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Abstract: | show that core implicit subjects in Spanish (i.@gentive subjects in
analytical passives, impersons¢ and analyticahacer ‘hacer’ causatives) can be
derived from a theory under which absence of Méngexternal subject position is a
possible syntactic output. Core implicit argumerttsen have no syntactic
representationp@ce Landau 2010). Absence of Merge gives rise to tuftergnt
scenarios: (i) a conflict at the interfaces, whieQuires the implementation of some
repair strategy, (ii) no conflict at the interfac@#e first scenario is illustrated with
reference to the so-called impersosain Spanish, and the second one with reference
to analytical passives. This system is able touwapa set of very intricate facts that
hitherto has not had a satisfactory solution. Gigi this particular view on implicit
arguments, together with a purely syntactic thedrgrgument structure, explains the
full distribution of impersonals and reflexiveshacer ‘to make’ causative contexts.
Finally, it is shown that the arbitrary readingattthe two scenarios above described
display have a different source: whereas imperseeatequires (costly) default
computation at the interface, arbitrary interpiets in analytical passives are
calculated at theP level.

Key words Implicit argument, Spanish, Merge, feature intagrte, thematic theory,
causatives, arbitrary readings
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1. Introduction

For reasons that should be more or less evidetgdat from a philosophical point
of view), the claim that some (non-perceptible) eabj exists requires more
justification than the claim that some (non-peritd@@j object does not. Put differently,
some patrticular (non-perceptible) object is clairteeéxist only in case we are forced

" Different versions of this work were presentedtst Workshop on Ellipsi§Leiden, 2012), the/
Congreso Internacional de Letra@Buenos Aires, 2012), thd Jornadas de Jévenes Linglistas
(Buenos Aires, 2013), and thieEncuentro Iberoamericano de Historia y Filosoffle la Linguistica
Generativa(Santa Fe, 2013). For specific comments duringehmeetings, | would like to thank Crit
Cremers, Luis Eguren, Kyle Johnson, Eleonora Odaifhniel Romero, Johan Rooryck. For fruitful
discussion on different aspects of this work, | tgddike to thank Scott AnderBois, Angela Di Tullio,
Dave Embick, Irene Franco, Carlos Mufioz PérezpJdiines, Mercedes Pujalte, Luis Vicente and
Pablo zdrojewski. | am indebted to the studentsmigfundergraduate semind?goblemas de localidad

a la luz del Programa MinimalistandSintaxis de los silencios: una aproximacion al peoha de las
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thank two anonymous reviewers for their insightioimments, and Antonio Fabregas for editorial
assistance. | extend my gratitude to Leopoldo Liamd Verénica Ferri for proofreading this paper.
All remaining errors are exclusively mine.



to do so by strong empirical reasdriEhe issue is particularly pressing in the realm of
elliptical / implicit / empty syntactic entities.oTillustrate the point, let me start with
an excursusabout how null subjects were treated during theBLdays (Chomsky
1981) and, in particular, before the introductidrtie so-called littlgoro (Chomsky
1982):

In (1), the basic clause structure in LGB is given:

(2) S-> NP INFL VP, where INFL = [[+/- Tense], (AGR)]
[Chomsky 1981: 241]

At that time, the inventory of empty categoriesyomicluded different species of
tracesand the empty pronominal PRO, which replaced tesformation oEqui-NP
deletion” These categories were the only available onesug il a tree like (2),
which should correspond to what underlies refeagéntiull subjects inpro-drop
languages:

(2) S
e
NP INFL VP

[e] [+/- Tense, (AGR)]

Chomsky conjectured thag][in (2) cannot be a trace and concluded thatoukh
be PRO. The obvious next question is why (2) i®ption in Spanish (andro-drop
languages in general) but not in English (and pamdrop languages in general).
Here is Chomsky’s solution.

The first step is to accept the following four asgtions:

Assumptions
3 a. The empty category principle (ECP) appligsfa(or at SS, but not at PF).

b. AGR, in its base position, invariably governe flubject.
c. AGR and V are merged undsfix hopping
d. Affix-hoppingdoes not leave a trace.

From this set of assumptions, it follows that PRt be the subject of a finite
clause like (4) in English because of the PRO #@ofi.e., PRO cannot be governed),
so the English case is “derived”:

(4) *S (ruled out by the PRO theorem)
I
NP INFL VP

PRO [+/- Tense, (AGR)]

L A good illustration in the phonological generativadition was the dispute between phonenes
features (Halle 1962): Phonological features (timuiiively non-economical option) defeated
phonemes because we wéoecedto conclude that phonological features were ableaipture strong
empirical generalizations about phonological stiteetwhich would not have been captured in terms of
phonemes.

2 A transformation being reconsidered since the mmre theory of control was proposed (Hornstein
1999 and subsequent works).



As for null subject languages, there should be samehanism rendering PRO
ungoverned in finite contexts. Chomsky’s conjectwes that the mechanism is affix
hopping, a rule that can apply at syntax or PF.

5) R may apply in the syntaxR[= affix hopping
[Chomsky 1981: 257]

Syntactic affix hopping results in a configurationwvhich PRO is not governed, in
consonance with the PRO theorem:

(6) S
I
NP VP
‘ /\
PRO V INFL

The Null Subject Parameter can be now reducedetstdtement in (7):

(7) Null subject parameteThe subject of a finite clause is PRO if and afliR
has applied in the syntax.

[Chomsky 1981: 258]

Evidently, next to particular commitments with urtimated assumptions, such a
theory loses the basic generalization that nulljesib and rich agreement are
connected (i.e., Taraldsen’s generalization; Taeidl978), among other well-known
correlations involving the null subject parameterChomsky’s words:

[...] the parameter involves the inflectional elem&XFL, or more precisely, the agreement
element AGR (=PRO) that is the crucial componeniNFL with respect to government and
binding. The intuitive idea is that where there is overt ageement, the subject can be

dropped, since the deletion is recoverable.
[Chomsky 1981: 241; emphasis mine]

Even though Chomsky explicitly refers to a deletpyncess, it turned out that the
logic of that particular time in the history of gaative grammar led Chomsky (1982)
to make a suspicious movement: to extend the ogyotd empty categories. That
move gave us more or less what was, since therf,stardard” ontology of empty
categories. In (8), | resume the inventory of engatiegories we obtained after Rizzi
(1982, 1986), Chomsky (1982) and subsequent works:

(8) a. Traces
i A
ii. A
iii. heads
b. PRO
i. controlled
ii. arbitrary
C. pro
i. referential
ii. arbitrary



iii. “elliptical” (Lobeck’s 1995 approach to lisis)

From a general point of view, the question is whetthis inventory is indeed
justified or not by empirical considerations. Toeatain extent this question is led by
an obvious epistemological reason, although itlea#is within the minimalist
research program (Chomsky 1995 and subsequent wdrkdact, part of such a
program has been to shed some theoretical lighthenissue and to evaluate the
validity of the inventory in (8). It turned out th&n most cases a reductionist strategy
brought more benefits than problems (see the re=tios). Here, | will further inquire
into the nature of empty categories by addresdmegproblem of implicit arbitrary
subjects. My main claim is that core implicit argemts should be considered as an
indication that the operation Merge has not appieéed given functional category to
produce a complex syntactic object. Failure of Mergight give rise to: (i) an
illegitimate object at the interfaces that callsddast-resort, interface solution, and (ii)
a legible object at the interfaces. | demonstras, if tenable, the research program |
will suggest from now on allows for a drastic retime of the inventory of empty
categories.

Before entering into the nature of implicit argunsenwhich is the core of this
paper, in section 2, | will conceptually address status of the termillipsisand try to
show that, under some particular conception ofgtiaenmar (Distributed Morphology;
see Halle & Marantz 1993), there are not elliptipamitives of any sort; instead,
ellipsis is just (normal) abstract syntax. | wileh suggest the working hypothesis that
whenever a given silent phenomenon cannot be dehbyeellipsis, it should be seen
as absence of Merge, unless we are forced to ashienoppositedaceLandau 2010).
Implicit arguments are just an instance of thisecda section 3, | will present a
purely syntactic theory of argument structure, adiog to which the very notion of
argument structures epiphenomenal and derives from the basic iotenrss between
the structure-building operation Merge and the apen Agree. As we will see, the
theory leaves room for the two types of scenarireated by absence of Merge: (i) an
interface failure and (ii) an interpretable objdditlustrate the first case in the realm
of impersonake constructions and the second one in the realnmalfyical passives
in Spanish. Section 4 shows how my proposal sttfghardly accounts for the
distribution of implicit arguments in Spanish caisszs and their interaction with
reflexives and impersonale a crucial issue that has received little attemiio the
literature (although see Baauw & Delfitto 2005 forexicalist perspective on the
issue). In section 5, | reconsider the typologyngblicit arguments in the light of the
previous discussion and propose that only faildréMerge triggers, next to a PF-
repair strategy, (costly) default interpretatiorttad C-I interface. Whenever absence
of Merge is a legitimate option, no interface swolntis required and the implicit
argument reading is performed under usual syntdatid non-syntactic) constraints
on thematic interpretation applying at thie-level. | briefly discuss how this new
typology of implicit arguments could explain theepence or absence of Visser's
effects in Germanic languages and Spanish, thépiat interpretative properties of
some implicit objects, and, finally, the (im)poskilp of licensing sluicing of the
sprouting type. Section 6 concludes with some fiaalarks.

2. Syntax or nothing as a research program for the theory of empty catgries

A particular view of the organization of grammarjstibuted Morphology,
assumes that syntax is devoid of phonological madron (see, among many others,
Halle & Marantz 1993, Embick & Noyer 2001 and Enkb& Marantz 2008). Such



information is supplied late in the PF componenthef grammar, where, in addition
to a set of possible morphological operations théer the syntactic input,

phonological information is added to the abstramtles that syntax produces. An
important corollary of this view for the theory efmpty categories / ellipsis is stated
as follows:

9 Syntax is elliptical.

To a certain extent, then, the temtipsis is trivial.® In other words, there is
nothing particular about elliptical objects whemmmared with non-elliptical ones,
except that the former have less information ttmenlatter. Therefore, the heart of the
theory of ellipsis boils down to accounting for tf@lowing generalization, where
Lexical Insertion Rules are included in the reléveet of morphological operations
affecting X:

(10) Ellipsis-Morphology Generalization E{mo-generalization) * For every
morphological operation MO that affects the domafirX, where X contains
the target of MO, MO cannot apply to X if X is sebj to ellipsis

The informal statement that X is “subject to eligisentails constructing an
explicit theory for deriving two basic conditions ellipsis:

(A) A syntactic object X (sometimes a head, somesira phrase) is in an identity
relation with another constituent Y of the sameetyphe nature of such an identity
relation is a matter of debate, but | will assunegehthat it is purely formal (i.e.,
syntactic; see Saab 2008 for extensive discusslde).more widely accepted position
is that it is semantic (early Merchant’s works particular, Merchant 2001) or that it
is a relation combining both semantic and syntactiostraints (see Chung 2006,
2013).

(B) Some additional (syntactic or morphologicalnditions must apply. This is
sometimes called thécensing problem See, among many others, Rizzi (1986),
Lobeck (1995), for a theory of licensing for nutopominals, and Merchant (2001),
for a reinterpretation of the licensing problemhaita theory of PF-deletion.

