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ABSTRACT

This study deals with two aspects of a CIgssical problem in

Spanish‘ linéu%stics: - {i) The grallatical fhnction of the NP

that triggers verb agreeement in examples such as (a) Se abrieron
las puertas 4"PRO opened-3rd.p.pl. the doors',  and (ii) The
graunﬁtical status of the agreement exhibited by the verb in the
same instance. o - ’ B

The qonstruction exemplified in (a) co-éxists in the grammar of
Spanish 'with_ two other gonstruétions that alsoiinvolve the
particle SE: (b) Se abrié'ias puértas ~ *PRO opened-3rd.p.sq.
the doors', and ({(c) Lésmrﬁﬁéi{asi se abrieron < 'The doors
opened-3rd.p.pl.7 |
Besides the lexical similarities and the vord order differences

exhibited by these examples, they have some other significant

- di fferences and similarities: (i) exaiples (a) and (b) have the

same meaning, and both ilpiy the existence of,'a. human ageat,

‘whereas () does not imply the existence of an agent at all, and

(ii) The verb of examples {a) and (c) agrees in person and

number with its associated NP, whereas that of (b) is third

person singular, although the corresponding NP might be plural.

iii



In order to account for these differences and similarities, the
following analyses have been thus far pfoposed:

. \.'.,
1

(i) Bxamples such as (a) and (c) are the Same in deep and
derived structure, and the NP that triggers verb agreement is

the subject at both levels of analysis.

(1) Examples such as (a) are the same as (b) at the deeé
structure level, where the corresponding BP is the object of the
verb, but they arg~different at the surfacg level, vhere the NP

associated vith the verb in (a) has become the .surface subjéct.

(iii) Exa@ples such as (a) and (b) share the same deep and
derived structure, wvhere the WP associated with the verb is in
object ppsition, but (a)vhasr.ﬂadergone an ‘agrasmatical' but
acceptébie process of verb agreement,

These three analyses are discussed in Chapters I, II and III,
along with the  approach defenébd in this thesis, which is

basically centered around the following claims:

(1) The NP associated with tierverb in examples such as (a) is

not the ;urface subjecf of the verb, but rathei its object, and
seﬁtences such as (a) and (b) are thersane at fhe deep and »thé
surface structure level, except for thé object-verb agreement
observed in the former. J

iv
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{ii) TtThe OijCtuiérﬁ'aqtiﬁléhfrOhSEIYEﬂ”iﬁ'EIIIPTEB*SHCﬁng;MTKT
is to be accounted for by a rule of grammar, which is optional

in its application.

(iii) The third person singulaf verb énding is the unmarked verb
ending in Spanish, and it is to be assigned to the tensed verb-
-of Va_ sentence that has not undergone agreement--as in the case
of‘exalple {b)-=-, by a generil convention that finds ample

justification on universal grounds.

In particular, Chapter I is devoted to a detailed discussion of
the approach that considers sentences (a) and (c) the same, both
at the deep and surface level of analysis, and it is shown that

this analysis cannot be maintained, _

In Chapter II, iflis shown that the NP that triggers verb
agreement in (a) is not the surface subject of the verb, but
rather its object. The evidence presented is mainly based on a
series of 'syntactic tests for subjecthood available in the

language.




Pinally, in Chapter III, it is argued that the verb agreememt

e;hibited by sentences such as (a)'is to be accounted for by a
rule of grammar, which is different from the. subject-verb
agreement rule, and that the tensed verb of a sentence that has
~not undergone agreement is assigned the third person singular
ending by a general- convention. The existence of the
object-verb agreement rule and its: associ;tad conventiou are

justified both on theoretical and external grounds.

The framework is tﬁat ¢of Generative Transformational Gramamar.

vi



A mis coapafieras
er la buena Y en la aala;
en la patria y en el exilio:
Jovita,
Sandra,
Vicky
Y

Claudia.,

Talbién,
a mi padre y a mi madre, -
gqu= nada supieron de esto,
Joel,
gue tanto contribuyé a ello,
sir saber

gue era parte de esta trilogia tfégica.

y al awigo

N
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L y asi digo, gque es
grandi{simo el riesgo a que se
pore el que imprime un 1libro,
siendo de toda imposibilidad
imposible componerls tal que
satisfaga y contente a todos

los que le leyeren.™" ,
Sanson.

"Pero no importa, yo séﬂqne_nn
he dicho muchas necedades en
lo que he dicho,.."

Sancho.
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INTRODUCTTION

-

This study deals with two directly related aspects of

classical problem in Spanish ljinguistics:

(i) The grammatical relation holding between ' the varb

and its associated NP in examples such as

{(0/1) Se abrieron las puertas,

'PRd_opened-3rd.p;p1. the doors.!

and,

(ii) The grammatical status of the agreement exhibited

ty'the verb in the sasme instance.

The constructicn exepplified in (0/1) co-exists in the grammar

of Spanish with tvc other constructions that also involve the

particle SE: {[fn.0/1)



(0s2) Se abrid las puettas.

'FRO opened-3rd.p.sqg. the dcors,"

(0/3) Las puertas se abriercn.

" i1The doors opened-3rd.p.pl. !

Besides the lexical similarities-ard the word order differences
exhibited by examples (0/1), (0/2) and (0/3), they have scme

other significant differences and similarities:

(1) Examples (0/1) and (0/2) have the same meaning, and
'*ﬁoth imply the existence of a human agent, whereas
(0/3) does not imply the existence of an agent at all,

and

(ii) The verb of eéxamsples (0/1) and (0/3) agrees ih
person and number with itskaséociated NEF, whereas that
of (0/2) \is third person singular, although the
corresponding NP might be plural, as in the particular

example under consideration.



©

In order to account for these differences and siniiarities, the

following analyses have been thus far prcposed:

(i)}Examples such as (0/1) and (0/3) are the same in
deep and derived structure, and the NP that triggers

agreement is the subject of the verb at both levels of

analysis.
j
RaN |
This is »the position assumed by Knowles (1974 and 1975).
According tc¢ him, the difference in meaning between {0/1) and

(0/3) is a matter of lexical interpretation of the verb.

- {ii) Examples such as (0/1) have the same deep
structure ‘as {(0/2), and there is a late
subjectivalization rule that places the direct object

in subject position.

This is the position of Contreras.(1973), slightly ‘modified in
Contreras (1974) tc fix vithin a case grammar model, and
‘ definitely &hgndonned in Contreras (1976), although fhe ‘basic
clais gade in Contreras (1973) is still naintained in thg

latter, namely that the NP associated with the verb in examples

such as (0/1) is the surface structure sulbject. .



v —

(iii) Examples such as (0/1) and (0/2) share the same
deep andrderived structure, where the NP associated to

'the verb is its object.'

This is the positioﬁ'taken by ofero (1972, 1973, .and 1976).
According to otero, examples such as (0/1) exhibit an

acceptable, but 'agrammatical’ agreement.

<

The three analyses summarily presented here will be discussed in
Chapters I, IT and III, along 'uith my owvn approach' to the
problem, which is basically centered around the folloﬁ%?q

2

claias:

{i) The NP associated with the verb in examples such as
(0/1) is not the surface subject of the verb, but
rather its object, and sgntenéeé (0/1) and (0/2) are
Vthe sané at the deep and the surface structure 1level,
except for the objecf-verb agreement okserved in the

former. [fn.0/2]



+ (1i) The object-verb agreement obsefved in séﬁtenceé
such as (0/1) 1is to Dbe accounted for by‘a rule gf'
gramsar uhichvié cptiohal in ité Application and can gé
Veasily stated using the fornalism:suggested by Chonsky

(1965' PPo» 17“'176)0 s

(iii) The third person sinqular verb ending is the
unnarked  verb ending in Sganish, and it 1is to be
assigned to the tensed verb cf a sentence that has not
nndergone agreement--as in the case of example (0/2)--,
by a general convention that finds aaple Jjustificaticn

¢n universal grounds.

The existence of the optional object-verb agreement rule and its
associated convention will be justified both on theoretical and
external grounds, The framework 1is that <¢f Generative

Transformational Grammar.



FOOTHNOTES : INTRCDUCTICN

{0/1] Sentences (0/1), (0/2) and (0/3) exemplify the three
unique - uses of SFE distinguished by DeFPazio (1971), i.e.

'Passive SE', ‘'Indefinite SE', and ‘Intransitive SE'. By

‘unique’, DeFazio means that these uses of SE.are not shared by

any of the members of the set ME, TE, SE, NOS, et cetera.

[0/2] Some grammarians use the term ‘'‘passive' to refer to
sentences such as (0/1): “oraciones pasivas feflejas con SE"
(6ili y Gaya 1961, p.73); "Se-Passive" (Hadlich 1971, pp.33-34),
"pasiva con el pronombre SE"™ and "oracién segunda de pasiva"
(Real Academia Espanola -1931, pp.25ﬂ-255),.amcng others."Kll
thesé labels, including that of DeFﬁzio (1971), are highly
misleading because . they suggest that the NP that triggers
agreement in (0/1) is'the subject of the verb, which is not the

case as I shov in Chapter II of this study.

Sentences such as (0/2) are currently identified as 'ikpersonal’
because the clitic SE is alvays interpreted as an unspecified
human agent: "oraciones‘ impersonales con SE ({amparentadas
histdrica ) 4 psicolégicanente con las de pasiva refleja}* (6ili y

Gaya 1961, p.76); "Iapersonal SE" (Hadlich 1971, pp.35-36) and



‘,’\\

{Knowles 1975); “inper;onal transitiva con SE" (Real Academia
Espanola 1931, PP.259-260). Since this is also the cése ef SE
in exasmples sﬁch as (0/1), I will henceforth refer té. beth of
then as Inpersonal SE Sentences or the Impersonal SE
Construction. |

Exanmples guch as (6/3) have aﬁdirect equi?alent in- the English
Middle véice, as. characterised by Professor DeArmond in the
course of his lect;;;s on Grammatical Relaticns (Spring 1978,

S.F.U.): Las puertas se abhrieron = The doors opened. No agent

is nnderstood in this construction, and the function of SE is
clearly that of an intransitiviser. Following DeFazio ({1971), I
will henceforth idgntify this type of sentences as Intransitive

SE Sentences or the Infransitive SE Conmstruction.



CHAPTER I:

z

THE TWO SOURCE ANALYSIS OF IMPERSORAL SE SENTENCES.

e

Consider the fcllowing examples:

(1/1) Se abrid las puertas. -
*PRO operned-3rd.p.sg. the doors.'

{Somebeody opened the doors.)

(1/2) Se abrieron las puertas.
'PRO opened-3rd.p.pl. the doors.’

{(Somebody opened the doors.)

(1/3) lLas puertas se abrieron.
'The doors opened-3rd.p.pl.’

(The doors opened,)

Otero (1972, 1973 and‘ 1976) has consistently argued that
examples suck as (1/1) and (1/2) are the same in deep and
derived structure, except for the 'agrammatical! but acceptable

agreement exhibited ky the verdb in (1/2). 'According to him,



examples such as’ (1/1) and (1/2) have a Pﬁorsubjecérnf at éhé
deep strubture level, whereas the NP‘associated with the verb in
eiamples such as (1/3) is the subject of the verb, both in deep
and surfﬁce strﬁcture. As I shall show in this Study, Otero's
"analysis is basically correct, exgépt forﬁhis claim in relation

to the grammatical status of the verb agreement observed in

(1/2). (See Chapter III.)

Nevertheless, Knowles (1974 and 1975) has propcsed a competing
analysis that deseryes, all oar attehtidn b2cause o©of the
substantially different claiam he iakes. In Kncwles'r approach,
examples such as (1/2) and (1/3) are the ones that are the same
in deep and derived strﬁcture,-not (1/1) and (1,/2) . He has alsb
claimed that the difference in meaning ﬁetueen (172 and (1/3)
is a ﬁatter of lexical intérpreiafion of the verb, that examples
such as (1/1)'have a PRO subjeét Né thai provides the condition '
for SE IHSERTIOﬁ,'and that the verb ‘élways agrees with its

subject,

The following cHert summarizes the difference in approach

betwesn the prbposal that Krowles has made, ahd that of Otero:



(1/4)

KNOWLES SURFACE LEVEL DISTINCTION OTEBO
TYPE 3 TYPE
A a. [+Agent, ~-Agreement]:

’ =z
Se abrio las p _r?as.

A
4 b, [ +Agent, +Agreement]:
Se abriefon las puertas.
S
c. [~-Agent, +Agreement]: B
L Las puertas se abriercﬂ.

—

where types A and B have different deap and surface

structures in each proposal.

10



- Acce;dxaggtarxnoules,41915,_p+12)*4hA54A44and44£4;1g§ gentences

[

have the, folloulng deep structures:

(1/5) a.

./ -
abrioc las punertas.

Las puertas - cLITIC . Y

se - abrieron.




’
) , L . B -
- - B
_. O L M L

»

' . : Y LB ' ,
nphese structures require the following assuspticns: .
a. Insert SE if the subject of the sentence is a 'boun

" phrase that is [ +PRO, +human, +3rd.person, +indefinite]
{and--presumably--[ +sinqular], G.¥.).
¢ - ) i

. ' B N . o i
b, There is a set of ‘transitive _verbs _generally

subcategorized for hungn subjects that becone
intransitive with inanimate subjects provided that the

cigggc SF is added.“ (Knowlés;1975, p;1é)

As Knowles (1975) has Fcinted out, assumption (a) is barely
controversial [fn.!/ﬁ}, and assumption (b) is the innovative

part of the analysis he proposes. laithough Knowles* derivation

___of examples such as (1/3) is in principle as good as that
proposed by Otero for sentences constructed . with ‘'propominal
verbs!?, "where proncainal means essentially intransitive

paradigmatically reflexive® (1973, pp.553-556) , I will show that

this is nct ‘the source of sentences such as (1/2), contrary to

what EKnowles bhas claimed. This whole Chapter is devoted to a

o

critique of Knowles 1975,
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+

" 1.1. A- AND E-TYPE 'SENTENCES_IN THE TWO SOURCE ANALYSIS,
, . . X ‘ : ; S ,

S

Let us first look into Knowles' characterization of his A- and
B-type sentences . at the surface level.,'Consider*{he followidg‘

statement gquoted froa Knowles (1975, p;9):

- N
= ,
L . . - e - s

“There is often a clear difference in meaning Letveen
A-type and B-type sentences, which has rot infrequentlY‘
been ‘pointed _out in the 1literature. Consider the

.fpilowing'seﬁtences quoted by Oterc (1973):

(1/6) a. Se)difundié las noticias.
'"PRO spread-3rd.p.sg. the news-pl,'

—

b, Se difundieron las noticias.

'The news-pl, spread-3rd.p.pl.’

[ (1/6a) arnd (1/6b) ] do nct mean the same thing, as is
clearly indicated by the fact that both.nay'occur'in a
‘sentence such as {1/7), where the (a) sehtence iay be

.regated without producing any contradiction"s:
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(1/7) No se difundio las noticias, (cfe (6a))

perc las noticias se difundieron. .

'PRO did not spread-3rd.p.sg.'thé news-pl.,

but the neaé-pl. did spread—3rd.p;pl.'

(chody spreadvthe>ﬁeus, |

but the news did spread.,)
vobserve, hovever,ithat (1/7) is not a conbinﬁ%fﬁn of (1/6a) and
(1/6b), but .of (1/6a) and the corresponding Intransitive SE

Sentence, which ié different from (1/6b). ‘in fact, there are.

£two problems with example (1/6b):

(i) Although its gloss 'is not incorrect, it is

certairly misleading, as I will show below. » ,

(ii) Tts word order has been modified in (1/7) ir such

a-way that it is no lqngér the same sentence.

Note that if the wvord order of (1/6b) kad not Ltean modified, a

senantically ill-formed combination would .have resulted:

v . - -



(1/8) #No se difondié‘las noticias,~
| pero se difundieron las noticias.‘
'PRO did not spread-3rd.p.sg. the news;
but PRO'did spread-3rd.p.pl. the news.'
(#Nobody spread the news,

but somebody spread the news.)

Furthermore, if sentence (1/6b) is vcoﬁbined | with the
corresponding Intransitive SE 'Sentence, it may be negated as
well as (1,6) in (1/7),. uithout p;oducing any contradiction:
[£fn.1/2] '
(1/9)'No sé difundieron las noticias,

pero las noticias oe difundieron.

'PRO did not spréad;3od;é.oi;7toeroeus-pl.,

but the news-gl, did spread-3rd.p.pl."

(Nobody spread the news, |

but the news did spread.)

A mors appropriate gloss for (1/6b) is, therefore, the same as

that of (1/6a), not the one given in Otero's example quoted by

==

Knowles (1975). ThéSé'%ré“tﬁé”ﬁata7'anﬁ*fﬁHSE”maata“sﬁov‘ftﬁat“"*“‘”

sentéﬁcesrt1/6ay and (1/6b) are synonymous, and not different in -

mearing as Knowles and Otero have claimed.

Ny

Ly
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Nevertheless, the facts underlying these examples are far more
'conplex:_ the sentences  combired in (1/9) “are actually

ambiguous., Let us cénsider then_separately:

(1/10) Se difundiergn las noticias.

a. Somebody spread the news,

b. The news spread.

(1/51) Las noticias se difurdieron.
a. The news sgread.

b, Somebody spread the news.

-

]

According ta all my native consultaants {[£fn.1/3], the most
likely, natural and noremal intergxetation of each of the
~examples above 1is the one given under (a). Thaimofmfbfmisv””W*;"ﬂ
definitely marginal. The fact that none of them was able to
reconcile the internal contradiction of (1/12) and (1/13) speaks

for itself:

(1/12) #No se difundieron las noticias,
perc se difundieron las noticias.

'PRO did not spread-3rd.p.pl. the news-pl.,

but PRO did spread-3rd.p.pl. the news-pl.'
(#¥Nobody spread the news,

but somebody spread the news.)
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(1/13) #Las noticias no se difundieron,
perc las noticias se difundieron;
'The neus?pl. did not spread-3rd.p.pl.,
but thé}news-ﬁl. did spnead—Brd.p.pi.'
(#T he news did nct spread,

but the news did spread.)

Thus, Impersonal SE Sentences that exhibit verb agréenént and
Intransitive SE sentences have a different preferred word order,
which is SE + VERB + NP in the former, and NP + SE + VERB in the

latter. I will come back to this question in Chapter II.

Having clarified this pcint, let us now.proceed to examine the

two tests that Knowles (1975) propcsed to distinguish between

his A- and B-type sentences at the surface level.  Consider the

following two claims made in Knowles (1975, p.9):

“"All A~-type sentences have a near (though not always

perfect)'paraphrasa with UNO...", €.9g.

(1/1#) a. Se abrié las puertas.

'PRO 6péned?3rd:b:;§. fﬁewaéors.'

b. Uno abrid las puertas.

'One opened the doors.'



18

"Not all { B-type] sentences can ba paraphrased by UNO

sentences®, e.4d.

(1/15) a. las puertas se abrieron.

'*The doors opened-3rd.p.pl.'’

b. Uno abrio las pﬁertas.
'One opened the dborsf‘
BUT,
(1/16) a. Se abrieron 1as’pnertas.

'PRO opened-3rd.p.pl. the doors.'

b. Uno abrio las puertas.

'One opened the doors.!

This raises the question of whether the UNO test is of any real
use for the particular distinction that Knowla2s is trying to
justify. The fact that there are certain B-type sentences in

Knowles!' approach that also have a near--though not always

perfect--paraphrase with UNO, such as example (1/16a), which in

turn can be thH?ﬁfﬁSéﬁ”Wifﬁfiﬁ"ﬁl-type’senfence as in (1/17)

belew, gives a rather negative answer to this gquestion:
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(1/17) a. Se'abrieron las puertas.

'PRO opened-Brd;p.pl. the doors.!

. ‘ ’
b. Se abrio las fpuertas.

'PRO opened-3rd.p.sg. the doors.'

. ? »
c. Uno abrio las puertas.

'0ne opened the doors.'

Indeed, what Knowles has done by proposing the UNO test is to
set up the basis for establishing a clear distinction, not
between his A- and B-type sentences, but those of Ctero. (See
(1/4) above.) ‘

*

Knowles (1975, p.9) has also claimed that
"f{ A-type sentences] may not occur with a POR SI MISHOS
(or POR SI SOLOS {'by themselves')) phrase in the

plural", €.g9.

(1/18) *Se abrid 1las puertas {por s{'misnas/por si solas}.

' PRO-opened the doors by theaselves,' '*'7—~A~mw~wf~f 
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"If the noun phrase following the verb;is plural, then
there can often be a POR SI MISMOS phrase in the plural

[in B-type sentences]", e.q.
(1/19) Se abrieron las puertas {por si mismas/por si solas}.

Neverthéless, according to all By native consultants and By OWh
gramnética1  judgement,' example (1/19) should be starred. In
fact, the POR SI MISMOS (or POR—=I SOLOS) phrase can only occur
in Intransitive SE Sentences, which exhi?it a différent word
order fronm Inpersonal»sﬁ Sentences, as I have alr=ady shown ir

this Section:

{(1/20) Las puertas se abrieron {por si mismas/pcr si solas}.

'The ddors openéd—jid:p:pi;iby ibeiéél}ééri .

Note that in Knowles' discussion of his example (5) (i.e. ~ Se

alquilaron 1los apartamentcs por si'mismos.), which is parallel

to (*1/19) above and which should also be starred, he included

the following footnote:



"2. Often native speakers haie diffiéultf‘in acceptiﬁg,
cases of verb + POR SI MISHNOS. | Exanéle (5), though
qucted from Otero 1972;315 considered'upacceptable by
some speakers; 'Hcﬁevér; that there are Sentences that
occur with POR SI MISMOS (note: in the plural) is

beyond dispute. Roldan 1971 gives the exampla: Esos

problémas hay que dejarlos gque se resuelvan por si

S0l0S. . "

-

First of all, Knowles' example (5) is not amn accurate gquotation

1

of Otero 1972, 1In fact, Otero's example is an Intransitive SE

Sentence: Los apartamentos se alquilan . por si. mismos (1972,

p.248, example (15a)). As I have already shown, Intransitive SE

Sentences exhibit a different word order from Impersonal SE

Sentences.

