity.     

    In the following subsections, we will attempt to account for the in/separability of Persian LVCs as well as their lexical properties in the light of the view suggested in this part.

4.2.1.  Separability and Non-separability of LVC


In this subsection, we will show that LVCs are separable by some syntactic rules and the non-separability of some LVCs by some syntactic rules cannot be a symptom that syntax is blind to the internal structure of LVC. In fact, we will argue that although the members of an LVC are visible to syntactic and morphological (affixation) rules, in some cases they cannot be subjected to syntactic rules due to the nature of the components of LVCs. So, in these cases the members of LVCs remain inseparable by certain syntactic operations. It seems that some PVs cannot usually be separated from the LVs because they cannot be expressed as DPs
 to undergo these rules which are only applicable to DPs. More precisely, the VN PVs such as ?anja:m and ?a:qa:z  (28), have an intermediate status between a noun and a verb (Grimshaw, 1991) and lack real N features. Therefore, they cannot satisfy the requirement to function as lexical heads to develop into DPs, and so they remain as parts of LVCs non-separable by the syntactic rules. Likewise, in Ncomp LVCs, e.g. (29a-b), the components of an LVC as shown in (27) have a single idiomatic meaning, then the PV members, unlike those in Comp LVCs, cannot independently have any semantic force or syntactic function to act as lexical heads expandable to DPs. Thus, the PVs in Ncomp LVCs, like VNs but unlike process nouns, cannot expand into DPs to undergo the mentioned syntactic rules. The constraint on separability of PVs  and LVs  can be stated as in (30). 


(28) a. ?anja:m da:dan (Lit: performing + TO GIVE)  ‘to perform’


       b. ?a:qa:z kardan (Lit: beginning + TO DO)   ‘to begin’


(29) a. guš kardan  (Lit: EAR + TO DO)   ‘to listen’


       b. dir kardan  ( Lit: late + TO DO )   ‘to come late’



(30)     The PV of an LVC

                          (i) may  (e.g. ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’)

                          (ii) may not (e.g. guš ‘ear’, ?anja:m ‘performing’)

                         be expressed as a DP. 

                        Only where a PV is expressed as a DP, it is subjected to syntactic

                         processes which operate over DPs (such as relativization, 

                         Scrambling, ....).

   


The idea that the internal structure of an LVC is transparent to the syntax and morphology, (27) and (30), can easily capture the cases where all LVCs are uniformly analysable by some processes. First, thus,  we will briefly refer to some of those instances in which all LVCs are separable by a certain set of elements and rules, then we will discuss, in more detail, those cases in which some of the LVCs seem to be Non-separable in some cases. 


Any LVCs can be broken by the Negation Particle, the imperfective morpheme mi as in (31), modals and auxiliaries such as ba:yad ‘should, must’, future auxiliary xa:stan ‘will’ and progressive auxiliary da:štan ‘to have’, as well as  clitic pronouns like -eš ‘it’ as in (32b-d).


(31) a. Ali gerye   ne-mi-konad.

                       Ali cry    Neg. Impf-DO       

                   ‘ Ali does not cry.’

           (32) a. Ali gerye da:rad mi- konad.

                    Ali cry   Prog.Aux.  Impf-DO     

                   ‘Ali is crying.’


    b. be ra:dyo guš xa:had  kard.

                    to radio  ear   Fu.Aux.   DO

                  ‘(He) will listen to radio.’


   c. guš-eš ba:yad mi-kardi.


        ear-it  should  Impf.-DO-Past did

                 ‘You should have listened to it.’ 


In contrast to some other languages, the Negation morpheme is obligatorily prefixed to LVs as well as heavy verbs in Persian. Grimshaw (1991: 44-46) argues that there is a close relationship between verbness properties, especially tense features, and negation. It follows from our explanation that LVs have sufficient verbness properties, among them the tense features, to carry the negation morpheme or to be selected by the NegP independently and the internal structures of LVCs, being visible to syntactic and morphological rules, allow the insertion of the negation particle (head) ne ‘not’ as in (31). 


The imperfective morpheme mi is prefixed to LVs or heavy verbs and forms imperfective versions of LVCs or heavy verbs. We believe that although LVs are semantically defective, they have enough verbness properties to function exactly like heavy verbs in some cases; as in carrying the imperfective morpheme mi in (31).


Pronominal clitics such as -eš ‘it’ are attested, as in (32c), to intervene between PVs and LVs. We assume Goldberg’s (1995: 18-20) analysis of clitic placement in LVCs in which she finds a relation between clitic placement and stress facts. It is generally accepted that only stressed zero-level items can host clitics. In Persian usually pronominal clitics are attached to lexical verbs, as these are the only stressed candidates which can function as hosts for the clitics. In the case of LVCs, clitics usually follow PVs because it is the PV which function as the first stressable component of the LVCs (though  in some rare cases they follow LVCs as in (33b)). This behaviour of clitics can be captured in our analysis in which both PVs and LVCs have a zero status and speakers can either stress a PV, then a host for clitics as in (33a), or stress LVCs as a single unit to carry clitics as in (33b).


(33) a. guš-eš kard-am

                       ear-it   DO-Past-1st.Sg.

                      ‘I listened to it.’

                ?  b. guš kard-am-eš         

                       ear  DO-Past-1st. Sg.- it

                      ‘I listened to it.’


The recently grammaticalized auxiliary xa:stan ‘will’ as in (32c) was not used as an auxiliary in Old Persian, Middle Persian  and early Modern Persian (Khanlari, 1987: 286-295). In standard Persian, this verb in addition to its use as a main verb, meaning ‘to want’, developed as the future auxiliary as well. In Kurdish and colloquial Persian this verb is used only as a main verb and it has not been grammaticalized as an auxiliary. Xa:stan in both uses, as an auxiliary and a main verb, occupies the same syntactic position; preceding a main verb. The fact that the recently developed auxiliaries such as xa:stan ‘will’, unlike other auxiliaries which follow the main verbs, precede the main verbs makes the place of auxiliaries in this language appear complicated. Other auxiliaries like ‘to be’, for example, follow the heavy verbs and LVs as in (34a) and (34d) respectively, but the auxiliary xa:stan ‘will’ obligatorily precedes lexical verbs, as in (34b), and LVs, as in (34c). It seems that  xa:stan as an auxiliary is still identical to its use as a main verb with respect to the fact that both precede a main verb.  


(34)                a.                                                  b.


                         V             Aux                             Aux                   V

                    nevešte       bud-am                      xa:h-am           nevešt

                 ‘written’      ‘was-1st Sing’             ‘will-1st Sing       wrote

                      ‘I had written.’                                   ‘I will write.’ 


                    c.                                                        d.


                PV                 Aux            LV                       PV            LV           Aux

          ?anja:m             xa:h-am       da:d
        ?anja:m         da:de         bud-am        
          performance   will-1st Sing   gave           performance      given       was-1st.Sg


                 ‘ I will do ...’                                                ‘I had done ....’


The study of the sequence of auxiliaries and main verbs as in (34) is beyond the scope of this work. However, what is significant to us is the fact that the existence of cases like (34c), where an inflected auxiliary appears between the PV and the LV, indicates, as assumed in this work, that the internal structure of the LVC is not opaque to the syntax. In addition, the fact that LVs and heavy verbs behave identically with respect to placement of auxiliaries supports our idea that LVs and heavy verbs, although semantically different, are identical with regard to the so called ‘functional categories’ (compare (34a) with (34d), and (34b) with (34c)).


Finally, the separability of LVCs by the progressive auxiliary da:štan ‘to have’ (32b) and the modals like ba:yad ‘should’ (32d) can be captured in our account in which LVCs remain analysable in the syntax. These items can freely appear in different syntactic positions as in (35), so they must be able to intervene between PVs and LVs too as they do in (32b) and (32c). We ought to note that although the members of LVC can be split up, the subparts of PVs and LVs, being single zero-level words, can never be separated by any morphological or syntactic elements (Ackerman and LeSourd’s version of lexical integrity). 


(35) a. Ali (da:št)              Sasan-ra: (da:št)  ra:hnama:?i mikard.

                       Ali  Prog.Aux.    Sasan-DO Prog.Aux.     advice DO       

                      ‘Ali was advising Sasan.’

                  b. Ali (ba:yad) Sasan-ra: (ba:yad)   ra:hnama:?i mikard.

                      Ali   should   Sasan-DO  should       advice         DO

                    ‘Ali should have advised Sasan.’


So far we have been dealing with those instances in which the components of LVCs can uniformly be broken by some items or rules. However, it was observed that when LVCs are subjected to some operations, some LVCs resist separation, while others do not. This led us to classify LVCs into two groups: separable and non-separable (cf. {3.1.2} and {3.9}). We believe that separability and non-separability of LVCs can be accounted for in the light of (30), while the idea that the internal structure of every LVC is visible to syntactic and morphological rules is still held. That is, the non-separability of some LVCs is not necessarily a symptom of invisibility of components of  LVCs to the syntax and morphology. Let us consider the data in (160-164) in chapter three, repeated as (36-40), once more. It was shown, as specified below, that VNs and non-predicative nouns, in contrast to process nouns, cannot be relativized (36), modified by adjectives (37), specified and functioning as direct objects (38), focused on by interrogative Wh-words (39) and scrambled (40). Then, we claimed that the different behaviours of LVCs in (36-40) is due to the fact that the PVs in these examples are of different types. Below, we will attempt to find out how this idea can be captured by the analysis suggested for LVC formation in the previous sections.   

  
(36)  *a. guš-i  ke Ali be ra:dyo kard mofid bud.                      (Non-predicative)

                           ear-Indef.Art. that Ali to radio  DO-Past  useful was

                          ‘Ali’s listening to the radio was useful.’       

                       *b. ?anja:m-i   ke   Ali   (?az) (be) ka:r-aš da:d mofid bud         (VN)

                           performing-Indef.Art. that Ali (of) (to) work-his GIVE-Past useful was

                           ‘Ali’s performing his work was useful.’

                        c. ra:hnama:?i-yi ke Ali be Sasan kard mofid bud.             (Process Noun)

                            advice-Indef.Art.  that Ali to Sasan DO-Past  useful was

                           ‘Ali’s advice to Sasan was useful.’


(37) *a. Ali guš-e xub-i be ra:dyo kard.                                  (Non-predicative)

                            Ali ear-Ez. good-Indef.Art. to radio DO-Past

                           ‘Ali did a good listening to the radio. / Ali listened to the radio well.’

                         *b. Ali   ?anja:m-e      xub-i (?az) (be) ka:r-aš  da:d.                 (VN)

                               Ali performing-Ez. good-Indef.Art. (of) (to) work-his gave 

                             ‘Ali had a good performance in his work. / Ali did his work well.’


           c. Ali ra:hnama:?i-ye xub-i be Sasan kard.                         (Process Noun)

                            Ali advice-Ez. good-Indef.Art. to Sasan did.

                           ‘Ali gave good advice to Sasan.’

           (38)  *a. Ali ?in guš-ra: be ra:dyo kard.                                  (Non-predicative)

                           Ali this ear-DOM to radio DO-Past

                          ‘Ali did this listening to radio.’


         *b. Ali ?in ?anja:m-ra: (?az) (be) ka:r-aš da:d.                       (VN)

                           Ali this performing-DOM (of ) (to) work-his GIVE-Past

                          ‘Ali did his work.’ 

    
        c.  Ali ?in ra:hnama:?i-ra: be Sasan kard.                    (Process Noun)

                         Ali this advice-DOM  to Sasan DO-Past.

                        ‘Ali gave Sasan this advice.’


(39)  *a. Ali ce guš-i be ra:dyo kard.                                  (Non-predicative)

                            Ali what ear-Indef.Art. to radio DO-Past

                           ‘What sort of listening did Ali do to the radio?