Again, the research program aims to give a prdosaulation of (A) and (B). It
seems to me that this program is being developeclbgnt research with important
empirical and theoretical results, mainly in thandin of phrasal ellipsis (i.e., TP-
ellipsis, VP-ellipsis, NP-ellipsis and so on). lhetrealm of null subjects, things are
less clear, although see Perlmutter (1971), Holmk@005), Roberts (2010), and
Saab (2008, 2012) for different implementations aleletion analysis of null subjects.
A deletion analysis for traces is a standard asomm the minimalist program and
several explicit analyses were proposed (in pddicuNunes 2004). Topic-drop
phenomena are at the heart of an intense deb#te @omain of East Asian languages,
and it is my impression that a deletion analysiemable in this empirical domain, as

3 Adapting de Saussure’s [2002] conclusions on thiéen see Saab (2007) for some brief remarks on
de Saussure’s ideas on ellipsis

* A nice consequence of the formulation in (10hist tellipsis blocks not only phonology but alsoesth
morphological operations. See Saab (2008), Saall@j@wski (2012), Saab & Lipték (in press), and
Temmerman (2012) for illustrations of the corresgef (10) in several empirical domains.



well, as proposed by Saito (2007) and Takahasi§2R010), among others, at least
for languages like Japanese (see Saab 2012 fdtsjlefBhe common property that
this entire set of phenomena share is that theyinregome notion cntecedentso,
even when differences among them are remarkabi@H that they can be thought as
forming a natural class of elliptical facts; i.@s syntax without phonology. The
ontology of empty categories in (8) is thus dradlycreduced.

However, notice that we are still left with a remiag set of empty primitives that
cannot be obviously derived as ellipsis (i.e., thmgk any evident antecedent). This
sort of empty category is sometimes calieglicit argument(see Bhatt & Pancheva
2006 for a recent overview). With reference to lisein (8), PRQ:, and proan, are
implicit arguments in this sense.

In a recent paper, Landau (2010) claims that are forcedto assume that the
surviving implicit arguments of the aforementionkst cannot be eliminated and
proposes a typology of implicit arguments that uidels at least two types (Landau
2010: 359):

(11) a. Strong implicit arguments (SIA): null D(P)BRO, pro
b. Weak implicit arguments (WIA): nuli(P)s: Passive agent, implicit object

According to Landau, SIAs can enter into more sgtitadependencies than WIAs.
Whereas SIAs can bind, control, license secondaeglipates and so on, it seems that
WIAs are only allowed to control (in some very resged circumstances). Now | will
not focus on the new empirical argument provided_agdau to justify his typology
(see section 3.2 for discussion). For the time dyelirwill only advance my view that
core SlAs are just normal (elliptical) syntax, wéees core arbitrary WIAs are, instead,
cases where the computational system does not gecaluelevant object; i.e., WIA
lacks any syntactic representation. For the reaswesiously adduced (and the
forthcoming ones), | will assume this as the nypdthesis:

(12) Null hypothesisimplicit arguments simply signal the absence ametimes
expected) application of the operation Merge. Ineotwords, at least in the
ideal case implicit arguments have no syntacticasgntation.

As discussed in section 3.3, it seems that (12t strong claim and that in some
very restricted scenarios (to be discussed theeeare indeed forced to assume the
existence of some null syntactic entity. Most casésvhat Landau calls WIAs,
however, comply with the hypothesis in (12). Thetipalar domain | will address
here includes core cases of arbitrary subjectamficit arguments in both analytical
passives and impersorsdconstructions, and (ii) implicit arguments in Sigarhacer
‘to make’ causatives. In section 5, however, | wgiliggest that (12) could also be
extended to arbitrary plural subjects and implaijects in Spanish and arbitrary
subjects of impersonal passives in Germanic langgsialget me then present a theory
including (12) as one of its central components #indtrate it with the empirical
scenarios just mentioned.

® This is not the case for Chinese null subjects@pahish indefinite objects, where an ellipsis ysial
seems to be untenable. See Huang (1984) for aafifstoach to the problem in Chinese, and Campos
(1986) and Sufier & Yépez (1988) for some first oltons with respect to Spanish object drop.



3. Implicit arguments as absence of Merge

Pujalte & Saab (2012) and, in particular, Pujak@1@3), have outlined a theory of
argument structure, according to which argumenictire effects reduce to the
formal composition of functional heads and the rité#ons between Merge and
Agree. The theory has some crucial ingredientschviaire: (i) a feature inheritance
mechanism for Agree, as essentially proposed bynGhky (2007, 2008), and (ii) a
subcategorization component triggering particufgpliaations of the operation Merge.
In addition, | will also propose a syntactic theofythematic interpretation, based on
well-restricted conditions on A-dependencies. Let address these ingredients
separately and see how the theory applies to sameaases of implicit arguments:
impersonakeand analytical passives.

3.1. Feature inheritance

Chomsky (2007, 2008) proposes that only phase h@dmndv) can enter the
derivation encoding-features. Non-phase heads as T or Root (V, itehiss) inherit
their inflectional specification from the phase tieaselecting them. According to
Chomsky, inheritance from C to Root is prohibitedthe sisterhood condition on
Agree; i.e., the Goal must be in the sister donadithe Probe (unidirectional arrows
indicate feature inheritance from head to head).

Agree failure [Chomsky 2007: 19]
(23) CP
RN
Ciol TP

g PN
T vP
(A
DPK V
N
v N
\]

However, Pujalte & Saab (2012) argue that the socema (13) only arises i
indeed merges with a DP. In other words, inhergafrom C to Root should be
allowed whenever no DP merges withThis situation is illustrated in (14b), which is
the underlying structure of an unaccusative verir@ctional arrows indicate agree
relations)®

Not in the search domainggdf [

® When irrelevant, | will omit the inheritance rétat between heads and simply specify the Agree
relation between the original probe and a giver.goa



Transitive Unaccusative

(14 a  CP b. CP
N
Clol TP oW TP
N
T vP Q vP
N N
’Xl DP V, Vgcome] \/P
Viagentive o] VP v <> DP

In principle, nothing in the Agree system preveagentivev from entering the
derivation withoutp-features. The consequence of such a possibilftyrniaccusative”
inheritance from C to Root, but with a transitikeleton. Of course, it could be also
the case that is a probe, but C is not. This last option, howgesbould be restricted
to situations where default agreement for the Geihan is availabfeand, again, no
DP is <‘r;nerged with agentivwe In any case, a C unspecified fpfeatures is a logical
option:

C withoutg Transitive v withoup
(15) a. CP b. CP
N
C TP [olC TP
N PN
T vP T vP
V[agentive, o] \/P V[agentive, 0] \/P
PN L; N
V<> DP v < DP

" As a notational convention, | use the lalaglentiveto refer to any type of external argument,
including, for instance, experiencers.

8 Default agreement in null subject languages, fistance, cannot take place in the absence of some
overt morphological indication. Thus, the subjettaosentence like (i) can only be interpreted as
referential, and not as generic:

0] Castiga a los culpables.
punish.3G ACC the culprits
‘He punishes the culprits.’

This kind of sentences, then, seems to be in camgaitary distribution with impersonals like (25)
in the main text. This is not the case in parfab-drop languages, where (i) is not allowed as a
referential matrix sentence, but only as a genanig, as indicated by Kato (1999), Holmberg (2005,
2010) and Barbosa (2010), among others. As propios8aab (2008, 2012), this difference could be
the result of the complementary distribution betwegeh agreement and syntactic EPP checking. | will
not address the issue here.
° For the purposes of this paper, | will assume tmargatives are hidden transitives (Hale & Keyser
1993 and much subsequent work). In the system peapbere, this means that unergativis not
subject to inheritance.



Another property of the inheritance system, esflgcstressed in Pujalte (2013), is
that the theory should dictate how and when thgséoms are permitted by the
computational system. A remarkable observatiomas ho more than two probes are
allowed for a given nominative-accusative or ergatibsolutive system (see also
Bowers 2010). Assuming now that category-definir@ds (the so-called littlgs;
Embick & Marantz 2008 and Embick 2010) are possiinebes -i.e., thdoci of
unvaluede-features in the low domain of the clause- and thare than one cyclic
head can be merged in a given C domain, it follewsutative conflictive situation
with respect to the locus gffeatures. For reasons that | will not investigagee, the
computational system solves this putative inflewicconflict in the following way:

(16) Given a configuration likex{...Z...y?], if xX° andy® are cyclic heads of the
same type, Z C, andx’ and y° are in a potential inheritance relation, thén
is fully ¢-defective.
[adapted and translated from Pujalte 2013]

With reference to (i.e.,v =), the situation in (17b) is then excluded.
17)

a @ ... Xp ...V (allowed by (16))
b. Gp... X...vo (not allowed by (16))

| think that (16) conveys a strong empirical gefieation, whose consequences go
beyond the sentential domain. In the nominal domiin instance, this is also the
general situation, as can be easily demonstratetbynals involving more than one
category-defining head. See the examples in (18d)the associated structure in
(18b):

(18) a. hospitalizacién ‘hospitalization’, vapoiiadn ‘vaporization’, realizacion,

‘realization’
b. n
N
\ [@ feminine]
PN cién
Vrealiza v
iz(a)

As is well-known, even it is agentive and, consequently, a putative locug-of
features, it cannot value structural case; anlwhich in this particular case triggers
feminine agreementcan enter intoe-dependencies (see Grimshaw 1990 and
Alexiadou 2001, among many others).

(19) a. la realizacion de la obra por

theFEM realizationFEm of the play by

Juan

J.

‘the realization of the play by Juan’

b. *la realizacién la obga: por
theFEM realizationFEm the playacc by

Juan

J.



As we shall see shortly, what | have just obsemét reference to this type of
nominalizations underlies several distinct scersamdhich are at the heart of this
paper (passive and causative constructions).

3.2. Subcategorization

Pujalte & Saab (2012) propose that, as is the wvatfep-features, there are no
principled reasons that exclude the possibilityt #haiven functional or Root head,
which is normally associated with a given subcatiegtion specification, may enter
the derivation without such a subcategorizationodimg. In other words, | am
assuming that assignment of subcategorization rfestus free and entirely
implemented when the numeration is formed. Impadlfasyntax cannot perform this
feature assignment operation; otherwise, it woulnate inclusiveness (Chomsky
1995). The consequence of assigning a [D] featora given head is triggering an
instance of the operation Merge (Muller 2010). Baimple transitive sentence like
(20), the simplified tree in (21) represents aaitin where every subcategorization
feature (also called structure-building features) dorrectly discharged by a
corresponding instance of Merge (the subcategavizat feature orv is omitted for
expository convenience):

(20) John read the book.
(21) vP

SN

DP v
/\
Vi \/P
PN
Vioy DP

Now, Pujalte & Saab claim that failure of Merge fargiven syntactic head
specified witha [D] feature produces a PF crash because of tedane condition in
(22):

(22) At PF, every structure-building feature mustdischarged.
[Pujalte & Saab 2012: 238]

Thus, failure of Mergén this particular scenario creates an interfacelmb:

lllegitimate object at PF
(23) TP

T vP

Vi;;  DP [Pujalte & Saab 2012: 239]

1C



However, no crash is produced at the PF interfadoenaver a functional or Root
head is not assigned with a structure-building uesatn the numeration. In other
words, absence of Merder defectivev creates a legitimate output at PF:

Legitimate object at PF
(24) TP

T vP
N
Vi VP
PN
Vi;;  DP

Pujalte & Saab (2012) defend the idea that (23)(@4)l are the abstract structures
that underlie impersonake constructions and analytical passives in Spanish,
respectively. Concretely, whenever C-T is fully efgive (see (15a) repeated as (26)
below), the possibility of having a full agentivavithout a DP in its specifier position
arises. This is the so-called impersosatonstruction:

(25) Se castigo a los culpables. Imperseaal
SE punished Acc the culprits
‘Someone / one punished the culprits.’