Secondly, Roldan's examble reproduced in Knowles' footnote is

derived from Hay que dejar [que [esos problemas se resuelvan por

s{ solos ]}, whose complement sentence in brackets is an instance
of the Intransitive SE Construction, 7not. the Impersonal SE
Construction, This is why Knowles found that "cften native
speakers havéwwdifficnlt¥—in~acceptiagfge;aaplesfsuehmas—{5+3"Tu——u;—Q—

vhich in fact is ungraematical. Obviously Knowles as well as ..



Otero in example (1/7) above has been misled in the anélysis of
these examples by a lack of attention to word crder

considerations that are crucial.

Neverthéless, éven ii it 1is granted that example (1/20) is
grammatical, Knowles' POR SI MISMOS test-fails to make a clear
‘distinction between ﬂis A- and B-type sentences. This is
explicitly recognised at the eﬁd of Knowles!' fcotncte partially

reproduced above:

"... The clainm beingvnade in this paper is not that
POR SI MISMOS phrases will occur compatibly in all
cases of B-type sentences, but rather if the -rhrase

does occur, the sentence will be B-type, i.e. the verb

{\

vill also be plural.” (Knowles 1975, p.14, fn.2)
This obviously implies that in Knowles® approach there are
certain B-type senfences that are incompatible with a POR SI
MISMOS phrase in the plural, although the verb is plural, ve.q.'

(*1/19) .

Observe that those B-type sentences that in Knowles' approach . -
are incompatible with a POBR SI MISHMOS phrase in the plural are
the same B-type sentences that can bLe paraphrased vwith URNO

sentences and, therefore, equated with his A-type sentences:
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. Se abrieron las puertas (*por s{ miseas).
-*PRO openéd-3rd.p.gl. the doors (*by themselves).'
b. Se abrio las puertas (*por si mismas).
'PRO opered-3rd.p.sg. the doors (*by thenselves).‘
c. Uno abrio las’puertas (*por si mismas).
'One opened the doors (¥by themselves).!
Also observe that those B-type sentences that are compatible
with a POR SI MISMOS phrase in the plufal are the very ones that

<

canrot be paraphrased with UNO sentehces;

(1/22) a. las puertas se abrieron por si mismas.

”

'The doors cpened-3;d.p.pl; by themselves.'

X S,

. ) . r)
« Uno abrio las puertas..

'‘Oone opened the doors.'

Agair, what Knowles (1975) has done by proposing the POR SI‘ '

MISHMOS test is to trace a clear-cut éistinction between Otero's

3- and B-type sentences, not his own. I will coms back to the

discussion of the POR SI MISNOS test in Chapter II.
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The'only syntactic +trait that really differentiates A- —and
B-type sentences at the surface level in KncslaS( approach is

agreement:

"[In A-type sentences] the verb remains $ingular even
when the noun phrase is'pldral...", and .
N

"[In B-type sentences] the verb is plural if the

associated NP is plural." (Knowles 1975, p;g)
This, I.will argue in Chapter -III of this study, is to be
accounted for by an cptional rule of object-verb agreement in
the case ¢of the Impersonal SE Construction, ‘and the regular
subject-verb agreement rule in the case of the Intransitive SE

_ Constructiorn. . . L ] e




1+2.  THE ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE ONE SOURCE ANALYSIS.

%,
Let us now discuss Kncwles' argueents against the one source

analysis of examples such as {1/1) and (1/2) reproduced below:

(1/23) a. Se:abrig-las puertas.'(cf. (1/1))
'PRO opened-3rd.p.sg. the doors.f

b. Se7abriergn,l;sApngrfas. (Cf@:i1/2})
'PRO cpened-3rd.p.pl. the doors.'!

.

-According to Knowles (1975, p.10), reither of’ the following

assumptions existing din the -litefaturea on the tofic can be
maintained: [frn.1l/4] |
NASSUMPTION 1: Both [...] sentences are the same in
deep and derived structure (except for the superficial
verb-plural morphese in [example (1/23a) J", and'

"ASSUBPTION 2: Both sentences h;wguﬂxhé’ same deep

structure." (Knowles 1975, p.10)

»




Irdeed, what ke ﬁ&S’tiaiiEﬂ iE relation to Assumption 1 is:

m"One corollary of the assumption that two strings are
ths same Iin deep and derived structure is that they
will reveal the sase syntactic properties. Evidence
that they differ ir their syntactic properties and
traasfef}atieaal—;peteﬂtia} is‘ pzovidéd"—by~'*their*“”*~fWﬂﬂi"*

behaviour in clitic crossover phenomena and in

conditional clauses.™ (Knowles 1975, p.10)

-

In his discassicn of clitic crossover and- conditioral clauses;
Krowles (1975) confines the application of these tests to
sentences such as (1/23t), and a subset of his A-type sentences:

those constructed with intransitive and copular verbs, not

different from (1/23b). This, I believe, is whkat vitiates
Knowles' argumert. I will return to this peint in my discussion
¢cf exaeples (1/3&)-(1/51).  L ‘

The type of examples constructed with intransitive and copular
verbs considered bf Knovles (1975) in ﬁis discussion ofﬁclitic

crossover and corditional clauses is illustrated below:
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(1/24) Selvive para servir allrei.
'PRO lives to serve the king.®

(1/25) si se esta enfadado, no se puede pensar. -
*If PRO is ‘angry, PRO cannot think.' &

Knowles' first aréunent against Assumption 1 is based on clitic
crossover, i.e,
"Ir cases where thers is a two-verb VP, the clitic [SE)
may occur BEFORE the 1leftmost verb or AFTER the
rightmost." (Knowles 1975,-p.10)
According tc him, this is a property of examples such as (23b) .

cnly:

(1/26) a. SE estan alguilando los apartanentos.r

A

b. Estan alquiléndosz los apartametos.

'*PRO be-3rd.p.pl. renting the apartaments.'

Indeed, he has claimed, whenever the verb is intransitive or theﬁw;

copula, the clitic SE cannot appear after the rightmcst verb:

-

-

~

a



(1/27) a, En esta casa, ya no SE puede vivir sirp pelear.
. b. *En esta casa, ya no puede vivirSE sinp pelear,
'In this hcuse, PRO can no lcnger live without

" arguing.? -

{1/28) a., Hunca SE puedé estér en mds de una parte a la vez.
b, *Nunca puede estarSE en pas de una part2 a la vez,

'PRO can never be in more than one place at a time.!

(1/29) a. No SE puede ser moro y cristiano a la vaz,
- b. *NO puede ssISE moro y cristiano a la vez.
'PRO cannct be mcro ard christian at the same time,'

(1/30) a. Ya SE comenzd a disefar los planos
para la nueva fdbrica.

b. *Ya comenzé a diéeﬁhrse los planocs
para la nueva fabrica.

'PRO already started-3rd.p.sg. to design

the blue-prints for the newv factory.'

Examples (1/27)-(1/29) are conszructgdﬂgighhap,in;iangﬁiixe and
copular verbs:  yvivir -('to-live'), ser ('tc-be'), and estar

(*tc-be~lccativet!), Example (1/30) is 'A-typea in Knowles
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approack because the verb is singular, althoﬁéﬂiits associated

NP is plural. [ fn.1/5]
The second piece of evidence presented by Knowles (1975, p.10)
against Assumption 1 comes from .

"the particular form of the protasis of a conditional

sentence expressed by the prepositiorn A or DEY,
as ig the exanplés below:

(1/37) Si no se hutieran alquilado los pisos,

Y
L]

habriamos tenido gueﬁtrabajar.

b."5i no se hubiera alguilado los pisos,

habr{amos tenido que trabajar. -

C. De no haberSE alquilado los pisos,

habr{amos tanido que trabajar.

d. *De nc haberf alquilado los pises,

habriames tenido gue trabajar.
'If PRO had nct rented the apartsments,

we wculd bave had to wvork.!
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Knowlas (1975) is very careful in pointing out that although
example (1/31d4) 1is starred, it does have a grammatical reading

{i.e. *'If we had not rented the apartnents, we would have had

to work'), but not the reading that corresponds to (1/31a)., He

" does not include example (1/31b) in his daté, although it is

crucial, as I shall show below,

According to him, the clitic SE cannot be deleted in the

prepositicnal protasis corresponding to B-type sentences, but it
must be deleted in that corresponding to A-type sentences. 1In
his view, example (1/31c) is related to (1/31a)-;which is B-type
because its verb is plural--, but he faiis to see that this is
not a necessary condition since (1/31c) can also Le related to

(1/31b)--which is A-type because its verb is singular althougk

its asscciated NP is plural--. . This is the first flaw in this

particular argument cf Knowles 1975.

Purthermore, the following example, which is A-type because it
is constructed with an intransitive verb, clearly shows that
Knowlas' claim about SE deletion in the prepositional protaSis

¢f conditional sentences cannct be maintained:



(1/32) a. Si no se ladr;ra tanto al discutir,

~ Juan no estaria tar deprimido.

b, De no iadrarSE téhté al discutir,
Juan no estaria tan deprimido.

C. *De no ladtrar tanto al diécutir,
Juan no estariﬁ tan deprinidé.

'If PEO did not bark so much when arguing,

Juan wouldn't be so depressed.’

As Knowles (1975) d4id in relation to example (1/314d), 1 nmust
alsc poirt out that example (1/32c) has a gfanmaticai'reading

7

(i.e. 'If-Juan did not bark so much when argquing, Juan wouldn't

=

be so depressed'), but nrot the reading that correspcnds to the

(a) éxanple. If FKnowles® aééﬁ;éiiéﬁ ébéﬁt SEﬁdeiéfion yere
correct, example {1/32c) would be grammatical in the iupérsonal

reading, but it is nct, .

It should also be pcinted ocut here that although examples
(1/27b), (1/28b), (1,29b) and (1/30b) are unacceptable [fn.2/5],
Knowlss! arquments againét Assuaption 1 still 'cannot be

waintaipned, . Iﬂdeedffasﬁha @leaﬁpsaysa%%he&egm%e{—his

discussion on «clitic crossover and conditional clauses, he

restricted the application of these two tests to sentences such

|
[ -
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as (1/23k) and a subtset of his A-type sentencas (i.e. thoée
construéted with intransitive and copular verbs).‘ The reason
for this is given in Kncwles 1975, fn. 3:

"3, One of the great problems in discussing the types

of Impersonal SE Sentences, and particularly when

’attempting to manipulate them in heuristic tésts, is

that of distinguishirg betweer -them at all stages,

since in certain contexis 'THEY SEEM. TC QEBGE BOTS

SEMANTICALLY AND SYNTACTICALLY..." (Emphasis mine,

GeWa)

0f course, this is an explicit acknowledyement of the fact that

sentences such as (1/23a) and (1/23b) have many traits in

common, as I show in Chapter II of this study.

Knowles!' footnote continrues:

",.. However, by reccgnising a class of verbs that car

occur in only one construction, i.e. the intransitives

and the copulars, we cah go a long way towards sclving

the problea:" (Knewles 1975, fn:3)
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Thus, Knowles' approach to the problem can be summarized in the
folloving outline:
(1)33) - A-TYPE SENTENCES: The verb is always singular,
a': Ss constructed with intransitive and copular verbs:
(1/33a') se vive bien en Espafa.

'FRO lives well in Spain.'

a'!: Ss constructed with transitive verbs:
‘(1/33a") Se abrid las puertas.

'PRO opened-3rd.p.sg. the docrs.'

- B-TYPE SENTENCES: The verb is plural if its associated

NP is‘plural; (Transitive verbs only.,)

(1/33b) Se abrieron las puertas.
'PRO operned-3rd.p.pl. the doors.'
His arqument goes as followvs: If a' sentences exhibit a

different Syntactic tehaviour from B-type sentences, it can be

~ assumed that the former are the same in deep and derived

. structure as a'' sentences because these are also singular.

;
:
E
]
:
3

;
>
:
;
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:
;
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Nevertheless, since

‘"One corollary of the assumption that two strings are

the same in deep and derived structure is that they

will r=veal the same syntactic propefties.ﬁ= (Knowles”

1975, p.10),

one wculd expect that a' sentences and a'' sentences reveal the

same syrntactic behaviour with respect to the two tests proposed.

Evidence that this is not the case is provided by the examples

belcw:

CLITIC

(1/34)

(1/35)

CROSSOVER:

at=-=senterces:

a. No SE puede ser BOTO Yy cristiano al mismo tiempo.

b. *No puede serSE moro y cristiano al mismc tieampo.

'PRO cannot be moro and christian at th2 same time.?

a't-sentences:

a. No SE puede decir que esto no sea verdad.

b, Ho puede decirSE que esto no sea werdad. - —— - ..

'PRO cannot-3rd.p.sg. say that this is not true.' e
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rCOHDITIOHAi CLAUSES:

(1/36) at-sentences:
a. Si no SE es espanol, no se puede entrar.
b. *De no serSE’eSPaEcl, no se puede entrar.

'If PRO is not Spanish, PRO cannot enter,®

(1/37) at'!'-sentences:
a. Si no SE hubiera reconocido que'éstos ejerplos

. ' _
son buenos, nc terdria argumentqe.

b. De no haberSE reconocido que estos ejemplos
son buenos, no terdria argumento.
'If PRO had not recognized that these examples

are good, (I) wouldn't have had an argument.'

>

Furthermore, a''! sentences observe the same syntactic behaviour
as B-type sentences with respect to the tvo tests proposed by

Knovwlaes 1975:

CLITIC CROSSOVER: , ' o

(1/38) a''-sentences:

- a. Ro SE puede decir gue-estc no-sea verdad. —— -

b, No puede decirSE que esto no sea verdéd.°

'PRO cannot-3rd.p.sg. say that this not true.®
™ -




{(1/39)

CONDITIONAL CLAUSES:

(1/40)

(1/41)

b. De no haberSE alguilado los pisos,

B-t ype:
a. No SE deben decir esas cosas.

b. No deben decirSE esas cosas,

'PRO must-3rd.p.pl. not say those things.'

&

a''-sentences:

a. Si no SE hubiera recorocido gue estos ejemplos

son buencs, no tendria argumento.

b. De no haterse reconocido que estos ejeaplcs
| son buenos, no fendr{a arguméhto.
'If PRO had not rgcog&izéd——that these-examples ———— —
are good, (I) vhouldn't have had an a:gument.'r

B-type (according to Knowles 1975, p.10):

‘a. Si no SElbubieran alguilado los pisos,

habriamos tenido que trabajare.

habr{alqs tenido que trabajar.

'1f PRO had-3rd.p.pl. not rented the apartaents,

wve should have had to vork.!?
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In llght of this data, Knowles would be compelled tc re- approach
the problem in terms cf two dlfferent types of Impetsonal SE

Sentences:

(i) Those constructed with intransitive and copular

verbs; and

(1i) Those constructed with transitive verbs.

s ‘
. . T S w .
As stated now, it hecsies clear that the problem pcsed by the
particular behaviour ¢f the clitic SE with respect to clitic
crossover and conditional clauses does not have aanything to do
with the syntactic properties of Impersonal SE Sentences in
general, but rather with vhether the verb is intransitive or

not. - e

Consequently, Knovles' cbservations regarding clitic crossover
and conditional sentences are to remain confined to the sub-type
of A sentences constructed wvith intransitive}and copular verbs,

ard the following claim cannot be maintained:

"eoeo A- and B~ type sentences differ guite markedly in

their syntactic behaviour at the level at which these

rules apply." (Knovles 1975, pp.10-11)
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Let us now examine Kncwles' arguments against Assumption 2, i.e.
that examples (1/1) and (1/2) reproduced below have the same

deep structure:

(1/82) a. Se abrid 1las pnerfas. (cf. (1/1)).
'PRO opened-3rd.p.sg. the doors.!'
b. Se abrié:on las puertas. (cf. (1/2))
'PRO opened-3td.p.plf the doors.'
According to him, the strict subcategorization conditions are
different for A- and B-type sentences. In fact,xhe has clained,
"direct objects do nct occur in B-type senfénces." (Knbules

1975, p.11)

 {1/43) a. Los apartamentos, se los alquila sélo en veranmo.
'Therapart)ents, PRO D.0.Cl.[them] rent-3rd.p.sg.
oﬁly in 'summer.?

b. *Los apartamentos, se los alquilan solo er verano.
‘The apartaents, PRO ‘D.O}Cl.[thel],rent-3rd;p.pl.

only in summer, '

(1/48) a. Se v;é a todos los soldados. -

'PRO sav~3rd.p.sqg. toiigil-pl;fthe soldiers,*

b, *Se vieron a todos los soldados.

'*PRO saw-3rd.p.pl. to all-pl. the soldiers.’'
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Observe that ir the case of example (1,/43), the WP aésoéiate@,;
with the verkt has been lefé-dislocated,fi.e. ‘'moved out!* %f_tﬁé
"boundaries cf S to TOP position. Since verb-agreement is a rule
that operates within the _boundaries of S,rthe‘vérb cannot be
expected to agrée Qith such an NP. rdrther;dre, since verb
~agreement is a process that establishes a ,cerfanghgg!ggxw -
between the verb and its associated NP with respect to person

and number,” the verb cannot be expected to agree with the
pronominal form 'left behind' because such PRO is nct .an NP, but

a clitic. (See Chaptgr IIT for the details of this arqument.)

In the case of examples such as (1/44), it should be pointed out

that there are certain dialects vhere agreeaent across the

-

so-called  ‘'personal a', which marks object §Ps that are
[ +animate, +specific}, is perfectly possible. In fact, -
according tc the Real Acadenmia Espanola (1931, pp.231-262),

4

Andres Bello reported the existence of exaaples such as: N

(1/45) Se azotaron a 1los delincuentes.

'PRO uhipped-Brd.p.pl.A to the delinquents.?®

Since most educated native speakers of Spanish will denf

 grammaticality to examples such as (1/45), it is worth gquoting

here the comment made by the Real Acadenmia Espaiola:



"Tanhlen es CEHSUEABIE €l barbarismo (!) [elphasis @and
~exclasaticn mark mine, G.¥W.] en gque, segun notarel
'ﬂgralatico 'Bello,» incurren en _algunas :égiqnes de
America, donde cblocan"el verbo plufal concertandolo
con 791i acn§ativc chlplelénﬁo directo, dicxendq¢ﬁ§eprmhﬁﬂym*éggi
azotaron a les delincuentes., en vez de Se azoto a 1los
delincuentes.” {Real Acaderia - Bspaﬁolé 1931,
pp.261-262) R “ ‘ -
Althdﬁgh I emphasized the prescriptive paft of tha gquote, vwhat
is important in a scientific approach is that examples such as
{1/45) do exist and that they ére fo be'generateﬂ bf the graamar
©Of Spanish. The prescriptive part onljy explains why educated

speakers reject them as 'ungrallafical'.

The existence of exasmples such as (1/&5) constitutes evidenée
against the claim that direct ohjects do not occur in B—type
sentences. I will return to the problem posed by examples snch

as (1/85) in CpaptervIIl of this study. I

The other piece of evidence presented by Knowles against the

assusption that sentencas such _as (23a) and (23b) are the sawe .

at the deep structure level is based on an example gquoted from
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Lozano (1970), who «considz2rs (1/46) acceptahla;.and'exalples

such as {1/47) unacceptable:’

(1/46) Se vendieron lcs coches por el dueno.

YPRO sold-3rd.pJpl. the cars by the owner.'

(1/47) Entonces, se hirid a los toros por'el-gicador.
'Then, PRO vounded-3rd.p.sg. to ;the bulls

by the picador.’

Here, I would say,  the judgments are somevhat questionable.
Soame native speakers reject both, sonme accapt both, ‘and

others--as reported by lozano--only accept (1/46). Thus, it

seems to me that (1/47) can cnly be questioned, but not starred, -

and as DeMello has pointed out
- . Q
ngrfortunately, J% one, to Ry knowvledge, has stated
- exactly what does make such constructions acceptable.
As Anthony Lozano correctly asserts, 'We need further
: : T

evidence to describe completely the occurrence of aéent

in Las pirdmides se edificarcn por esclavos'. Hadlich

vz

PO R R T W

ke i fe et
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“also points out this fact: *The circumstances under

vhiehr—passive~~ageatswwla1~—be——engessedf—iizh—%héésE'
passive sentences have not yet been clearly described.

=

.
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Inasmush as there exist some conditions under which its
use ' is ddmissible, our grammar is inaccurate'.”

(DeMello 1978, p.324) ‘ - -

. Nevertheless, after the publication of DeMello's article cited
above,. the fact that sentences.snch as (1/47) do 2xist is béyond
dispute, Consider the fclloving examples quoted by pe!éilb

(1978) :

(1/48) Se vigilaba a los prisioneros por negros. (Lenz)
| (The prisconers wera guarded {(by/through the use cf}

Biacks.{

(1/49) As{ se arruina a la nacidn

por los malos gobernantes. (Benot) _

(Thus is a nation ruined ([by/through} bad rulers.)

(1/50) Agn{ sélo nosvtoca hablar de 1o gue se hizo entohces
‘por los valerosos portugueses. (Alarcon)
(Here, wve must only speak about what vas done

by the brave Portuguese.)