                    *b. Ali ce ?anja:m-i     (?az) (be) ka:r-aš da:d?                 (VN)

                           Ali what performance-Indef.Art. (of) (to) work-his GIVE-Past

                          ‘What sort of performance did Ali have in his work?’


          c. Ali ce ra:hnama:?i-yi be Sasan kard?                           (Process Noun)

                            Ali what advice-Indef.Art. to Sasan DO-Past

                           ‘What sort of advice did Ali give Sasan?’


            (40)   *a. ?in guš-ra: Ali be ?axba:r  kard.                      (non-predicative)

                           this ear-DOM Ali to news  DO-Past

                          ‘Ali did this listening to radio.’


         *b. ?in ?anja:m-ra:   Ali (?az) (be) ka:r-aš da:d.             (VN)

                          this performing-DOM Ali (of ) (to) work-his GIVE-Past

                          ‘Ali did his work.’ 

    
        c. ?in ra:hnama:?i-ra: Ali be Sasan kard.                 (process nouns)

                        this advice-DOM Ali to Sasan DO-Past.

                        ‘Ali gave Sasan this advice.’


It was shown that non-predicative nouns (e.g. guš ‘ear’), unlike process nouns (e.g. ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’) and VNs (e.g. ?anja:m ‘performing’), are not semantically transparent a-structure bearing items{3.9}. Although Non-predicative PVs like process nouns can be preceded by determiners (e.g. demonstratives) and case marked in some contexts, they cannot co-occur with these elements in LVC contexts. However, VNs like process nouns are predicative, but unlike  process nouns they are not compatible with determiners and case-markers in any context. It is assumed that in the languages under study only lexical heads with Noun (N) features can co-occur with determiners and case-markers. Thus, only process noun PVs, as indicated in (41), possess N features. We believe that the different behaviours of the PVs in (36-40) arise from their different lexical representations, shown in (41), which indicate that these types of PVs have different independent semantic and syntactic characteristics. Mohanan (1994; 229-232) also observes that existence of different PVs in her complex predicates results in different syntactic behaviours. But she doesn’t examine PVs in depth and refers to them as the PVs with idiosyncratic properties.


(41) a. guš ‘EAR’           [      ]



                             [  ]

                                                                   

                   b. ?anja:m                [ x  ,  y  ]

                      ‘performing’           [   ]

                   c. ra:hnama:?i                [ x  ,  y ]

                         ‘advice’                    [ N ]

  
The PV guš ‘EAR’
 in (36a-40a), as indicated in (41a), does not have a-structure and, in fact, it is not individually responsible for a particular part of semantic force in the LVC. Consequently, it cannot refer to any specific or non-specific object, state or action independently as a PV. In effect, guš is a cranberry morph(eme). Thus, it is assumed that PVs in Ncomp LVCs, unlike those in Comp LVCs, cannot play the same semantic or syntactic roles as they do in non-LVC environments. This is represented in (41a) by giving no values to this type of PV. Although both VNs (b examples in (36-42)) and process nouns (c example 36-42) have a-structure, as shown in (41b-c), only the latter exhibit N properties (41c) as stated earlier. Let us say that non-predicative PVs do not have a-structure and they cannot function as N head. VNs are predicative, but they are not able to act as N head. The lack of notation N in (41b) is supposed to express that VNs do not have the properties of real nouns. In particular as shown in (158-9) in {3.9}, VNs, ulike normal nouns, are not compatible with nominal elements like D heads ?in ‘this’ and -i  and the object marker ra:. Therefore, VN cannot function as N head in DPs. On the contrary, process nouns are predicational and at the same time they have N features as in normal nouns enabling them to occur with nominal elements including those in (36-40) and to function as N head in DPs.


In short, guš ‘EAR’ type PVs lack a-structure and N features (41a). VNs bear a-structure, but lack N features (41b). Process nouns have both a-structure and N features (41c).


Now, the question is: why do LVCs with non-predicative PVs as in (42a) and LVCs with VNs as in (42b) resist certain syntactic processes as illustrated in (a) and (b) instances in (36-40), while LVCs with process nouns (e.g. (42c)) can undergo these operations as in (36c-40c)?


(42) a. Ali ?axba:r-ra: guš kard.                         (Non-predicative noun)

                       Ali news-DOM   EAR  DO-Past

                       ‘Ali listened to news.’


       b. Ali ka:r-aš-ra: ?anja:m da:d.                         (VN)

                      Ali work-his-DOM performing GIVE-Past

                     ‘Ali did his work.’


    c. Ali Sasan-ra: ra:hnama:?i kard.                      (process noun)

                    Ali  Sasan-DOM advice       DO-Past

                   ‘Ali advised Sasan.’   


The answer to the above question lays in the different properties of PVs, as represented in (41), and the type of LVCs they form with LVs. In contrast to non-predicative  PVs and VN PVs, process noun PVs have a dual nature in having a-structure like VNs and full lexical verbs, on the one hand, and having the capacity to function as the N head of DPs, on the other hand. It seems that the dual properties of process nouns enable them to function both as parts of predicates as in (42c) and as the heads of DPs as well as parts of predicates as in (36c-40c). Therefore, these PVs, being able to behave as DPs, cannot be constrained by (30). This means process nouns (36-42c), unlike other PVs, can function both as parts of predicates and as N heads of DPs which can be manipulated by certain syntactic rules (36-40) only applicable to DPs (See Barjaste (1983), discussed in {3.2.3}, and Mohanan (1994) for similar positions.)


Focusing on N-movement to D(eterminer) position and the distinction between NP and DP in Italian and English, Longobardi (1994) argues that a ‘nominal expression’ is an argument only if it is introduced by a category D. He claims that proper names that occur in argument function without any overt determiner undergo raising from N0 to D0  in order to function as syntactic arguments. Then, Longobardi suggests that DP can be licensed either as an argument in most cases or as a predicate in others (e.g. many copular or small clause constructions). By contrast, NP is not able to assume argument function unless introduced by an overt or empty determiner, (i.e. unless the complement of a D position). Masullo (1992), following Abney (1987) and Stowell (1989) distinguishes between bare nouns and DPs and argues, based on case assignment facts, that only DPs  can function as case-marked arguments.


Partee (1987, 1992) proposes that NPs are of three types: referential, predicative and quantificational. She believes that while all NPs have quantificational meaning, only some can have referential and/or predicative interpretations. It is assumed that some type shifting principles change NPs from one type to another. This  principles might be lexical or syntactic. Determiners (THE, A, SOME) are considered as functors which shift NPs from one type to another. (See Partee (1992: 120) for the principles which shift the three types of NPs into each other.)


In Mohanan (1994), discussed in {2.3.7}, the problem of PVs with a dual nature, being a part of a predicate in one level of representation and being an argument in another, is accounted for within her system of representation through multiple association of a PV noun with an argument and a predicate in a-structure level. She remarks that the multiple association of entities is attested in phonology as well. Quoting from Kahn (1976), she states that multiple linking has been used to express dual membership of a single entity. An example is the ambisyllabicity of a single segment, as when an intervocalic consonant is simultaneously the Coda of one syllable and the Onset of the following as in (43).


(43)                 (       ( 

                                    (        (
                               s   i   t     i            (city)

It is suggested that the fact that the PV nouns function as a predicate in one level and as an argument in another is an instantiation of the reality behind the formalism at work in cases like (43).


In the spirit of Longobardi (1994), Partee (1987, 1992), Masullo (1992) and Mohanan (1994), we suggest  that a principle like (44) might be at work in the syntactic realisation of PVs in Persian. That is, a PV, having a X0 status, may be expressed as a DP liable to undergo certain syntactic rules after it forms an LVC with an LV, if and only if (30) is respected (i.e. if the PV carries N features to be the complement of Ds in DPs).



(44)    PV  + D(eterminer) (  DP, iff  PV carries N features 

 


(44) captures the different behaviour of LVCs in (36-40). In contrast to PVs in (42), the PVs in (36-40) are either accompanied by the demonstrative ?in ‘this’, or the article -(y)i ‘a’ and by -ra: on some occasions. ?in and -(y)i  are known as (in)definite determiners or D heads which only select NPs and the object marker ra: is only comptible with DPs (Ghomeshi,1996). The grammaticality of (c) instances in (36-40) indicates that only process noun PVs, having N properties as shown in (41c) and not constrained by (30), can co-occur with D heads ?in and -(y)i and develop into DPs (44). The PV ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’ in (42c), being a bare noun in Masullo’s (1992) sense or an NP in Longobardi’s term, is able to undergo the syntactic operations in (36c-40c), because this process noun can be expanded as a DP (44). Bear in mind that we suppose that only full DPs can be subjected to the syntactic processes in (36-40). 


To realise the two types of LVCs containing process noun PVs, let us compare (45a) and (45b) which are intended to illustrate (42c) and (38c) respectively. In (45), the notations x, y, and Acc stand for external argument, internal argument and accusative case. It was mentioned that an LVC has a zero-levle lexical status and PVs and LVs are inserted in the syntax as a pair. But how LVC and its parts are associated with syntactic positions in syntactic structures needs to be worked out in detail, if proposal of this kind are going to find plausibility in the future. At this stage, let us assume that an LVC, headed by an LV / V0, is base-generated as a single normal verb as in (45a) (Ackerman and LeSourd (1997). However, on the assumption that syntax can see the internal structure of an LVC and the members of LVC may retain their syntactic categories (27), an LV can be selected by INFL as a verb independently, cf. {2.3.1}, and a process noun PV may co-occur with determiners and be expressed as a DP (44). It will follow from (44) that when a N0 PV is developed into a DP we need to assume that a further principle is available in Persian syntax, by which the V0 LVC (45a) can become a V’ (45b). This alternation between V0 and V’ could be seen as an automatic consequence of the expansion of the PV from N0 to DP, since a DP cannot be the daughter of a zero-level category in Persian. Perhaps this can be made to follow from general constrains in Persian syntax, therefore. In any event, the precise mechanism governing the alternation is not crucial for the overall proposal. 


(45)        a.                                  IP


                                     DP                                              I’

                          

                                                                         VP                                             I


                                                              DP                    V0/LVC [x, y, Acc]

                                                                                

                                                              NP              N0  [x , y]    V0 [Acc]  

                                    Ali                 Sasan-ra:     ra:hnama:?i      t i                kard i                 
                                    Ali                 Sasan-DO      advice                         DO-Past

                     b.                                         IP


                             DP                                                                I’


                                                                               VP                              I


                                                                  

                                            PP                               V’/LVC [x , y , Acc]                             

                                                                                                      

                                     P        DP1       DP2                               LV [Acc] 

                           NP               NP  D         N [x , y]                                

                            (                 (    (          (
                         Ali     be    Sasan  ?in  ra:hnama:?i-ra:                   t i         kard i         

                         Ali     to    Sasan   this  advice-DO                                 DO-Past


The peculiar behaviour of the verb kardan ‘TO DO’ in (45) is justifiable in the  present approach. Note that this verb and the PV ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’ function as a single predicate with two arguments in (45a). While in (45b) the verb kardan appears to behave as a ditransitive verb with three arguments. In (45) not only does a PV changes into a DP functioning as direct object (44), but also the direct argument, Sasan, in (45a) becomes an indirect argument, be Sasan ‘to Sasan’. Consequently; there are two DPs or syntactic arguments (i.e. Ali and Sasan) functioning as external and direct internal arguments respectively  and an incorporated PV noun (i.e. ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’) functioning as a part of the LVC in (45a), while in (45b) it seems that there are three syntactic arguments (i.e. Ali and ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’) functioning as external and internal arguments and an indirect internal argument (be Sasan ‘to Sasan) realised as a PP which is the direct argument in (45a). We would argue that in (45b) there are only two true lexically licensed arguments (i.e. Ali and Sasan) and a predicative PV, ra:hnama:?i, expanded into a DP (44) and accompanied by the direct object marker -ra:. This morpheme is traditionally taken as the direct object marker. Browning and Karimi (1994) argue that ra: is the manifestation of case. Ghomeshi (1996) considers ra: as a phrasal affix heading a Kase Phrase (KP) which only selects a DP. We assume that DP-ra: in all instances presented in this study are case marked direct objects 

The fact that only LVCs containing process noun PVs (45a) can appear in clauses like (45b) or only process nouns can appear in DP2 (45b) persuades us that when an LV like kardan combines with a PV like ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’, the LVC, as illustrated in (45), possesses two arguments, x and y, obtained as a result of a-structure reformation. In turn, the PV may develop into a DP (44) absorbing the accusative case of the LV and functioning as the direct object. Bear in mind that it is argued in {4.3} that LVs like kardan are accusative case-markers as represented in (45). Therefore, after LVC formation, the LVC in (45) is a two-place argument predicate capable of assigning an objective case originated from the LV. However when we come to the syntactic realisation of this type of LVC, they may be realised in two ways (45), depending on whether or not PVs undergo principle (44). The PV may not expand into a DP (44) and remain as a zero-level N incorporated into the LV, cf. PF Identification in {4.3}. In such instances, the accusative case of the LVCs, morphologically realised as ra: is assigned to the internal argument of the LVC, Sasan, as in (45a). In the other alternative, the PV develops into a DP (44) which is required to satisfy the Case Filter. In this case, the PV, the LV’s complement, receives the LVC’s case. Consequently, the internal argument of the LVC, Sasan, functioning as the direct object in (45a) is left without any case and it has to be expressed as a PP as shown in (45b). This exceptional way of case assignment in LVCs in which a verb case-marks its complement, while the case-marked noun is not a true argument of the case assigner verb is attested in other languages as well. As was seen in {2.2.1.1}, in Japanese and Korean LVs may case mark the PVs which are  not generally considered as the arguments of the case assigner LVs. Even in English, in instances like Mary expected him to leave the direct object him receiving case from the verb expect is not an argument of this verb.