(26) CP

C TP
PN
T vP
PN
Vi, D] \/P

&QD Rcc

Having av with a non-discharged [D] feature creates a PRri&i unless PF can
implement a repair strategy. Pujalte & Saab arguerayth that this morphological
operation exists in Spanish and consists of theriios of a D-clitic that satisfies the
[D] feature onv. The general observation is (27) (Pujalte & Sa@h22 231)'°

19 As noticed by an anonymous reviewer, this analais connections to those analyses that propose
some sort of EPP-checking via agreement with Tuihsubject languages (see, for instance, Alexiadou
& Anagnostopoulou 1998, and Saab 2012 for discassiad another alternative). Under this
perspectiveseinsertion in the cases discussed here and intB§abaab (2012) is a variety of EPP-
checking for thevp; head occurring at PF (although see Pujalte & S#4I2 for some instances s
insertion related to properties of the T node, foudnote 34 below). This entails a particular apgto

to morphological agreement which is in consonand& Wmbick & Noyer's (2001) model of the
grammar, according to which insertion of morphotadi agreement morphemes is implemented
entirely at PF. This does not amount to saying #taee is also a morphological operation, whicis it
not, at least according to the assumptions inghjger (see also Embick 2010 for a related view, and
Bobaljik 2008 for a more radical morphological apgeh to agreement). Crucially, EPP-checking, by
whatever mechanisms available in natural langudgesome unsatisfied [D] feature on agentwis

not, in principle, correlated with the null subj@erameter in any relevant sense. Indeed, as Wwseeil

in section 5, impersonal passives in Germanic laggs may also be seen as configurations containing

11



(27) At PFaclitic has to be insertaglhenv exr arg, pydoes not have a specifier.

I will not focus here on the details of clitic imgen in Spanish (see Pujalte & Saab
2012 for an explicit analysis), but the operati@erss to be well motivated and
constrained by conditions on morphological localitylarvin 2002, Embick &
Marantz 2008 and Embick 2010, among others). Whaduld like to stress here is
the connection between the abstract representati@6) and the theory of implicit
arguments, in particular, with respect to the mypothesis formulated in (12), and
repeated as (28):

(28) Null hypothesisimplicit arguments simply signal the absence (ametimes
expected) application of the operation Merge. lneotwords, at least in the
ideal case implicit arguments have no syntacticasgntation.

Thus, impersonade constructions instantiate one of the situationsneated with
the theory of implicit arguments. On the empirisale, moreover, the unavailability
for impersonalse constructions to enter into some set of A-depeciésnfollows
without any additional machinery. Therefore, thetfthat impersonase does not
license secondary predication (29a), cannot beexwized (29b) or bind a
pronominal variable (29c) are immediately accouritedunder the null hypothesis in
(28) and under the particular analysis of impersomaovided by Pujalte & Saab
(2012). Theories postulatimgoas (Cinque 1988 and much subsequent work), RRO
(Mendikoetxea 1992, 2002), a null generic (Mendikea 2008), or a special type of
weak implicit argument (Landau 2010) require addiél arguments for deriving the
basic pattern in (29).

(29) a. *Ayer se bes6 a Maria borracho.
yesterday  SE kissedacc M. drunksG.mMAsC
Intended: ‘Ongsomeongkissed Mary drunk

b. *Aqui se lava (a si mismo).
here sE washes AcC  himself
Intended: ‘One washes oneself.’

C. *Aqui se puede dejar su saco.
here SE can leavenF his coat

Intended: ‘Ongecan leave hjsoat here.’

Yet, it is worth noting that obligatory control @llowed in some particular
environments. Consider, for instance, that impeaks@can control the subject of an
infinitive in well-known cases of obligatory conkr(@C):

(30) Se quiere castigar a los culpables.
SE wants punisihNe Acc  the culprits
‘Someone/one wants to punish the culprits.’

an unsatisfied [D] property encoded in agentivésee the discussion on Visser's Generalization in
section 5.2).

1 As is well known, (29a) is grammatical in geneficonditional environments (see, for instance,
Rivero 2001). Things are more complex when it cotog®29b,c) which can improve in those contexts
but under different conditions. See the discussiith respect to the examples in (54) and, spedifica
footnote 19.
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However, as argued at length by Landau (2010), esthe OC cannot be taken as
a reliable test to evaluate whether implicit argnteehave a syntactic representation
or not. According to him, and | agree, OC can felioom predication theory (i.e., the
fact that the infinitival complement must be intefed as a predicate of the matrix
subject)*?

Despite this, Landau does believe that there issiecempirical evidence that
forces us to assume some type of syntactic repiasmmfor weak implicit arguments
(i.e., the ones considered in this paper). Thisleawe comes from the fact that
implicit arguments can participate in partial coht(PC) configurations. See the
examples in (31).

(31) a. Mary found it exciting to meet on top of tBmpire State Building.
b. The chair found it frustrating to gather withautoncrete agenda.
c. Rachel found it embarrassing to kiss in public.
[Landau 2010: 369]

Here, an obligatory WIA anaphoric with the matrixofect partially controls the
subject of the infinitive. A crucial assumption liandau’s reasoning is that partial
control cannot be derived from predication thesiyply because a PC infinitive —a
collective predicate containing a plural subjectGPRcannot be predicated of a
singular entity. Therefore, it follows that theatbn between the controller and the
controllee PR@ in PC configurations must be syntactically enco@lezhdau 2010:
367), given that they are not local enough to Hated via predicatiof® | think,
however, that his claim does not follow. Firsthés not been proven that subjects of
PC infinitives are plural entities. Second, as athat length by Boeckx, Hornstein &
Nunes (2010), PC predicates are closely connedtettiet syntax and semantic of
commitatives, which as is well known, can applystogular individuals. If this is
correct, then PC fall under local predication amel infinitive complement of a given
PC verb is also predicated of the matrix subjecttoaargument of the infinite
complement. For expositive reasons, | will onlycdiss here the nature of the
embedded subject, because if it turned out that #ne indeed traces of the matrix
subject, it would be demonstrated that Landau’siment does not follow.

Compelling evidence that the subject of a PC itifiaiis a trace of the matrix
subject is discussed by Boeckx, Hornstein & Nur2€4.Q) on the basis of Rodrigues’
(2007) work on (inverse) PC. | will just discusseay clear piece of evidence: gender
concord. Consider the following example in Spanisanslated from the original
Portuguese example from Rodrigues and Boeckx, teim& Nunes:

(32) La victima decidio reunirse vestida
theFEM victim.FEM  decided gathese dressedEM
informalmente
casually

2 This is so even assuming the movement theory nfrabin Hornstein (1999) and much subsequent
work. See Pujalte (2013) for a proposal regardirggderivation of cases like (30) in the framewofk o
Pujalte & Saab’s theory.

13 predication requires that predicates and co-argtsmiee strictly local. See Landau (2010) for an
explicit definition of predication domains. For quurposes here, it is enough to assume that pttedica
and (co)-arguments must be in the saedomain at some point of the syntactic derivafedthough
things are evidently more complex).
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‘The victim decided to gather dressed casually.’

As explained by Rodrigues, the nouintim is invariably feminine regardless of the
male or female property of the referent. Therefdree fact that the embedded
secondary predicate in (32) agrees with the matrbject taking both its singular and
gender specifications conclusively demonstrates ttie subject of the infinitive is a
singular entity. Furthermore, taken for granted O cannot have inherent gender
features, it also follows that the best analysisctintrolled subjects is one in terms of
A-movement. In a nutshell, PC reduces to OC aagdhe properties of the embedded
subject are concerned and, as a result of thisdduis argument does not hold. |
conclude this brief discussion with the followinigservation:

(33) For any implicit argument IA, OC (including P8 not a diagnostic to detect
any sort of syntactic activity for that IA, becauseal predication derives co-
reference.

Notice now that the same pattern of lack of A-delegiwies we have seen in (29) is
also attested with analytical passives, althoudb)2ase reflexive sentence, cannot
be replicated in analytical passive configuratiths:

(34) a. *Maria fue besada borracho.
M. was  kissed drunkiasc
Intended: ‘Mary was kissed (by some drunken guy).’
b. *Mariafue abandonada a causa de su amante.
M. was abandoned because of his lover

Intended: ‘Maria was abandoned because dbws.’ (his = implicit agent)

Therefore, it seems that we have a first indicatiat implicit agents in analytical
passives are also a concrete instance of the mgplbthesis in (28); i.e., they are
derived as absence of Merge. However, when compeitbdse constructions, crucial
(well-known) differences arise. In other words, Igtieal passives in Spanish: (i)
trigger gender and number agreement with the IA @uzusative valuation), (ii)
license ay-phrase which is interpreted as the agent of tikesee, and (iii) do not
show clitic insertion in thes position (although they can trigger other instanogs
clitic insertion, see Pujalte & Saab 2012). Let slmw how these properties are
derived under the approach | am suggesting heré33h we observe all the core
properties expressed by a simple passive senterggainish:

(35) Maria fue  besada (por  Pedro).
M. was  kisse®EM.SG by P.
‘Maria was kissed (by Pedro).’

As for by-phrases, Bowers (2010) makes the following point:

4 vet, as expected, another similar test involving tise of a syntactic anaphor as complemenbygf a
phrase produces ungrammaticality (see, for EngBsiker, Johnson & Roberts 1989 and the references
therein). In this respect, consider the followinguaple:

0] *Juan fue criticado por si mismo
J. was criticized by himself
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[...] it has been clear since the earliest transfdional description of English (see Chomsky
1957, 1975a) that the presence dbyaphrase (or PRE)) entails passive verb morphology,
while the absence ofta-phrase entails absence of passive verb morphology.

[Bowers 2010: 22]

Assuming this controversial entailment (more ors thelow), he proposes “[to]
account for this by assuming that the category &g aontains the feature [+/- act].
[+act] Ag selects DP, while [-act] Ag selectbyaPP (or PR@y)” (Bowers 2010: 22).

By postulating rules like the ones in (36), whidride from Bowers’ reasoning, it
seems to me that, even if the entailment he makesrrect, we would be missing the
basic empirical generalization that connects tlesgmce of implicit agents in passives
to the licensing of &y-phrase, and the particular case properties ofyesss general.