(\\/

[
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Examples (1/48), (1/&9)  and (1/50) thave vcle@rlyf not béen
artificially  produced by 'grannafians in an attempt to
substantiate A point of grammar" (DeMello 1978, p.325),'/a;d all
of -thenm aée A-type ;accq:ding ﬁb Knowles ahitiai criterion

because the corresponding vé%h,is third person singular,

Finally, Knowles (1975, p.11) poirts out that
"Despite some grdsioniof the requirement that sentences
with common deep structures be iaentigal in meaning,
the fact that their meaning is NOT identical is
sufficient _to demcnstrate that the sentences are
derived from distinct deep structures, unless the
meaning difference ié of the type for which we have
" reason to believe surface structure is relevant, e.g.

scope and reference," (1975,'p.11),

and the examples he presents strongly support this view:

(1/51) Se me tonpiJ las gafas.

'PRO broke my glasses.'

- (1/52) Se me rompiercn ias gafas.

"My glasses .broke on me [for me].'
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But example (1/52) is an Intransitive SE Sentence, ‘nUt"'Uﬁiy"'”‘”

differéﬁt in meaning from (1/51), but also frosa (1/53)§

/

(1/53) Se me rompiercn las gafas.‘

'PRO broke my glasses,'

In fact, to speakers of those dialects where (1/51) is

‘unacceptable, examples such as (1/52) aré‘ambignous. I havé

v

already discussed this ambiguity with respect tc word crder in
Sectior One of +this Chapter, and I have <claimed that the

unmarked vword order of Intraﬁsitive SE Sentences is NP + SE +.

VERB. Examples such- as (1/52), seem to contradict this’

assuaption, Nevertheless, observe that '‘new information'

noreally appears in sentepnce final position ‘in Spamish. So, to

the questions in (a), the normal answers are generally (b), not- -

(c) :

(1/54) a. Qué hizo la éeﬁora Méndez?
4 'What did seficra Mendez do?!
b. La sefiora mdndez llamo.
‘Senora Héndeziphoﬁed;;
c. #Llamo la seficra Mendez.

o N AN
'Phoned senora Mendez.'!

B



(1/55) a.

Quién}llané?

*§ho phoned?’

i , _ , .
Llamo la senora Mendez.

- ’
'*Phoned senora Mendez.'
- , s
#La senora Mendez llamo.

- r
'Senora Mendez phoned.’

‘Observe that this same pattern is followed by examples

(1/52).

To the questions in (a), the normal answers

of (b)i»not (c):

(1486)

(1/57)

a..

1]

c.

'My glasses troke on me.'

_'My glasses broke on me by themselves,'

oud se te'rcnpié?
‘What did-break-3rd.p.sg. on you?!

Se me roapiercn las gafas. (cf. (1/52))

#las gafas se me rompieron.

*My glasses broke on me.'

cdmo se te rompiercon las gafas?
'How did your glasses break on you?'

Las gafas se me roapieron solas.

45

pY
such as
are those

#Se me rompieron solas las gafas.

OR,



. *Se me rompieron las gafas sclas.

'Broke on me the glasses by themselves, !

Thus,'thé word order of eianples such’  as (5/52) is perfectly
explainable vin terms of 'new information' or focus, and it does
not constitute counter-evidence to the claim made in. this study
that the  word order of Intransitive SE Sentences is NP + SE +
VERB. The ungrammaticality of the second example under i1/57¢)
ig due to the word ‘order restrictions already discussed in
relation tof]*1/19) above,

-

Corsequently, it must be concluded that none cof the arguments

presented in Knowles (1975) against the assumption that examples
. such as (1/1) and (1/2) are the same in deep and derived
structure really hold. Indeed, I have pfeéented factual

evidence contradicting Knowles' claiem that these sentences
‘ . . .

exhibit different syntactic behaviour with respect to clitic. -

@

crossover phenomena and the pdrticular form of the protasis of —
cond;fional sentences expressed by the infinitive preceded by

the prepositions 'ai and 'gg'.' Pﬁrther, I have also pointed out

that even if the grammaticalitfy of the counter-exasmples here

~prQSEntéd is Qﬁeéiiénéﬁ; Knowles' claim cannot be maintained
because neither clitic crossover nor conditional clauses trace a

clear-cut distinction between his A- and B-type sentences, but

bniy between a particular sub-set of A and his B-type.

b



Moreover, 1 have examined Knovles"claim that objects do not
occur inr his B-type sentences and have advanced a feasible
explanation for the 1lack of.verb agreement observéd in those
eramples where the NP associated with the ‘verb has been

left-dislocated. I have also presented some factual evidence

against the currently accepted assumption that verb agreement is

not possible across the so calledA'pefsonal 2:'. and discussed

the appearance of the agentive prepositional Tfhrase in the

sentences under analysis, pointing out that native speakers!

judgnents of grammaticality are contradictory with respect to

examples containing such a phrase, although there is clear
evidence that such examples are perfectly acceptable under

certain conditions that still remain to be described.

Finally, I have advanced a tentative solution to the problenm
posed by the word order exhibited by some Intransitive SE

Sentences in terms of focus or 'nev information', and concluded

that this cannbt ke considered counter-evidence to the claim

made in this study that the unmarked word order of this type of

sentences is NP + SE + VERB.
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1.3. SEMANTIC CONSIDERATIONS.

Knowles (1975, p.13) observed that one group of his B-type
sentences "seen to iaply an indefinite human subject™,

According to hinm,

"The explanation for this appears to be that certairn
}erbs, because of their lexical neaniﬁg. necessarily
imply a human ' agent, e.g. sohar ('to dreaa'), as
opposed to roﬁper {('to break'). The result is that in-
B-type constructions the necessary implicaticns of the
tvwo verbs are ﬂifferent: |
(1/58) Se han soﬁad§ muchds sueios en esa. cama.,
'Many dreams have been dreamt in that bad.'

{1/59) Se han rotgc muchas ventanas en esa casa.

hY

'Many windows have got broken in that house. *

nclearly, [ (1/58) ], because of the very meaning of

sohar, must imply a human or animate agent, since

dreamns are never dreamt in vacuo, while [(1/59)] is
heutrq; in terms of the implication of an agent."

(Knowles 1975, pi13)

1



Thus, he has claigmeqd, the difference in @eaning'béiwééﬁigiélhiééi
such as (1/2) and (1/3) reproduced below is a gquestion of

lexical interpretation of the verb:

(1/60) Se abrieron las puertas. {cf. (1/2))

'PRO opened-3rd.p.pl. the‘doors.'

(1/61) lLas puertas se abrierqn. (cf. (1/3)

'The doors opened-3rd.p.pl."*

Nevertheless, Impersonal SE Sentences systematically imply the
existence of a human agent, regardless of whether the verb
agrees with its associated NP or not, and "even when the verb is

one normally associated with a non-human animal"” (Contreras 1974,

p.3):

(1/62) a. No se rumia las comidas.
| 'Neg. PRO ruminate-3rd.p.sg. the meals.'
b. No se rumian las comidas. |
'Meg., PRO ruminate-3rd.p.pl. the meals, '

{
!

" If Knowvles' assumpticns about the interpretation of his B-type

7 sentences were correct, a sentence such as (1/62b) should never

be interpreted as an Impersonal SE Sentence because the verb
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rumiar ('to ruainate') does not imply a human agent. On the
contrary, it implies the existence of a ruminate animal.
Nevertheless, the inpérsonal interpretation is the onlyxpossiblé
interpretation here, In fact, c¢bserve that the following

example is ungraamatical: -

(1/63) *las comidas s2 ruaian por si solas.

"#The meals get ruminated by themselves.,'

The ungrammaticality of (1,/63) is due tc the fact that rumiar
{'to ruminate') does not become jintransitive when the clitic SE
is added, i.e. it is not a middle verb according tc DeArmond's

characterization menticned in fn.0/2 above.

Consequently, the impersonal interpretation of (1/62b) cannot be
attributed to a lexical interpretation of the verb as Knovles
(1975) has proposed, nor to an interpretation imposed by the
clitic SE alone--which is lorphologicaliy thé sam? as the SE af
the Intranéitive SE Construction--. - Rather, it aust be
attributed to a specific structnralvconfiguration, where the KNP

that triggers agreement must appear in cbject Gfposition.

Further, since examples (1/62a) and (1/62b) have the same

interpretation, they must be structurally eguivalent.



Further evidehée tc support Jtﬁisﬁ view is provided by the

distribution of ‘'agent-oriented adverbs?'. Observe that an

adverb such as delibéradanente (*deliberately') may occur in

preverbal position in the Impersonal SE Construction, but not in
the Intransitive SE Construction:
(1/64) a. Deliberadamente se rompid las ventanas. -
'Deliberately PRO broke-3rd.p.sg. the windows,'
b. Deliberadamente se rompieron las ventanas.

'‘Deliberately PRO broke-3rd.p.pl. the windows.' -

(1/65) *las ventanas deliberadamente se rompiercn.

(*The windows brcke°delibera£ely.)'

"If Knowles' assu i';;i’iéh”"a’héht the neutrality of verbs such as

romper ('to break') with respect to the implication of an agent
vas correct, example ' (1/65) should be grammatical ian the

impersonal reading, but it is not.

That 'agent-oriented adverbs' may occur in pre-verbal position

i .
in Spanish is attested ty the following example:
3 3 - ‘
£ .

e _ vi

/

/ R :
(1/66) (Ellos) deliberadamente rcmpieron las ventanas.

'{They) deliberately broke the windows. !




Consequently, Knowles' assumptions about the interpretation of

sentences such as {1/2) ard (1/3) in the one-source analysis

cannot be maintained either.

v




In this section, I will argue that Knowles®' derivation of .

InpersqnalVSE Sentences whose verbs exhibit agreement with their .

-

associated NPs~--which. he claims have the same daeb and derived

structure - as Intransitive SE = Sentences--is  empirically -

inadéquate, regardless cf the folloving factors:

(1) The‘validity cf the criteria proposed in Knowles
(1975) to distinguish between his A- and B-type
sentences, which I have questioned in Sectien Cne of

this Chapter;

P

(ii) The validity of his arguments against the one
source analysis, vhich was discussed in Sectién T¥O;

and .

(iii) The validity of his assumptions about the
interpretation of Impersoral SE Sentences that exhibit

verb agreement, which was questioned in the 1last

-

section.
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Let us first consider the terms of Knowles' solntiop;. -~ -~ -

(1/67) a.

Las puertas . CL]TIC v
& se "~ abrieron.
i b. "There is a set of transitive verbs generally

subcategorised for humsan Shbjects that beconme

intransitive with ipanimate subjects provided

the clitic SE is added.® (Knowles 1975, p.12) >

‘//, .
Stated in these terss--the question of the position of the
clitic aside--Knovles' solution would sysﬁelatically block the

generation of sentences such as the following:

{1/68) Se van a extermirar las ratas.

- YPRO are going tc exterminate the rats,®

vhere the head of the WP associated with the verb is [+animate].



»

Another possibility would be to clainrwfg5ti”£héré is a thirﬁ
source for the In;ersdnal SE, namely that of reflexive or
reciprocal sentences, and that the inéersonal reading 1is a
.question of surface 1ével4interpretation.' This view would be
sdpported by the fact that (1/68) _is at 1least four ways
ambigucus:

(1/69) :

a. ‘PRO areféoing to exterminate the rats.' [ IMPERSONAL)

b. 'The rats are gciqg to get exterminated.' EIHTRANSITIVE]

C. 'The rats are going,to»exterlinate themselves.,'! { REFLEXIVE]

d. 'The rats are going to exterminate each other.' [RECIPROCAL]

This sclution is certainly not very appealing.

An alterrative soluticn would be to m¢cdify in the following way

*he above-qucted assumptions

There 1is a set cf trapsitive verbs generally
subcategcrised for human subjects that beconme
intransitive with non-human subjects provided the

clitic SE is added.




But again, this would preclude the generation of some other
sentences such.as ) : S
{(1/70) Manana se fusilan los criminales,

'Tomorro¥ PRO will execute the criminals,!

where the head of the NP associated with the verb is [ +human].
Apparently, the only way to remedy Knowlgs? progosal is as

follovs:

There 1is a set of transitive verbs genetally
subcategorised for human subjectsb that beconme
intransitivé with subjects that satisfy the selectional
‘restrictions of their objects provided the clitic SE is =

added.

In principle,. this seems to be a good sclution for ‘the
derivatiorn cf IntransitiverSE Sentences, perhaps at the lexical
level and Vinvolving the  type of '1ezicil redundancy rules
proposed in Hust (1978)[fn.1/6], but it is not ar adequate

'sclution for the derivation of Imperscnal SE Sentences vwhose

verbs eihipit agreement. .In fact, there are certain instances




of the latter where the verb agrees in persdn and number with an
NP phat does not have any argumental relationship to that verb.
i : ‘

r -
Consider the following example: ’ ’

(1/71) Se comenzaron a diseflar los planos.
‘ 'PRO started to design the blue-prints, '

In this® particular instance, the NP los planos (*the

_blue-prints®) is the object of disellar ('to design'), not of

comenzar ('to start'). WNevertheless, the tensed verb of the '

sentence still may agree with it. Thus, it must be concluded
that Impersonal SE Sentences whose verbs exhibit agreement
cannot . be derived from the same source as Intransitive SE

Sentences,

A further inadequacy of Knowles! pr0posa1 is that of the Dbasic
word order his analysis imposes on this type of Impersonal SE
Sentences. As noted in the first seqtion cf..this Chapter,
Intransitive SE Sentences have a different word order froa
Impersonal SE Sentences: the former have NP + SE + VERB, and

the latter SE + VERB + NP, Thus, Knowles' analysis téqhires a

~special rule that would Wove the NP associated with the verb

fra:~pfé-vefbal—position~tcfp@st-verbai—positicni~



-

Consequently, it must be cohcluded ihatr
- \"’\m.,
— . -
(i) The two source analysis fails to account for the
existence of examples such as (1/71)> even if the

rfqrmulation of the original proposal made in Knowles

1975 is improved in the terms here discusé;d.

(ii) Such analysis requires an extra mévement rule that

wvould re-order the constituents of the sentence in -

order to obtain the unmarked wecrd order of Impersonal

SE Sentences.




1.5« CONCLUSIORS., ' :

In this Chépter I bave shown that
(i) The tests proposed by Knowles (1975) to distinguish
between his A- and B~type sentences' at -;he‘rgggfgggr
level do hot'actually establish a clear-cut distinction
between his types, but rather, between those considered

by Otero (1972, 1973 and 1976).
~

=

(ii) None of the arguments presented in Knowles (1975)
against the assumption that Indefinite SE Sentances and

Impersonal SE Sentences that exhibit verb agreement are

‘the same in deep and derived structure really hold.

(iii) The difference in meaning between Intransitive SE
Sentences and Inpersonal SE Sentences that exhibit verd
agreement is not due to the lexical interpretation of

. the verb, but rather to a structural differencs.

{iv) The two-source analysis of Iapersonal SE Sentences

"~ is empirically inadequate because it fails to account

for the relevant data.



Consequently, it must be concluded that the two-source analysis
rqf ‘Impersoral SE Sentences, as presented in §ncwles (1975),
cannot be maintained.

In thé following Chaptef, I uiil present Further/ evidenég
7 shouihg that fhe NP that triggers optional verbtag:eenent in the
iInéersonal ASE Construction is not the subject|of the verb, 5;f 
“very iikely its object, confirgdng the‘ claipm ' made in Otero

rd

{1972, 1973 and 1976).
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FCOTNOTES : CHAPTER ONE .. .

{111 See Rivas (1977) and sStrozer (1976) for a

non-transformational derivation of clitics.

{1/2] Some native speakers still find (1/9) contradictory, but
they clearly see the difference in meaning between the sentences

in question in examples such as the following: No se

difundieron las noticias, pero -sin embargo- las noticias  se

difundieron (solas). - (PRO did not spread the news,

but--nevertheless--the news did spread (by themselves).

L3

[1/3] They include speakers froa Colombia (Nelson and Marjeli

Onzaga), Chile  (Jovita  Belmar and Pablo Dobud), méxico

(Bargarita Gorrison and José Lema), Spain (Rev.Clandio Llopis
and Encarnacidr Baydnfauiz), U:uguay (Fellie Vvillegas), and
Venezuela (Nestor and Mary Barillas). I am much indebted to all

of them for their assistance.

{1/8] T will not discuss bhere Knowles arguments against the

assumption that +there is a subjectivalization rule that places

the direct object in subject position made in Contreras 1973 and
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1974 since Chapter II of this study is fully devoted to the
question of whether the NP that triggers agreement in the

Impersonal SE Construction is actually the subject cr not.

[1/5] Although examples (b) in (1)27)-(1/30) are all starred,
some native speakers do écéept {(1/27b), (1/28b) and'i1/30b).
Since the native spéékers' judgenénts‘are contradifforj, jitrfisww
my contention fiat nc¢ strong casé can be made on the basis of
this data, Clitic cressover phernomena - certainly deserve full’
attention in any study dealing with clitic movements, vhich this

AN

thesis is not.

[1/6] Probably sométhing like

[ X +SE] == [=___Np,o[£]____1\ [*___NP,=__ [£]],

where X is a middle verb, i.e. a transitive verb that
becomes intransitive providéd that the clitic SE is added. The
rule. énsnres' that ther verb ir question, vhich isrcthervise
strictly subcategorized for an object Hith the selectional
restriction specified Ey the value alpha [feature], take no
object but é subject that satisfies the‘_sane value alpha

[ feature].
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2

CHAPTER II:

SUBJECTS AND PSEUDO-SUBJECTS.

Contreras (1976, p.128) has recently claimed that

“"the only reason an argument must be identified as
subject [at the surface level in Spanish] is so the

verb may agree with it",

This makes the definition of *'subject of' in Sranish strictly
dependeﬂt on the agreement exhibited By the verb, which as noted
by Keenan (1976, "pI316)’"fﬁil%“fb”bé"é”ﬁéEéSEifj”ééﬁ&ifiéﬁwbﬂw

subjecthood"'in sany languages of the world.

Horeover, Contreras!' claim lacks theoretical5”'significance
because it cannot be falsified: since in Conttefés' view averj
argument that agrees with the verb in Spanish is its subject at

the surface level, no evidence can be presented to the contr&ry.

~In fact, no surface subject ever fails to agree with the verb in

Spanish, but this does not necessarily imply that every argument

Ba
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that agrees with the verb is its'subject‘ at that level. The
falacy of Contreras' statement quoted above rests precisely on
this point.

Furthermore, no significant generalization can be made on the

basis of that definiticn, Indeed, itv only explains’ verb

agreement, but it leaves unexplained some other syntactic

processes such as Subject-to-Subject Raising, Subject-to-Obiject
Raising, Equi-NP Deletion, and others that need to Vidéntify a
certain NP as the subject of a certaih septence in a given

string of constituents; [fn.?/1]

Finally, Contreraé' approach to subjecthood fails to give a

principled explanatiocn to the fact that there are certain

constructicns such §S'fhé following, where the verb may or may

not agree with its associated NP:
(i) Impersonal SE Sentences:
(2/1) a. Se abrieron las puert#s.

"PRO opened-3rd.p.pl. théAdoors.'

 b. Se abrid las puertas.

*PRO opened-3rd.p.sg. the doors. '

(Somebody opened the doors.)
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(ii) Sentences with Meteorological Verbs:

(2/2) a. Lloviéron:nonedas.
'Rained-3rd.p.pl. coiﬁs.'
b. Llovid monedas.
*Rained-3rd.p.sq. d¢ihs.'_ T S

(It rained coins.)
(1ii) Existential Sentences:

(2/3) ae. Hab{an muchas parsonas.
‘There-were many pe;sons.f
b. Babf{a muchas perscnas.
‘There-vas mamy persoms.'
(Theie were iany persons,)
As is . clear ftoni the English fraﬁslations provided in

parenth sis{ there is nc knovn difference in ﬁ;g%@nterpretation

of examples (;)kand](b).above.

Contreras' approacﬁ to subjecthood in spanish is formalized in
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(2/4) Subject Selection (CBLIGATORY):

- Assign the feature [ +subject],
5. in é structure vith a patient and an identifier,
(i)'if one argument is [+third person] and thé
other [-third person], to the latter;
(ii) -if they differ in number, to the argument - -~ -
‘marked [ +plural];
b, in cther structures, to the highest ranking
arguaent in the following hierarchj: agent,

instrument, experiencer, patient, idgntifier.‘

{2/5) The verb agrees in person and number with the argument

having the. feature [+subject]. | T oo

In order to accommodate exaamples such as (2/11' and nantain his
definition of subject, Contreras (1976, p.12) requires the
following additional rule:’

(2/6) The Subject-Selection hietatchj may be optionally altered

when the highest ranking arqgument is indeterminate,

The optional verb agreeaent observed in examples such as (2/2)

,”and {(2/73) is accounted for by a lexical feature, which
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wallows the optional assignment of the feature
[+sabject] to the patient of llover ('to rain') and

haber (*there-to-be')." (Contreras 1976, p.128)

Assuming that all this wmachinery works '[fn.2/3],A it Qonld
eI eventualLyAgeneraterAthe~~corfect~~out-putsy~Aba%— it~de{iﬂ1tely~~% ————————
leaves the tasic guestion nnansuered- Why is verb agreenent

~ optional in the case of examples such as (2/1), (2/2) and (2/3)?

The answer is because the corresponding lPs are not subjects, in

spite of the agreenant exhibited by the verb.

In this Chapter I uill argue that only 'surface subject  NPs

.. trigger . ohligaioryw verb —agreesent in- Spaaiﬁsh.——%h& evideneé

will present is lainly based on word order conside:ations and ’a
series of coxrelateﬂ syntactic tests such as Subject-to Subject
Raising, Subject-to~0hject Raising, rgqn{-!P<?Deletion; .%gft
Dislocation from Suhject POsition,r and some other_,tesis
opplicahla tofthose EPS that trigger',optiooal 'verb aqreenent;'
In particular, I uill«exanine the syhtactio bohaviour ofﬁihe NP

7&§ociatod with the verd in‘ the Intransitive SE 'Constructionr'

vis<a-vis that of the Impersonal SE Constraction, iith resPect

to the tests for subjecthood available in the lanquage, and I



S Wil éﬁai*Wfﬁ‘f' ‘only fE‘“‘f‘f‘é"i§‘§én§tttvé‘fb‘tﬁgsé‘féstg*“““

‘whereas the latter i= not., No clais aill be lade in ré&atxon to
the internal lechanics of the syntactic ptocesses used as

avidence toc support the argumentation.