Now, we are in the position to say that in fact there are not three syntactic arguments in cases like (45b), but two lexically licensed arguments, Ali (x), and Sasan (y) and a PV, ?in ra:hnama:?i, expressed as a DP capable of carrying case marker (45b). 

The process noun PV ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’ is realised as a multiple function entity in (45). It is part of a predicate (LVC) as far as a-structure is concerned (45a-b) and it heads a DP functioning as the surface direct object in the syntax (45b). This behaviour of this PV and the same Hindi PV nouns like bharosaa ‘reliance’ in (46), as suggested by Mohanan (1994), discussed in {2.3.7}, can be considered as the instantiation of the formalism like (43) in which one entity is associated with two functions.


(46)       Raam-ne   mohan-par     bharosaa    kiyaa.

                         Ram-EXP Mohan-LOC  reliance-N  DO-PERF


             ‘Ram relied on Mohan.’


Before returning to the discussion of non/separability of LVCs in (36-40), we would like to mention that in Kurdish in cases like (45b) the DP PV functioning as direct object may either precede the PP (47a) or follow it (47b) and both versions are equally acceptable. However in Persian, native speakers prefer to express the DP PVs before the PPs (48). This might be due to the fact that in Persian direct object, DP-ra:, tends to appear in the initial position of VP (Hajati, 1979; Dabir Moghadam, 1982), in the VP external position (Browning and Karimi, 1994) or in the SPEC of VP (Karimi, 1990). Actually, the tendency of the DP PVs like (45b) to appear in the initial position of the VP is compatible with other researchers’ observation that the direct object tends to occur in the initial position of the VP. This itself supports our assumption that the PV in (38 = 45b), repeated as (48), functions as the direct object.


(47) a. Ali ?e ra:hnema:i-ya     la Sasan kerd.


           Ali this advice-Def.Art. of  Sasan DID


         ‘Ali gave Sasan this advice.’


       b. Ali la Sasan ?e ra:nema:i-ya  kerd.


(48) a. Ali ?in ra:hnama:?i-ra: be Sasan kard.       

                      Ali this advice-DOM  to Sasan DO-Past.

                     ‘Ali gave Sasan this advice.’

            ?? b. Ali be Sasan ?in ra:hnama:?i-ra: kard.


Since the Persian DP PVs are not very different from other DPs with respect to case assignment and syntactic movements in (36-40), we will not go into the discussion of how and in which position DP-ra: receives case and how and to which position it may move. These issues have received a great deal of attention in the literature and the interested reader is referred to these works (Soheili-Isfahani, 1976; Hajati, 1979; Dabir Moghadam, 1982; Karimi, 1989, 1990; Mohammad and Karimi, 1992; Browning and Karimi, 1994; Vahedi-Langrudi, 1994; Rezaei, 1995; Ghomeshi, 1996; among many others). However, we believe that there is one landing site for the Persian direct object to receive case. In clauses like (45), if this landing site is occupied by DP PVs (145b), the internal arguments, if any, have to be realised as PPs. If the PVs do not occupy this position (45a), the internal arguments of the LVCs, if any, appear in the object position and are case-marked.    


As mentioned, the differences between  LVCs with VNs and non-predicative PVs on the one hand,  and  those with process nouns on the other hand, as shown in (36-40), are captured in the light of (44). The syntactic processes in (36-40) are only applicable to DPs. Then only the PVs, as in (45b), which can be expressed as DPs may yield to these processes. Among the PVs only process nouns (36c-40c), due to their dual properties (41c) and not being constrained by (30), are able to develop into DPs, then liable to yield to the above mentioned syntactic operations. Process nouns are not constrained by (30) and (44) because as shown in (45b) they are able to change into DPs, so they can be candidates for undergoing the mentioned syntactic operations to some extent. 


On the contrary, PVs in Ncomp LVCs like guš ‘EAR’ (36a-40a), being parts of idiom-like LVCs and lacking the appropriate N features (41), cannot be subjected to (44) to develop into DPs. Therefore, they cannot be subjected to the syntactic processes in (36-40) which are only applicable to DPs. Similarly, although VNs (36b-40b) like process nouns are a-structure bearing and can form Comp LVCs, they, unlike process nouns, have an intermediate lexical status and are unable to function as normal N heads (41b) with all characteristics of real nouns. Thus, they cannot  undergo (44) to expand into DPs and they should not, then, be expected to yield to the syntactic rules in (36-40), only applicable to DPs.


In short, non-predicative PVs and VN PVs, unlike process noun PVs,  cannot be subjected to certain syntactic rules, since these PVs lack N features to develop into DPs (36-40). So, their non-separability by certain syntactic rules should not be considered as an indication of invisibility of internal structure of LVCs. 


Now let us see to what extent the constraint in (30) and principle (44) on which a considerable part of the discussion in this subsection has hinged are plausible. Actually, (30) and (44) rest on a very traditional and standard ground. According to (30), PVs can be manipulated by certain syntactic rules, if the PVs can expand into DPs. This idea is traditionally and cross-linguistically accepted that certain syntactic processes such as scrambling, relativization, etc. (36-40) are only applicable to DPs or full NP in the sense used in this work. Likewise, principle (44) which states that PVs which have N features can co-occur with Ds and change into DPs hinges on a widely assumed view that only nouns can head NPs expandable into DPs.



It might be worth mentioning that in Mohanan’s (1994) analysis of the similar data in Hindi the three arguments in (46) are realised as a result of the semantic fusion of the PV and the LV. The subject, Ram, is the realisation of two semantically fused external arguments each of which originally belonging to one of the members of the LVC. The indirect argument, Mohan, is originally an argument of the PV and the PV itself, the direct argument, originates from the LV. In spite of the differences between the present account and Mohanan’s analysis, one can find interesting parallels. For example, both (45b) and (46) end up with the same number of case-marked DPs. In both cases the internal arguments of the PVs turn up as indirect internal argument and the PVs themselves appear as direct internal argument (46) or surface direct object (45b). Compare (45) with (46) (= 87) in {2.3.7}.   




In addition to the accounts suggested by other researchers discussed above and the analysis carried out in the present study, one might think of another alternative to explain the separability of LVCs such as (36c-40c) and non-separability of cases like (36a-40a) and (36b-40b). It might seem plausible to claim that the verb kard ‘DID’ in (42c) and (45a) is an LV, while the verb kard ‘did’ in (36c-40c) and (45b) is a full lexical verb. Then, it follows that in (42c) and (45a) the bare PV noun is a part of the LVC predicating the two arguments in the given clauses, while in (36c-40c) and (45b) the lexical verb kard ‘did’ predicates and licenses the three arguments (i.e. Ali, ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’ and Sasan) in the clauses. This view  suffers from deficiencies due to which it cannot be preferred to the account developed in this work. In this part, we will point out  some of these deficiencies.


First, this view cannot account for the restriction on the selection of N in DP2 in cases like (45b). As mentioned, this N has to be a process noun, e.g. ra:hnama:?i ‘advice’, in the sense used in this work. The question is, if kardan in cases like (45b) is a full verb with three arguments, why can’t the N in DP2 , functioning as the direct object, be a concrete noun as in normal ditransitive verbs like ‘to give’ and why does  kardan resist having concere nouns as its direct object?


Second, verb kardan ‘to do’ in Iranian languages and its equivalents in other languages such as English, Japanese, Korean, etc. are usually two-place predicates. However in the alternative, heavy kardan ‘to do’ has to be considered as a three-place predicate to explain instances like (36c-40c), which is otherwise unmotivated.


Third, this view is only plausible in respect of cases where the LV kardan ‘TO DO’ and its equivalents in other languages are concerned. It seems that verb ‘to do’, due to its special meaning usually related to ‘performing an action’, is somewhat misleading in this respect. When other LVs with other meanings are viewed, it is clear that this alternative is unable to capture the facts. For instance, consider the LVC zarar zadan (Lit: loss + STRIKE, ) ‘cause somebody  a loss’ in (49).


(49) a. ?u be man zarar zad.

                       he to  me  loss   STRIKE

                      ‘He caused me a loss.’

                    b. ?u ?in zarar-ra: be man zad.

                        he this loss-DO to me  STRIKE

                       ‘He caused me this loss.’


It might be possible for one to persuade himself to imagine that (45b) can have a meaning like ‘Ali did the advice to Sasan’ in which ‘did’ can be considered as a heavy verb, but it is not possible to get a meaning from (49b) in which zad ‘STRIKE,’ as a heavy verb can have a meaning related to the whole proposition and can predicate the arguments in this clause. Zadan as a heavy verb means ‘to beat’ or ‘to strike’ and semantically it selects a concrete physical object. Now if we accept the alternative view under discussion and suppose that the verb zadan ‘to strike, to beat’ in (49b) is the full version of the LV zadan in (49a), this selectional constraint is violated. 


In this subsection, we have mainly been dealing with the issue of separability and non-separability of LVCs with PV nouns and we attempted to reveal that the internal structure of LVC is not opaque to the syntax and non-separability of some LVCs cannot be a symptom that LVCs are frozen lexical units or single lexical heads. Recall that PVs can be nouns, adjectives, adverbs or PPs. Now we briefly discuss the Non/separability of the LVCs with adjective, adverb and PP PVs in the rest of this section.



The adjective, adverb and PP PVs are assumed not to have thematic and predicational roles in LVCs, cf. {3.9}. Thus they, unlike predicative nouns  but like non-predicative nouns, form LVCs with Ncomp a-structures. These LVCs also can be broken by the elements referred to in (32-35), but cannot yield to the syntactic rules in (36-40) since they are constrained by (30) as they cannot function as N heads in PVs expanded into DPs.


PP PVs  which appear to have a phrasal status might seem to contradict our claim that PVs are zero-level units, X0. We believe that this is not the case and the apparent PP PVs do not have phrasal status. They are in fact frozen PPs which have an adverbial meaning and function. A comparison between real PPs and PV PPs reveals this fact. The nouns preceded by the Ps in PP PV always remain as zero-level items and they cannot co-occur with adjectives and determiners, while the nouns in real PP can develop into DPs, being accompanied by determiners and adjectives. Compare the noun hefz ‘memory’ in the LVC ?az hefz kardan (Lit: from + memory + TO DO) ‘to memorise’ in (50a) with the noun šahr ‘town’ in ?az šahr-e bozorgi (Lit: from + town + big) ‘from a big town’ in (50b) where in contrast to the latter, the former can never co-occur  with  modifiers or determiners to form DPs.  