(36) a.Voic@acy > DP

b.Voicq.acqy > PRQ
by-PP

As far as | can tell, the basic entailment is rallijcdifferent from the one assumed
by Bowers. Concretely, there is compelling evidetacderive the correlations in (36)
from (37):

(37) Agentiveby-phrases entail fully defective agentie

Notice that absence of D specificationwallows for the agentive argument to be
realized as a PP, because no category requirememtpressed by little. Let us
assume, then, that lay-phrase can be merged with agentiveas an adjunct or
specifier, although other alternatives should notlify this suggestion (attachment to
the Root level, for instance; see Collins 2005 Bodvers 2010 for recent views on
the position of théy-phrase in English)? Absence or presence of such a PP will, of
course, play a crucial role when it comes to therpretation of: a referential or an
existential arbitrary reading will arise, respeetjw But this would not alter the
formal defectiveness af in any case. We can assume with Chierchia (200y%:ahd
much subsequent work, that wheneves not modified by an agentive PP a rule of
existential closure at some level of semantic regmeation will give us the relevant
reading.

(38) WP
(PRy) v

V[agentive] \/ P

!5 Notice that merging a DP instead of a PP will kauch a DP without its K feature valued by C,
given that thep-features of C would be inherited by defectivéand then by the Root) and used for
valuing the K feature of the internal argument asimative.
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The impossibility of associating lay-phrase with impersonale is accounted for
straightforwardly in this system: impersoms&entails avp) and, as a result, merging
a PP in the/p domain will produce a category crash.

® TheNueva Gramatica de la Lengua EspafifdlGRALE 2009] also makes the same claim but adds
that by-phrases (the so-calletbmplemento agentagent complement’ in the Hispanic tradition) are
allowed in impersonal/passivee constructions only if such #&y-phrase denotes collective or
institutional entities

0] a. Este cédigo parece que se adopté primero porlos
this code seems that SE adopted first by the
venecianos establecidos en Constantinopla.
Venetians established in Constantinople
‘It seems that this code was first adopted by teeatians established in Constantinople.’
b. Se convoco por el Gobierno Regional a
SE held by the government regional to
un concurso de novelas.
A contest of novels

‘A novel contest was held by the Regional Governimen
[NGRALE 2009: 3090]

However, as noticed by Pujalte (2013: 234), tH®sphrases do not share the same distribution as
agentiveby-phrases. Crucially, the PPs in (i) and (ii) adnuh-partitive paraphrases wiplor parte de
‘on behalf of’:

(ii) Se convoco a una reunion por parte de los cings.
SE called to a meeting by part of the neighbors
‘A meeting was convened on behalf of the neighbors

(iii) *?Los maestros fueron reprimidos por partede la
the maestros were  repressed by part of the
policia.
police (ok under a partitive reading)

[adapted from Pujalte 2013: 234, footnote 3]

A more complex example is provided by Pountain 2£99), but as he acknowledges the source of
the example at hand, a radio transcription, coelgfurious:

v) El mas antiguo tratado de trigonometria  esééric escrita
the most  old treatise of trigonometry spherical ittem
en el mundo se escribié precisamente por un cadi
in the world S wrote  precisely by a cadi
o] un juez de Jaén.
or a judge of J.

‘The oldest treatise on spherical trigonometry teritin the world was indeed written by a cadi or
judge from Jaén.’

Pountain claims that textual examples of this tgpeuncommon and that speakers’ judgments are
unreliable because of normative pressure. Howdweelicited the following judgments:

(vi) a. Este libro se publico por Longman.

this book sE published by Longman

‘This book was published by Longman.’

b. Este libro se escribié por un profesor ymu
this book sE wrote by a professor very

conocido.

known

‘This book was written by a very famous professor.’

C. ??la casa se edific6 por GOmez.

the house SE built by G.
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39) a. *Se  reprimio a los maestros por la

SE repressedss Acc the  teachers by the
policia.
police
‘The teachers were repressed by the police.’
b. *Se  destruyeron los puentes por el enemigo.
SE destroyed3scGthe bridges by the enemy

‘The bridges were destroyed by the enemy.’

Regarding the absence@&pecification on agentive this could be just an option
provided by the UG, but | think that there is atermesting correlation that connects
the impossibility of accusative case assignmenpassives and the presence of
number and gender morphology. Indeed, we can digpevith voice features of
whatever sort by assuming the configuration illatgtd in (40):

(40) xP (x = defective probe of the same typevas

X[q,] vP

As the reader might have already inferred, (4Q)sillates another case of the
empirical observation made by Pujalte (2013):

(41) Given a configuration likex}...Z...y%, if X° andy® are cyclic heads of the
same type, Z C, andX’ and y° are in a potential inheritance relation, thén
is fully ¢-defective.

That is to say, analytical passives pattern likené\nominalizations (see (18) and
(19) above) in that both entail the presence aflly flefectivev selected by a probe
of the same type as The presence of by-phrase and lack of accusative marking

‘This house was built by Gémez.’

d. *Este cuadro se pintd por Tapies.
this painting SE painted by T.

‘This painting was painted by Tapies.’

Yet, this set of examples is controversial. Thengxia in (via), for instance, is not relevant given
the reasons adduced by Pujalte and commented ore gbe.,Longmanis not a true agentivby-
phrase). The rest of the judgments, in turn, remaiaxplained by Pountain. In other words, why
would the sentence in (vic), even if ungrammatibal better than (vid)? To my ears, (vic,d) aréyful
parallel, more specifically, they are both fully grammatical. As for (vib), | find the sentence
ungrammatical but better than (vic,d). | am not,colurse, denying the existence of idiolectal or
dialectal variation in this domain, but our currentlerstanding of the basic facts in Spanish leads
conclude that the generalization in the main tegarding the distribution of agentiw-phrases in
analytical passives and impersonal/pass&eonstructions is quite robust across dialects.
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follow directly from the analysis in (40). Now, passives the IA argument has a K
feature that defectiveé cannot satisfy. This makes the DP active for fertAgree
relations (Chomsky 2000, 2001 and much subsequerk)wrlherefore, once C enters
the derivation, the unvalued case feature of ttlis@ DP is valued as nominative.

(42)  CP

Cigl TP

pE

V[agentive] \/P

DHk: nowm]

To sum up, | have demonstrated that absence of éMeag two main different
reasons: (i) as a syntactic failure that is rephae PF (impersonaée, or (ii) as a
consequence of fully defectiwg(analytical passives). The similarities and differes
between impersonakand analytical passives are accounted for parsously in the
outlined system without invoking any lexical rule \wice features of any sort. The
feature composition of the C andcheads seems to be enough to derive the syntax of
these particular constructions. In the next secti@mow how thematic interpretation
proceeds in the derivation and how reflexives Iprecals are integrated into this
system in a simple way.

3.3. Activity and locality in thematic interpretari
Crucially, both cases seen so far, where no DPeigjed with agentive, create a
situation that triggers the following interpretatiscenarios:

(43) a. For agentive assign a defaularb interpretation, unless the agent role is
expressed by other meansbfaphrase, for instance).
b. For agentiveyp assign an agent role to an active and local DPthén
absence of such a DP, (43a) applies.

We can generalize even further by interpretingas last resort strategy.
Defaultarbassignment (preliminary versian)

(44) For agentive/qp; assignarb in the absence of an agentive argument in the
domain ofv(pj.

I will not try a formal definition of the intuitio® that both (43) and (44) very
informally express. The idea is that the preserfi@syntactic argument encoding the
agent role is preferred to defaalth. On the basis of empirical evidence, | will try to
demonstrate later that this interpretative rulencame on the right track. As shown in
detail in section 5.1, defaudirb assignment does not apply to implicit arguments in
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analytical passives, but only & constructions (when necessary). | also will show
that a correct characterization of (44) for defaafguments entails taking into
consideration some type of costly computation @tGhl interface. For the time being,
let me delay the discussion on the nature of amyitreadings and simply assume
together with Rizzi (1986) thairb is identical to a default [+ human, (+generic)]
reading performed by the C-I system.

What | will propose now is a particular conceptafrthematic theory, under which
a given argument DP can receive more than one tiemde in a given domain
provided this DP is active when thematic interpretaapplies. With reference to the
agent role, it seems that a DP can be the ageatgifen agentiveip; only if it is
active and local with respect ¥, as defined in (45)°

(45)  An argument DFA receives a theta-role from a thematic hesggl, in the
domain of a/P if and only if*®
(A) Activity: A has an unvalued K feature at the point of the déiom where
the theta role ok is being evaluated/assigned (i.e., A is activéninithevP
domain to enter into further A-dependencies).
(B) Locality: A is the closest local argumentg; (i.e., A is not contained in
the domain of anothefp; of the same type ag,; c-commanded by and no
other active argument A’ local ¢y c-commands A).

The formulation in (45) makes use of what has beeven as crucial in other
syntactic domains: locality and activity. Put diffatly, to a certain extent, (45) adds
nothing new with respect to the way in which sytitadependencies are established
during the syntactic computation. It is usually dase that a given syntactic category
C with a formal feature F enters into a syntac#pehdency triggered by F with
another category C’ that is both active (i.e.,|#0apossesses an unsatisfied formal
feature) and local to C.

In a simple transitive sentence like (46), it casily be checked that the external
argument is the only active DP when thematic inttgdion applies to this particular
VP, even though both DPs involved in this domaini@eel with respect top;.

" A crucial property of the system in (45) is thaeta-role assignment can apply in a long-distance
fashion; i.e., Merge is not a necessary condition thematic assignment. Another important
characteristic expressed in (45) is that the natibdlomainis defined in terms ofontainmentThis is

a crucial difference with respect to Agree, whighe@tes on a more restricted notiondaimain
namely,complement domaifChomsky 2000, 2001 hus, unlike Agree, a DP in the specifier position
of a thematic head can enter into a thematic mlawith such a head. See Saab (2014) for detailed
discussion regarding these and other aspectssofitbory of theta-role assignment.

8 The notatiornxp; stands for a head with a subcategorization featfitbe [D] type that makes that
head a potential theta assigner. As a side nateaiturious fact that the activity condition seeim be
exactly inverse to th¥/isibility Conditionin Chomsky (1986), according to which case marksg
condition forf-assignment at LF.

19



(46) a. John read the book.
b. vP
N
DI:)[K?, agent] Vv

V[D, 0] \/P

N
w&; ACC, theme]

Suppose, however, thatis ¢-defective but encodes an unsatisfied [D] feataee,
illustrated in (47):

47 vP
7 \Y
/\
V[D] \/ P

\/{D} DF[)K:??, themeagenf
Here, the internal argument, which is already preted as the theme, is both
active and local with respect tg; and, consequently, is interpreted as the agent of
vip;. Later in the derivation, this DP will value norative, if C isp-complete.
(48) CP

Cigl TP

DF[:k: NOM, theme, AG]

Finally, a clitic is inserted at PF through the samechanism we have previously
described in connection with impersosalto satisfy the non-discharged [D] feature
onv (see 27).

The situation abstractly represented in (48) cpuoads to reflexives / reciprocals
in Spanish and other Romance languages:

(49) Juan se critica.