‘2.1. VERB AGREEMENT., =

Observe that the tensed verbd
obligatorily agrees in person

subiject:

(i) Copular Sentences:

69

of a sentence in Spanish
and numker with its surface

13

{(2/7) Juan ¥y Har{a'{soﬁ/*es} estudi§ptes:‘

T —— et

Lo

;
3

*Juan and Maria {are/*is) sthdents.}° -

=

iZ/B) Tﬁ,y,tu madre [son/*es/*eres}i;iiprohlena;

t

S T ]

the probles. '
j o §

*You and your mother {are/*is/*be-2ndp.sqg.}

-
T

(2/9) Juan y uaria {estén/tﬁstél éansados.

*Juan and Maria fare-loc,/*is-loc.} tired.*

(ii)‘Intransitive'Sentences:

R

g

(2/10) Juan y Mar{a {hablan/#habla} pucho.

*Juan and mar{a (speak/*speaks} a lot."
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{iii) Intransitive SE Sentences:

{2/11) Las puertas se {ahriéron/*abrié} por sf solas.
- *The doors opened {-3rd.p.pl./*-3rd.p.sg.} by

themselves, '
(iv) Active Sentences:

(2/12) Juan y-nar{a (estudiaron/*estudié} el argquaento,
*Juan and naria studied{-3rd.p.p1./*-3rd}p.sg.}

the arqueent,’

(v) Passive Sentences:

r

(2/13) Los argumentos {fueron/*fue} estudiados (por Juan).

.'The arguments {veres*wvas} studied (by Juan).®

N ™
3

(vi) Subject-to-Subject Raising:
-
}2/1#)‘aJ\Parec§ que Juan y naria (estén/*esté} enasorados,

'Seems that Juan and mar{a fare/*is} in leve. !

=======% === =>
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- b. Juan ¥y Maria {parecen/*parece} estar enamcrados.
, ) -
~*Juan and Mar{a (seem/*seems} to-be in love.'

(vii) 'Tough Movement':
' o
(2/15) a. Es iuy dificil'(de) complacer a los estudiantes,
%Is very difficult (of) to-please to[D.O.marker]

the students.?

b. Los'estudiantes {son/*es} lﬁy dificiles de
cqnplacer..
'The students (ares/*is} very difficult of

to-please.'r

‘Also observe that subject-verb agreement is  obligatory
regardless of. the position of the suhjec; in the sentence. 1In
fact, the sﬁbjeéf prévidedr in- parenfhesis after the rexanplé
below may appear in pre-verbal position, post-verbal pﬁsition,
betveen the direct object and the indirect object, or at the end

of the sentence. Subject-verb agreement remains' invariable.

[frn.2/4]

’

- {2/16) Entonces, le {entregaron/*entrego}
el libro a maria __(?)__. (LOS ALUNNOS)

'Then, Y.0. Cl. h&nded°in (-3td. Pe. Pl-/"3rd. Pe Sg-)

the book ______ .to maria __(?)__. (THE STUDENTS)



N

uevef%keless, as we have already ~ okserved in l exalples
(2/1)f(2/3), verb -agreement is dptional» in the case of the
Impersonal SE Construction, certain sentences constructed with
negeorologiéhl verbs, and certain others ccnstruéted,uith the

existential haber ('there-to-be').

In light of the \hature' of the verb agreement exhibited
(throughout examples (2/1)-(2/3) and (2/?)-(2/16), we are in a

position to advance the following hypothesis:

{2/17) Only surface subject NPs +trigger obligatory verb

agreement in Spanish.

As is ueil known, transformational gramaar definés the subject

of a sentence as thernP directly'doninated by S (Chonsky'1965,
p«+71) .. If (2/17) is <correct, this structural» definition of
‘subject is pérfectly uéil satisfied by the daté presented
throughqnt exanple# (2/7)~-{2/15). That the subject may appear
in some other positions, as in example (2/16), isfprobably due

to stylistic movements, as I shall showv below.




2.2, WORD ORDER CONSIDERATIONS.

4

The unmarked word order of Spanish affirn;tive siaple sentences
is P AVERﬁ ‘(NP), wvhere the NP that precedes the verb is its

subject, and the one that follows, its object:

{2/18) a. Juar y narfa estudiaroen el.arguaento.
~'Juan and Maria stu&ied”thera;gu-ent.'
b. Esfudiaron Juan y nar{a el argumentc. (Yes/No Question)
C. Estudiaron el argulénto Juan y uar{af(Yes/No Qﬁestion)
d. Bi argdlento estudiarcn Juan y,uar{a.(Topicalization)
’ é. ?2Juan y'nar{a el argqumentc estudiaron.

f. 22E1 argumento Juan y marf{a estudiaron,

Also observe that when the TOP node is filled, the subject may

appear in post-verbal or sentence-final position: {fn.2/5]

(2/139) a. Ayer, estudiaron Juan ¥y narfa el argunénto.
b. Ayer,'estndia:cn el argumento Juan Y Maria.

'!estérday, Juan and Marfa studied the ‘argument.'

. - : ’ .
Furthermore, -as we pointed out in relation tc example (2/16),

the subject may appear alndst1anyuhere in the sentence. This

relatively free word order is only explainable in teras of
- -
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stylistic movements, which according to Banfield--as cited in
Emonds 1976, p.9: %"follow gll other syntactic rules, including
agreement [...]", and "appear to be subject tc some version of

Choasky's 'up-to-ambiguity' principle (i965, pp.126—127$“.

Chcasky's 'np-to-anbiguity' principle seenms to be particularly

releVaﬁf'heré; In fact, cbserve that when the sub4ject NP cannot

be identified as such because verk agreement has been

features of person and number as the subiject, pré-ve:bal -
- position is mandatory for the subject, and so is post-verbal

position for the object:

{2/18) a. Entonces, el papel daid 1la léquina.
- *®

the machine-3rd.p.sg.’'
R _Ia 2 .
b. antonces; dano el papel la magquina.
c. *Entonces, dafio 1la néquina el papel;-
(2/19) a. Entonces, la léquina dafo el papel.
'*Then, the iachine;3rd.§.5'; messed-up-3rd.p.sg.

the paper-3rd.p.sg.’

b, *Entonces, daié la néqu?na»el»pﬁpel._

c. *Entonces, daﬁé el papel 1la néqnina.

Q
/



75

Since the SV0O order is obligatory in Spanish when the subject

cannot be identified on the basis of verb agreement, this

constitutes evidence to support the claim made in this sgctioni

that the unmarked word order of affirmative sentences in Spanish

is NP VERB (NP), where the NP that precedes the verb is its

subject, and the one that'follous, its object.

As was pointed out in the First Section of Chapter I, observe

that the word order of Intransitive SE Sentences is NP ¢ SE +

VERB, whereas that of Impersonal SE Sentences is SE + VERB + NP:
(i) Intransitive SE Construction:

(2/720) Las puertas se abrieron (por sf solas).

- ~ 'The doors opened-3rd.p.pl. (by themselves).'
(ii) Impersonal SE Construction:
(2/21) a. Se abrieron las puertas.

'PRO cpened-3rd.p.pl. the doors,'

'b. Se abrid las puertas.

B | 7 'PRO cpened-3rd.p.sg. the doors.'
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7 Furfhétlbfg;mw observe that sSentences constructed with

meteorological verbs and the existential haber ('there-to-be!)

have the same basic‘word order as Impersonal SE Sentences:

(iii) Sentences with meteorological verbs:
(2/22) a. Llovieron monedas del cielc.
'‘Rained-3rd.p. rl. coins from the sky.'
b. Llovid momedas del cielo.

'Rained-3rd.p.sq. coins from the sky.'

« *Monedas llovieron del cielo.

[+

(2/23)
'Coins rained-3rd.p.pl. frcm the sky.'
b. *Monedas llovio del cielo,

"~ 9Coins rained-3rd,p.sg. from the sky.'
(1v) Existential Sentences:

(2/724) a. Habian mruchas personas en la fiesta.
‘There-vere many persons at the party.’
b. Babia muchas personas en la fiesta..

'There-was sany persons at the party,!*




(2/25) a. *Muchas personas hab{an en la fiesta.
'Hany persons theré—iere at the party.*
b. *Muchas personas hat{a en la fiesta.

J 'Many persons there-was at the party.'

of conrse, exalples such as 15/55)7“5idu (2/25) afé; perfectf;
acceptahle if the constituent in TOP position is assigned

emphatic stress, which in turn calls for ccema intcomation: =~

(2/26) a. HOBtDaS, lloviercon del cielo,'(cf. (2/23a))
' b. MONEDAS, 1lovid del cielo. (cf. (2/23b)) .

-

(2/27) a. MOCHAS PERSONAS, habfan en la fiesta. (cf. (2/25a))

b. MUCHAS PERSONAS, habia en la fiesta.. (cf. (2/25b))

Comma intonation marks topicalization. Cdnééqhently;"alth6ﬁ4h' A
the corresponding ¥EPs appear in pre-verbal position in exaléles

(2/26) and (2/27), they are not in subject position. [fn.2/6]

Purthersore, observe‘that'theile that triggers c¢bligatory verb
agreement in the Intrgg51;14444534;gn§;:ng;iQn#masgin41212Q1¢4444447

appears to the left of the verb, Uhoreas the one that trigqers-

optional verb agreement: in the I-parsbnal SB COnstruction, as in>rT
e g%'fﬂ

= - - - : Lo



‘”’“12721i7"”appaarsr“to;ftte‘right‘Uf‘the‘vetb:"Thus;‘tﬁe‘réiéttvéﬁ““‘*

positions of the corresponding NPs with respect to the verb are

directly correlatéd to obligatory and optional verb agreement.

Fa

Th1s correlation supports ‘the clail being made in this study,

nalely that only surface subject NPs trigger obligatory venb

‘agreement in- Spanish. — - - - - - e
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"~ 2.3, "SUBJECT=TO-SUBJECT RAISING, T

{

Observe that in Spanish, both deep structure- subjects and
derived 'shbjects are sensitive tc Subject-to-Subject Raising.

Also observe that the raised subject cannot remain in its

~-- -original--pesitiens - - - o - e o
'(if Active Sentences:

(2/28) a. Parece gﬁerauan»y Mar{a estan estudiando
el argusento. |
*Seens that Juan and Mar{a are studying

the argument.®

e =m=m==s=====) -
x? k. Juan y ugrfa parecen estar estudiando
‘el argumento,
*Juan and ﬂariaNSeel to-be studying
the argument,’ o
BUT, (

c.” *Parecen Juan y ua;fa estar estudiando

el argumento. -

‘Seem Juanm and Marfa to-be studying

the argument,’




(ii) Passive Sentences:
o A

(2/29) a. Parece que lqs arguasentos estén siendo estudiados.

- ’ )ﬂ ) ~
'Seems that the arguments are being studied.'

—

-~ be-LoS-arquaentos parecen estar siendo estudiados.

'The arguments seem to-be being studied.’®

BUT,

C. *Parecen los argulentos estar siendc estudiados.

'Seem the arguments to—be being studied.?

- Let us now compare the syntactic behaviour exhiblted by the

NP
' assoczated with the

verb in the Intran51t1ve SE Construction,

fﬁmandwthatfoimthefllpefseaa%—sxweéusttﬂction:*4”

(i) Intransitive SE Construction:

(2/30) a. Parece que estas puertas se han abierto solas.

‘Seeas that these doors got opened by thelselves.

_ b, Estas puertas parecen haberSE abierto solas.

‘These doors seem.to-have opened by themselves.'

BUT,



€+ *Parecen estas puertas haberSE abiertc solas.

'See:!these doors to-have opened by theaselves.'

(ii) Imperscnal SE Ccemstruction:

(2/31) ‘a, Parece gue se le {ent:agaron/entrego}

. ,,,',,M,,,,A ~-los libros- auﬁa:ia SO

%

'Seens that PRO 1I.0.Cl. gdve{-3rd.p.pl./

-3rd.p.sg } the bo%ks to aarfa.

SRR LR I

: 7 - . . &£ .
b. *Los libros parecen habersEle entregado a Maria.

'Phe books seem to-bave-PRO-I.0.Cl.

given
£

to-Bar{a.'
BUT,

5 c,,, 105 J,mosfganeceux}qh&bersue -entregado

La Haria.

‘The books, seen to-&aye-rao-l.ocl. given -
to nagla.' A

AND, o - o

d. Parece(n) habé}sg}e entregado los aigros“

a marfa.?’

'Sean to-have-PRO-T. 0.Cl, given the books

to uar{a.'




'Cénsfinction, the NP that triggers obligatory‘verb agreement i£

1Sensitivé to Subject-to-sSubject "BRaising, and that it cannet

;enainrih its original position,gjﬁst dsvthe cther NPs sensitive

 to this same process in_exa-plas (2/28) and (2/29);

second, observe that this is not the case of the NP associated

with ‘the verb in the Impersonal SE. Construction, as is shown in

$exanples {(2/31b), (2/31c), and (2/31d). Also observe that verb

" agreement is optional in (2/31c) and (2/31d), that the NP that

triggers:optional agieelent in (2/31¢) is not in snbjeét,ibnt in

TOP- position, and that such an NP can remain in its original
position, betieen the verb  and the corresponding Indirect
Object, as in (2/31d). A1l these facts clearly suggest that the

7Wo§tiggal verh.agreelehf observed in eialples (2/§1c) and (2/3143)

is pot due to SnPject-to-Snbjéct. Raisinq, but rather to a
 process of backwards agreement, in the teras already discussed
in relation to exa}ple (1/7i), Chapter I. I will cd;e back to
this é;a&tion in Sectibn Ten of this Chapter. The terms of the
cptrespbndinq agreement rnlo'arerfnlly:discnssed in Chapter III.
% ,

Purthermore, observe that the NPs associated with the - verb. in

sentences constructed with r'létaOtological verbs and the

existenti;l ﬂabet (' there-to-be') exhibit the =same syntactic

"pehaviour ‘as: that of the NP of the Impersonal SE Censtructjon:

h

4

\t -



1 ‘ o . - ,"'- ’ ‘
(i) sSentences with metecrplogical verbs: - -

U e
r e
. . B

~

_’(2/32) a._Piréce que tgs éh/egti} lyoviendo>nonedas.r

(ii) Existential Sentences:

o

'Seems that {are/is} féining coins.!
, 2 T

=========z=:7 ' . ) _ Y ’
'b. *Monedas parecen ésﬁngllovieﬁdo.

fCoins seem to-be raég}pgjj?wwu&uMm&hA#m#*d_“ﬂéwA*ﬁwAwf

BOUT,
c.‘uonEDAs,’parecé(n)sestﬁr 1lovieﬁdo.

* “vColins, [seens/seen) to-be raining.'
AND, | s

d.'Parecé(n) estar lloviendo mongdas.

' {Seems/Seen} to-be raining coins.’

(2/733) a. Paréce que‘habian inchas’personas en la fiesta.

' 'Seems’ that there-were many persons at the party.'

h.‘*anhas personas parecian haher'eP la fiesta.

'Many persons seemed there-to-be at the pacrty.'

BﬂT' hl

Co. MUCHAS PERSONAS, parecia(n)‘hape: en la fiesta.,

“‘Many persons, seemedj-3rd.p.sq/-3rd.p.pl.}
there-to-be at the party.'

AND,



-

r;,ﬁd; Panecia(nf haber lnchasﬁperscnas en la fiéStdflﬁ'
!Seened{-3rd.p.sg./-3rﬂ.prl.} there-to-be

many persons at the party.'

Consequently, it must be concluded that only. KPs that trigger

obligatory verb agteelent are sensitive to Subject-to-Subject

raising, whereas those that trigger cpticnal verb agreement are

not.
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. Ce Yo flos ]l- vi que [d][estndiaban el argu'nentc. 4
'I [then]l-séw that.{}if]‘-stndied-3rd.pr.pl.
the arqument.’ ) A
(ii) ""éassi ve Sentences: " _ P

(2/35) a. Yo vi 7que [1as fafbricasr]‘- fueron destru{.das.

*T saw that [ the factor‘ies]‘n vere destroyed.’

b. Yo [las]t- vi que [ﬂ]i fﬁeron destrufdas.
'I [D.0.Cl. (thenm) ]‘, saw that [ﬂ]‘- vere

destroyed.!

____comsider now the syntactic behaviour of ,,,Intl:ansitive}-,sa,, and

Impersonal SE Sentences:
(i) Intransitive SE Construction:

(2/36) a. Yo v;f que [ las puertas] se abrieron.

- . 'I saw that [the doors] opened-3rd.p.pl.’

b. Yo [las]l- vi q; [ﬂ]‘- se abrieronm.

K} [ D.0.Cl. (them) ]‘. sav that [,‘]l-ﬂopened-3rd.p. pl.?



(ii) Impersonal SE Comnstruction:

(2/37) a. Yo vi que se le,(gntregaron/enttegds
[ los libros] a Bér{a. !
%I saw that PRO I.,0.Cl. gave{43rd.p.p1,/
. . =3rd.pesq} [the books]  to Marfa.' . .
. b. *Yo [los}i vi que se 1le {entregaron/entregﬁ}
[ﬂ]‘; 'ar ﬁar{a. | 7 ' ;
'I [n.o,cl.(the-)qi’sav that PRO I.0.Cl. gave

"{-3rd.p.pl./°3rd.p.5§.} [/]t‘ to Har{ao' |

The grammaticality of example (2/36b) shovws that the NE

- .associated with the verb in the Intransitive SE Ccnstruction is.

~ sensitive to Subject-to-bbject Raising, whereas the

3

Subject-to-0Object Raising:

ungralnaticality‘of (2/37h) shows that that of the Iampersonal SE

Construction is not sensitive to this process.

Moreover, observe that sentences constructed with metecrological

verbs and the‘existeutial haber ('there-to-be') exhibit the same

behaviour as Impersonal SE - Sentences  with respect to

.



(i) Sentences with leteorologlcal verbs:

- {2/38) a. Yo escuchélqné 1llovieron/1ldﬁié} { los aplausos] .
*I heard that rained(43rd.p.pl./—3td.p.sg} ‘

[the applaunds] .!

—— e e ————

' b *Yo [ [los] escuche que [110v1erdh)1iovio}rgﬂﬁ‘

'I [n.o.cl.(then)liheard that rained {(-3rd.p.pl./

—lzd.p-sgl}gﬁﬂgft' . ' : : e

=z

(ii) Existential Sentences:

-

(2/39) a. Yo vi qﬁe'ihab{an/haﬁia} [ muchas personas] .

'T saw that (there-wete/fhere—was}

[lany pétsons] .

7 b’.’ *Yo [las]‘- vi que {hahian/habia} [)f];.
'I [ D.0.Cl. (then) ]y sav that |

' [there—were/there-vaS}~Ll][.'

‘ Consegquently, Subject-to-Object Raising clearly shovs that only
77W~Wf4lps Athathtrigge:f cbligato:y——ag;ee:ent——are_subgeczsf—uhexeasp————————
~___ those. thatft:igganfoptinna143grgalantgaxggnnt,gLfnizzagggg,,f,44f,444;ﬁ4,

-



Since tﬁis'pégé;;é may affect suhjects of 'tensqﬂ complenment
senteﬁces to 'vetbﬁ of petceptipn, -and ﬁéﬁe verbs of those
complement sentences must agree in ferson and lnﬁlber with the/
‘corréspondiﬁg surface 'snbject as ié shown in examples (2/34),
(2/35) and (2/36), Snbject-to-Obigct R#ising constitutes strong

avidence in> support of the claim being lade in-this Chdpter,

namely that only HNPs that g;iééér' oﬁiiéatéry agreement are
subjects at the surface level in Spanish.




2.5, EQUI-NP DELETION.

. -

According io Keenan (1976, p.316), "the most likely ©NPs to

undergo Bqui-NP delitiom include basic subjects™.

consider the following example:

- $2/80) as Juan ¥y aaf{a querer fsuan;y:ﬁariaucantar}.' o -
-*Juan ana narfa to-vant [ Juan and Maria to-singJ.
, _ 7 -y o

b. Juan y Maria guieren }icantar.

*Juan and uarig vant-er.p,pl. ﬁ' to-sing,

Observe that the NP associated with the verb in the Intransitive

SE Construction is sensitive to Egui-NP. Deletion in Spanish,
vhereas that of the Impersonal SE Comstruction is not:
(1) Intransitive SE Construction:

=

(2/41) a. Las puertas del ascensor no querer

'*'"ﬂ"*ﬂfiasfpnertas—ﬁei—ascensorfcarttrse}.

- —l%he~éee£s—o£—%he%eiexaterfnsG+—te~xaatﬁ_ﬁ~

[the doors of the elevator to-get-closed].'

EESESRNETESEES



b. Laéﬂggéitééréél ascensor no guieren cerrarSE.
‘The doors of the elevator don't want to-get-

closed,?

l?i) Iaperscnal SE Construction:

[EBO cerrar las puertas del ascensor].
'The doors of the elevator NEG, to-want

[ PRO to-close the doors of the elevator].'

b. *Las puertas del ascensor no quieren cerrarSE.
'The docrs of the elevafor don't want PRO
to-close,’
Althouqhz metaphorical andr contextualiy constrained, exasmple
(2/41b) is perfectly acceptable, vwhereas example (2/42b) 1is
anacceptable in the iiéeréonal SE reading. This fact shows fhat
the H®P +that triggers optional verb agreement in the Impersonal
SE Construction is not the subject of ihe sentence.

i
i

Hevertheless, cbhserve that the NP that triggers cptional

agreement with setecrological verbs, may coptiomnally trigger the

same type of agreement with an equi verb:
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(2/43) Quiere(n) llover lonedas.f

©

- vdant {-3rd.p.sg./-3rd.p.pl.} to-raiﬂ'ccins.'