(50) a. Ali še?r-ra: ?az hefz kard

                      Ali poem-DO from memory DO-Past


         ‘Ali memorised the poem.’


       b. Ali  ?az  šahr-e bozorg-i  ?a:made ?ast.

                       Ali from town-Ez big-Indef. Art. come is

                     ‘Ali has come from a big town.’


Before leaving the discussion of in/separability of LVCs, we ought to consider one more point. Adverbs cannot intervene between the components of LVCs. We suppose that the non-separability of LVCs by adverbs cannot be an indication of opacity of LVCs. Persian adverbs have a tendency to appear in different positions except after predicates that they modify. Compare the distribution of the adverb xub ‘well’ in the following clauses where zadan ‘beat’ functions as a full verb (51) as well as an LV (52).


(51) a. Ali xub   Sasan-ra:    zad.

                       Ali well Sasan-DOM beat

                     ‘Ali beat Sasan well.’

                  b. xub Ali Sasan-ra: zad.

                  c. Ali Sasan-ra: xub zad.

                  d. xub zad Ali Sasan-ra:.

                * e. Ali Sasan-ra: zad xub.


(52) a. Ali xub   Sasan-ra:       gul       zad.

                       Ali well Sasan-DOM  deception BEAT

                     ‘Ali deceived Sasan well.’

                   b. xub Ali Sasan-ra: gul zad.

                   c. Ali Sasan-ra: xub gul zad.

                   d. xub gul zad Ali Sasan-ra:.

                 * e. Ali Sasan-ra: gul zad xub.

                 * f. Ali Sasan-ra: gul xub zad.

As we see, the adverb xub ‘well’ appear in different position, but it cannot follow the predicates (51e, 52e) or parts of the predicates (52f). Thus, it might be possible to say that non-separability of Persian LVCs by adverbs follows from the fact that adverbs tend to precede simple and complex predicates. This itself supports our view that case-marked PVs (45b) are also parts of the predicates not arguments, because even in those instances adverbs do not intervene between PVs and LVs. In other words, the fact that the verb kardan cannot independently be modified by adverbs in (45b) confirm our view that ra:hnama:?i kardan in this clause is an LVC and kardan is not certainly a full verb.

As the conclusion of this subsection, we can say that the members of LVC, being recognisable by the syntax, are separable by some syntactic elements and operations and the non-separability of some of the LVCs can be accounted for. This means the non-separability of these LVCs cannot indicate that LVCs are single frozen lexical units / heads but a complex lexical unit whose internal structure is transparent to the syntax.

4.2.2. LVC Functioning as a Single Unit


Now, let see how we can account for the lexical properties of LVCs, referred to in {3.1.1} and {3.2.3-4} which show that LVC, like a single full verb, can be input to derivational processes? In {3.4.1}, it was shown that LVs, unlike full verbs,  are not able to predicate arguments and to undergo nominalization, manner adverbial formation, and past participle adjective formation, unless they are accompanied by PVs. Therefore, the components of LVC function like a single full verb as far as these operations are concerned. Does this mean that LVCs are single morphological heads or single syntactic atoms? Let us elaborate on this issue. 


Obviously, the fact that the LVC functions exactly like a single full verb in carrying an a-structure should not mean that an LVC and a single full verb structurally have the same lexical and syntactic status. A full verb is a single V, while the LVC is combination of a V and another lexical item. However, both LVCs and full verbs are predicates and an LVC and a simplex heavy verbs with the same meaning behave identically as far as a-structure is concerned. In short, the LVC and a heavy verb are identical since both can function as predicates and carry a-structure. They are different since the former is a V plus another element (a complex predicate) but the latter is only a V (a simple predicate). 



What do morphologically derived LVCs tell us? Interestingly, all those instances in which the LVC functions as a single morphological unit support our view that the LVC is the result of a-structure formation and what links PVs to LVs is a-structure. It was argued that nominalization and past participle adjective formation are sensitive to the a-structure of  verbs, see {2.1.2}and {3.8}. We believe that all of the morphological operations referred to in {3.4.1.1-5} in which LVCs and LVs are attested to react differently are in some way related and sensitive to the differences in thier a-structure
. For instance, consider the derivational processes illustrated in (53) involving LVCs. The LVs in (53), like auxiliaries but unlike LVCs and full verbs, cannot be input to these derivational rules, unless they are accompanied by their a-structure bearing PV partners.

  (53) a. da:d zadan (Lit: shout  +  TO BEAT ) ‘to shout’

             da:d zad + -an  (  da:d zad-an ‘shouting, to shout’                  (Gerundive N)

       b. pazira:?i + kardan (Lit: entertain + TO DO) ‘to entertain’

          pazira:?i kon + -ande  (  pazira:?i konande ‘ entertainer’           (Agentive N)

       c. šekast xordan (Lit: defeat + COLLIDE) ‘to suffer defeat’

               šekast xord- + -e   ( šekastxorde  ‘defeated’                         (PP Adjective)


      d.   hefz kardan (Lit: memorising + TO DO) ‘to memorise’  


 hefzkardan + i  (  hefzkardani ‘memorisable’                          (Adjective)

        e. gerye kardan  (Lit: cry + TO DO) ‘to cry’

                  geryekon + a:n  (  geryekona:n ‘while crying’                    (Adverb)


Our account of LVC can capture the lexical behaviours of LVCs easily. LVCs may  be subjected to morphological rules (53) because the LVC, X0 V0, is formed in the lexicon and is a lexical unit and it does not contain any non-lexical element to prevent it from yielding to morphological rules. Let us not limit ourselves to this and explain the issue in more detail. Pure morphological heads also, like syntactic heads, distinguish between lexical categories (e.g. V and N). As an example English affix ‘-ly’ selects adjectives, while the agentive affix ‘-er’ select verbs. Therefore, it is plausible to say that the lexical status of PVs and LVs might be significant in their selection by morphological elements in (53). These elements are of English ‘-er’ type affixes and we will refer to them as nominalizing Affixes (NAFF henceforth). NAFFs require their complements to meet certain conditions. NAFFs only select verbs and they do not match with other categories. They subcategorise for a-structure bearing verbs, full verbs. So, auxiliaries and LVs are not able to form morphologically derived items like those in (53), cf. {3.4.1}. NAFFs can only select the base-form of verbs. By base-form we mean the basic form of the verbs without any (covert or overt) inflectional or syntactic elements, e.g. D and INFL or Affixes. Also, needless to say that the processes in (53) deverbalise verbs. Therefore, it is feasible to say that at least the conditions in (54) are at work in nominalization of LVCs (Note that what we say here is not stipulation and all follows from our observation in {3.1.1.2-3} and  {3.4.1}).


(54)  NAFFs only select:


        a.  a-structure bearing verbs,


        b. the base-forms of verbs
,


                         and 

                   c. NAFFs deverbalise LVCs / verbs. 


The important question is whether our morphological processes need to distinguish between single full verbs and LVCs as depicted in (55). 


(55) a.                                              N0

                                                 V0                              NAFF

                                                ra:n-                           -ande                         

                                              ‘drive’                         ‘-er’ 

                                                            ‘driver’ 


       b.                                                         N0 


                                                     LVC/V0                               NAFF


                                     PV(X0)                       LV(V0)


                                    pazira:?i                       kon-                  -ande

                                   ‘entertaining’               ‘DO’                   ‘-er’

                                                       ‘entertainer’

According to (54), an NAFF like ande ‘-er’ is a morphological head which forms a single derived morphological word with a complement which at least satisfies the required conditions in (54). In (55a), the base-form of the a-structure bearing verb is selected by NAFF and the result is a subject nominalization. In (55b), the LV, as argued for above, has enough verbness properties to be considered as V and it is in its base-form, thus it should be able to be selected by NAFF on its own as far as (54b) is concerned. But this is not possible, since LV does not have a-structure of its own (54a). To satisfy this requirement it has to be accompanied by its PV partner with which it shares an a-structure. Therefore, it is plausible to say that PV and LV jointly satisfy the required conditions in order to be selected by an NAFF. Or with respect to the derivational rules in (53), PVs and LVs, having zero status and being devoid of any inflectional or syntactic functional item,  function as a single unit which, like a single full verb, has all the properties required by NAFF (54). Here a problem might arise. An NAFF cannot combine with an non-verbal items. Why doesn’t the combination of LVC, containing an non-verbal PV, and NAFF result in clash? The answer might be that NAFF selects an LVC as a whole headed by an LV, therefore a V, and ignores the non-verbal status of PVs. This idea is supported by the fact that LVCs with different type of PVs undergo the derivational processes identically and the presence of different PVs does not result in any difference. Therefore, we conclude that NAFFs do not need to distinguish between LVCs and full verb as both identically meet the conditions required in (54). Similarly, Ackerman and LeSourd (1997) claim that morphological rule might apply to lexically formed phrasal expressions, PV + LV (55b), as well as to individual words (55a) identically.



Off course, we should recall that the derived LVCs (55b) are different from derived simple verbs combined with their internal arguments (56e). In (56e) the nominal element is the internal argument of the full verb while the PV in (56b) is not the internal argument of the LV. This contrast is revealed by the fact that full verbs can often be nominalized in the absence of their internal arguments (56d), while LVs cannot (56a). In addition, LVCs, like full verbs, may be nominalized in the absence or presence of their internal arguments (56b-c).


(56)  * a. kon-(ande) (Lit: DO + -er) ‘doer’

                       b. fa:š-kon (Lit: reveal + DO + () ‘revealer’

                       c. ra:z fa:š-kon (Lit: secrete + reveal + DO + () ‘secrete revealer, betrayer’

                       d. driver


            e. taxi driver


We claim that LVC can be subjected to pure morphological rules (55b) and it can also be base-generated as a complex unit in the syntax where its members can be separated by syntactic items or selected by functional heads. Does this mean that Persian Grammar suggests that there is no need for any border between syntax and lexicon? Definitely not. Our analysis of LVCs calls for a clear-cut border between the lexicon and the syntax and Persian LVCs display the weak version of lexical integrity introduced by Ackerman and LeSourd (1997). First, the subparts of PVs and LVs are not accessible by the syntax. Second, when LVCs undergo morphological rules, they form single inseparable zero-level words opaque to any syntactic rule (55b). Third, when LVC appears in clausal level where its member(s) head(s) phrasal constituents or contain syntactic elements, it does not yield to morphological rules (57). 



(57)      *  a.                                              N0

                                                     LVC                                   NAFF                                    

                                        PV                            I’               

                                                          I                      LV

                                 pazira:?i          xa:had               kon-         -ande

                               ‘entertaining’      ‘will’               ‘DO’         ‘-er’ 


          * b.                                                             N0


                                                                        LVC                        NAFF                                    


                                                            DP                        LV               


                                                   AdjP                   D


                                           PV                 Adj            

          

                                        pazira:?i-e         xub       -i         kon-          -ande

                                        ‘entertaining’   ‘well’                ‘DO’          ‘-er’

Here two questions might arise. First, why are lexically derived LVCs and full verbs (55) syntactically inseparable while lexically formed LVCs are not? We will return to this question later. Second, how is the lexical derivation of LVCs prevented after they are selected by syntactic heads at clausal level? Or how does the grammar rule out the lexical derivation of LVCs when they head phrases as in (57)? We believe the instances like (57) and the ill-formed cases in footnote 5 are ruled out for the reason that linguistic items containing syntactic functional heads cannot be subjected to lexical derivational rules. The fact that LVC because of its dual morphosyntactic properties is allowed to be selected by both syntactic and morphological heads should not indicate that pure syntactic or morphological heads, e.g. INFL and NAFF, also can co-occur in one construct in combination with the LVC. Pure syntactic and morphological heads belong to two different module and existence of one with base-form of an LVC rules out the presence of the other. It is shown that verbs carrying agreement (person / number) cannot be nominalized (Booij, 1994, 1996).  So why should we expect (57a) to be grammatical when it contains future auxiliary and agreement. NAFF selects the base-form of verbs (54b), while when the LVC appears in a clause at least it carries agreement and tense, INFL. The existence of INFL in the LVC (57a) is enough on its own to prevent NAFF from selecting it, let alone with other syntactic elements. (57b) is ruled out for the same reason. A PV can only develop into a DP at clausal level (44-45) where its LV partner has to carry INFL which prevents NAFF from occurring with LVCs. So, the impossibility of (57b) follows from the impossibility of (57a). Simply, NAFF cannot be added to an LVC if either or both of its members have been selected by syntactic heads, e.g. D (57a) and INFL (57b). Also, LVCs selected by category changing NAFFs are derived non-verbal zero-level words (55b) which display lexical integrity and their subparts are not accessible by the syntax .