Juansk criticizes
‘Juan criticizes himself.’
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Comparing now the trees in (47) and (48) with thalgsis | have provided in (25)
for impersonal se (repeated below with the relevant example), th&emint
interpretative patterns observed with respect tefl@xive and an impersonak are
directly explained by the activity condition on thatic interpretation (45A): only-
defectivev with an unsaturated D feature can trigger agentiterpretation of the
internal argument; impersonsd instead, blocks this reading, given that, althotrge
underlyingv also has a non-discharged [D] feature, it isgrdefective.

(50) Se castigo a los culpables.
SE punished Acc the culprits
‘Someone / one punished the culprits.’

(51) CP

C TP

Two immediate consequences are captured undeapbi®ach to impersonals and
reflexives, as well. On the one hand, this proposgblains se syncretism in
impersonals and reflexives as the direct resulthef syntax-PF mismatch. On the
other hand, the motivation for a last resort apghoto arbitrary readings is also
justified by the contrast between these two contitbus. By (44), defaularb is only
assigned to impersonae contexts given the fact that the internal argumeit
reflexive / reciprocal configurations complies wlitlath the locality and the activity
conditions on thematic interpretation and, consatiyecan bear two thematic roles.
It remains to be seen whether #ré interpretation in the way described here can also
be conceived of as a repair strategy; i.e., asehgantic reflex of what is observed on
the PF side (i.e., clitic insertion). Section 5.il e dedicated to discussing this issue.

Summing up, the system | have outlined so far (e&dly following Pujalte &
Saab 2012) derives a set of core cases of argustreigture effects; in particular, it
accounts for the following facts:

(52) a.the complementary distribution betweearlatedseandby-phrases
b. the correlation betweeny-phrases and fully defective in passives and
event nominalizations
c. the correlation between passive and nominal hadggy and the absence of
accusative marking
d. the absence of A-dependencies with implicit &gein passives and
impersonakeconstructions
e. the syncretism pattern between impersonalseftekives / reciprocals
f. the arising ofarb readings in impersonals, but not in reflexivesdiprocals

Interestingly, this system dispenses entirely witice features and operations of

argument reduction of any sort. It only invokes Ivesitablished constraints on the
way in which Merge and Agree proceed and some icgstis on thematic
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interpretation that also follow from general comais on syntactic computation
(activity and locality).

For the set of phenomena discussed in this sedtidhen turns out that the null
hypothesis that implicit arguments are absence exfgel has been confirmed.

(53) Null hypothesisimplicit arguments simply signal the absence (fametimes
expected) application of the operation Merge. lneotwords, at least in the
ideal case implicit arguments have no syntacticasgntation.

Thus, our inventory of empty categories can beh&urteduced (see 8). Of course,
this does not mean it is the end of the story. Eglievidence can force us to reject
(53) in some empirical domain and to accept thanesgarticular empty primitive
cannot be dispensed with. Only as an illustratcamsider briefly the case of PR
As shown by Pujalte (2013), PR@contrasts with impersonakin each of the tests
discussed above. Compare in this respect the sm#ean (29) with the following
cases of non-obligatory control (NOC):

(54) a. Esta permitido entrar borracho en esta
is allowed entemrF drunk in this
sala.
room
‘It is allowed to enter into this room drunk.’

b. Estd permitido lavarse.
is allowed washnF-se
‘It is allowed to wash oneself.’

C. Estda permitido traer su mascota.
is allowed bringNF his pet

‘It is allowed to bring one’s pet.’

Although the contrast between (29) and (54) hasheen extensively discussed in
the literature on Spanish (although see Mendik@e®@92, 2002, 2008, Rivero 2001,
Ordofiez & Trevifio 2007 and Pujalte 2013 for relatidcussion), the general
situation arising from it is not a novelty. The ffalsat generic contexts, for instance,
favor the establishment of A-dependencies thab#rerwise impossible has been in
the center of the debate on passives (Jaeggli B@&r, Johnson & Roberts 1989,
and Landau 2010), implicit objects (Rizzi 1986 authsequent works), impersorsal
in generic environments (D’Alessandro 2007) and geherics in partiapro-drop
languages (see Holmberg 2010 and Saab 2012 focemtr&riew), among related
constructions across languadéghus, if the idea that null generics cannot indeed

¥ Thus, in contradistinction with (29a), (i) is pecf as a generic impersorsalsentence:

0] Cuando se esta borracha siempre ...
when SE is drunkFem always
‘When one (female) is always drunk...’

However, (ii) and (iii), which involvesereflexivization and pronominal binding, are both
ungrammatical:

(ii) *Si se critica mucho...

if SE criticizes a-lot
Intended: ‘If one criticizes oneself too much...’
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eliminated in favor of one of the two best alteivied we have for empty categories
(i.e., syntax or nothing), then we are left withasic empty primitive -maybe the only
one made available by the UG- and with the neeexfwain its distribution across

language$® In spite of this, this situation, | think, doestread us to generalize the

(iii) *Cuando se ama a su hijo...
if SE loves AcC his son...
Intended: ‘If one loves one’s son...’

It seems then that, although conditionals / geseaitow for more syntactic dependencies than
episodic ones, they do not allow for the same afodependencies attested in some NOC contexts.

Nevertheless, it is also important to note thatdiid (iii) improve whenever genenmo (mismo)
‘one(self)’ is introduced into the picture in corapient position as in (iv) or as possessor phrage as

(v):

(iv) (?)Si se critica a uno mismo ...
if SE criticizes ACC one self ...
‘If one criticizes oneself too much...’
v) Cuando se ama al hijo de uno (mismo) ...
when SE loves Acc.the son of one (self) ...

‘When one loves one’s son...’

Although judgments are more subtle, some spealscsacept a pure syntactic anaphor e
mismo‘himself’ as a good counterpart for cases likg.(iMhus, Rivero (2001) provides the following
pair:

(vi) Ahora se piensa solo en {uno mismo / ?si mismo
now SE thinks only in {oneself / himself}
‘Now one thinks only of oneself.’
[Rivero 2001: 175]

Of course, (vi) is acceptable only @hora ‘now’ is interpreted as a type of generic / hahitu
operator and not as a deictic adverb. The same mranimprove even more when embedded in
conditional sentences (e.@uando/ si se piensa {en uno misfred mismé... ‘When/if one thinks of
oneself...”). Taken together, the data in (29), (84p (i)-(iv) show at least two basic things: (i)
episodic and generic contexts clearly create differconditions when it comes to the licensing of
secondary predication in impersosalconstructions, and (ii) NOC and genesi&sentences cannot be
derived by the same underlying mechanisms. To és¢ &f my knowledge, we do not have an integral
account for all these facts in the current literatlAlthough the theory presented here can dedl wit
some of the basic facts (see, e.g., Pujalte 20darfeexplanation of the ungrammaticality of (ii)dan
Saab 2012 for some suggestions about the contesebn (29a) and (i)), some issues will have to
remain open for further research.

2 This claim requires an important qualification. Blyggestion is that the only type of null primitige

a type of variable bound by a syntactically repnéseg topic. Thus, as is well-known, the arbitrary
readings in examples like (54) are altered underritpht conditions, for instance, if the main claus
contains an explicit dative:

0] (A Juan), le esta permitido fumar.
to J. CL.3SG.DAT is permitted SmokenF
‘John is allowed to smoke.’

Williams (1980) proposed some explicit rules (A rewriting rules see Williams 1980: 216-
218) to derive the “controlled” reading in (i) frothe arbitrary one. Put differently, according to
Williams, arb assignment is the defaulirb, then, is rewritten as coindexed with some DPame
particular configurations under the conditions klished by the rewriting rules. We can reinterpinés
theory assuming that non-finite clauses contairargable bound by a left peripheral topic interral t
the infinitival clause. Such a topic will be gemémrbitrary whenever the main clause does notigeov
another suitable antecedent for such a topic. Asngld by Williams, the conditions regulating the
arbitrary and referential reading must be linguaty determined and cannot be attributed to purely
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worst caseface Landau 2010). In fact, assuming (53) as a workiggothesis has
been demonstrated as a reasonable way to procdethahe remainder of this paper,
I will further explore the nature of implicit argemts and show how a set of complex
interactions between causatives, reflexives / ismesls and passives are
straightforwardly derived as specific predictionk a0 theory with (53) as a core
ingredient.

4. More core predictions: implicit arguments in andytical causatives

Causatives introduced Hyacer ‘to make’ (alsodejar ‘to let’) constitute an ideal
case to evaluate the predictive power of the the&stched in this paper. This is so
because they have the basic property of havingciwtc vs being related in the way
that (55) describes and (56) illustrates (see @e&il):

(55) Given a configuration likex{...Z...y?], if xX° andy® are cyclic heads of the
same type, Z C, andx’ and y° are in a potential inheritance relation, thén
is fully ¢-defective.

(56) a. @ ... Xp ...V (allowed by (55))

b. Gp... X...vp (not allowed by (55))

Therefore, in this section, | will demonstrate tthee abstract representation in (56a)
is what underlies the structure of causatives Wéber. As we will see shortly, a set
of complex interactions between causatives, reflexiand passives are explained
under the system proposed in the previous sectithrout altering any of its aspects.
With the exception of Baauw & Delfitto (2005), wippoposed a concrete analysis
based on some lexicalist assumptions about re#lexithe data to be discussed in this
section have not received deep exploration in theeat literature on causatives even
when, as it will become clear, they are at the thefrthe nature of causative
constructions. Before entering into the core datbe explored, let me first introduce
the basic syntax of analytical causatives in Sganis

4.1. The syntax of active and passive causatives

As is well known,hacercausatives come in two guises: (i) passive caresa(cf.
57a), and (ii) active causatives (cf. 57b) (seeprmgnmany others, Kayne 1969,
Bordelois 1974, Folli & Harley 2007, Pujalte 205Bd the references therein):

(57) a. Juan hizo arreglar el auto por el
J. made repainNF the car by the
mecanico.
mechanic
b. Juan le hizo arreglar el auto
J. CL.3SGDAT made repaimF the car
al mecanico.

discourse factors, as happens, for instance, wiihitival subjects in Spanish absolute clause® (se
Camacho 2011 for a proposal regarding absolutesetain Spanish), Spanish null indefinite objects or
more generally, with Chinese null arguments, alwbfich can, as is well known, be controlled by
discourse factors. The difference would followas$ argued by Epstein (1984), the antecedent of some
infinitival subjects in NOC environments is to beufhd in the argument structure of the main clause
(for instance, the dative argument in (i)). At aaye, this shows, again, that the arbitrary reagling
NOC contexts cannot be equated with the arbitreadings in impersonal/passige constructions,
which never have a referential antecedent.
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to.the mechanic
‘Juan made the auto mechanic repair the car.’

I will follow here the syntactic approach to activausatives proposed by Pujalte
(2013), according to which this type instantiates @abstract structure in (58).

(58) VP, Active causatives

N

DPcauser Vl’
Vl[D, 0l VP2
Dpcausee V2'

V2[p] \/P

. (DReome)...