But again, the fact that the NP monedas ('coins') may optionmally

- agree with the egqui vert does'not-necessarily iaply that such an

ﬁP ié ifé éﬁgjéci;iﬂObSéf;ékthat (2/44) is grammatical, whereas

(2/45) is not:

(2/44) to gue;Juan‘x marfa guiexen es cantar. {(cf. {(2/40))

'What Juan and marfa want is to-sing.?

(2/45) *Lo que las monedas gquieren es llover. (cf. (2/43))

'Yhat the coins want is to-rain.!

Of course, it could be arqued, example (2/45) is ungréilatical

because the NP las monedas ('thé coiné') does not satisfy the

selectional restricticns of the verb querer ('to-want'). Since
this is a fact, bhov is it possible tﬁen.tq-clain7that such an NP

is the subject in the case of example (2/43) 2

[
o .

- —-The-solution-to the problea is that such—an NP —is not the —— —

~—

subject, andﬂ”;ha;fmthgh”opiinnalgulezhgmag:gelgnxgeihihixeﬂgpyf;, -
(2/43) is another case of backwards agreement, parallel to that

already observed in example (2/316).'



Pinally, let ﬁsﬂééis;aéixziéfﬁ;i;;fbur of existential sentences
vithrjépect to Equi-NP Deletion:
(2/“6) a. *Muchas personas guerfan haber.
'uény persons wanted there-to-be. *
b. *Querian haber muchas ferscnas.

" "Hanted ttere-to-be many persons.'

pontraryi to. the case cf example (2/453), Hno séleéf{bnal ,7

restriction has been viclated in (2/46a) and (2/46Db). If the NP

muchas personas ('many persons') vere'jthe subject . of the

existential™ haber ('there-to-be'), at least (2/46a) should me

[

' grammatical, but it is not..

Thus, it must be concluded that the NPs that trigger optionmal

agreement in. sPanisﬁ fail to be sensitive to Equi-NP- Deletion,
which is one of the tests for subjecthood available in the

language.qr




2.6, LEFT DISLOCATION FPRON SDBJBCT posxr:cu-

. ] , o s :
Lexically filled subiject NPs may be ‘'moved out® of the sentence

to TOP position leaving a subiject pronoun behind.},[fg.2/9]

The folloving examples 111ustrate left d1slocatkon fros subject

position in Spani=h'
(1) Active Sentences:

(2/47) [JUAN Y MARIA], [ellos] estudiaron el argumento.

'fJuan and Maria], [they] studied the argusent.’
*1111’Pﬁééiié*Séﬁ%éHEééi’

(2/88) [ 10S iHGUHE?TOS], [elldé] fueron estudiados;
no los ejelplcs!
'[The argulents], [they] were studied'

not the examgples!

Observe that the NP associated with the verb in ‘the Intran51t1ve

SE Construction may he left-dislocated, vhereas that of the

Impersonal SE Construction may not:
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(2/89) [ ESTOS COCHES], [ellos](se venden (por s{'solos).

‘{These cars], [they] get-sold (Ly themselves).

-~

%

{ii}y Impersonal SB‘Construcfion:

(2/50) *[ESTOS COCHES], se vende(n) [%ilcs].

‘{fhese cars), PRO sell(-3rd.p.sg/-3rd.p.pl} [theyl.

7 a

-~
’

Although scme of my consultants found.exanples such as (2/“8)'
and (2/749) narqinal; all of then égreed that (2/50) 1is
definitely unacceptable. [£fn.2/10] '

"%

. The ungramsaticality of (2/50) ,,glg,a,t,li,,,igdi,g~tes that the NP .los"

coches ('the cars') is ﬁog the subjéct of the sentence.

Let ns’noi consider the syntactic behavicur cf existential
sentences and sentencés constructed with meteorological verbs.
Since only definite WPs may be replaced by subject pronouns,

}eft-dislocation cannot apply in the case of existential

7sentences. In fact, since (2/51) is ungrammatical, there is no

7

reaspn to expect that (2/52) be graammatical:

- =
"



(i{”giiStenti;i Sentences: - - , ~

. ’ . 2 .
(2/51) *Hab{a(n) la;a;érsonas,

'There {~-was/-vere} the pérsons.’

’,

v R

~ . T

(2/52) *[1AS pBRSONASJ, {ellas] hab{an.

‘[ The persons], [ they] there-were.'

o o . . L
" In the case of sentences constructed with neteq;glgg;caliéie;ﬁs,r

=this"tést is applicable only "to a few exanplés such as the

 following:

 (ii)‘S§ntences.with metecrological verbs:

~ (2/53) a. Los aplausos llovieron por todas partes.

‘The épplaudsArained everyvhere.?

==xzw=im=s) |
b. *[L0OS APLAUSOS], [ellos)) llcyie:cn
For tcdas partes. "_
"{The épplauas], (they] rained

ever ywhere,

Consequently, Left Dislocation from Subject Position suggests
that the NPs that +trigger optional verb agreement are not

subjects in Sgpanish.
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2.7. THE *POR SI MISMOS' PHRASE:

-

>

Observe that in Spanish, the prepositional phrase por si wmismos

(*by themselves'!) nmay refer back to the subject of sentences

constructed with non-stative verbs only: : *

i

(i) Intransitive Séntences:

(.’5./54) { Juan y naria]l-vinieron [ por si liSIOS]l-

t[Juan and maria L-cale [by the-selvesl.'

(ii) Active Sentences:

[ por si lisnos]:
‘f{Juan and maria ) prepared lunch

[ by themselves ]‘. '

b. *Juan y Marfa prepararon [el,a‘lluerzo]‘-

tpor s{ sisncl.

P 'Jggn4Anﬂ;ﬂa:iafp:gpaxﬂd;Llnnch%thygiiself%k,
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' (iii) Copular Sentences:

(2/56) a. *Juan y uar{a son estudiantesbpor s{ aismos,
‘Juan and nmar{a are students by themselves.'
b. *Juan y maria estan cansados por s{ aismos.

*Juan and Maria are tired by themselves,?

Consequently, this test is not applicable in -the case of
existential sentences, but--in principle-there is no reason to
expect that this test would fail in the _éase of sentences
constructed with aeteorological verbs. 1Indeed, if the NP that o
triggers optiénal verb agreement %h thisrtype of sentences was

. the subject, these sentences should be compatible with the

presence” of a por si mismos phrase, Nevertheless, the example

“below shows that this is not the case: =

{2/57) *[Lloyieron/Llovié] [flores]i[por Si‘iiSlaSI-
'Rained(—3r‘:d;p.7pl./-3rd.p.sg} [flowers]l-[by thelselvesb'
As we "already observed in the Pirst Section of cChapter I, the

por si wmismos phrase is compatible with Intransitive SE

Sentences, but not with Impersonal SE Sentences:




(1) Intransitive SE Sentences:

(2/58) Llas puertas se abrieron por si eismas. (cf. (1/22))
/ | o
‘*TPhe doors cpeheg-3rd.p.pl. by themselves,'

(ii) Impersonal SE Sentences:
(2/59) a. Se abrieror las puertas (*porrsf maismas).
t ERO opened-Jtd.p.pl.uthe doors (by themselves).!
E. Se abtié las puertas (*por si mismas).
tERO opened-3rd.p.$g. the doors (by themselves).,'!

{cf. (1/23))

Consequently, the por s{ amisamos test--originally propcsed by

Knowles 1975 to support his claim that sentences such as (2/59a)
and (2/59b) are structurally different4—pncvides an additicpalvg

criterior to support the view here sustained, i.e. HPs that

trigger optional vert agreement are not subjects in Spanish.

It is to be noted that in the case of eialple (2/59a), where the
verb agrees with its associated NP, the intransitive reading is

nct possitle when the por si mismos phrase is present. The —

sentence is definitely ungrassatical. Since the different = _

interpretatian of sentences (2/58) and (2/59) crucially depends
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s on word order, as~i*hate~alreaﬂyﬂshcvn4in—ttegfitst~Seétion—of4*—* '''''' —

'Chapter‘I, the possibility of occurrence of the por si amismos -

pﬁrase in (2/58) constitutes further eviéence in suppert of the
view here assumed inp relation to the position of subjects -iih
respect to the verb, 1i.e. | subjects precede the verb in

affirmative sentences in Spanish.

[ ¥
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208, SE DELETIbE IN INFINITIVAL CCEPLEMENTS TO CAUSATIVE VERBS.
B

The particle SE of Intransitive SE Sentences cannot be deleted

in infinitival conplelénts to causative verbs, whereas that of
Ispersonal SE Sentences must be deleted: [ 2/11]

A

(i) Intransitive SE Construction:

(2/60) a. Merl{n hizo gque las puertas se abrieran solas.
‘merlin made that the doors qeteopén'
by themselves,'

============>

= -

b, Merlfn hizo abrir{se/*f} solas las puertas.

'mer1{n made the doors to-gét-open by themselves, '

(ii) Impersonal SE Construction:

(2/61) a. La patrulla hizo que se evacuaragﬂ}n}

los edificios.

'The squad made that PRO vacate{-3rd.p.sqg./

-3rd.p.pl.} the buildings.'

a2 34 4



¥ 102

b. La patrulla hizoc evacuar {(#/*se)} los edificios,

'The squad made PRO to-vacate the buildings.?

Furthermore, observe that reflexives, vhich according to Keenan
(1974, p.305) are universally'ccntrolled by subjects, cannot be

deleted under sisilar conditions:

(2/62) a.iﬂarfa'h;zo que [ sus herlanosji [se]i lavaran.

'mar{a made that [ her brothers ], [theaselves]  wash.'
) /4 72

b. uar{a hizo '1avar{se/*d} a sus hermanos.
'nar{a made to-wash{[ themselves] /*f} .

to [ her brothers] .?

Thus, the particle SE of the Intransitive SE Construction must

be considered reflexive in pature and controlled by the NP
associated with the verb, which in turn must be the subject of

the sentence,

By the same token, since the particle SE of the Imgersonal SE

J T TR

ggnsﬁrngt;pgﬂf!pstﬁmpgmpbligatoriiy7§e1eted, as shown in example

(?4911! ;Et, camnot beiiwconsiderequ reflexive in 'nature.

Consequently, it follows that the NP associated with the verb in

- k)
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Inéetsonal SE Sentences  is not the subject of those sentences
because if it were, it would be controlling the corresponding
particle SE, which is not the c&se, as is shown by example

(2/61b) above,




2.9. OPTIONAL AGREEMENT ACROSS THE PERSONAL 'A'.

As was pointed out ir the Second Section of Chapter I, Bello
reported the existence of certain examples of Impersonal SE
Sentences that exhibit verb agreement across the so-called

personal t*a', which marks object NPs which are {+aniamate,

+specific}:

(2/63) Se azotaron a los delincuentes., (cf. (1/45))

'PRO whipped-3rd.p.pl. tc the delinguents,!*
L

Observe that subjects never take the preposition 'a', regardless
of their position in the sentence:

(2,/64) a. *A Juan y Harfa estudiaron el argumento.

enay

'fo Juan and marfa studied the'atgulent.'
b, *El argumento, estudiaron a/Juan yAuarfa.

'The argument, studied to Juan and Marfa.®

Consequently, the presence of the preposition 'a' in example

(2/63) constitutes clear evidence that the NP that triggers

optional verb agreement in the Impersonal SE Construction is not

the subject of the verb, but rather its object.




2.10. CPTIGNAL AGREEMENT WITH NP LACKING ARGUNENTAL

RELATIONSHIP TO THE TENSED VERB OF A SENTENCE,

As we have already observed in relation to .- examples (1/71),
(2/31d), (2/32d) and (2/33d), vwhich are reproduced below, the
ténsed verb of a sentence may cpticnally agree with anm NP that - e

has no'argnuental relaticnship tc that verb:

(2/65) Se [Co:enzé/ccnenzagon} a disenar- los planos.
'PRC started{-3rd.p.sg/73rd.p.pl.}‘to‘design
the blﬁe-prints.' (cf. (1/71))
g
(2/66) Parece[ﬂ?n}'haberszle eﬁttegado los libros a uarfa,
‘Seelf;3rd.p;sg;/-3rd:p:plr}'to'have-PRﬁ-I;O;Cl;~;*5 *””“”ﬁw**"**'

given the books to Mar{a.® (cf. (2/319))

(2/67) Parece(ﬂyn} estar lloviendo monedas.
'Seew (-3rd.p.sg/-3rd.p.pl.} to-be raining coins.'

(cfu (2/323))

(2/68) Parecia(ﬂ/n} haber muchas personas en la fiesta.

*Seemed{-3rd.p.sg./-3rd.p.pl.} there-to-be many

persons at the patty.' {ct. (2/334))



As I have shown in Seétioh Three of fhis Ch;pter, the optional
vérb agreement exhibited by exalples‘(2/66)-(2/68) is nct duerto
5ubject—to~5uﬁject Raising. Furthefiore, example (2/65) clearly
shous that  this type of agreesent s not restricted to raising '
verbs.' Example (2/65) is an Inpersonal.SE Sentence. In fact,

'> observe that the intransitivevreading is not even possible, as

is shown below:

(2/69) *Los planos comenzaron a disenarSE (por.s{ solos) .

'The blue-prints started to design (by themselves).'

In- fact, the NP los planos ('the blue-prints') is neither the
sukject, nor the object of comenzar ('to start'), but the object

of disenar (*to design'), and still the tensed verb of the

matrix sentence :éy ééfeé vith Sﬂéﬁ éh ﬁé;ﬁrighs:mﬂo n;iféfﬂﬂhovi
vell Contreras fixes his ,Subjecf Selection Rule'(see'(2/u),
(2/5) and (2/6) above), uhich’isrbased on a hiefarchy dependént
on the arguaments a verb may $ubcate§orize, he shall

systematically fail to account for the opticnal agreelenf

exhibited ty the verb in exaaples (2/65)-(2/68).

- Consequently, it must be concluded that examples (2/65)-(2/68)
strongly suggest that,ﬂtheﬁlmsiduu:xriggengoptichalgag:eenent (

are not subjects. The problem posed by'the examples presented

in this section will be fully discussed in Chapter III of this

study.
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2.11. CONCLUSIONS.

In this Chapter, I have examined +the syntactic behaviour of

those NPs that trigger cbligatory and optional verb agreement in

Spanish, and I have found that the fcramer are sensitive to the

tests for subjecthood available in the language, vhereas

latter are not.

In particular, I have shown that there is a fairly strict

coasistent correlation amongst the followihg factors

the -

and

and

processes:
(1) Obligatory Verb Agreement.
(1i) Werd Order of Simple Sentences: - - o

'SP + VERB + (+NP)

1 2 3,

‘'where 1 = subiject, and 3 = object.
(iii)'Subject-to-Subject Raising. 7
(iv) Suhjeét-to-Object Raising,
kv) -Equi-~NP Deletion.

(vi) Left Dislocation from Subject Position.

(vii) Distributicn of the ‘por =i mismos' phrase,

(viii) 'SE Deletion’.
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agreement in Spanish.
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As ve have seen, only NPs that trigger obligatory agreement are

sensitive to. subject-to-subject Raising, Subject-to-Object ;

_Raising, Equi-NP Deleticm, and Left Dislocation from Subject

Position.  Furthermore, they ccntrol the ‘por si wmismos phrase

and the reflexive clitic, and- they are not wmarked with the

personal ‘'a‘',

On the contrary, l?s,thaf trigger optional verb agtéeneét are‘
not sensitive  to SUbject-to—Subject Raising, Subject-to-Object
Raising, Equi-NP Deleticn, and Left Dislocation: fron’~Subject
Position; f They can be marked with the so-called personal if:'

and they do not control the ‘por s{ wmismos® ‘phrase, nor the

reflexive clitic. Thus, it is very likely that they are objects

and not subjects, particularly in the case of the NP associated

with the verk in the Ilpersénal SE Construction.

Although it might be possible tc find some counter-examples fO»
the claims @made in this Chapter—4partiCular1f in relation to
wcrd order, for inétance-f, the overall'picture provided by the
set of arqdnents presented here inevitably 1leads to the

conclusion that only subject HPs trigger obligatory verb
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POOTNOTES : CHAPTER THO

=

[2/1) See Keenan (1976, pp.305-306) for a justification of the
nction ‘'subject of' in universal gralia:. This ‘noticn is leo
assumed ‘in Chonsky:s ;Spécified Subject) Condition* (1973).
Hevertheiess, Contreras (1976, p.J28)- contends “that 77%51§t7
category 1is irrelevant . in deep structure® in a case gramsar
~model or a theory like the one he proposes. Of course, the

validity of these assumptions only holds withir the respective

frameworks, vhose adeguacy I shall not dispute here.

[2/2] See Contreras (1976, pp.121-13€) for the justificaticn"of

thgse' rules, In this study, I am cnly concerned with that part

‘of Contreras' rule that accounts for optional verb agreement.

{2/3] Actually it is not at all clear how it uorké, since
Contreras (1976) does not say if the feature [+subject] is to be
assigned to the patients of llover and‘haherlby‘the Subject

Selection Rule or some other mechaniss. Since the Subject

Selection Rule proposed by Contreras does not make any reference

of the feature [+subject] to the patients of these particular

verbs, it is very 1likely that he would need tc add an extra

piece of machinery tc his solutionm,
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[2/;} The f;ct that not all native speakers agree on their
judgments with respect to the possibilities of occurrence of the
subject 1in én ~exalpl_e such as (2/16) dces npot éffect the
validity of this argusent. 1Indeed, those speakers that found
the sentence-final pesition unacceptable, alsc found that

position unacceptable vhen the 1erb vas third perccn singulat.

~

" PR o -

@;ES} am assusing here--withcut argument--that the Phtase
Stzacf\§s‘ _Bules of Spanish that expand 5 generate a TOP node
plus s. The question of the COMP node is irrelevant for the
discdssion below, See Choassky 19764fot a Justification of the

TOP node in English, and Riverc 1977 in Sganish.

{2/6) soma spaakers l1ght find these exa-ples perfectly

e N e A

acceptable vithcut CORRaA intonation, provided that some other

i

CODStltD&ﬂtS/IhiCh change the intonation contour of the sentence

are present, as in: Entonces, las flores llcvieron [fﬁ/del

cielc} ~- ‘'Then, the flowers tained-3td.p.pl./ [{ﬂ?tton‘the

sky}'. Of course, since there is no possible ambiguity in a
sentence 1like this, the corresponding MP can be moved freely

within the boundaries of S, provided that the presence of some

other constituents in the sentence balance the intcnation.
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*

A2/7] To the Lbest of nay knovwledge, . the other verbs that accept
Subject-to-gbject Baising--as discussed in this section--are

descubrir ('to dlscover') and dejar  ('to leéie')-J‘ Juan nos .

.descubrio [ que z’estabanos jugando] - *'Juan discovered us [ that

{ve) were playlng]: Juan nos dejd '[que g jugaralos]- - *Juan

perlitgd us tthat (ve) played]®.

[2/8] Nevertheless, for soae speakers the following exhlpie

seeas to be acceptable:  L0OS AELLUSOS,frye,,lcsreécuché gue

llovian - *The applauds, I heard thea that,rained-3rd.§.pl.' 1f
this is the.case,4it means that'neteorOIOgical verbs in Spanish
have a very peculiar'syntactic tebaviour, namely ihat they can
take a complement that may optionally trigqer verb agreement; oT

a snbject that would trigger Cbligatory agteelent. Note that

,thls exalple is aefinltely ungrallatical 1f the tensed verb of
the subordinate clause does not agree in person and nuaber with

the left-dislocated NP: *LOS APLAUsﬁs; yo 1los escuché  que

-

llovia - *The applauds, I heard them that rained-3rd.p.sg.'

[2/9] See Rivero 1977 for a detailed discussicn on Left
Dislocation in Spanish, . Accérding to bér,' left-dislccated
~wffstraetufes—afeﬁb&se—genefa%eéuia—sﬂ&ﬂishf—a~¥ie¥—vhieh—I—wsharew—w————~——

'See _section Two, Chapter III, particularly ay discussion in SR
relation to exa-ples (3/21)-(3/25}.
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[2/10]755 reported by Contreras (1976, p.131.and fn., 4, Ch&pterr
XIv), in most dialects, "subject’p:onouns must be obliéatorily
deleted when the antecedent is inanihate". NeVertheless,'thét
there are examples such as iz/u9) is coampletely béside " the,
point, The following example is quoted from Contreras (1976,

p.131): Las flores, ellas se }enden [por si sclas] - ' *The

flowets, fhey éell-Brd.p.pl. [ by theuselves]'.

" {2/11] I am grateful to Professor Knowles for pointing out “this
fact to ne, Of course, the analysis here presented is my own

responsibility.




CHAPTER 1IXI:

THE VERB AGREEMENT QUESTIOH.:

As we have already found,_Subject-Verb Agreenentris oblig;£§r;;
and Object-Verb Agreenent is optioﬁal. Obligatory agreement is
briefly discussed in the first section of the: Chapter; and a
tentative ruole is proposed. Sections Two ahd Three are devoted
tcré full discussion c¢f optional "verb agreemant, uhichv is

central to the problem posed by Impersonal SE Sentences.