Now let us return to the question why the LVC as a lexically formed construct is syntactically different from a nominalized LVC, a single syntactic atom (55b). It seems that they behave differently since LVC formation and nominalization are two different processes resulting in two different outputs. LVC formation does not change the status of PV and LVs as such and results in a predicate projectable into syntax where its members, X0 V0, still have some syntactic independence. Nominalization, (55b), changes the syntactic category of LVC from V to N0 and the deverbalised LVC can no longer be projected into a clause and it can only head a DP. In the face of these differences, one shouldn’t expect LVCs and nominalized LVCs to act identically at phrasal level. Let us extend this discussion to the comparison between LVCs with other similar complex lexical forms. Primary compounds like ‘coffee table’, synthetic compounds like ‘taxi driver’, NI constructions (Mithun, 1984; Rosen, 1989b; Mohanan, 1995), and phrasal verbs, e.g. ‘take over’ have already been accepted by many researchers as phrasal units formed and represented in the lexicon. We assume that Persian LVC is also a slightly different complex unit formed and represented in the lexicon. 


Since the combination of  a PV and an LV, two lexemes, seems like a type of compound, one could ask how an LVC is different from a compound, a syntactic atom (Katamba, 1993) formed from two words. A compound refers to the combination of (two or more) existing words into a new word or it is a lexeme which contains more than one phonological word (e.g. taxi driver, greenhouse, Sino-Japanese) (Anderson, 1992, Aronoff, 1994). Two types of compounds are recognised in the literature: root (primary) compounds, synthetic (verbal) compounds. Root compounds (e.g. greenhouse) are thought of as the concatenation of two (or more) words in which a-structure is irrelevant and the relationship of the non-head to the head is not one of a-structure satisfaction or thematic relation; the non-head components are not arguments of the heads of compounds. However, in synthetic compounds, such as taxi driver, the heads are derived by affixation from a verb in which the non-heads like taxi appears to be an argument of the verb stem (e.g. drive). In other words, in synthetic compounds the heads are argument taking and the non-heads are theta marked by the heads (Grimshaw, 1990, Spencer, 1991).


LVCs seem to be identical to root compounds like greenhouse because in both constructions usually two zero-level heads co-occur and there is no relationship of predication and a-structure between the head and non-head members of the complex units. That is, the non-heads cannot be syntactic arguments of the heads. However, in LVCs, unlike root compounds, there is always a process of a-structure formation or the  a-structure of one of the members, PV,  becomes the a-structure of the whole construct.


 Unlike the case with root compounds, a-structure plays a role in both LVCs and synthetic compounds but in two opposite manners. In synthetic compounds (e.g. taxi driver and taxi driving) the a-structure of  a verb (e.g. drive) capable of predication in syntax is reformed in a way that the arguments of the verb are trapped so that they may only be realised in phrasal units. Exactly opposite to synthetic compounding, in LVC formation, the trapped arguments of a nominal PV are activated in a way that they gain the ability to appear as syntactic arguments at the clausal level. If synthetic compounding can be referred to as ‘deverbalization’, LVC formation can be referred to as the ‘verbalisation’ of nominal or nominalized argument-bearing items.


LVCs line up with compound nouns as far as derivational morphology is concerned. It was shown that LVCs look like single verbs in that they undergo morphological derivations (53). Compound nouns are not different in this regard. Primary compounds and synthetic compounds may yield to pure lexical derivational rules. The Persian primary compound ra?is-jomhur (Lit: boss + people) ‘president’ and the synthetic compound mašin-nevis (Lit: machine + writer) ‘typist’ may form new derived words (58) when combined with the derivational affix -i (58b).


(58) a. ra?is-jomhur-i (Lit: president  + -i) ‘the position or the office of president’

                   b. mašin-nevis-i (Lit: typist + -i) ‘type writing’


Now let us look at syntactic side of the issue. Syntax is where the lexical heads find the opportunity to show their potential capabilities in combining with different functional categories and in developing into larger units. In the face of the differences between compound nouns and LVCs, it might not be reasonable to expect them behave identically at syntactic and phrasal level. Compound nouns as single units may only develop into DPs like ‘the taxi driver’ and ‘the greenhouse’ and they only function as single syntactic atoms. Can this mean that the syntax is blind to the internal structure of the compounds of this type? Anderson (1992), arguing that this type of compound has internal structure, reports that in Icelandic both parts of a compound noun get inflected for case. It might be the case that syntax can well recognise the members of compound nouns, but there might not be a motivation for the syntax to separate or manipulate them, depending on the language and the roles that the members of compound may be able to play. The components of ‘taxi driver’ have joined together to refer to a new entity which is not either of the entities referred to by the members of the compound. A compound noun, N0 N0, is an argument which can be developed into a syntactic phrase, a DP. A DP is a small syntactic unit in which the members of a compound may not have a chance to play independent roles, while retaining their unity to refer to a single meaning. For example, when a syntactic head, e.g. D, selects either member of a compound noun individually, the compound reading is blocked. In contrast, LVCs are a different type of compound. An LVC is a complex predicate which can develop into a VP that may participate in predication (Williams, 1981) and consequently licenses a sentence across which its members might have different syntactic roles and occupy various syntactic positions (45). Moreover, LVC contains an X0 and a V0 which can be manipulated differently by syntactic rules sensitive to the different syntactic categories of these elements as shown above.  


N + V LVCs look like NI constructions, e.g. Hindi ghode becnaa (Lit: horse-PL + sell) ‘to horse-sell’, in that both contain a verb and a noun. As mentioned above both LVCs and NI constructions may be subjected to derivational rules. Hindi verbs may agree with the incorporated nouns (Mohanan, 1995). However, LVC and NI are different since in NI a full verb incorporates one of its arguments and usually becomes detransitivised, while in LVC formation a bleached verb co-occurs with an argument-bearing N with a predicative nature. In other words, N and V in NI may function as two independent fully-fledged lexemes, while an LVC is a single lexeme which happens to be morphosyntactically complex. Therefore, neither the nominal elements nor the verbal components of LVC and NI have the same characteristics and the relationship between the components of an LVC is different from that in an NI construction. It might be possible to account for some observed different syntactic behaviours of LVCs and NI constructions based on their different characteristics referred to here.    


LVC, especially Ncomp LVC, have some characteristics in common with the so called phrasal verbs like English ‘take over’. There is a verb and another item in both and both function as single predicates and can be subjected to identical derivational rules. INFL (tense and agreement) may intervene between the components of phrasal verbs as well as LVCs. If INFL is a syntactic functional head, the internal structure of both is visible to the syntax and the syntax still recognises the different status of the members of LVCs as well as phrasal verbs. Of course, in English, unlike Persian, auxiliaries do not appear between the phrasal verbs perhaps for an independent reason, word ordering. In German and Hungarian phrasal verbs, the components of phrasal verbs, like Persian LVCs, may be split up or moved (Anderson, 1992, 299; Ackerman and LeSourd, 1997). Of course, in LVCs the LVs are bleached and PVs provide the substantial part of the semantic force of LVCs, while in phrasal verbs the verbs are not bleached but full verbs.   


As the concluding remarks of this section, one can say that Persian PV, X0, and LV, V0, conjoin as a result of a lexical process, a-structure (re)formation, which involves the merger of lexico-semantic information and results in LVC (X0 V0) formation. The LVC is represented in the lexicon and does not contain anything unfamiliar to the lexicon module, therefore, there is nothing to prevent it from being subjected to the appropriate lexical rules. More specifically, PV and LV, having zero-level status, form a lexical unit which meet the conditions required by some lexical rules. LVC members, X0 V0, often retain their syntactic categories and the syntax recognises them as different syntactic atoms which may be selected and split up by functional heads and syntactic elements after they are base-generated as a pair in the syntax. In some cases, LVC components may be moved and reordered across a single clause as long as they can function as a single predicate with a single a-structure licensing all the arguments of the clause. 


In short, while PV (X0) and LV (V0) may morphologically act as a single unit, they may be pulled apart in the syntax as long as they can function as a single predicate with a single a-structure as depicted in (59).  One may find (59) in the spirit of Anderson (1992: 297) who sees a compound and its parts as a triangle.


(59)                             X0        a-structure         V0
                                                                                         Syntax

                                       ------------------PV-LV---------------------

                                                                                   Morphology

                                                                X0-V0


To close this section, we ought to note that our account of LVC formation is similar to ‘Argument Fusion’ and ‘Argument Substitution’ approaches and can be considered as a weak version of ‘Argument Fusion’ (cf. 2.3 ). It also has some features in common with ‘Argument Transfer’ theory where an LV has a skeletal a-structure which might case-mark PVs in some cases. It is similar to ‘Argument Promotion’ theory, because in both approaches LVCs inherit theta roles or thematic properties from their components in the case of Comp LVCs. In addition, in our account, like Goldberg (1995) and Ghomeshi and Massam (1994), LVs and PVs have a zero-level status. Moreover, like Barjaste (1983), we believe that PV nouns, while usually having a non-specific status, can have a specific reading and behave as direct objects under some conditions. 

4.3. LVCs and Case-Marking


We viewed case assignment in LVCs in languages such as Korean, Japanese, Hindi, Urdu and Spanish in {2.2.3). It seems that the main issues related to case assignment in LVCs are:  


(60)  a. are LVs case assigners?


        b. can PVs  case-mark arguments at clausal level?


        c. do LVs assign case to PVs?


        d. do LVCs as single units assign case to arguments compositionally?


        e. how can PV nouns satisfy the Case Filter according to which a syntac-


           tic structure is ill-formed at S-structure if it contains a NP with

                      overt lexical material that is not assigned an abstract Case (Babby,

                      1994: 633; quoting from Chomsky (1981)).


     f.  what is the relation between (case)licensing of PVs and the licensing

                     (‘PF Identification’
 in Baker (1988)) of incorporated noun in NI

                      languages?

In this section, we will attempt to deal with these issues in order to reveal how the problems of case assignment can be explained in our account of LVC formation.


Mohammad and Karimi (1992), in the spirit of Belletti (1988), Larson (1988) and Mahajan (1992), propose that there are two object positions in a Persian clause: Specific object and Non-specific object. As indicated in (61), the NPs (i.e. direct objects) in the specific object position are in the SPEC of VP and receive inherent case, while the NPs (i.e. PV nouns) in non-specific position are sister to the verb and receive structural case. Thus, in this view, the PV nouns in Persian LVCs are assigned covert structural case. According to (61), in (14) illustrated as (62) below, as an example, the NP Sasan followed by the postposition -ra:, known as the direct object marker, is assigned inherent case, while the PV noun šekast ‘defeat’, being non-specific, receives structural case.


   (61)                                        VP


                                        SPEC                         V’

                                    (+ Specific)                          

                                     [Inherent Case]    PP             V’


                                                                          NP             V

                                                                (-Specific)

                                                                 [Structural Case] 

       
(62)        a.                                IP


                                     NP                                                I’

                          

                                                                         VP                                   I


                                                              NP                   LVC


                                                                                 N0               V0  

                                     Ali                Sasan-ra:      šekast            da:d      (
                                     Ali                Sasan-DO      defeat           GAVE

Considering PV nouns, e.g. šekast ‘defeat’ in (62), as full NPs, Mohammad and Karimi (1992), in order to avoid a violation of the Case Filter (60e), suggest that PV nouns are assigned structural case in accordance with (61). The fact that PV nouns resist to appear as subject in passivised LVCs may undermine their proposal that PVs carry structural case. 