As shown by Pujalte, case relations/i are entirely determined by the properties
of v1, which acts as the probe, and by feature inhe@ahirst, ifv, is unaccusative or
unergative, the subject of the infinitive valueswative case. Let me illustrate the
point with a unergative infinitive:

(59) a. Juan la hizo saltar a Maria.
J. CL.FEM.3SG.ACC made jumpNF ACC M.
‘Juan made Maria jump.’
b. CP
N
G TP
N
T VP]_
PN
NOM DPJuan V]_,
V1D, ¢] VP2
ACC DPMarl’a V2'
V2[D] \/P

Second, in contexts of transitive infinitives (atransitive ones; see Pujalte 2013
for details), the internal argument of the embedgleth gets accusative and the
external argument of the infinitive gets dative.isTts predicted by the inheritance
system, because for a given transitive infinitividhwdefectivev, inheritance fronv,
to v, is mandatory. The external argument, in turnnisiposition where it cannot
value either nominative or accusative case and gsult, it receives dative as last
resort morphological strategy.
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(60) a.Juanle hizo traer el auto a Ana.

J.  CL.3sSGDAT made bring\F the car to A.
‘Juan made Ana bring the car.’
b. CP
N
%] TP
NOM T vP;
N
DPJuan Vl,

V1D, ¢] VP2

2

DRe car- .-

As for passive causatives, | will propose the sam&lysis as Pujalte’s for active
causatives with a crucial difference: The embeddesdooth [p] and [D] defective. As
we have seen in the previous sectidnsphrases entail fully defective (cf. 37), so
this particular aspect of passive causatives doesequire additional considerations.
By (55), ¢-defectiveness in both types of analytical causatifollows directly, as
well, although it remains to be explained whether option with respect to the [D]
specification on the embeddedis also derived from some general principle of
selection or not. In any case, the difference betwibe twadhacercausatives reduces
to this minimum difference in the subcategorizajiwaperties of agentive Compare
in this respect the tree in (58) with (61), whidlhstrates the structure | propose for
passive causatives:

(61) VP, Passives causatives
N
DPCE:IUSEI’ V,
VD, ¢] VP2
PF?agent vV
©
... (DRemd ---

The first prediction this analysis makes is that, absence of @y-phrase
expressing the agent of the caused sentence, pasaisatives, like analytical
passives or impersonagé constructions (see section 3.2), should not alesondary
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predication (62b), pronominal binding (62c) or eaflization of the implicit
argument (62d). This is correct.

(62) a. Maria hizo arreglar la cocina.
M. made repaimF the kitchen
‘Maria had the kitchen repaired.’
b. *Mariahizo arreglar la cocina borracho.
M. made repaimF the kitchen drunkGMASC
Intended: ‘Maria made some@nepair the kitchen drunk
C. *Maria hizo traer su saco.
M. made bringNF his coat
Intended: ‘Maria made someognene; bring his coat.’
d. *Mariahizo lavarse las manos a si mismo.
M. made wasinF-SE  the hands to himself

Intended: ‘Maria made someone/one wash one’s Hands

At any rate, this state of affairs should not b®ugprise under almost any existing
analysis of analytical causatives in Romance. Aamateresting question, then, is
whether or not such a subtle difference in catedspecification between passive and
active causatives can capture the set of intricdégions that both types establish with
seconstructions in Spanish and other Romance larggualyst to put the problem in
an impressionistic way, let me make a list of tadgrns we have to explain.

First, both types of causatives reject impersseals the subject of the embedded
infinitive; so the sentence in (63) can have, urtieractive structure, a reflexive or
reciprocal reading but not an impersonal one:

(63) Juan hizo castigse a los culpables.
J. made punisiNF-SE AcC  the culprits
i. Reciprocal / reflexive reading (OK under theiaetstructure)
‘Juan made the culprits punish themselves/each.bthe
ii. Impersonal reading (impossible in both caugeas)
Intended: ‘John made someone/one punish the tulpri

Second, only passive causatives allow lfmmg-distance reflexivizatiomf their
internal argument:

(64) Juan se hizo besar por  Maria.
J. SE made KissNF by M.
‘Juan made Maria kiss him

(65) *Juan se (le) hizo besar a Maria.
J. SE (cL.3sGDAT) made KisSSNF to M.

Intended: ‘Juamade Maria kiss hifd

Third, it seems that there is a kindadiviation effecbetween the subject bbcer
and the subject of the infinitive. This is demoat#d by the fact that the subject of the
infinitive cannot be reflexivized*

2L As shown in Saab (2014: footnote 24), the behavi@auseesubjects of unaccusative predicates is
quite unstable. Much depends on the nature of ggiehof unaccusative verbs. Thus, wherbagar
behaves as an agentive predicate in rejectingxreftation of thecauseesubject, other predicates like
desaparecetfto disappear’ do license reflexivization:
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(66) *Juan se hizo llegar / trabajar /comprar un auto.
J. SE made arrivenF / workINF /buy.INF a car
Intended: ‘Juan made himself arrive/ work /buy & €3uan= infinitive subject)

Finally, double reflexivization is not allowed umdeny circumstance, either:

(67) *Juan se hizo besase (por Maria)
J. SE made KkissnF-se (by M)
Intended 1: ‘Juammade {someone, Maria} kiss him
Intended 2: ‘Juarmade himselfkiss him.’

Let me focus now on each of the sentences in @B)geparately, and show how
they are captured as specific predictions of ttstesy proposed so far; in particular, |
will center on how they follow from the activity drocality conditions on thematic
interpretation we have formulated in the previoestion (cf. 45Y2

0] Juan  se hizo desaparecer a si mismo.
J. SE made disappeakF  ACC himself
‘John made himself disappear.’

As noticed by two anonymous reviewers, it seemswuibs likellegar show agentive properties in
many contexts. For instance, unlike other unacowesaredicates, they are compatible with impersonal
se

0] Aca se llega  siempre tarde.
here SE arrives always late
‘Here, people always arrive late.’

This seems to indicate that, at least in some stintaonfigurations, the subject of verbs lilegar
is introduced by some type of agentiweThe facts in (66) justify this claim. As explath&én section
4.5, causeesubjects within the domain of agentiyg; cannot be reflexivized.

%2 For the sake of expositive clarity, | will not makere a deep comparison between the present
approach and Baauw & Delfitto’s (2005), which te thest of my knowledge, is the most detailed one
hitherto, although see also Reinhart & Siloni (2086d Folli & Harley (2007) for some observations
with respect to (64). The interested reader canpesenthe details of Baauw & Delfitto’s approach
with the purely syntactic analysis | will proposeré and evaluate both on the basis of conceptual
parsimony and empirical coverage. | think that, reve it turns out that both approaches are
extensionally equivalent, simplicity consideratiat®ould lead to the conclusion that an approach tha
does not make any use of special rules to accaunthe full range of data is obviously superior.
However, it seems to me that there are also emapireasons to prefer a pure syntactic analysis of
reflexivization over a lexicalist one, as the omepwsed by Baauw & Delfitto. Let me show briefly
why.

A way to account for the difference between actine passive causatives could be to assume that
passive causatives suffer a process of lexicadsitivization (Baauw & Delfitto 2005) or that thaye
syntactically nominalized (Folli & Harley 2007). \Wtever is the case, it follows that the subjedhef
infinitive is syntactically inactive and, as a rksit cannot enter into syntactic dependenciesic@tly,
the absence of reflexivization of the infinitivebject is directly explained in this particular vieat
least for the case of passive infinitives. Yetstioes not account for the absence of reflexi\onaitn
active causatives. Notice, for instance, that @&uld be allowed if the underlying structure céga
sentences is the active one; i.e., with no supjmessf the external argument position. Baauw &
Delfitto (2005) recognize this problem for the casdeunergatives and simply stipulate that “the
embedded verb has been drawn from the lexicon fexirely marked, that is, as devoid of the
external theta-role” (Baauw & Delfitto 2005: 177)hey conclude then that reflexivization of an
intransitive predicate is trivially not allowed. Meto the fact that this is simply a stipulatiohgir
claim is problematic, because now the contrast @etwactive and passive causatives would just vanish
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(68) An argument DA receives a theta-role from a thematic hea, in the
domain of a/P if and only if:
(A) Activity: A has an unvalued K feature at the point of the déown where
the theta role ok is being evaluated/assigned (i.e., A is activéninithevP
domain to enter into further A-dependencies).
(B) Locality: Ais the closest local argumentxg; (i.e., A is not contained in
the domain of anothefp; of the same type ag,; c-commanded by and no
other active argument A’ local tgy c-commands A).

4.2. Prediction #1: Impersonals vs. reflexives #mlactivity condition
As already mentioned, the sentence in (63) repebtdw cannot have an
impersonakereading, although it can be interpreted as reflewir reciprocal:

(69) Juan hizo castigee a los culpables.
J. made punisiNF-SE AcC  the culprits
i. Reciprocal / reflexive reading (OK under theiaetstructure)
‘Juan made the culprits punish themselves/each.bthe
ii. Impersonal reading (impossible in both causesiy
Intended: ‘Juan made someone/one punish the tulpri

Given that impersonals or reflexive/reciprosal always entail a [D] feature on
agentivey, its presence in the embedded infinitive indicdled this infinitive has the
underlying structure of an active causative. Asalveady know, agentive has to be
¢-defective. The analysis for (69) is illustratedhe following tree:

Moreover, their claim is falsified by the basic tféleat reflexivization of the subject of the embedd
infinitive is allowed, as shown by the grammaticahding of (63) and the following additional data
from Spanish and Italian:

0] a. Juan la hizo mirsg  en el (Spanish)

J. CLFEM.3sGACC made SEe&NF-SE in the
espejo (a Maria).
mirror ACC M.

‘Juan made Maria see herself in the mirror.’

b. Gianni I ha fatta guardar (Italian)

G. CL.FEM.3SG.ACC has made sellF-SE

allo specchio.
in-the mirror

‘Gianni made her see herself in the mirror.’
[Irene Franco, p.c.]

If reflexivization of the embedded infinitive islaved, then we are forced to conclude that active
causatives cannot be always subjected to lexit@rigitivization.
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(70)

By the activity and locality conditions in (68), ethinternal argument of the
embedded infinitive is both local and active as && v, is concerned and,
consequently, receives the agent role. Importattiky,structure for the impersorsd
reading is simply not derived under the systemimed in this paper. The crucial
property of this situation is th@-defectiveness of the embeddedn both types of
causatives. It is this property that renders theriral argument active for further
thematic interpretation in theP, domain in consonance with (68A). Therefore, this
case nicely illustrates that thematic interpretafiooceeds derivationally under usual
constraints on cyclic syntactic computation. Notibat if it were the case that
thematic interpretation was computed globally, difeerence between an impersonal
sein a sentence like (50), whexeis ¢-complete and (69), where is fully o-
defective would not be explained. By the same tokies reflexive/reciprocal reading
of (69) is derivationally captured, as well: at tpeint in which v, enters the
derivation thematic assignment has been essengighligusted withiwP,, so, the fact
that the internal argument values accusative ageins entirely irrelevant as far as
thematic assignment withirPP, is concerned.

4.3. Prediction #2: long-distance thematic interatéon
As shown by the sentence in (64) above (repeatéd agassive infinitives allow
for reflexivization ofhacer

(71) Juan se hizo besar por  Maria.
J. SE made KissNF by M.
‘Juan made Maria kiss him

This case is also directly derived under the themfnrargument structure we are
developing. See the following tree:
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(72) CcP

Thematic domain: Locality/Activity OK

Here, the internal argument of the embedded imfmiduan is both active and
local with respect to the highefp; in consonance with (68)This is becauseP,
being fully defective (i.e. “passive”), is not antervener. Consequently, thematic
association between the non-discharged [D] feaiong and the object DP is allowed.