In Section Two I argue--contrary to Otero (1972 and 1973)--that
-the optional verb agréenéntréﬁééfféd ;QWImféf;;;;iwggﬂéé;;;ﬁ;;;
is to be accounted for by a rule of the yrammar, which car be
stated using the} férnalism suggested\ by Chonskf (1965,
PP.174-176). A first approximation to that rule is 'presented
here. In this same section, I also argue that the third person
singular verb ending iswthe unnqued‘verb‘endiﬁg in Spanish, and
that it is to be assigned to the tensed verb of a sentence> that-
VhaS’”ch"jnﬁér@bﬁé“ﬁgtéE‘Ent}“bY"H"g@ﬁétﬁi“CUhTEhfiIﬂfﬁfﬁif‘ffﬂﬁS‘m‘“““**
ample justification cn universal grocunds. .



VSectipn Three includes ﬁnr extensivé Vdisdussion on . Clause
Reductior, a process which isl'crucial for the analysis of
vcertain cbégter-exanples to the optional verbd agreenent' rule
provisional proposad in'Section Two, specifically fhose cases
where thetifzéd verb of a matrix sentence agrees in person and
nusber with the object of the vérb of an embedded pon-tensed
sentence, The érovisional rulé proposed in Section Tud 715
modified in such a way as to account for these particular

examples. Finally, the revised version of this rule is

mctivated on external grounds.
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3.1. OBLIGATORY AGREEMENT: A TENTATIVE SOLUTION.

f

As I have already discussed in ~Chapter 1II, NPs that trigger
obligatory verb agreement in Sranish are sensitive to the tests
forf spbjecthood available in the language. I have also
discussed the neceésity for a positional markingrof sub1écts,

particularly in the section on wcrd order.

Thus, we are in a position to propose the following tentative

Subject-vVerb Agreement Rule for Spanish:
- - */

3/1) Subject-Vebb¥Agreeuent Rule (OELIGATORY):

v olperson X person Z
Ltense] @plurall / | |p@plural

This rulé, which has been stated using the formalisa “suggested

by Chomsky (1965, p.175), simply reads as foilovs: aésign'the
ieaturasmﬁ*pe£senﬂaadﬁp@lﬂf&lqﬁffotmthe—NP~&ifeet}1ﬁ&euiﬂated~by— ———————— -
é, to théﬁtgnsgd_letb,ofﬁxhaiﬁS,Lfn43/44411_nccpnnisffon,all the =

cases of obligatory agreement examined in the last Chapter.
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Of course, this rule is probably subjeét to some refinemerts in

light of a more aaple range of data than that considered in this

- study, and alsc depending on the ansuervto‘£he question of
vhether there is a VF node in Spanish or not.[fn.3/2] If the
answer ‘is ‘negative, subjects would havé io be reédefined in
Spanish, -and the Subject-Verb Agreement Rule Lreforqulated
accordingl}, as vell as all the cther rules that account for tﬁe
processes affecting subjects in the language. [fn.3/3]

Nevertheless, considering the data discussed in this study, it
is very likeiy that the Subject-Verb Agreement Rule in Spanish
looks much like (3/1). Since Subject-Verb Agreem2nt is not Va

centra% problem to the discussion of Impersonal SE Sentences, I
; v

will leave open the guestion of the final formulation of the

corresponding rule.
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3.2. OPTIONAL; AGREEMENT: A FIRST APPROXIMATION.

As was pointed dut in the last Chapter, Object-Verb Agreement is

optional in the Imperscnal SE Construction:

(3/2) a., Se abrid las puertas.
;PRO opened-3rd.p.sg. the doors,'!
b. Se abrieron las puertas.

*PRO opened-3rd.p.pl. the doors."*
'According to Otero (1973, p.551), examples such as (3/2b)

"cannot be generated at all, either *directly' or
“tderivately! (Cﬁéiéky’1965;”xv; fﬁ:?i;”bécéﬁéémfﬁg§*ét€“*”
in fact ‘tagrammatical' (to coin a‘new teri by analbgy

to amoral/immoral)™. . (Otero 1973, p.551) 7

7

In Otero's approach,

"what is ‘'agrasmatical® is neither grammatical nor

'ungrammatical’ (taking the latter term in the sense of

l'partially grannatical'); it is” SiFE}X¢_EEE§i9§m?§91,

scope of the grammar®, (Otero 1973, p.551)
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We certainly do not need fo repréddcé' here all of Otero's
theoretical justificaticnvfor the terminology he uses, since our
concern is the basic claia he makes, namely that sentences'éuch
as (3/2b) canndt be generatéd'ai all by the grammar of SpaniSh,
although ‘they are perfectly acceptable. '19 fact,IOtero (1972,
pp;239-2a0) has argued that for the grgnaar of Spanish to
generate séntences sdch as (3/2b), a special verb agfééiéhtffﬁlé‘w‘
with the following highly 'uhgatural conditions would be

required:

(3/3) Attach the plural morphenme to a verb with an unspecifiéd

human subject (manifested -as SE) just in case,

-a. the direc£ cbject is not QUE+SENTENCE:
(3/4) a. Se planeaba que se construiria(n) —
nuchas casas.
'PRO used-to-plén-3rd.p;sg. that PRO
would-build many houses.'
b. *Se planeaban que se constrqiria(n)

{

- muchas caéas. ]
'PRO used-to-pl&n—jrd.p.pl. that ERO

~ would-build many houses.'
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b. the verb is not intransitive: .
(3/5) a. Se vive biern en Los ingeles.
'FRO live-3rd.p.sqg. well in los Angéles."
b, *Se viven bien en Los Angelas,

~'PRO live-3rd.p.pl. in Los Angeles,'

c. the verd iétnbt the copula:
(3/6) a. Siempre se es chileno.po: nacimiento.
'PRO is always Chilean by birth.'
b. *Siempre se son chileno por nacimiento. ™

'PRO are always Chilean by birth,?

d, the obligue NP is not marked by a~prepo§ition:
_ (3/7) a. Se felicita a los-aaigos. |
| 'PRO'congratuiaté=3rd?p;sé;’fﬁ”fﬁé”friéﬁigif’"
b, *Se felicitan a los amigos.'

'PRO congratulate-3rd.p.pl. tc the friends.®

€, the direct object is not a clitic:
.(3/8) a. Se los alquila,

'PRO' D.0.Cl.pl. rent-3rd.p.sqg.’

L %

b. *5e lcs algquilan.,

'PEC D,0.Cl.pl. rent.3rd.p.pl.’!



f. fhe direct object has not been léfﬁidi;iocéfé&W
('tbpica}ized', in Otero'S‘terns):
(3/9) a. Los apartamentos, se los alquila.
m 'The apartments, PRO D.O.Cl.pl,
rent-3rd.p.sqg."’ | *
b. *Los apartamentos, se los alquilan.
'The apartments, PRO‘D.O.Cl.pl.

rent-3rd.p.pl.!

g the sentence cannot be construed in moré-than
one way:
(3/10) a. Se reunierorn los miembros de la junta.
‘*The members of the juﬁta go; togethef.'

b, *Se reunieron los mieabros de la junta.
R '
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'PRO brought together the members of the

Junta.!

- h. the object NP is not singular [fn.3/u]:
(3/11) a. Se alquila {este) apartamento.
zééo rent-3:d.p.sg.'(thisy,apértlent.'

b. *Se‘alguilan (este) apartamento.

0
o 24 A e Tt At 50 By B s at e s

,%,mliﬁghngnizl:d;plsglgjthislgapnxingnt.'

L




S

121

In light of these cpnditidns, Otero (19i2 and fi§53j””£§£€iﬁaéa

that the agreement exhibited by Impersonal SE Sentences such as -
v e .

o

{3/2b) could not be acccunted fof‘by‘a'rule of graniar,,%nd_that

it had to be a questicn of perforsance.

Q
Nevertheless, mcst of these conditions are simply illusory.
First, as poirted out by éontreras (1974, p.us6), QUE-SeﬁtehCes -
never trigger plufal agreement:
(3/12f,a.tzs huenb que los prisicneros trabajen.
t 'Is goocd that the prisoners work,! W
b. *Son bueno (s) que los prisicneros trébajen.

; 'Are good(pl) that the prisoners work.' ' o 5
Further evidence tO”suppdft'thié”élaii”ig“ﬁrdv;déd”fy'§éh€éﬁf1&1"”*”’* -
subjects, which are sensitive tc Subject-to-sﬂbject Raising:

| l | .
\

i ‘ ' .
i ‘ : \
(3/13) a. Parece que @s muy bueno que los prisicnercs trabajen. )

- " 'Seem-3rd.p.sg. that is vety gdod that the prisoners
vork."' |

]

”b.jqu los pr}sigg§;9§ﬁt5§§§jen parece ser muy bueno.

*That the prisoners work seem-3rd.b.sg. to-be very

good,'*

BUT,
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Cc. ¥Que lcs priéioneros trabajenrpaiécén“éérriuyrbneno;f
'That the prisoners vork seesm-3rd.p.pl. tc-be iery

good,.'

Horeover, in examples such as (3/&), verb agreement is only
preciuded')ptovided that ¢the complement sentence is tensed.
Otherwise, it is perfectly possiblé:
(3/1&) a. Se planeaba constrﬁir nuchaS'casaé.
*PRO used-tc-plan-3rd.p.sg. to-build many houses.'
b. Se planeaban construir‘guchas casas.

'PRO used-to-plan-3rd.p.pl. to-build many houses.'

The fact that example (3/1kb) is perfectly acceptakle, whereas

(374by is not, clearly shows that the verb agreement exhibited
~by the former must be due to a rule of grammar, which is
sensitive to the Tensed Sentence Condition, as stated in Choasky
(1973, p.238). In fact, acc@rding to Choasky, .
(3/15) No rule can involve X, Y in the structure

oo-Xuoo[“. .‘..YVI..].,..

vhere g;gg§7;§wg:tensed sentence, ’ )




This is precisely the condition that precludes agreement in A

(3/4Db) . Since Chomsky's conditions are ccnditions on thé
application of ruoles cf grammar, by no means is it possible to
mairtain the claiam that exagfples such as  (3/14b) are 'Silply

outside the scope of the grammar." (Otero 1973, p.551) On the

contrary, this suggests that we are dealing' with a rule of

grammar.

Sécond, if the verb is intransitive or the coéula, it cagnot be
aésociated to any other NP, except for the!subjectVBB. Since
apparently sentences constrﬁcted with imperscnal SE 1lack a
subject RP SPecified for number, therz is no reascn .to expect
singular or plural agreement in examples such as (3/5) and

(3/6), and the third person singular verb 23nding of the

coftespoﬁdiﬁé’ (a) examples is rather due to lack c¢f agreement,
as I shall show in the following paragraphs.

Third, condition (3/34), i.e. that the oblique NP not be marked
by a preposition, 1is not very surprising at all, Indeed,
observe that in Hindi {fn.3/5], vwhen the NP that triggers verb

agreement ir certain passive sentences is sarked with the ¢ase

-marking- fﬁgxebliqaeif—mthe~1erh*ta?es*thedtﬁifﬂMPEIson*singuiar

masculine ending, which is the uonmarked - WW i0—this— -

o

‘language:



(3/16) a. Bacch-o-ko chaDi-se Daraay-a jaat-a h-%.

'Kids-obl.pl.-obl.
stick(fel)-vith/by
frighten-sg. {(masc) o o E ;
PASSIVE-sg. ' ’ - e 3

be-sg.?

b. *Bacch-o-ko chaDi-se Daraay-e jaat-e h-e.v :
"'Kids-obl.pl.-obl.
étick(fel)-iith/by'
frighten-;l;(nasc)
PASSIVE-pl.

be"plo !

RS b e ke

" Othervise, such an NP triggers verb agreement: S .

-

(3/17) a. Bacch-e chaDi-se Daraay-e jaat-e h-e.
'Kids-pl.
stick(fel)—iith/by‘ ‘ ;/
friéhten-pl. ‘

- PASSIVE-pl.




b. *Bacch-e chaDi-se Daraay-a jaat-a h-&. -

'Kids-plo 7

vstick(fgn)-with/by -
frighten-sqg. N
PASSIVE-sgq.

be-sg. ! .

Thus, in (3/16)--vhere the NP bacche (Ekidé') is marked with the
oblique case -ko -- the whole verbalrsysten'ggég in the third
person singular nascﬁiine, whéreas in  (3/17) --vwhere the NP
bacché is not:aafied for case (or, where # = nominative, if we

allow f morphemes) --, the wvhole verbal system agrees with it.

Observe that this is precisely the case wvith coadition (3/3&)
< - o .

~above.,  Whenever the preposition a ('tc')--which marks

{ +animate, +specific] FPs in object position (fn.3/6}-~is

present, the verdb takes the third person singular ending:

(3/18) a. Se felicita a los amigos.
| {PBO congratnlateﬁBrd.p.sg. to the friends.' .

b, *Se felicitan a los amigos.

. 'PRQcongrainlatef314+p‘pl4tothefriends='
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Otherwise, the verb may optionally agree with its associated N?:

(3/19) a. Se alquila apartamentos.
'PRO rent-3rd.p.sg. apartments.'
b. Se alquilan apartamentos.

'PBO'rent-3rd.p.pl.‘apartéents.'

The only difference with the Hindi example is that verb
agreement is 'optionai in sSpanish, but thé principle that
frecluﬂes it in both languages is exactly the same. ’Thus, it
nuét be concluded that condition (3/3d) is not unnatural at ali,'
‘and as we shall show in the forlulétioﬁ of the optional verb:
agreement rule below, it is not even necessafy to state it as a

condition on the application of that rule.

Furthermore, as we have already pointed out in\_cﬁapters I and
11, tpere are certain Spanish dialects fhat accept agraement
acrosé the so-called personal a, but in most educated dialects
this 1is not possible. I iili come back to this guestion in fhé'_
discussion of the opticnal §erb‘agreelent ruie.

- Fourth, it should not surprise us either that the verb does not

agree with its direct object clitic, as in examples (3/8).

Since verb agreement is a rule to be stated in terms of the
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tensed verb of a sentence ahd its associated NP, this qua2stion
‘does not pose any pfcblea at all, Furthermore, direct dbject
clitics nevet triggef verb.;greenent in Spanish. Cohsider the
following sentence constructed with the existenfial | haber
('there-to-be;), where the argument of ihat predicqte is a
direct object‘clitic in the plurél. The sentence 1in gquestion

cannot be tramnslated into English,

(3/20) a. De que los habfa, los habfa.

'That D.O.Cl.[l. fheré-was, D.O.Cl,pl. there-vas, '

?

b. *De que los habfan, los habfan.

'That D.O.Cl.pl. there-were, D.0.Cl.pl. there-wera,'
. ’ .

Pifth, in the case of the left-dislocated object NE, the verb

cannot be expected to agree Hlth it 51nce such an NP has been
moved out cof the dona:n of S, to TOP posxtlon, and verb

agreement is a rule that operates wlthln the boundaries of S:

&

| /T()p\ | ’ | s
- Los— arptrtatentosr T T T T T \
-*The-aparteents,y - - /// 777777777777

se los alqulla.

PRO D.0.Cl.pl. rents,'
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Indeed, left-dislocated object NPs never trigger verb agreement

'in spanisk either., <Consider the following examglas;

{3/22) a. Si que habfan muchas personas. s

'‘0f-course that there-were many persons, !

b. Muchas personas, sf'que 1as hab{a.

'Many persoﬁs, of-course that D.0.Cl.[El. there‘uas.'
BUT,
C. *Muchas persornas, si que las hab{an.

'Many persons, of-course that D,0.Cl.pl. there-were.'

Furthetnore, left~dislocated structures do not seem to trigger“

any gramematical processes within the boundaries of the sentence

that follows them, Observe that the verb is -always second in

main sentences in\Gerian:
v
(3/23) a. Johann gab diese Blicher gestern Marie.

'‘Jobhann gave these books yesterday to ﬂarie.i

b. Gestern gab Jchann diese Blcher Marie. ‘
‘Yesterday gave Johann these books to Marie.!

Also observe that the verb reeains in second position within the

boundaries of S if  the NP diese Biicher ('those bookS') is ¢

left-dislocated:

=
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(3/24) a. Diese Blcher, Johann gab sie gestern Marie.
'Those‘books, Johann gave then yesterday to Marie.!
b. *Diese Blicher, gab Johann sie gestern Marie.

-

'Those books, gave Johann them yesterday tc Marie.

That the verbd bé .second in wmain sentences .in German is
mandatory. - Nevertheless, examples (3/25) vséem to contradict
this assump{iCn, unless it is postulated thatlieft—dislocated
st;uct&res are outside of the . boundaries of S, Ctherwise
exalpies such as (3/28) would remain unexplainable,

Thus, condition - (3/3f) is” conpletely unjustified, but

left-dislocated object,ups do present a prcblem dapending on our

analysis  of = left-dislocation. If we assume that
1eft-dislocatibn is a transfornation, ve ﬁeed tc order it befote
verb agreément in Spanish, Othervise, sentences such as (3/9b),
which is ungrannatical in the impersonal réadiné, would be
generated, .= Nevertheless, Rivero (1977) has vary strongiy argued
that left-dislocated structures- are to be base generated in
Sparish, an alternative wpich is considered perfactiy feasible

for English by Emonds (1976, p.33) along the 1lines ofa

suggestion of Chomsky and Van Riemsdiejk, and that has been

adopted for English in Choasky 1976. Consequently, if Rivero's

analysis for Spanish is correct, there would be no need feor rule
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ordering in the particular case under -consideration. Indeed,

since 1in Rivero's view left dislccated structures are fLase
generated in TOP position, i.e. outside of the boundaries of S,
théy car never trigger - ag:eenent , assuming' - that the

verb-agreement rule is a rule that operates within the

boundaries of S.

-

Sixth, condition (3/39) is completely beside the point.‘ In

fact, in the last Chapter I already provided some evidence

showing that the NP associated with the verb in the Intransiti#e;

SE Construction is to be generated ir subject Jposition since
verb  agreement with such an ‘NP is obligatory. In that

particular Chapter I also advanced a feasible solution +to ﬁhe

problem .posed by sentences that exhibit their subjects in final

position, in terms of focus or new information:

(3/25) a. 10S MIEMBROS DE LA JUNTA se reuniercn.
+focus
b. Se reuniercr LOS NIEMBROS DE LA JUNTA.

'The members of the junta got together.'

Purther-o:g,Vyygrqngrqggg;igg%iﬁlfggﬁexanple (3.10b) reproduced

below does not stem from the fact that SE is the manifestation

of an ugspecified human subject, but rather frocm the fact  that
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the object NP 1los miembros de 1la junta ('the members of the

junta'), which is [+animate, +specific] lacks the preposition a
(*tec'), which iﬁ turn precludes agreeﬁent invnost‘educatéd
dialects, as we have already discpssed above.‘ rConpare‘ (3,/10b)
and (3/26):
(3/10b) *Sé reunieror lcs miembros de la junta.

'PRO brought-together-3rd.p.pl. the nelbers\

cf the ju&ti.’

(3/726) a. Se reunié a lcs miembros.de la junta.
4 'PRO brought-together-de.p.sg. to the meibers
of the junta.z | | |
b. *Se reunieron a los miembros de la juﬁta.
‘PRO brought-fogefpér;ﬁfd;é.éil tbfégéwgé;bé;érawmj
~§f the junta,!
Pinally, condition (3/3h)--which we sinply added to make Otero's
rule consistent-- is not at all‘réguiréd if the corresponding

rule 1is adequately formulated. In fact, a santence such as

“(3/11a) is syntactically ambiguous in the sense that one can

consider - that the verb agrees with its associated NP, which is
third persorn singular, or %ha%~ituhasmbeen—aSsigned/the—ﬂaiafkedff

verb ending:

-



(3727) a. Se vende apartamento. (AGREEMENT) .
b. Se vende apartamento. (LACK OF AGREEMENT)

'PRO sell-3rd.p.sg. apartment,’

In light .of these considerations, we are now in a position to
propose the following first approximation to the optional verbd
agreament rule:

*

(3/28) Object-Verb Agreement Rule (OPTIONAL):

r NPb
v _— sperson . Y ' dparson“z
[+tense] g plural | o Bplural
ey "W”W*””*”jgf T

NP
CONDITION: Y # |otperson| ...

prlural

Rule (3/28) reads: assign the features [ perscn,fplural] to the

- tensed verb of a sentence from the NP that immediately follows

o

it, provided _that there is no such NP immediately dominated by
S. This rule is to be complémented by the following general
convention,  which finds ample ‘justifiéaticn cn  universal

grounds:




(3/29) The‘tensed verb of a sentence that does not undergo
aqreément is qssigned the third pérson singuiar or

unmarked verb ending.

in,fact,'thgs is exactly the case of examples (3/4a), (3/5a),
(3/6a), (3/7a), (3/8a), and (3/9a), the Hindi example in
~(3/162), and. the case of the Turkiéh, Finno-Ugrié,VGeotgian,
Caucasian; Pravidian, and Eskimo examaples discussed by
Benveniste (1971; p.19§). The case of the Eskimo exalpieris

particularly relevent here:

"In Eskimo, - W.Thalbitzer ciearly indicates the
nonpersonal nature of the 3rd.sing.: 'Of a neutral
character, lacking any mark of pefSonality, is the
ending bf the third person singular: -gg:.: which
gquite agrees with the'comnbn absolute ending cf the

. LOUD... These endinqs,fér the third person indicative
must be regarded as IMPERSONAL FORMS (emphasis mine,

G.H.S: kapiwok ‘there is a stab?, 'one is stabbed’.*

(B.A.I.L., I : 1032, 1057)." (Benveriste 1971 p,198)

Consequently, there is strong evidence to support the claim that
a convention such as (3/29) must be a - principle of univgrsal

grammar.



As stated, Rule (3/28)’;accounts fof\ the optional gg;eelent
observed ir examples (3/2), ard precludes thé generation of all
the ungrammatical examples listed in (3/4)-(3/11). In fact,
Rﬁle (3/28) requires that thefobject of the.verb be an’ NP nafked

for parson and nulbsr. Since no QUE#Sentence is allowved in that
) k—" ] @« ’ -
positicn, examples such as (3/4b) are never generated. - B

Since intransitive and copular verbs Jlack an object NP, 1o
agreement can be triggered in the case of examples (3/5) and

(3/6). [fn.3/7] - , _ -

Rule (3/28) cannot apply in the case of example (3/7) either
because no preposition can appear between the verb #¥d the

correspondirg object NP, . . .