As mentioned by these researchers themselves, their account raises a problem in that it is not fully compatible with Burzio’s generalisation (63). Then, they are obliged to revise this generalisation to capture case-marking in Persian LVCs. 


(63) Burzio’s Generalisation: a) a verb which lacks an external argument

                fails to assign accusative case, b) a verb which fails to assign accusative

                case fails to theta-mark an external argument (Haegeman, 1993).

In Mohammad and Karimi (1992) in cases like (17) schematised as (64) PV nouns such as šekast ‘defeat’, are assigned structural case by the LV xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’. In the meantime, LVs such as xordan are, correctly, assumed to be unaccusative in their account. To expect an unaccusative verb to assign structural case poses a problem for their proposal. 


(64)                                             IP


                             NP                                                            I’


                                                               VP                                            I


                                                               V’


                                            (PP)                             V’      


                                       P         NP           NP                      LV C


                                                                                       N0              V0


                        Sasan i    ?az       Ali          t i                         šekast       xord       (
                        Sasan      from     Ali                            defeated   COLLIDE

                       ‘Sasan suffered defeat from Ali. / Sasan was defeated by Ali.’ 

Not only is this assumption odd with respect to (63), but also it is not in accordance with Larson (1988); the framework assumed in Mohammad and Karimi (1992). As they point out, in Larson, transitive structures, not unaccusative ones, are involved with two objective cases - one structural case and one inherent case.
 


However, we completely agree with Mohammad and Karimi’s argumentation, as illustrated above, that in (64) the LV, being unaccusative, cannot accommodate the external argument (i.e. Ali) of the PV, so it is optionally realised as a PP and the logical object (i.e. Sasan) is moved to subject position to receive nominative case from INFL as indicated by indexation (cf. (64) with (62)). 


In the light of the analysis suggested in this study, it is possible to account for case assignment in LVCs, while respecting both the Case Filter and Burzio’s generalisation. We believe that LVs, retaining some verbal properties, can function like their full forms as far as case-marking capacity is concerned. Therefore, LVs which are able to accommodate a-structures with external arguments are able to assign accusative case to internal arguments or to DP PVs, if PVs provide the right context for case assignment (63). Unaccusative LVs as discussed above can never assign accusative case (63). Interestingly enough, case assignment in LVCs strongly supports our classification of LVs in (10)  repeated as (65).


(65) a. da:dan ‘TO GIVE’                                AsT [ Ini  ]

                                                                        LCS

                                                                       



      b. xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’                           AsT [ Tra ]

                                                                       LCS      

                                                                        

                                                           (                     AsT [ Ini ]                      ( 

                                                           (           LCS                                         (
                                                           (                                                           (

      c. kardan ‘TO DO’            (                      AsT [ Tra ]                    (
                                                           (         LCS                                           (
                                                           (                                                           (

      d. da:štan ‘TO HAVE’                             AsT    [ Sta   ]

                                                                     LCS      

                                                                     


Although there are no overt morphological case-markers in Persian, the postposition morpheme -ra:
 is generally considered as the direct object marker (Windfuhr, 1979; among others), the manifestation of accusative case (Browning and Karimi (1994), or a phrasal affix heading a Kase Phrase (KP) which only selects DPs (Ghomeshi, 1996). Then, it is possible to say that object DPs preceding ‘-ra:’ carry accusative case. Now let us consider the distribution of ‘-ra:’ which is supposed to co-occur with object NPs carrying accusative case in sentences containing LVCs. LVs of the da:dan ‘TO GIVE’ type (65a) capable of forming LVCs with external arguments, as discussed earlier, can appear in clauses with NP objects followed by ‘-ra:’ when the PVs provides the LVCs with both external and internal arguments (66a). If the PVs are unergative VNs (66b), ‘-ra: cannot co-occur with any of the nouns in the clauses. This is neither the subject argument nor the PV (which is unable to expand into a DP) can carry accusative case. But if the PVs are unergative process nouns (66c), they may, like (45b), develop into a DP capable of receiving accusative case  (Burzio’s generalisation).


(66) a. Ali Sasan-ra: šekast da:d.

                      Ali Sasan-DO defeat GAVE   


          ‘Ali defeated Sasan.’


       b. Ali(*-ra:) ?este?fa:(*-ra:) da:d 

                       Ali   DO  resignation        GAVE

                      ‘Ali resigned.’

                  c. ?u taxmin (*-ra:) zad         ke Ali bisto panj sa:leš-e.   man ham

                       he estimation STRIKE that Ali twenty five   years-is.    I   too

 
           hamin   taxmin *(-o) zadam.


           the very estimation-DOM STRIKE


         ‘He estimated Ali to be twenty five years old. / I estimated the same thing.’

The first PV taxmin ‘estimation’ in (66c) is a single N which does not need to be case-marked, while it has developed into a DP in the second instance capable of carrying ra:, cf. (45). 


Transition LVs, e.g. (65b) diagnosed as unaccusative in {3.8}, can never appear in clauses (67) containing ‘-ra:’ (Burzio’s generalisation).


(67) Sasan(*-ra:) ?az Ali(*-ra:) šekast(*-ra:) xord. 

                                        from              defeat        COLLIDE


       ‘Sasan was defeated by Ali.’


LV kardan ‘to do’ (65c) assigns accusative case when co-occurring with the PVs with two arguments, x, y, or a single external argument. In other words, it behaves exactly like da:dan and zadan (66), cf. (65c) with (65a). However, in LVCs containing unaccusative PVs, the LV kardan, is not provided with an external argument (68), so it cannot assign accusative case in such a context, respecting (63). 


(68)  Ali(*-ra:) fout(*-ra:) kard.

                                   death          DO-Past


         ‘Ali died.’


Finally, Stative LVs (62e) like their full versions can assign accusative case (69) when they appear in LVCs with two arguments.


(69) Ali keta:b-ra: niya:z da:rad.

                         book         need    HAS

                  ‘Ali needs the book.’


We believe that the accusative case-marking properties in cases like (66-69) comes lexically from the LVs, as indicated in (5), rather than from the PVs. The LVs corresponding to their full version are lexically specified for case assignment ability independent of the PVs. The reason for such a claim is that in cases like (45b) and (66c) where the PVs develop into DPs  and  function as direct objects followed by -ra:, LVs remain as the only candidates responsible for case assignment. In addition, the PVs in (45) and (66-69) are categorically known to be nouns which are not generally able to assign verbal case, here accusative case. These PV nouns can only assign genitive case at phrasal level. Kim (1995) finds a close relationship between aspectual properties and case assignment ability. He refers to Sells (1989), Lee (1992, 1994) and Yeon (1994) who believe that only (+ aspect) categories can assign accusative case. This idea is in full agreement with our analysis, since in this study LVs are assumed to retain aspectual properties and to be accusative case markers. Finally, we would like to assert that Burzio’s generalisation, as shown in (66-69) plays a role in case assignment in Persian LVCs. Miyagawa (1989) also holds that Burzio’s generalisation is at work in suru constructions  in Japanese (cf. 2.2.3 ). 


At this stage we can clarify the issues in (60). We believe that LVs can be accusative case-markers depending on the type of LVs (60a). PVs cannot assign verbal case and they can be only genitive case assigners (60b). LVs do not necessarily assign case to PVs as PVs in our account are zero-level words not subject to the Case Filter (60c, 60e); except in cases like (45b, 66c) when PVs change into DPs which receive accusative case from the given LVs. As PVs and the LVs are similar to Baker’s incorporated Ns
 and incorporating Vs in NI languages respectively, in instances like (45a) and (66c), LVC formation seems to function as a type of ‘PF Identification’ (Baker, 1988). In both LVC and NI, zero-level Ns are licensed by incorporation (60f). In Spanish, PVs are supposed to be licensed via NI (Masullo, 1992). Finally, the accusative case value coming from the properties of LVs can be assigned by the LVs independently as in (45b) or it can be assigned by the whole LVCs as single units when they function as a single predicate as in (66a).


Unlike Korean and Japanese PV VNs as assumed by Ahn (1991), Kageyama (1991) and Park (1992); among others, Persian PVs are not able to case-mark arguments at the clausal level. Persian transitive LVs, like suru in Japanese are accusative case-markers, and they may assign accusative case to PV nouns as in suru constructions (Grimshaw and Mester, 1988).

4.4. LVCs and A-structure Theory in a Nutshell


This study can be regarded as an LCS and a-structure approach to LVCs and the analysis carried out has implications for the a-structure theory. It is assumed that the information about the number and type of arguments of a predicate, referred to as a-structure here, specified by the LCS of the given predicate is a part of the linguistic knowledge. We would like to assert that this linguistic knowledge is not reducible to a list of theta roles or to grammatical functions. To clarify this point, let us consider the following examples which are in fact different realisations of the a-structure of the Persian PV šekast ‘defeat’, a dyadic VN with an external argument (x) and an internal argument (y).


(70) a. šekast-e Sasan tavasote Ali                 (NP)


           defeat-Ez Sasan by        Ali

                      ‘Sasan’s defeat by Ali.’


       b. šekast da:dan-e Sasan tavasote Ali                 (Infinitivized LVC)

                       defeat TO GIVE-Ez  Sasan by Ali

                      ‘Sasan’s defeating by Ali’


       c. šekast xordan-e Sasan ?az Ali                        (Infinitivized LVC)

                        defeat TO COLLIDE-Ez Sasan from Ali


            ‘Sasan’s suffering defeat / being defeated by Ali’ 

                  d. Ali Sasan-ra: šekast da:d.                                    (Transitive LVC)

                                     -DOM defeat GAVE

                     ‘Ali defeated Sasan’


      e. Sasan (?az Ali) šekast xord.                               (Unaccusative LVC)

                                  from       defeat COLLIDED


         ‘Sasan suffered defeat (by Ali).’

In spite of the surface differences, the same number and the type of arguments, Ali (x), Sasan (y), are present in all the above instances. The arguments of the PV šekast are identically present in (70a-c) regardless of whether this PV independently heads an NP (70a) or is accompanied by an infinitivized transitive LV (70b) or an infinitivized unaccusative LV (70c) heading Ezafe Constructions. More obviously, in (70d-e) the arguments of this PV are licensed in two different manners depending on the type of the LVs that co-occur with the PV. In (70d), the LV is capable of accommodating both arguments of the PV and we have a transitive clause in which x functions as the subject and y as the object. On the other hand, in (70e), the LV, unable to accommodate external arguments in its event structure, forms a passive-like unaccusative LVC predicating a clause in which y functions as the subject and x licensed by the PV is expressed as a PP. In (70a-c) the arguments of the PV regardless of the presence or absence of LVs can be licensed identically. Also in (70e), although the PV co-occurs with an unaccusative LV incompatible with an external argument, the x argument of the PV is optionally expressed in a PP identical to the realisation of the suppressed x argument in passive constructions. This indicates that x and y are arguments of the PV rather than the LVs in (70). If we regard the passive construction and its active counterpart as two ways of manifesting the a-structure of the base verb, (70a-e) can be considered as five ways of realising the a-structure of the PV šekast. 


The a-structure (x , y) of the PV šekast cannot be entirely replaced by the grammatical functions (subject, object) where y (Sasan) functions as the object in (70d) and as the  subject in (70e). Also, in (70a-c), there are no grammatical functions at all to represent the number and the type of the NP arguments headed by the PV.       