4.4. Prediction #3: Locality effects in thematiterpretation

The absence of reflexivization of the embedded riate argument in active
causative environments constitutes a case wheneatitelocality is violated. See (73)
and its associated structure in (74):

(73) *Juan se (le) hizo besar a Maria. (cf. 65)
J. SE (cL.3sGDAT) made KisSNF to M.
Intended: ‘Juammade Maria kiss hifri

(74) *CP

Violates locality!
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As it should be evident now, the crucial differermetween active and passive
infinitives that accounts for the contrast betwdét) and (73) is the underlying
category composition of agentiwe whereas passive is fully defective, activev
enters the derivation with a [D] feature. It isstifieature, then, that creates a locality
violation, as formulated in (68B), given that uppgy cannot access the domain of
VP, to establish a thematic dependency with the olgiettte infinitive.

4.5. Prediction #4: obviation effects and absenicéauble reflexives

“Obviation effects” (66) and the impossibility od¥ing the two verbs associated
with reflexive morphology (67) also violate theneatbcality (except for passive
causatives):

(75) *Juan se hizo llegar / trabajar /comprar un auto.
J. SE made arrivenF / workINF /buy.INF a car
Intended: ‘Juan made himself arrive/ work /buy & €auan= infinitive subject)

(76) *Juan se hizo besae (por  Maria)
J. SE made kissnF-se (by M)
Intended 1 (passive): ‘Juamade {someone, Maria} kiss him
Intended 2 (active): ‘Juamade himsejfkiss him.’

That (76) with the intended reading 2, whdtean is also the agent ofy, is a
violation of locality is explicitly indicated by ghpresence of the lower clitte Again,
given thatseentails the presence ofvg;, v1 in (77) cannot “see” the object @, to
discharge its agentive role.

(77) *CP (active reading for 76)

Violates locality!

Under the intended passive reading of (76), wlleren is not the agent of the
embedded infinitivey is fully defective and, as such, is perfectly cotiipa with a
byphrase (e.g.por Marig), but not with lowerse which as | have repeatedly
observed, always entails the presence of an undgip] feature on agentive
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(78) *CP iicompatibility between loweseand defective v)

In other words, (78) mirrors the incompatibility @f-PPs in impersonate
environments we discussed with respect to (39)e@tal as 79), in which the
introduction of &y-phrase within the;p; domain produces a category clash (see 37).

(79) a.*Se reprimio a los maestros por la policia
SE repressedss Acc the  teachers by the police
‘The teachers were repressed by the police.’
b. *Se destruyeron los puentes por el enemigo.
SE destroyed3saGthe bridges by the enemy

‘The bridges were destroyed by the enemy.’

The ungrammaticality in (75) does not require adgi@onal observation, because,
as shown in (80), it also follows as a localitylaimn:

(80) *CP

Violates locality!
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An important prediction of an analysis involvingcstity as formulated in (68B)
and a default interpretation rule like (44) is tlaat arbitrary reading should arise
whenevervyp; cannot discharge its thematic role to some arguni@®. This
prediction is false: narb reading is attested in the ungrammatical casesvibkate
locality for vy (i.e., 73, 75 and 76 in its active reading). Ber¢ is more to be said in
this respect and the next section is entirely dedi to exploring the interactions
between thematic theory and default interpretation.

To conclude what has been said so far, the in&ripattern withhacer causatives
illustrated in (63)-(67) receives a straightforwatount under the simple hypothesis
that the difference that underlies passive andv@atausatives is connected to the
absence or presence of a [D] feature on the embeddehe rest follows from the
syntactic approach to argument structure propaseddtion 3.

Before closing the discussion on causatives, let erplore a last important
prediction related to the syntax of ECM construtsio

4.6. An additional prediction: ECM-constructions

At this point, the reader might have inferred amiadiate prediction arising from
the theory. Concretely, it is predicted that alhgfs being equal, twe-completevs
should invert the grammatical judgments in (63)}(@fovided some structural
conditions are also met. With reference to the oMagi®n in (55), the scenario to
evaluate is (82c):

(81) Given a configuration likex}...Z...y%, if X° andy’ are cyclic heads of the
same type, Z C, andX’ and y° are in a potential inheritance relation, thén
is fully ¢-defective.

(82) a. @ ... X ...v (allowed by (81))

b. Gp... X...vo (not allowed by (81))
C. Co ... X¢...C...vo

By (81), (82c) should be allowed if either (i) thas an intervening cyclic head C
betweenx andv, as is indeed the case in (82c), or (ii) the $tmat conditions that
trigger feature inheritance between both lixdeare nor met®

ECM constructions with perception verbs constitateideal scenario to evaluate
this predictiorf* A simple example is given in (83):

(83) Juan vio a Maria comprar ese  vestido.
J. saw AcCc M. buyINF that dress
‘John saw Mary to buy that dress.’

| will not propose any particular, deep analysi€@M constructions in Spanish. |
will only notice here that the pattern in (63)-(&€&8n be reproduced in ECM contexts
in Spanish with the following resulfs:

2 Notice, however, that even if (81) turns out toebepirically falsified in the sense that nothinguleb
prevent twop-complete cyclic heads of the same type co-ocagiririna given domain, the predictions
concerning the pattern at hand remain the sanmthbr words, it could be case that (81) is restddd

a situation where only one set@ffeatures is made available by the numeration. Utits particular
circumstance, the computational system assignsétaif features to the upper cyclic headwill not
explore here the empirical consequences of sudssilge reformulation of (81).

241 would like to thank Dave Embick for bringing EGébnstructions to my attention.
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Impersonakein the embedded infinitive (cf. 6Z)K
(84) Juan vio  castigse a los culpables.

J. saw  punisiNF-SE ACC  the culprits

i. Reciprocal / reflexive reading

‘Juan saw the culprits to punish themselves / etoér.’

ii. Impersonal reading

‘Juan saw the culprits to be punished.’

Long-distance reflexivization (cf. 64 and 6850
(85) *Juan se vio  besar por  Maria.

J. SE saw  KisaNF by M.

Intended: ‘Juarsaw that hewas kissed by Maria.’

Reflexivization of the subject of the infiniticé 66) OK
(86) Juan se vio llegar/ trabajar / comprar un auto.
J. SE saw  arrivanr / workiINF / buyINF a car
Intended: ‘Juan saw himself to arrive/ work /buya®’ (Juan= infinitive subject)

Double reflexivization (cf. 67K

(87) Juan se vio besase a si mismo
J. SE saw KkisaNF-SE  (acc  himself)
Intended 1: ‘Johrsaw himselfto kiss himself’

There are two basic differences between causadivéperception verbs that are at
the heart of this sharp contrast. On the one htodthe impersonal reading to be
derived in (84) -but ruled out in (63)- by the aityi condition (68A), it is necessarily
the case that the loweiin ECM contexts is nap-defective, as opposed to causatives.
As is well-known, ECM, but not causatives allows flmuble accusative marking in

% The following judgments are only from Rio de lat8lspeakers. Some Peninsular speakers do not
accept (84). Indeed, Mendikoetxea (1999) expliaitgims that infinitival complements of perception
verbs do not admit impersors

0] *Vimos aclamarse a los vencedores.
saw.PL acclaimINF-SE  ACC the winners
Intended: ‘We saw that people acclaim the winners.
[Mendikoetxea 1999: 1707]

One could be tempted to assume that the differbateeen Buenos Aires and Peninsular speakers
could ultimately boil down to a microparameter itwng the leista status of Peninsular speakers.
However, an anonymous reviewer, who is a Penindelata speaker, accepts (84). As other Buenos
Aires speakers, (s)he finds that the reciprocdéxefe reading is more salient, but this does riotlb
the relevant impersonal reading. A way to avoid tve readings is using unergative verbs with
cognate objects. Angela Di Tullio has pointed auinte the following example, which triggers no
subtle reaction across the consulted speakers:

(ii) Nunca Vi bailarse un tango de esa manera.
never saw dancelF-Se a tango of that way
‘I have never seen a tango danced that way.’

At any rate, given thaeismodoes not seem to be the reason behind the differenjudgments
with respect to examples like (84) (and maybe, (iiyyill leave this variation problem unresolvedée
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Spanish (cf. (88ys (89) below), confirming then that (82c) is paft tbe basic
analysis of causatives:

(88) Juan la vio (a Maria) compréo.
J. CL.FEM.3SG.ACC saw @Acc M.) buyINF-CL.MASC.3SGACC
‘John saw her buy it.’

(89) *Juanla hizo (a Maria) compriax.
J. CL.FEM.3SG.ACC made Acc M.)  buylINF-CL.MASC.3SGACC

‘John made her buy it.’

Now, it seems that there is more in ECM than only-eomplete, lowewn. The
grammaticality of data like (86) and (87) showst e subject of the infinitive must
vacate thevP where it is first merged. This follows from thecdlity condition on
thematic interpretation (68B). Given a structute 1{90), we expect the subject of
infinitive to move at least to the edge positiorzof

(90) Gp ... [wiVip, g ----[zp SUBJ [wp2ti Vo, o) (IA)] ] ]
(whereZ = a type ofp-defective C head)

In its final edge position, SUBJ is both active dodal with respect to; and,
consequently, can be interpreted as the ageneahdirix verb.

Edge effects in perception verbs are detectab&pamish dialects with productive
clitic doubling for animate DPs, as River Plate i@ph. As is well-known, this dialect
optionally allows accusative clitic doubling foriamate DPs that are differentially
object marked bw ‘to’.

91) a. (La) Vi a Maria.
(CL.FEM.3SG.ACC) saw Acc M.
‘| saw Mary.’
b. *(Lo) Vi el auto. (cfvi el autg
(cL.mAsc.3sGAcC) saw  the car
‘| saw the car.’

A sentence like (91b) is ruled out because inarenobjects, which cannot trigger
differential object marking, cannot trigger acciaatdoubling, either. However, in
ECM constructions, differential object marking plkléic doubling is attested (Laca
1995 andzdrojewski 2008

(92) (Lo) Vi al auto chocar
(cL.MAsc.3sGAcc) saw Acc.the car  crashnF
‘| saw the car crashing.’

As argued by Zdrojewski (2008), this type of pheeoon, attested also in other
contexts of minimal clauses, indicates that thgexilof the infinitive is in an edge
position, as is usual the case with other relatmebling phenomena in Spanish. For
our purposes here, it is enough to show that sineitige effects are hard to obtain
with hacercausatives for most Rio de la Plata speaﬁ?ers.

% At any rate, even for those speakers who find (@8)e or less acceptable, there is still a clear
contrast in favor of (92). See Di Tullio, Saab &rdjgwski (2013) for discussion on the conditionatth
license clitic doubling with (in)animate DPs in Rie la Plata Spanish.

36



(93) (%)Lo hizo al auto chocar.
CL.MASC.3sGACC madeAcc.the car crasinF.
‘(S)he made the car crash.’