Finally, this rule does not apply in the case cof examples (3/8)
and (3/9) because the object of thg verb is a clitic in the
former, and the object NP is outside of the boundaries of 5 in

the latter. (I am aséuming--uithout argument-- that clitics are

(-8])

Furthermore, Rule (3/28) with its associated convention not only

accounts for the exanplesrdiééﬁésed by Otero: (i972 and 1973),

but also for the following examples:



(3/30) a. Llovid monedas.
'Fained-3rd.p.sg. coins.' g -
b. Llovieron monedas.

'Rained-jrd.p.pl. coins.'

(3/31) a. Habia muchas personas.,
'"There-was many persons.'
b. Hab{an muchas personas.

'"There-vere many persons,'

These examples constitute external evidence on tha problenm posédi
by the Impersoral SE Ccnstruction, and théy strqngly supporf &e
cléim made in this study~thatmkale~~13/28r4wandm~itsW”a§soc' edwm*lm'ﬂw
coﬁveﬁtion'constitute part of the grémnar of épanish.
, |

Nevertheless, the following exaaple aréported by Bello and
alreg@y discussed in Chapter I runs counter S Rule (3/28):

' [

(3/32) Se azotaron a lecs delincuentes,

'PRO whipped-3rd.p.pl. to the delinquents.'

Although example (3/32) is rejected as ungrammatical in most
educated 'dialects cf Spanish, it could be acccunted for either

by allowing the appearance of the preposition 'a' between the
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verb and its 'object NP, or %y ordering object~verb aggeenent‘l

&

: ; : . . 5
before the rule of Personal 'a' Insertion, in the case of the
particular dialects where this type of agreement is acceptable.

[fn.3/87. o
Consider nov the following examples froe English [fn.3/97: -

(3/33) a. There is a unicorn and a certaur playing
in the garden.
b. (¥)There are a unicern and a centaur'playingn
in the garden. | |

(3/34) a, A unicorn and a centéur are playing in the garden.

b.- *A unicornm and a centaur is playing in the gardea.

‘These examples Sibﬁ that Subject-Verb igreelent is different
from 'Complémenf—Verb Agreement in English. Ein the former, if
the subject KNP is a conjunction of tvo singuiar NPs, the verb
must be plural, In the latter, the verb may agree with the
first lexical NP to its right., Observe that this is clear cut

in the case of the Spanish Impersonal SE Construction:




(3/35) a. Se vende un auto y uﬁé bicicleta.
'PRO sell-3rd.p.sg. a car ard a bicycle.'
b. *Se venden un auto y una bicic;eté. | |
'PRO sell-3rd.p.pl. a car and a bicyéie.'

°

(3/36) a. Se verde unra bicicleta y dos aﬁtosaf ST e 1”“‘?4'

[+l

'PRO sell-3rd.p.sg. a bicycle and twc cars.®
b. *Se venden una bicicleta y dos autos,. -

'PRO sell-3rd.p.pl. a bicycle and two cars.'

[+

{3/37) . Se vende dos autos y una bicicleta.

'PRO Sell—Brd.p.sg-troicars and a bicycle.!

b. Se venden dos autosiy una bicicleta.

‘ERO—selle3rd.ptéljmt¥eﬁcarsMaﬂdmawbicyciei4wu;rrr S -
And also in the case of existential sentences:

(3/38) a. Hab{a una chic& Y un suchacho en la esquina.
'There was a girl and a boy at tke corner.' : ’ -

b, *Babfan una chkica y un muchacho en la esguira.

B

'#*There vere a girl and a boy at the corner.'
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(3/39) a. Habia una chica y dos muchachos en la esqqina;
'There-was a girl and two boys at the corner.'
b. *Habiar una chica y dos nuchaéhos en la esquina.

,\*There-vere a2 girl and twvwo boys at the ccrner.'

.

(3740

. Habfa dos muchachos y una chica en la esquina. .
"There-wvas tvec boys and a girl at the corner.'
b, Habian dos muchachos y una chica en la asgquina.

‘There-were tvo boys and a girl at the corner.'

Examples such as (3/35) could bave been another piece of
evidence to supgort Otero's claim on ‘acceptable

agrammaticality', but apparently he missed these data.

Nevertheless, considering  that English observes the same

behaviour as Spanish with respect to Complement-Verlk ‘Agreement,

the evidence presented strongly supports the claims made here
. /\ o . ". )

that this type of agreement is +to be accourted for by a

?

grammatical rule, and that this type of rule must be available

' to the set of possible grammars.

a

In order to accomnt for the exaaples just considered, we sust

(2

intrefuce the following  modification in our Object-Verb

Agreement Rule: the WP that immedjately follows the verb lﬂg} be

P

[+lexical].



v

°A**A44‘MW[QA‘4]AAMAAA>
+tense

NP

CONDITION: Y # |otpersonf...

frplural

_|#parson

NP

-
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3.3.

OPTIOHAL AGBEEEERT AND CLAUSE REDUCTION.

In a revised version of Otero's rule of agrecement discussed in

the

examine below., Oterc's re-formulated rule reads as foilous:

last

section, he inclyded twc more’ conditions that I will

(3/42) Pluralize V in the cbntext

[X [sc’oup(m:c) se Y 2] ]s

il

7

CONDITIONS: (among those‘already,discussed above, G.¥.)

de

Y does not include SER:

(3/“3) 5; LO éﬁe se derrumbar{ {es/scn] los -

regilenes neocolonlales.
"ﬁhat‘PRO_Uill-overihrow-3fd;p.sg.
{is/are} the neocolonial regi;es.'.
b. *Lo que se derrumbardn {es/son} los
:riegilenes neocolodialgs. y
'What PRO will—overthrowe3rd.p.p1.

is/axe}—the—aeoeelenzalf{egiies




- ,W‘ ‘b. Y is null or 'nof t oo long':
'(3/uu) a. Serhabia estado intentando tratar de
derrumbar los regimenes neocoloniales.-
npR0 had-3rd.p.sg. beenbtrying‘to-nake-
o o - ' an-atieépt to overtbtow the neccolonial
| regimes.’ ”
b, *Se habian estado intentando tratar
derrumbar los regiaenes neocoloniales.
‘*PRO had-er.p.pl. been trying to-make-
an-attempt to overthfou'the neccolonial
regimes,!

«+s {(Otero 1976, p.357)

o

Example (3/&3) does not gualify as a counterexamplervto Rule

(3)28}.7ifdrthefi6re, it does not even qualify as a condition on

Otero's rule reproduced in (3/42). In fact, example (3/43) is a .

pseudo-cleft sentencérwith a headless relative clause in subject

"~ - position [£fn.3/10]:




"%

»

(3/85) a. ./’_’_j\

que se derrumbara (¥*n) cop /NP\
- {es/ los rég:’;lenes
son} neocoloniales.
: /

Vb L G Lupto FROJL, que se derrambard (+n) I 1ys

[VP {v {es/scn} ]V[NP los’regimenes neocoloniales ]IIP]VP]S

R T (T I 1 WUy P TR T I N I KT
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Obviously, the structure presented in (3/45) does not satisfy
the  structural descrirtion of the Object-Verbdb Agreement stated
in (3/28), nor does it satisfy that of the rul2 proposed ‘by
Otero (1976, p.357) which I reproduce in (3/42). 1Indeed, since

the NP 1cs regf{menes neccoloniales ('the neocclonial regimes’')

forms part of the VP o¢f the matrix sentence (and nct of the

sentence embedded under the subject NP), and both rules cperate
within the boundaries of S, the tensed verk of the headless
relative clause cannct be expected to agree with the NP inm focus

position because it 1is outside of the boundaries of the
. . \ ‘
corresponding S. For this reason, rather “"than that given by

Otero, example (3,/43Lk) is ungramsatical.

Consequently, . example {(3/43b) does not

constitute  a

counierexalple tc the Object-Verb Agreement Rulz formulated in
the last sectiorn, arnd exanpie (3/u3a)h rather supports it.

Indeed, observe that the copélé can be either singular or

plural. This is'precisely the type of data Rule (3/28) accounts

for. Since the subject NP irtroduced with lo . guz (‘'what’') is
not specified for nulhet, Rule (3/28) may optionally trigger

agreement of the copula with the NP that follows-it. Otherwise,

tke copula is assigned the third person singular 2nding, by the

general conventicn stated i (3/729).



- ° o o L
Let us now consider the examples presented in (3/44). Observe °+
that the tensed verb cf a sentence constructed with Iapersonal
SE may opticnally agree with the object of tha verk of an

eabedded non-tensed sentence: -

(3/46) a. Se planeaba construir muchas casas.
*PRO uééd-to-pianfBrd.p.sg. fo-bﬁild n;ny hoﬁéés.'i
b. Se planeaban construir muchas casas.
'PRO used-to-plan-3rd.p.pl. to-build many houses.'
‘Mevertheless, this is nct always possible, a;v’Otero's eialples
reproduced in (3/44) shcw. Indeed,’as formulated in (3/28), the

Object-verb Agreement Rule proposed in the last section fails to

account for the grammaticality of (3/46b) and the

ungranné;iegiifji of 7}3/nﬂb) since ro ﬁonétensed vergé are
alloved by that rule to occur betvegn the tensed verb of the
sentence and the NP that triggers agreement in (3/86D).
Horeover, if we reforlulatebaule (3/26) in such a way as to-
allow the presence of a certain nulbér of ncn-tensed verbs in
-that position, it still q;nnot predict ihe ungraamaticality of

{3/44b) unless we are able to specify what is t> be understood

by *too long'. Conseguently, exaaples (3/44) and (3/46) pose a

~very crucial —probles for the formulation of the verb agreement
rule, To thke best of my knowledge, this problem has never been
satisfactorly solved in any of the analyses thus far proposed.

[£fn.3/11]
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The hypothesis I §111 argue for in thig sé;tiop is that examsple
(3.42b) has undergone Clause Reduction; whereas (3.40b) has not.
This makes the agreement observed in (3.42b) strictly dependent
on Clause Reduciion,,which is a rule that adjoins the verb of an
embedded non-tersed sentence to the verb of the matrix sentence,

producing a complex verb as output:

(3/47) Clause Reduction (SIMPLIFIED):

£XJV°[Z}V ::::::>[X,Z}V : . o

(3/47) is not intended as an exhaustive formalization of the

Clause Reduction BRule, tut rather a simplified version of it,

Let us first justify the existence of Clause Reduction. The i

arguments for Clause Reduction reproduced here are taken from
Contreras (1978):
"The first argument--due to Aissen and Perlmutter
(197?7-—15 based on structures like the following:

{3/48) Quiero [# peraitirte [ PRO hacerlo]]

I want [# to-allow yeu {PRO do it]]
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If no Clause Reducticn takes plaée, the ¢litics remain A g

in- their origimal pesition, and the fo@léving sentence —

SRS TR TSP

is generated:

(3/749) Quiero permitirte hacerlo.

'I want to-allowv you to-do it.'

sy

If the two lover clauses are reduced, the clitics are
promoted to permitir (*to-allow'), and the following

sentence is generated:

SRk i i A B ([

[N

(3/50) Quierc permitirtelc hacer,

'T want to-allow you te-do it,!?
. » N

bbb

B
fi

If all three clauses are reduced, the <clitics are

attached to the highest'verb:

L)

etk st Baee e Kot by bl

(3/51) Te lo quierc permitir hacer.

'"T want to-allov you to-do it.'® o :

Finally, if only the two highest clauses are reduced, - i

the 1lowest clitic remains attached to hacer (*to-do'),

bnt”tem1*y6ﬁ=c1717“is*§f§iﬁféd to querer ('to-vant'):




'Y

(3/52) Te guiero permitir hacerlo.

'I wart to-allow you to-do it.'

There ate. nc other poésibilities under -th2 Clause
Reduction hypothesis., OQ\ the otﬁér hand, under. the
theory that considers Clitic Promotion opticrnal, there
‘is .one Rore possibility} namely, advancing each clitic

one clause up:
(3/53) *Te quiero pe:nitirlo hacer.

The ungrammaticality of this sentence, whick 1is not

generéted under the Clause Reduction hypothesis, lends

_strong support to this analysis." (Contreras 1978,

pp. 13-14) h )

That the examples gucted from Contreras (1978) have undergone
Clausa Reduction can be further demonstrated using the

pséndo-cleft test:

(3/58) Lo que gquieroc permitirte es hacerlo. {(cf. (3/49): -CR)

{ﬁggiuiwwdﬁt to-allow you is to-do it.?*

{3/55) Lo que guiero es permitirte hacerlo.{cf. (3/49): =-CR) -



(3/56) *Lo que quierc persitirtelo es hacer.{(cf. (3/50)5 +CR)

BUT, »
(3/57) Lo gue quiero es peraitirtelo hacer.({cf. (3/50): -CR)
"AND, '

(3/58) *Lo qﬁe te lo quiero es permitir hacer, (cf. (3/51): +CR)

(3/59) Lo gqgue te gquiero permitir es hacerlo. (cf. (3/52): -CR)

BUT, .
(3/60) *Lo gue te quiero es persitir hacerlo.(cf. (3/52)): +CR)

censtruction ‘with one

- Sincé‘onlyconstituentsfhatarenotin
another can appear irn focus position in the pseudo-cleft_'
construction, the nungrammaticality of examples (3/56), (3/58)
and (3/60) clearly shows that what is in focus pogition is not a
single constituent, Observe that these are érecisely the
examples that/have undergone Clause Reduction, i.e. vhere the
non-tensed - verb of a lovetvflanse has been attached to the verb

=

of a higher clause, producyég a conplex“\erb at the level of the

bt b il i 4 e e

BRI b L M S f B

latter.

P M b B gL
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Tﬁe'foilowing argumsent, also teprodﬂaed from Contreras (1978) is

due to Aissen (1974):

"Reduction. In the aksence of such rule, an ad-hoc rule

The

... _Contreras (1978):

7

"{...] notice that the surface structure corre§pcnding

to (3/61) is (3/62), not (3/63):

(3/61) Bice [JuanvSAIir]

"I made {Juan leavel].' o
(3/62) Hice salir a Juan.,
(3/63) *Hice a Juan salir.

This linear order fcllcws from the Rule of Clause

placing the subject im final position for sentences

embedded under verbs of perception and causation ‘would

have to be posited.™ (Contreras 1978, pp.14-15)

(fn.3/11)

following arguments for Clause Reduction are due

to
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"Notice the ungran:a%icality of thé7£8115£i£§ sentence:

(3/64) *Pedro’ hizoc [salir a Juan] ayer
y Ricardo [1lc} hizo hey.
'Pedrc made Juan leave yesterday .

and Ricardo did it today.'

vhere [ 1lo] refers to [salir a Juan]} ('Jhan leave?),
OUnless, Clause Reduction is posited, this |is
anexplainable, since Juar salir is a constituant, and

if "embedded under a verb that does not triggar Clause

~Reductior, it can te referred to anaphorically by the

pronoun lo, as in:

' (3/65) Juac no va a salir porque su esposa se lc prohibe.

'‘Juan is nct going out because his wife won't

let hia.?

fArother] argument in favor of Clause Reduction is
based on pseudo-cleft constructiors, Notice that the

followirng string is ungramsatical:

et et da ek bbb bt 6

(3/66) *Lo gue Pedro hizo fue salir a Juan.

O RO

'*§hat Pedro sade was Juar leave,'

Rl 55 o b o bt W 1. et 3o b Pl oA s el



This suggests that salir a Juan is not a coﬁstituent,
which is exactly what Clause Beductiﬁn prgdicts. This
analysis also predicts that 55115»(;£o—1eave') is not a
constituent, This is substantiated by the

ungrasmaticality cf the folloviﬂg string:

(3/67) *Lo que Pedro hizo a Juan fue salir. S

'§hat Pedro made Juan was to-leave,'
\ a
Both ¢f these facts follow from the Clause Reduction
kypothesis, which aésigns the following structure to

A
the relevant sentences:

(3/68) Pedro [ hizo salir] a Juan.

" 'pedro [ made to-leave] to Juan.*
The néxt argument is based on the presence c¢f the
prepositiorn a ‘'to' in front of Juan in the preceding
sentences. This  preposition is . traditionally

considered to be added to animate nouns in direct

~object positionm. Notice that in other cases, a subject

post-verbal pdsition does not take the preposition

in
~as:

. -




: :S (3/68)‘A1 llegar (*a) Juan, todos se alegrarcn,
A T '

'When Juan arrived, everybody got happy.'

/ | |
- _{?he presence of ‘a’ in (3/68) follows from the Clause

Reduction hypothesis, Hh1ch says that the subiject

embedded under a verb of causation becomes the object

of the complex verb formed by the rule.

Phe final argument [ﬁresented by Contréras. (1978)] in.
favour of. Clause Reduction is based oh the f01louihg

structure:

(3/70) Juan VIO [el doctor exaalnarla].

'‘Juan saw [the doctor exalzne her}.'

Agent Postposing :changes this structure into (3/71):
» : , .

(3/71) Juan vid [t examinarla por el doctor].

5’ ~ 'Juan sav [t examine her by the doctor].'

If no other transformation is assumed to apply, this
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{(3/72) a. *Juan vid examinarla por el doctor. -~
b, Juan la vid exaiinar por el doctor.

'*Juan sav her be examined by the dcctor.!

But, as ve see, c¢nly (3/72b) 1is grammatical. The

aralysis whick ccnsiders Clitic Promotion optional is

—

incapable of accounting for this fact. On the other
hand, - this is precisely what our assuaptions about
Clause Rzduction and the obligatory nature of Clitic

Promotion predict." (Contreras 1978, pp.15-17)

Nov, I will present three additional arguments in favour of

Clause Reduction.

Observe that in the "following questions, the subject cannot

appear ir pre-verbal position in Spanish:

(3/73) a. A qhién guiere Juan comprarle ese libro?
'To vhom wants Juan to-buy-I.0.Cl. that book??

b. A quién quiere comsprarle Juan ese libro?

T 4%0—&“ W—W'ﬁﬂf'fﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂ—tﬁa‘t—bﬁﬂ? '

c. A—gnién—gniereﬁce;pr&£le—ese—iibEQ—Jaa3?

'Po whom wants to-buy-I.0.Cl. that bock Juan.'
d. *l_quién Juan quiere comprarle ese libro?

~> 170 whom Juan wants to-Buy-I.O.Cl. that book?!



The ungfa-haticality of example (3/74) - constitutes}ﬂzzzational

Llso observe that the word order of (3/73a) is nbt possible vhen
there is Clitic Promoticn, .which according to Contreras (1978)

ﬂ%:obligatory when Clause Reduction has taken place:

(3/74) *a gnién le quiere Juan comprar ese libro?

Under these conditiors, the subject nmust be moved after the
complex verbfforled by the Clause Reduction Rule, tc any of the
other positicné“illﬁstréted'ébdvé:'" . - s

{3/75) a. A guién le gquiere cosmprar Juan ese libro?

b. A quieén le quiere comprar ese libro Juan?

-evidence in support of the Clause Reduction analysis.[£fn.3/12]

The other piece of evidence for Clause Reduction is offered £§

the distribution of adverbs, Consider the following exalpleé:

(3/76) a. Ellos quieren simplemente lavarlo.

b, *Ellos lo quieren simplemente lavar.

BUT,

7 c. Ellos simplemente 1o quieren lavar,

'They Si-ply want to wash it.'



Again, the ungrammaticality of (3/76b) is oniyiAexpiainabléa in

terms of Clause Reducticn.

i

The last argument is based on Topicalization:

(3/77) a. Ellos quierer lavarlo, -

T

b. lavarlo, quieren ellos.

- 'They want tc wash it.'

{3/78) a. Ellos‘loiquieren lavar.

‘*m~:>b. *Lavar, lo guieren ellos.

e

P

Since under the Clause Feduction hypothesis lavar ('to-wash') is

_mo longer a constituent, it camnot be topicalized. If Clause -

Reduction is not positéa, all these facts +would remain

unexplained,

Now that Clause Reduction has been reasonably justified on the

basis of the above arquments, let us return to the qﬁestion of

the agreemen/t exhibited by.the”tensed verb of a matrix sentence

with the object of the verb of an embedded non-tensed sentence.
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As I stated at the beginning of this section, the hypothesxs ~to ¢
be defended here is that this type of agreement is only possible

if Clause Reduction has taken place. Although the evidegge for

Ciausé Reduction is indirect, it can be easily atteste;f\in‘

sentences constructed w#ith the Impersonal SE using any of the

follouing tests, eithar by themselves or in conjunction with one

another:

(i) Clitic Pro’oticn. (Cf. (3/1‘9)- (3/52)’) : Lo - SR
- ' :
(ii) Pseudo-Clefting. (cf. (3/54)-(3/60))

and (3/66)-(3/67))
(iii) Prononinalization with lo. (cf. (3/64)-(3/65))

(iv) Distribution of Adverbs. (cf. (3/76))

(v) Topicalization. (cf. (3,/77)-(3/78))

Let us first consider the following:

— 7 {3/79) a. Antes se necesitaba aprender muchas ccsas.
b. Aprender muchas cosas, se necesitaba antes.

.'Before PBO needed-3rd.p.sg. to-learn many things.®



(3/80) a. Antes se necesitaban aprender muchas cosas.

a

b. *Aprender muchas cosas, se necesitaban antes. -
» : ' . '

—

'Before PRO needed-3rd.p.pl. to-learn many things.'