In the face of the discussion in chapter two, one cannot hold that a-structure is represented by a simple list of traditional theta roles. In the meantime,  it is not easy or at least this study does not really provide us with clear-cut evidence to show that a-structure and LCS, in the sense used in this work, are two distinguished and separated levels of linguistic knowledge. In spite of this, there is still room for one to take the position that the differences between LVs with partially specified LCS and heavy verbs containing full LCS and a-structure might be a clue that LCS and a-structure are different in nature. LCS including aspectual and non-aspectual information may exist in two manners: partially specified LCS containing only aspectual information as in LVs, or fully specified LCS as in heavy verbs. However, a-structure may exist only in the presence of a full LCS as in heavy verbs, but not in the presence of a defective LCS as in LVs. 

                                                                 Chapter  5  

                                              Summary and Conclusion

This thesis, focusing on Persian and occasionally Kurdish Light Verb Constructions (LVCs), answers some of the descriptive and theoretical questions related to these constructions.


It is shown that light verbs (LVs) are different from lexically full (heavy) verbs. LVs, unlike heavy verbs, are not able to participate in nominalization, adverbs of manner formation, causativisation and they resist modification by adverbs. Also, the infinitivized LVs cannot form Ezafe Constructions with their Preverb (PV) complements, while infinitivized heavy verbs do so with their complements. More significant, although heavy verbs normally tend to predicate a fixed number and types of arguments, their LV counterparts do not seem to be consistent in this regard and they appear in clauses with different numbers and types of arguments depending on the type of PV components of LVCs. It is argued that the differences between LVs and heavy verbs originates from the fact that LVs, unlike heavy verbs, have defective LCSs and lack a full a-structure. 


LVs are different from auxiliaries as well. Auxiliaries do not have LCS and a-structure at all, while LVs have partially specified LCS which may play a role in a-structure formation. For this reason, LVs, as opposed to auxiliaries, can effectively function as main verbs after they combine with PVs and form LVCs carrying single a-structures. Auxiliaries are not able to contribute to predicate, LVC, formation. They only co-occur with already fully-fledged predicates either simple or complex for functional purposes. 


In spite of the above facts, LVs, heavy verbs and auxiliaries have some characteristics in common. All classes of verbs may bear the verbal inflectional features such as agreement (person and number) and they can carry the negation morpheme as well. Still, the similarities between LVs and heavy verbs does go beyond this. Both LVs and heavy verbs, in contrast to auxiliaries, possess LCS and contribute to predication and a-structure but in two different manners. Heavy verbs have full LCS and a-structure, but LVs possess only defective LCS which play a role in a-structure realisation. It is argued, on the assumption that LCS contains both aspectual and non-aspectual (thematic) information, that heavy verbs possess both aspectual and non-aspectual information in their LCS, but the LVs’ LCS contains only aspectual information. It is, therefore, maintained that LVs, having aspectual information or event structure like their heavy counterparts, are specified for Non/Stativity and a/telicity. Since LVs, unlike grammatical auxiliaries, still retain some semantic force, the Aspect Tier, they fall into three aspectual classes (Stative, Initiatory and Transition). LVs are not different from their heavy counterparts in this respect. Likewise, it is argued that LVs are identical to their full version with regard to case assignment. LVs are capable of assigning accusative case at clausal level, respecting Burzio Generalisation. Furthermore, both LVs and heavy verbs can identically exhibit past / present stems. Thus, a Persian LV can lexically be  characterised as in (1).


1. a. It has a defective and pale LCS containing some aspectual inform-

                    ation which can be represented on an Aspect Tier.

                b. It lacks a fully specified a-structure.

                c. It may assign accusative case (Acc) .

                d. It is specified for having  present or past stems.

                e. It can carry the agreement (person and number) features.


It is held that an LV, apart from LCS and a-structure (1a-b), has enough verbness features to function as a verb independently. It may bear the Negation particle, verbal affixes, and inflectional feature. It has present / past tense stems and may assign case to a direct object. In addition, its verbness properties enable it to be selected as a complement by an auxiliary. Thus, an LV is considered as a semantically defective lexical head with a zero status, V0, which can function as a lexical head except as far as a-structure and predication are concerned.


It is assumed that, in contrast to heavy verbs in which LCS contains both aspectual and non-aspectual semantic information, in LVs the non-aspectual information is lost or deactivated in a way that it is not available for the purpose of predication or predicate formation. It is shown that, in a Jackendovian way, the aspectual information in LVs can be represented on a lexical Tier, the Aspect Tier, which might contain one of the aspectual roles Transition, Initiatory and Stative. LVs, depending on the type of aspectual role on their Aspect Tier, are classified into four groups: a) some LVs, for example da:dan ‘TO GIVE’, have an Initiatory role; b) some, xordan ‘TO COLLIDE’, have a Transition role and a telic nature; c) kardan ‘TO DO’, unspecified for telicity, can either act like group (a) or group (b); d) Stative LVs, for instance da:štan ‘TO HAVE’, contain a Stative role. An LV with a Transition role can appear in sentences which denote an event or a situation in which the change of state of an entity bounds the event. An LV with an Initiatory role may form a clause in which an entity initiates an event whose a/telicity is not determined by the LV. An LV with a Stative role appears in clauses which state that an argument possesses a property or  is in a state or a location.  


LVs are attested in combination with non-predicative PVs. These combinations are referred to as LVCs with Non-compositional (Ncomp) a-structure or simply Ncomp LVCs. These LVCs have an idiom-like nature with a single a-structure belonging to LVC as a whole in which the PVs are not a-structure bearing and predicative items to be the source of a-structure for LVCs. In a Ncomp LVC, the meaning of the whole construct does not mainly come from one of the components of LVC and the a-structure of the LVC is not that of the PV. PVs in this type of LVC do not have any semantic and syntactic role or categorial function independently. These constructions might be more or less comparable to Hungarian phrasal verbs (Ackerman and LeSourd, 1997) or English expressions like ‘take over’ and ‘come across’.  


However, when LVs combine with semantically transparent and predicative PVs, i.e. Verbal Nouns (VNs) and process nouns, they form a type of LVC with a compositional (Comp) a-structure referred to as Comp LVCs. These LVCs are comparable to the complex units referred to as LVCs in Japanese, Korean, and Hindi (Grimshaw and Mester, 1988; Park, 1992; Mohanan, 1994). It is illustrated that the lexical representation of a Comp LVC is a combination of the lexical information in the lexical entries of the components of the LVC. The a-structure of a Comp LVCs is a reformed version of the a-structure of a PV associated with the Aspect Tier of an LV. The Aspect Tiers of LVs play a significant role in the a-structure formation and the compatibility of the components of an LVC. The dynamic LVs with an Initiatory role can combine with PVs with an external argument or an external and an internal arguments. This means this type of LV appears in unergative or transitive LVCs. On the other hand, telic dynamic LVs with a Transition role compatible with an internal argument combine with PVs if the PVs, monadic, dyadic or triadic, carry an internal argument and the combinations are always unaccusative LVCs. In other words, these LVs are not able to occur in unergative and transitive Comp LVCs. Finally, the LV kardan ‘TO DO’, unspecified for telicity and capable of having two different dynamic representations, is neutral with respect to unaccusativity and may appear in unaccusative, unergative or transitive dynamic LVCs depending on the type of PV components. The Stative role in Stative LVs is linked to the highest argument of PVs and  these LVs may form transitive or intransitive Stative LVCs.


The lexical and syntactic properties of LVCs are accounted for. Persian LVCs  seem to behave as lexical units in some cases and look like syntactic phrases in other ways. They behave like single lexical verbs with respect to predication, nominalization, manner adverbial formation and being non-separable by adverbs, while they may be broken by adjectives, the imperfective morpheme mi, the negation particle, pronominal clitics and finite auxiliaries such as da:štan ‘to have’ and xa:stan ‘will’. Moreover, some PVs may be separated, moved, gapped, case-marked, scrambled by certain syntactic rules. It is suggested that an LV, a defective V0 with some functional roles, and a PV, an X0 or a zero-level atom, combine as a result of a process of a-structure formation and form an LVC which has all the properties of a full lexical verb. LV and PV, V0 X0, linked together as a result of carrying a single a-structure, may retain their syntactic categories and they may function as lexical heads in combination with function heads under some circumstances. Therefore, an LVC with an internal structure transparent to the syntax  is not a single frozen unit, but a combination of two syntactically recognisable elements expandable to phrasal level under some conditions.   


An LVC (X0 V0), having all the characteristics of a zero-level full lexical verb, can act like a single heavy verb with respect to nominalization, predication, infinitivization, manner adverbial formation, etc. Simply, an LVC may behave like a single lexical word, since it has all the properties of a single verb and can function like a single full verb.  


An LV, unlike an LVC due to its defective LCS and lacking a-structure, cannot function as a lexical head as far as a-structure is concerned. However, an LV, being a defective lexical head with some verbness features, may carry verbal affixes, e.g. the imperfective particle mi-, and the negation morpheme and it may be selected as the complement of finite auxiliaries. Thus, these elements (affixes, auxiliaries, etc.) are allowed to intervene between the PVs and the LVs. In addition, PVs are able to host the pronominal clitics which break LVCs. Although LVCs, its internal structure visible to inflectional and syntactic rules, are uniformly broken by affixes, Negation, pronominal clitics and infinite auxiliaries and modals, some LVCs resist separation by certain syntactic rules such as relativization , scrambling, case assignment, etc. It is argued that those LVCs with PVs which are not able to function as N head in DPs for some reason cannot be separated by these syntactic rules that are only applicable to DPs. It is shown that among PVs only process nouns can satisfy the requirements to function as N head and to develop into DPs. Therefore, only LVCs with process nouns can be separated by the mentioned syntactic processes. Furthermore, we suggest that the non-separability of LVCs by adverbs cannot be a symptom of the opacity of internal structure of LVCs to the syntax. It is demonstrated that Persian adverbs tend to precede predicates and they cannot follow predicates or parts of predicates and for this reason they do not appear between LVCs. 


In short, LVC is a lexically formed unit with two members, X0 V0, which functions as a single full verb with respect to some morphological operations and on the other hand its members might be pulled apart across a single clause as far as they can act as a single predicate with a single a-structure. 


We propose that LVs, retaining some verbal properties, can function like their full forms with regard to case-marking capacity. Therefore, LVs which are able to accommodate external arguments are capable of assigning accusative case to internal arguments or DP PVs (Burzio Generalisation). The distribution of the direct object marker ra: strongly supports this suggestion. DP-ra: phrases or direct objects are attested in clauses predicated by LVCs with LVs whose Aspect Tier contains an Initiatory role compatible with external arguments. The unaccusative LVs whose LCS contains a Transition role incompatible with external arguments cannot appear in clauses with DP-ra: phrases. The LV kardan ‘TO DO’, neutral with respect to unaccusativity, may form unaccusative LVCs incompatible with DP-ra:’s or it may form LVCs with external arguments, so capable of containing DP-ra: phrases. Stative LVs also like their full versions may case-mark direct objects carrying ra:. However, it is maintained that PVs cannot assign sentential case, but genitive case at phrasal level. In short, it is feasible to say that LVs are lexically specified for case-marking ability independent of PVs and they are able to assign accusative case to direct object DPs. 


From the theoretical view point, this study support the idea that lexical aspect is systematic linguistic information encoded in the lexical representation of predicates and it plays an important role in the realisation of the a-structure of predicates. Attempts are made to show that the information in a-structure cannot be represented by grammatical functions and a-structure, though closely related to and projected from LCS, is different from LCS in nature.  
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�. Two close sister languages of Modern Persian (Farsi) are Tajiki, spoken in Tajikistan, and Dari, spoken in Afghanistan, which are occasionally referred to as ‘Persian’. 


�. For Example, in  Stowell (1981) (i)  is considered as the theta-grid for “PUT”. 





         (i)  PUT :  < Agent, Theme, Location >        


�.Beard (1995), being aware of the fact that verbs with different traditional semantic roles (agent, experiencer, recipient, etc.) may  form -er nominals, uses the term ‘subject nominalization’ instead of ‘agentive -er nominalization’.


�. Tenny uses ‘delimitedness’, ‘delimited’ and ‘non-delimited’ instead of ‘telicity’, ‘telic’ and ‘atelic’ respectively.