1,

" since under the Clause Reducticn kypotpesis aprender auchas
935_35 ('to-learn many things') is not a. cogsutnggi.,,,ii:;,,gg’gggt
be topicalizéd»if agreement has taken pl&ce. This_inplies that
- . the agreement exhibited by +the tensed veéi in (3/80a) is
possible because Clause Reduction has taken piécef’ 'Otperuise;
'exénple (3/80b) should be grammatical, but it is not,

4

“This can be furtherly attested by Pseudo-Clefting:

~ (3/81) a. Lo que antes se pecesitaba

era aprender muchas cosas.

*What PRO .peeded-3rd.p.sg. before

vds to learn many things. | -
b. *Lo que antes se necesitaban

era aprender auchas cosas.

'Yhat PRO needed-3rd.p.pl. before

¥as to learn many things.!®




Alsc by Pronominalizaticn with lo:

.- v

(3/82) a. Antes se necesitaba [aprender muchas cosas],

.

pero hoy ya nadie {lc]vneéesita.

'Before PRO needed-3rd.p.sg. [to learn many things],

but nowadays nobody mneeds [D.G.Gi;(it)):?~~—*~~'~~Aw*4~ww4A
*Antes se necesitaban [apteuder muchas cosas],

perc hoy ya nadie [lo] necesita.

'Befoge PRO needed-3rd.p.pl. [tO learb many fhingéj,

but nowadays nobody needs [D.0.Cl. (it) ].*

&

Ard the distribution of adverbs:

(3/83) a.

intesﬂsewnecesitabaifsinfelbargoffw~~mw~www~WWWmew~~mwf~Wﬁﬁ
aprender auchas cosas.

'Before PRO needed-3rd.p.Sg., neverthelass,

to learn many things.*

*Antes se necesitaban, sin eabargo,

aprender muchas cosas.

‘Before PRO needed-3rd.p.pl., neverthelass,

to learn many things.'
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The ungrammaticality of examples (3/80b), (3/81b), (3/82b) and
(3/83b) 1is only explainable in tern; of the Clause Reduction
hypothesis. Consequently, we  can assume that the agreement
obse#ved in - (3/80a) is possible‘because Clanée Reduction has
taken place. Conversely, whenever vagrealent is not poséibleQ

between the tensed verb of a matrix sentence and the object of a

non-tensed  embedded senience, ve can assum2 that Cladsé
Reduction has not taken place in that particular instance. Let
‘us consider a parallel example to that quoted from Otero (1976)

under (3/44):

(3/84) a. Se tratd de derrumbarle
los reginenes neocoloniales al Imperio.

'PRO made-an-attempt-3rd.p.sg. to overthrow-I.0.Cl.

the neocolonial regineé to the Empire,'?
b. *Se trataron de’ derrumbarle
los reginenes neocoloniales al Imperio.
'PRO made-an-attempt-3rd.p.pl. to overthrow-I.0.Cl.
the neocolonial regimes to the Empire.’
BOT,

c., Se le trataron de derrumbar

¥

“les reg{lenes neocoloniales al Imperio.

~ 'PRO I.0.Cl. made-an-attesmpt-3rd.p.pl. to overthrow

the reoccleonial regimes to the Empire.’



As Contreras (1978) has convincingly argued, Clitic Pronotionwis
ohligatory if Clause“Reduction ﬁas taken place. Since there is
nec Clitic Prénotion in (3/84a), this implies that no Clause
Reductior has taken place in that particular exanple, "If my

hypothesis is ccrrect, (i.e. that verb agreement is possible in

this particular type of examples only vwhen there is Clause

Rgduction), verb agreeneht should_not be possible Hhen’there is
no Clitic Pro-oticn.‘ This 1is precisely what Vthe
ungrammaticality of example (3/84b) shows. By tha same token,
the grannaticality of exaaple (3/84c), which Shous that verb
agreement ié perfectly ac;eptable when there is Clitic

J Pronotion,lstrongly supports the claia being made in this study.

,Ihﬁ,QPEignélm9§§¥39§55m9§f3§§§fWéﬂEﬂE!ﬁQ?;,i§ﬂﬂ9tte5ted by the

fdllowing exanple, which is parallel to (3/84c):

(3485) Se le trato de derrumbar
los regimenes neocoloniales al Imperio.
'PRO made-an-attempt-3rd.p.sg. to overthrow

*he neocolomnial ragimes to the Empire.’

ﬁxalple (3/85) and its plural counterpart in (3/84c) sho¥ that

Clause Reduction does not depend on agreement, which is 3

logical alternative in the 1light of the examples considered
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above, Rather, it shows that Clause Reduction is a necessary
condition for optional agreement to apply. This is confirmed by

fhe folloving exaaples:

(3/86i a; Sevhabfa estado intentandq tratar de derrulparle'
los regfnenes neocoloniales al Imperio.
'*PRO had-3rd.p.sg. been trying tc-make-an-attempt
to overthrow-I1,0.Cl, the neocolcnial regimes to
the Empire.? 7 7
_b. *Se le habia estado intentando tratar de derruabar
los regilenes neocdloniales al Imperic.
'PRO I.0.Cl. had-3rd.p.sq. been trying to-make-an-
atteapt to overthrow the neocolonial regiames

__‘to the Empire.!

c, *5e (1e)habian esiado intentando‘tratar de derruabar
105'reg{nenes neocoloniales al Imperio. (cf. (3.40b)

*ERO had-3rd.p.pl. been trying to-make-an attempt
toc overthrov the neccolonial regimes to the Empirse.'

Observe that Clitic Promotion is not possible in (3/86b). . This

means that there is no Clause Reduction in that particular

~ example. Since there is no Clause Reduction, no verb agreesment

should be possible,

 This is substantiated by the '
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ungrammaticality of (3/86¢), which is qugﬁed'fron Otero (1976).
This exarple gquoted here is precisely the example on the basis
of which Otero justified condition (b), Rule (3/42) above.

In light of this discussion, ‘'we are now in a _position to

conclude that none of Otero's conditions on the application'ofk>

.the optional verb agreement rule réally»hold, and_.that all of
them are $imply illusory; Névertheless,’ we stili have the
problem of re-formulating that rule, since as ie'pointed'dut':at”'l
tﬁe beginnihé of'this’section, Rule (3/28)'fails_to ﬁcconnt for

the facts here presented.

Since the agreement exhibited by the tensed verb of a sentence

with an'object of the verb of an embedded non-tensed sentence is

strictly :depéndent on Clause Reduction as I have tried to show
in this section, this must be‘expressed id' the formulation of
fhe ycorreséonding rule, as 1 stated in (3/47), the output of
ihe Clause Rednctionraule is supposed to be  of the foliouing'

form:

(3/87) /\




Bacause it is possiﬁle‘to reduce more - than cne clause -in. a
sentence (cf.(3.ﬂ6)—(3.&8)), the following "outputs are also

allowved:

(3/88) Y - R
o | A /\ , o
vV , ' ' ‘.

Since thevtenSeﬁ'verE of a sentence is é%ﬁays the left-most verb
in the string within the boundaries of 5 (cf. - (3/49)-(3/52)).,
to igdicate that clause reduction has taken place, we simply

need to specify one macre V node withino those boundaries:

N

3/B9) eilg eeen Vo0 Voaeidgeee o
/ LtnsJ ‘ .

If no Clause Reducticn takes plaée, the second_instance of V in

- (3/89) remains ohtside‘ the bdgpdaries of S. Now, since the:

second in§tance of Vv may vélso be the outpui of :he'vclause'»

‘Reduction Rule at oth?r -levels, it iight aventualiy have the

form of (3,89), (3/88) cr the like. MNevertheless, every complex

~ verb under that instance of V would have to be by definition

‘within the boundaries of S. Consequently, we do not need to
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specify this second irstance of Vv any ’further, and something
like . (3/89) should be sufficient to indicate that S contains a

complex verb resulting from the Clause Reduction Rule.

With these.observations in mind, we 'can_ now reformulate Rule

(3/28) in such a way as to account for the data exalined in this

[

*section:
(3/90) Object-Verb Agreement Rule (OPEIOﬁAL):: - - : e

[ CBP -7

+lexical

‘of{person |2

R A ol person
E—
+tense pplural

pplqralj
PR P _ J— PR js
, NP L, &
CONDITION: Y # |«person| ... '
pArlural - ' .

As stated now in (3/90), the Object-verb Agreeneht ‘Rule  can

still account for the data Aexﬁlined in Section Two of this )
Ghap%&r s&neef%he—seeea&—tastaﬂéefof—v—vtthtn—theghounﬁari654‘cf““"‘*
5,4ispoptionalf_gltgalsogacconatsgioxfthe—ﬁaetsmexaxined—ia—this———————

section, namely examples (3/44), (3/46), (3/80),'(3/81),;(3/82),
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f3/83),7(3/éﬁj;'(5/65f, ;ﬂar(B/QSf;mian not ohly for éheée. It
also accounts for some cther exai?lgs’_uheré no Impefsonal SE
intervenes in tke conStrnction; Consider the following: |
(3/91) a. Tiene que estér llovien§§ moéedas del cielo.
!Hust- rd. p. Sq. be raining‘céinsrfron h2aven. '
b: Tlenen que estar llov1endo monedas del czézgjgm”ﬂym
'Hdst-Brd.P.pl._be raining coins froa heaveq;f’ 7

- - . -

(3/92) a. Debe (de) haber muchos invitados en la fiesta.
-'nust-3rd.p;sg. there-to-be many guests at the party.'
b. Deben (de) hater muchos invitados en la fiesta.

*‘Must-3rd.p.pl. there-to-be many guests at the party."

7(3/93) a. No parece habet nuchos peros én este anallsis.
'Neg. seenm-3rd. p sg. there to-be many buts with

this analysis.

) LI

b, No parecen’hater muchos peros en este analisis.
- 'Neg. séem-3rd.p.pl. there-to-be many buts with

this analysis.?

,mﬁg,_ﬁfi,!hné,;theseﬁexalplesgcbnstiinte—exte;nal—eiidenee—%h&%faus%ifiesk~’———/—f
~_the existence of the ru1QdSiﬂiﬂﬂgingji/ﬂﬂlf+anﬂggl1544a83031lt3d4f

convention stated in (3/29).




3.4, concﬁ@mss.

_In Section One of this Chapter, obligatory . verb ‘agreenent"uas'

briefly exalined and a tentative rule vas proposed. The finalc

forlulatlon of thlS rule qas left open to. the results ‘of = the

research st111 to be Qone in telatlon to that aspect of vetb

agreement, con51derlng thﬁt it is not cruc1a1 for the prohlel

i e oo posed-by. theslnpengmuﬂssz,CQastxnctlan, _f~mirr-wwwLwWH;W~w

-

F
Section Two was devoted to an-exanination "of - the ‘*conditionst'

that; accordlng to Otero (1972 and 1973) justify his clail on

'acceptable agrallaticallty' i.e. that Inpersonal SE Sentences‘

that!exhlbit agreement between the verb and its associated NP

cann?t be generated -at all by the grammar of Spanish;' It ugs
“shown that none of these 'conditions' are necessary, and" that

such verh agreelent is to be accounted for by a rule of graulaf,

vhi?h “is subjecé to Chonsky s 'Tensed Segtence Condition' A:

1

first approxllation to such [a rule was proposed,v along a

[y

’ conventlon that asslgns the thira rson s;n ular terb endln tO"
Pe g

- the téigzzaverb of a sentence that has not nndergone agreelent.

s B P . ’

%

-

= - o, o " ~ . LA




Section Three ircluded a discussion ~on Clause Redhction,, a

process which adjoins the ron-tensed  verb_ of an embedded

~sentence to the verb of an upper sentence. In this Section it

was hypothesized that the tensed verb of a matrix sentence may

optionally agree with the object of the verb of an embedded

clause provided thatrcléuse ééduction has taken place. The

~ existence of the Clause Reduction Ruie was justified using the

arguaents; pregénted by Contreras (1978), and three othér_

__original arguments. After establishing the tests for Clause
BReduction, they vere used,in the examination of the examples of
- Impersonal SE Sentences ihQSe ténsed vérb}exhibits agreepent
vithran object of a ngn-tehsed"elbedded' verb. It vés found
that " the applicaticn 6f these test; systematically shové that

clause reduction has taken plaCe“ wvhen this type of verb

agreement is possible. It was also found that the application

v

»

agreement tentatively proposed in Section Téo was reformulated

~in such a way as to account for the examples examined in this

 Seéction, and it was shown that the final formulation of such a .-

rule could not orly account for this type of verb agreement in

of these tests rendered the corresponding examples ungrammatical’

when verb agreement was not possible. Finally, the object verb

the Ilpersqnal SE Construction, but also in some  other

' constructions found in the language.



Consequently, it is possible to conclude that:
(i) The optional object-verb agreement :exhihited, by
some Iapersonal SE'Sentences is tc be accounted for by

"a rule of grammar, S ' . -

1i) The existence of this rale is justified both on

theoretical and external grounds. In fact, g

(a) Suck a rule is sensitive to Choasky's ‘'Tensed

SentencevCondition', agﬂ

(b) It is also required in the grammar of Spanish to

account for the ofticnal verb agreement observed in

~2

‘existential sentences and sentences constructed with
meteorological verbs. :?

(iii) The rule in;question can be stated using the
formalisa suggeéted for rules of agreement in Chomsky

1965.

(iv) such a rule is to be cblple-ented vith a general

conventionr that assigns the third person singular verb

endicg to the tensed verb of a sentence that has not

H

urdergone  agreement. This convention “finds anmfle

justificatior on universal grounds. ‘ ¥



FOOTNOTES : CHAPTER THREE,

{3/1] Aécording to Chemsky (1965, p.i75), "Formally, rules of
agreéaent\f{..] are quite ahalogous to the rules of assimilation

of tke phoﬁological component”, This is precisely the type of

“formalism used- here’in*thEAforiniafibn “of both tha " SﬁbjeCf' and

the Object Verb Agreeuent Rules.\

I am assuning that only NPs that are +PRO are either '[+person]

or [-person], vhereas §Ps that are -PRO are always f-person].

3

Along the lines of Benveniste (1971), I am 5150~ assuming that

only the 1st. and the 2nd. are technically [ +perscn], whereas

the 3rd. 4is [-person].

[3/2]) Barillas (1978) has presented some preliminary evidence

‘that suggests that in Spanish, the subject NP must ke introduced

by the same Phrase Structure Rule that introduces the verb.

- This obvicusly brings into question the existence of a VP node

in SpaniSh, vhich has been currently assused without formal

Justification,

7
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[3}5j irahrﬁss;iiné ﬁéféufhatgin the string [s NP...V..., the NP
that immediately follows the bracket is the subject of the verb,
i.e. the left-most NP directly dominated By S. iithinr the
boundaries of S. Once the‘subject has been identified in these
terns, the question of uhéther there is a YP node or pot becomes .

I3

Superfluous. The A-over-A principle would autclatically select

the top HP in that string.

. [3/8] This last condition does not- form part of Otero's rule,

_ but given the terms in which that rule was formulated, it is

obviously required.

[3/5] I am grateful to R. Alritavalii for pointing out this to

me, and furnishing me with the relevant data.

[3/6] See Lujén (1971) for a precise statement of the Rule of

Personal 'a' Imsertion. Also Bordelois (1972).

[3/7] Wevertheless, see examples (3,43) and (3/45), and the

ccrresponding discussion in Section Three below.

77777777 47£3lg34Hhich40f4thesB‘sclnti°ns‘is—‘nfﬁ—idﬁgnatéfg;siiil*4ralain§4444444,

L

to be fcurd. The probles is coiplex; First of all, observe

that verb agreement is not possible across the preposition ‘*a’

that wmarks indirect objects in Spanish: Se les escribe(*n) a
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“las chicas - 'PRO I.0.Cl. write to the girls'. If the presence

of the

preposition *a' 1is allowed in Rule (3/28), the

ungrammatical exanple bere presented would be generated.

Consequently, the other alternative must be preferred. 1In this

case, if e assume that marking triggers *'a' insertion both in

the case ofr the direct and the indirect object, the sanme

“undesired result would be obtained. The only way out of the

problen seems to be +to assume that the indirect object is

introducad as' a PP Ly the ph:aggﬁgﬁggc;grg rules, and that the

so-called persoral 'a' is introduced transforiationally -if the

direct object is [+animate, +specific]. This view would be

supported by the fact that no indirect object ever fails to be

introduced by the preposition ‘a' in Spanish: Yo les escrib{

{(*@#7a} upas chicas - 'I wrcte (*0/tc} some girls?', Under this

~—assumption, the second solution would be preferable.

(3/9} I' as grateful to Dr.DeArmond for pointing this out to ne.

The fact that exélple (3/33b) is acceptabie to some speakers of

English dces not affect the fors of the argument,

[3/10]) For a detailed analysis of headless relative clauses in

-Spanish, see Flann (1972). Although she assiqhs the feature =~

[ +singular ] to the PRO fors that according to her appears under

¥ irp -

crder to obtaim 'lo', which she claiqs is also singular,

e
-
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*'"”m*'ﬁ~3131P195~$nCh~35~(3/433}—CoatzadietmthiS—assuiptiea—beeaﬂseg;tbeggg;gg
copula is not neceséarily siagular. Coﬁsequently, it seeas to
me that, if there is such a PRO forms in that position, it must
be [-nuaber ]. |

y{

[3/11] The only atteapt knmown to me is that of Aissen (1974),

__who claims that the problem can be bandled by a rule of analogy. .

[3/12] An alternative analysis would be «to claim that - (3/74) is
ungrammatical because the Specified Subject Condition (Chomsky
1973) has been violated by applying Clitic Qronotion. See
Contreras 1978, where it is argued "that neither the Tensed
Sentence Conditicn nor the Specified Subject Condition plays any

role in predicting the bebaviour of Spanish clitics".

—~



 PINAL CONCLUSIONS

In Chapter I of this study, it was shown that the Two-Source

Analysis of Impersonal SE Sentences, as proposed in Knowles 1974

and 1975, <cannot Lte maintaired. ‘“Thi§”"?§S"iffégtéﬁ*BY‘fﬁé*“*“‘;#’
following facts: | |

(i) That the +tests prcposed by Knonlesv 1975 to
distinguish between his A- and B-type sentencas at the
surface level do not actually establish a clear cut

diSti&ction between his types, but rather, Lretween

those considered by Otero 1972, 1973 and 1976.

{ii) ¥one of the aréunents presented in Kncwles 1975
" against the assulptién that Indefinite SE Sentences and
Impersonal SE Sentences that exhibit verb agreement are

the same in deep and dérived structure really hold.

(iii) The difference in meaning between Intransitive SE

Sentences and Imperscnal SE Sentences that exhibit verb

agreement is not due to a lexical interpretation of the

verb, but rather to a structural difference.



~whether the verb agreed with it or nmot. "Since there is no doubt

(iv) The Two-Source Analysis is empirically inadequate
because it fails to account for the relevant data.
S '
In Chapter II, I presented further evidence showing that the NP

that triggers opticral verb agreement in the Impersonal SE

“CTonstructior 1s rot the subject at the surf: a‘é"e’ “level. This UﬁS

attested ,by‘ using a series of syntactic tests for subjecthood

available in the language, and it was foued that only NPs that

trigger obligatory verb agreement are sensitive to those tests;
vhereas those that trigger optional verb agreement are not.
Further, in the particular case of the EP that ttiggers optional
verb agreelént in the Inpersonai SE Construction, it was fdund
that such an NP had the sanme syntacfic'behaviour regardless of

that such an NP 1is the object when the verb is third person

- singular, there is no reason to believe that it is not the

object when the verb agrees with it.
| j
!

i

Furthermore, in light of the evidence presented in this Chapter,

it must be concluded that:Contrerds' definition of énbjé¢€,’4n"

L

terms of verb agreement cannot be laihta{ned eitheqf -

fy

bt
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rln—ehapte£~1411~awtea%ati#ewznlemoé—Snb5ectn¥ezb——Lgxeeagat——uasf—;;—————
proposed, and most of the Chapter vas devoted to a discussion of
Object-VYerb Agreenment. in Section‘Two-of the Chapter, it vas

shown that.none of the conditions stated by oﬁeré (1972 and

1973) fc justify his claim on 'acceptable agranudticality' are

rea;ly neces#ﬁry if‘,xhe rule of Object-Verb - Agreement is
adequately formulated. A provisional Object-Verb Agreement Bule . . -
vas proposed here, along with a general'convention that aséigns

the third person singular verb e£ding to the tensed verb of a
sentence that has not undergone agreement. Section Three of
this Chapter was devoted to a full discuséion of Clause
Reduction, vhich was proven to be crucial for the analysis of

certain counterexamples to the rule provisionally proposed in

Section Tvo, nénely those cases vwhere the tensed verb of a

_matrix sentence may cptionally agree with the cbject of the verb o
of an embedded nron-tensed sentence. It vas shovn that whenever
Clause Reduction could be attested by some other evidence, such
as Clitic Promotion--for axaiplg--,4this type of agreesment was
perfectly possible, Conversely, it was alsoc shown that vhenever
Clause Reduction could not be attested by any of the tests
‘available, this optional verb agreement was not possible.f

Finally, the corresponding rule vas re-formulated ic such a way

as to account for the data examined in this last Section.




/
/
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Consequently, it must be concluded that

(i) The NP that triggers optional verb agreement in the
Imperscnal SE Construction is not the subject  of the

verb, but rather its object.

(i1) Such agreement is to be accounted for by a rule of

grammar, which is_ sensitive to the Tensed Sentence

Condition and also required in the grammar of Spanish

to account for scme octher cases of optional verb

agreement, pamely in some sentences constructed with
neteorological'verhs and those constructed with the
existential haber ('there-to-be').

o

- (iii) The third person sirgular verb ending is to be

, ~ ,
assigned to the tensed verb of a sentence that has not

undergene agreement, by aﬂgeneral convention vhich is

justifiable on universal grournds.
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