�. Ramchand (1997) suggests that dynamic verbs (creation / consumption, motion, change of state) have aspectual roles which can map on to individual conceptual moments in the events. However, Stative verbs are not involved in any change to allow us to distinguish individual conceptual moments in their eventualities. Thus, they lack aspectual roles. To account for the mapping of subject arguments, she assumes a role in Statives labelled as ‘locatum’. An argument, bearing the locatum role, is predicated as possessing or being the locatum of a property. It possess a property or is in a location or a state.  


�. Bear in mind that these types of  sentences are not passive, but passive-like unaccusative. As we will see later, this type of  unaccusative constructions are very common in languages with productive LVCs. 


�. The English passive translations of this type of sentence throughout this work might be misleading. We ought to note that these Persian constructions  are unaccusative rather than passive. See {3.8} for the discussion of  unaccusativity in Persain LVCs.


�. For the sake of clarification, we have added the notations ‘Ag’ and ‘Th’ to the diagram.


�. Park is led to adopt this notational definition for her new lexical head which usually defines a preposition.


	� Since LVCs in Persian and the dialect of Kurdish, focused on in this study, are similar in many aspects and they usually seem to be different phonologically, we will mainly discuss the Persian ones. However, wherever the differences are of any significance for the purposes of this study, the Kurdish and Persian LVCs will be examined comparatively.


�. In some cases, it is not necessary to attach this affix to the LVCs and the combination of  a PV with the stem of an LV forms an agentive nominal. ba:zi ‘play’ + kon- ‘DO’ = ba:zikon ‘player’ is an example of this type of nominalization. 


�. In Ghomeshi (1996), recently completed, a PV is considered as an XP. This suggestion also  faces difficulties in explaining the lexical nature of LVCs, cf. {3.1.1}. However, she very briefly refers to transparent and opaque PVs in Persian. The distinction between transparent and non-transparent PVs will receive a great deal of attention in the present work.


�. Vahedi-Langrudi’s (1996) thesis came to my notice, when the present work was almost completed. In both works similar issues are dealt with in two different frameworks. The identical findings in these independent works can be promising for researchers in the future. 


�. A revised version of this paper will appear in BLS 22, 1996.


�. LVs farmudan ‘TO DO, TO ORDER’, nemudan ‘TO DO, TO SHOW’, da:štan ‘TO HAVE’ and sa:xtan ‘TO MAKE’ can occasionally replace ‘kardan’ in formal and elevated contexts. Each of them might be used with a restricted number of VNs. 


�. The formal equivalent of this LV is gardidan ‘TO BECOME, TO TURN’


�. -ra: is known as the definite object marker in standard Persian and it is realised as -(r)o in the colloquial speech. Karimi (1990) argues that it is a specific marker rather a definite marker. Whether it marks definiteness or specificity does not reduce its validity as a test in this context, because in both cases it shows that the PV in (65b) and (66b) cannot function as direct object. We assume that ra: in all instances used in this thesis is a direct object marker. 


�. The Ezafe particle, -(y)e, appears between a noun and its complements, between a noun and a possessor, between a noun and a modifier, between and adjective and its complements, and between a preposition and its complements. The constructs linked together by the Ezafe particle are known as ‘Ezafe constructions’.  See Ghomeshi (1996: 26-82) for full discussion of Ezafe constructions in Persian.


�. The fact that it is not easy, for me as a native speaker, to translate these verbs into English might be a symptom that these verb have a pale meaning or a partially specified LCS. 


� In the case of heavy verbs, the past participle of the heavy verb co-occurs with auxiliary šodan ‘to become) and the agent can be expressed in a ‘by phrase’) as in:


                 ?in na:me tavasote Ali nevešte šod.


                  this letter  by         Ali written become


                ‘This letter was written by Ali.’ 


�. In some occasions, gereftan ‘TO TAKE, TO HOLD’ (6) and kešidan  ‘TO PULL, TO TOLERATE’ (13) and  bordan ‘TO TAKE, TO CARRY’ do not seem to show consistency with respect to aspectual classes. This might be due to the fact that these verbs have different meanings when they fall into different aspectual classes.   


� Similar to definiteness in English, the Persian direct object marker ra:, argued to be a specific marker as well (Karimi, 1990), usually results in telic readings.  


�. Other aspectual verbs, e.g. tavaqof kardan ‘to stop’ tama:m kardan ‘to finish’, etc., also can be used as tests to distinguish Transition LVs from Initiatory LVs. For instance, consider (i) which shows that Transition LVs cannot be combined with tavaqof kardan ‘to stop’ (ia) but Initiatory LVs can (ib).


	(i) * a. daraxt-ha: tavaqof   kardand      payvand bexorand.


                        tree-Pl.       stop      DID-3rd.Pl. graft COLLIDE(3rd.Pl.)


                      ‘The trees stopped getting grafted.’


                   b.  ba:qba:n tavaqof kard  daraxt payvand bezanad.


                        gardener stop   DID  tree     graft      STRIKE


                      ‘The gardener stopped grafting  trees.’


Also, note that  the Persian aspectual verb ‘continue’, ?eda:me ya:ft (Lit: continuation + FOUND) ‘be continued’, containing a Transition LV, neither co-occur with Transition LVs nor with Initiatory LVs. This might be due to the fact this aspectual verb, having a passive-like unaccusative nature,  may not function as a matrix predicate.    


�. Transition LVCs may have an atelic reading if they can have an iterative interpretation, see {4.1.3.1}.


�. The fact that these LVs are not as frequently used as other Initiatory LVs and they are not often attested in combination with recently borrowed PVs indicates that they are not as productive as the Initiatory LVs in (9-12) and (16).


�. We refer to this LV as the lightest LV, since it is the only dynamic LV which is not specified for telicity. This might be due to the fact that this LV, in contrast to others, is semantically less specified. There is presumably a correlation between its productivity and  its degree of lightness.  


�. The in/compatibility of the Persian verb ‘continue’ with dynamic LVs might be related to other factors, e.g. open-ended and process-like nature of events, as well.


�. A subclass of  Dowty’s (1979) Achievements such as (i) are considered as intransitive Accomplishments by Van Voorst (1992).


	(i). The ice melted in five minutes.


�. Although for the sake convenience we refer to these LVs as unaccusative, they are, in fact,  not true full unaccusatives but LVs which form unaccusative LVCs.  


�. Of course, other morphological rules in {3.1.1.2} can also be used as unaccusativity tests. For instance, Initiatory LVCs can form manner adverbials, but Transition ones cannot. But we will limit ourselves to subject nominalization and APF in this work. 


�. VNs can be a misleading term to refer to this group of PVs. Because although these PVs are predicative like full verbs, they do not behave like nouns at all. The only thing which makes VNs look like nouns but different from verbs is that VNs may bear Ezafe vowel (154b), cf. footnote 9. VNs do not seem to fall under any of the categorial label, N, V, VN, etc. in the literature.  


�. Ghomeshi (1996) shows that  -i , traditionally known as an indefinite article, is a D head which selects NPs as its complements. Therefore, we assume that -i only co-occurs with those PVs that have noun features to head NPs.





�. These PVs are not real nouns to be selected by Ds. We assume that the processes in (160-4) are only applicable to DPs.


�. The following are the agentive (i) and gerundive (ii) derived forms of  some Hindi LVCs taken from Mohanan (1994), cf. Mohanan (1995: 98-100):





	(i) a. kaam karne vaalaa (Lit: work + DO + -er) ‘worker’


	     b. madad karne vaalaa (Lit: help + DO + -er) ‘helper’


                   c. bharosa karne vaalaa (reliance + DO + -er) ‘a person on whom you can rely’


	(ii) a. kaam karne ‘working, to work’


	     b. madad karne ‘helping, to help’


                   c. bharosa karne ‘relying, to rely’





�. By DP or full NP, we mean a combination of an NP and a determiner.


�.Henceforth, the translation of this type of PVs is given in capital letters in order to indicate that these items as PVs do not carry the same meanings as they do in non-LVC environments.


�. It was shown in {3.8} the affixes -ande (53b) and -a:n (53e) can only be attached to LVCs with an external argument and -e only matches with LVCs with an internal argument.


�.  (54b) is true of the nominalization of full verbs as well. Compare the English and Persian examples in (i) and (ii).


	   (i)  a. shoemaker  / kafš-sa:z (Lit: shoe + make + ()             


   	         b. shoemaking / kafš-sa:zi (Lit: shoe + make + -ing)


                      c. wood cutter / daraxt-bor (Lit: tree + cut + ()


                      d. fly eater / paše-xor (Lit: fly + eat + ()


             (ii) * a. shoemader  / * kafš-sa:xt


                   * b. shoesmaking / * kafš-ha:-sa:zi


                   * c. wood for me cutter / * daraxt bara:ye man bor 


                   * d. will fly eater / * paša xa:had xor





�. The principle of PF Identification:


       Every case indexing relationship at S-structure must be interpreted by the rules of PF.


�. We do not intend to undermine the whole idea of two object positions in Persian and its application in general. It is suggested that this notion is not adequate to explain case-marking in LVCs. 


�. Ra: is morphologically realised as  -(r)o in colloquial Persian.


�. Note that Baker’s NI constitutes a type of PF Identification to satisfy the ‘Case-Filter’ requirement of an NP.
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 10���Why not call this group ‘Dynamic’?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 28���I’m still not sure about the feature notation you use for the Asp Tier. I still think it would be clearer if you assumed a simple hierarchy of aspect types, along the following lines:





	Situation





Stative		Dynamic





	Initiatory	Transition





You can make use of the fact that there are no LV’s in Persian that must be marked both [Ini] and [Tra]. This means that you get exactly the following set of possibilities:





[Stative]


[Dynamic: Initiatory]


[Dynamic: Transition]





(In other languages it’s possible that the Initiatory type would allow a transitive-only subtype, with the feature composition [Dynamic: Initiatory [Transition]], but you don’t need this for Persian, do you. Maybe it’s not found in any language...)





Another advantage of this way of viewing things is that you have an automatic explanation for something which otherwise you would have to stipulate somehow, namely, why can’t you have an LV which is both Stative and Initiatory, or both Stative and Transitional? Of course, this would be semantically nonsense, but that’s not the point. In your system there’s no obvious way to reflect that fact, whereas if you represent the feature system as a hierarchy (as in HPSG or as in phonological feature systems) then you capture this fact without any stipulation.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 34��� You still notate a transitive empty theta tier here for da:dan. Is that appropriate, given that da:dan can take a clausal complement (which is not necessarily a Theme), e.g. ?edame da:dan. I keep forgetting the properties of these LV’s - is it the case that there are no truly intransitive (Activity, Unergative) LVC’s with da:dan? (If so, have you made that explicit anywhere?) If this isn’t so, then you shouldn’t indicate two slots in the ThT, of course.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 35���This is no longer a complete sentence! Is there something missing?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 37���Our notational problem again: why do these PV’s have to have any Asp Tier at all? The Asp Tier is provided by the LV, surely.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 41���This means you’re now defining ‘unaccusativity’ in terms of this particular alternation. That’s fine, if you really want to use the terminology that way, but you should be more explicit about this.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 41���I don’t really see how you can say this, when you’ve had to admit that there are no morphological or syntactic tests which pick out a class of unaccusative verbs. The label is purely descriptive, with no theoretical status. What you’re really referring to is transitive/intransitive verb alternations - whether this corresponds to a notion of unaccusativity in other languages is an interesting question for typology but hardly relevant to the questions you’re asking. There’s no objection to using the terms ‘unaccusative’, ‘unergative’ for these classes, as purely descriptive labels, but you must explain that this is what you’re doing. [There’s enough confusion already in the published literature on unaccusativity without adding any more!]


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 42���Again, what you really mean here is that the Initiatory role is only compatible with Agent-like (Proto-Agent? Actor Macrorole?) LCS participants, while the Transition role is only compatible with Theme-like (Prot-theme, Undergoer Macrorole) participants. You can’t, strictly speaking, say anything at all about external or internal arguments here.





6