Summing up, in this section | have demonstrated laowet of intricate facts
concerning the nature of causatives are derivedhowit adding any auxiliary
assumption to the system proposed in section 2eldl think that these facts follow
as specific predictions of the proposed systemewurdsimple analysis of Spanish
causatives. These predictions are listed below:

(94) a. absence of impersomisalreadings in passive and active causatives
b. presence of long-distance reflexivization wittsgive causatives
c. absence of reflexivization of embedded subjeckoth types of causatives
d. absence of double reflexivization with bothagmf causatives

The pattern attested in causatives seems to bdy namnfirmed by ECM-
constructions, which tend to parallel active cawueat with the crucial exception that
ECMs do have impersonae readings of the embedded infinitive, a fact that
immediately follows from the different inflectionabmbinations that both types of
constructions allow.

5. On the typology of implicit arguments

So far, | have shown that the theory of implicuments developed in this paper,
according to which implicit arguments signal absemé Merge, not only obeys
conditions of simplicity and parsimony, but hasrada empirical coverage, as well.
Yet, a gap was mentioned in connection with thealibc condition on thematic
interpretation and the informal rule (44), repeaisd95):

Defaultarbassignment (Preliminary versian)
(95) For agentivep) assignarb in absence of an agentive argument in the domain
of V(D)) -

The intuition behind (95) is tharb assignment is a default rule applying after
local thematic interpretation (see Williams 1980d a@homsky 1981 for a first
approach to default arbitrary readings). Howeverthie way it is formulated, (95)
predicts arbitrary readings in cases where thigeiger attested in concrete scenarios.
Specifically, arbitrary readings should arise whame locality or activity, as
formulated in (68) (repeated below), fails.

(96) An argument DA receives a theta-role from a thematic heag, in the
domain of a/P if and only if:
(A) Activity: A has an unvalued K feature at the point of the déown where
the theta role okp is being evaluated/assigned (i.e., A is activédinithevP
domain to enter into further A-dependencies).
(B) Locality: A'is the closest local argumentxg; (i.e., A is not contained in
the domain of anothefp; of the same type ag, c-commanded by and no
other active argument A’ local gy c-commands A).
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Both locality and activity failures were exploredthe previous section. We saw,
however, that the locality failures we particuladiscussed never trigger a default
arbitrary reading. The aim of this section is, thexploring some aspects of arbitrary
readings and their implications for the typologyiraplicit arguments.

Most of the observations that follow have a conjesdtcharacter. Put differently, |
will not offer here an explicit semantics for thentax | have proposed for implicit
arguments. Having clarified this, in what followlswill suggest some connections
between syntax and predication structure which ccaslhed some light on the
empirical domains already explored and beyondhls tespect, | will first make a
crucial division between implicit arguments, namelgefault arguments and
understood arguments. Then, | will try to demonsettaat default arguments require
some costly repair strategy at the C-I interfacat tthoes not apply for understood
arguments (section 5.1). In section 5.2, | extdmdtypology of default arguments to
arbitrary plural subjects in Spanish and, in pafti, to impersonal passives in
Germanic languages. As we will see, the systemrbitrary interpretation to be
proposed has some interesting empirical conseqgeefmethe so-calledVisser’s
Generalization In section 5.3, the typology of understood argniwes extended to
some types of implicit objects in Spanish. It i©wh that understood agents and
objects have different properties only becauséhefgyntactic domain in which they
are associated: Theor Root domain, respectively. Finally, section 5.4edicated to
discussing a last piece of evidence in favor of disinction between default and
understood arguments. Concretely, | show that amgerstood arguments are
suitable correlates for sluicing of the sproutipget

5.1. Default vs. understood arguments
Let us start with the data in (97) (see 75 aboweq, its associated tree in (98):

(97) *Juan se hizo llegar / trabajar /comprar un auto.
J. SE made arrivenF / workINF /buy.INF a car
Intended: ‘Juan made himself arrive/ work /buy & €auan= infinitive subject)

(98) (cf. 80)

*CP
/\
Cc

Violates locality!

\/([D])
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The sentences in (97) illustrate a locality viaati whose result is the
impossibility of having a reflexive reading of tleenbedded subject. Such a failure
should activate (95) giving a defaaltb interpretation of the matrix subject. Yet, this
is not the case: the sentences at hand are noaseade/someone made Juan arrive /
work/ buy a car'. Instead, when possible, eachheké sentences assigrb to the
embedded subject; i.e., a passive causative readiises. This is particularly clear in
the case of the transitivlan se hizo comprar un auduan made someone buy a
car for him.’), but is also the first reading you obtain witte unergativérabajar ‘to
work’ and the unaccusativiegar ‘to arrive’ in those Spanish dialects that allow fo
transitivization of these verbs (see Pujalte 20dr3details). In River Plate Spanish,
for instance, the transitive usetofworkin examples likeJuan trabaj6é a PedrdLit.:
‘John worked Pedro.’) means that Juan tried to &kme advantage from Pedro by
talking to him. Crucially, for those speakers thave this use dfabajar, this is also
the first reading they get in causative contexte [{97)?’ One can also force the
reflexive reading between the matrix and the embddilibject by explaining to the
speakers the intended meaning, but there is noiwayhich a defaularb can be
assigned to the matrix subject. Therefore, as ftatad, (95) is falsified at least for
vipj. It turns out then that we cannot collapse &k readings forv and vp;, as
intended in (95).

An alternative to (95) could be to claim thedndyvip) create two radically different
scenarios as far as arbitrary readings are congetnitively, an agentive with a
non-discharged [D] feature has, after all, thedflaef being an illegible object at the
C-l interface, and not only at PF, as | have clainse far. So an interpretative
interface strategy should apply for that particulgge ofv. In turn, an agentive
without a subcategorization feature, instead, ieduno conflict at the interfaces
because, being so defective, there is no form#élifedriggering any sort of operation.
The logic behind this reasoning entails acceptiegfollowing statements:

(99) i. Syntactic theta-role assignment requiresallo(syntactic) computation
triggered by subcategorization features.
ii. arb default reading for agentiwgp) requires costly computation at the C-I
interface.
iii. arb default reading for fully defective agentiverequires no additional,
costly computation, because it is a legible obgdhe interfaces.

What is entailed here is a different source for dne readings each type of
expresses. The fact that the first reading arigingxamples like (97) is the passive
one, where the subject of the infinitive asb, seems to be a good indication that
implicit agents in passives are entirely determibggbrinciples of local computation.
On the opposite side, tregb reading of avp; requires additional computation at the
interfaces. As a minimum, an additional syntacgarshing for this kind oW is
implied by (99i), but not for fully defective. In effect, the presence of a non-
discharged [D] feature for a given head inducedasjit computation by thematic

" This is even more clear with the vetéjar ‘to let’, as exemplified in (i):

0] Juan se dejo trabajar (por Pedro)
J. SE let WOrkINF by P.

In this sentence, the only available reading isimghe idiomatic one (i.e., ‘Johlet Peter cheat
him;.”).
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reasons and, as a last resort, default interpoetathenever syntax fails to produce
the right input for the interfaces. So default tagd in this respect might be seen as
the semantic-pragmatic counterpart of clitic insertat the PF interface (see the
discussion in 3.2 in connection to (27)). Implieitguments of the passive type,
instead, do not trigger (99i); they are sent to itlierfaces where they are perfectly
legible objects. Regarding LF, @agenivey May be existentially closed via LF

procedures of the usual type (see, for instanceerCiia 2004, although other

alternatives are available).

This alternative to (95) implies a new typologyawbitrary subjects, in particular,
and of implicit arguments in general. For reasdrat will become clear shortly, |
think that it could be useful to calinderstood agents/arguments the objects
deriving from (99iii) and to avoid the terdefault arbfor this particular type. Such a
denomination should be applied onlyttoe default arguments, i.e., those arising as a
repair interface strategy (99ii). Let us call thype default argumentsAbsence of
Merge, then, leads us to formulate the followingatpgy of implicit arguments:

(100) i. Default argumentsThe result of a Merge failure. This produces an
illegitimate objectyp;, that triggers repair strategies at the interfaces
ii. Understood argumentsThe result of free category assignment in the
numeration. This produces a legitimate objectwhich triggers no repair
strategy at the interface.

However, even if these conjectures are correctamestill left with the problem of
providing the right mechanism for default interpteins. Deleting the parentheses in
(95) and specifying that the argument should bePa & in (101), is not enough to
produce the right results.

Defaultarb assignment (second version)
(101) For agentiveip; assignarb in the absence of an agent® in the domain of

V(p]-

Again, under this formulation the general absenfcarbitrary readings in cases
where thematic locality is violated are not exptainAs for (97), it is important to
note that it is not the case that thederstoodsubject of the infinitive is in
competition with the default argument lofcer because as we saw with respect to
(76), a default interpretation is impossible, exkaugh the passive reading of the
embedded subject is blocked by the presence dbtrer reflexive clitic:

(102) *Juan se hizo besae
J. SE made to.kiss.SE
Intended: ‘Johrmade himselfkiss him.’

Therefore, | propose the following reformulation(61)®

% One can wonder why LF does not provide a [D] dbjecsatisfyvip). This operation would work as
the exact LF-counterpart cfeinsertion at PF. The first problem with such ausioh would be
conceptual: Inserting a morphosyntactic featureFateparts from considerations of optimal design.
But putting aside this type of considerations, thadution would reintroduce the problem discussed
with respect to (97)/(98). If an LF-argument of {fi}] type were introduced whenever LF finds an
unsatisfiedvip;, then the absence of a legitimate arbitrary regadon (97)/(98) (i.e., ‘One/someone
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(103) Default agents (at the C-I interface)
For any agentivep;, assignarb in absence of a “subject” in the C-domain of
VID]-

Now, all the cases seen so far, wharke is not allowed as a repair strategy (e.g.,
(97) and (102)), are correctly captured. Just lier sake of illustration, consider (97)
and its associated tree in (98). A locality confheises at theP; level, because its
head cannot acces®, for discharging an agent role to the subject ef itifinitive.
The derivation, however, proceeds and nothing prsvihe external argument aP,
from being valued as nominative by C. At PF, tha-dscharged [D] feature on
can be repaired under clitic insertion, as propdsedujalte & Saab (2012). Yet, at
the C-l interfacearb cannot be assigned because there is a subjeenpiasthe C-
domain, namelyJuan The final result is that these particular seneésnalthough PF
convergent (and, by extension, S-M convergent), moé C-l convergent. Put
differently, we have a subject without the themadile associated to its predicate. A
revealing conclusion regarding the way in which ihéerface proceeds in this
particular case is that tracing back the derivateoavaluate if the subject at hand was
correctly theta-role assigned is not possible. ifiterface only allows for a type of
computational inference, which connestbjectso thematic roles.

The notion ofsubjectin (103) plays a crucial role in the computatidmatt the
interface can perform. As far as | can tell, tsidased on case assignment and not on
grammatical function, thus confirming the idea thase is a more primitive notion
than grammatical function (Bobaljik 2008 and thierences therein). A fundamental
piece of evidence is passiseconstructions in Spanish and other Romance lareguag
(see Pujalte & Saab 2012 for references and digeyss

(104) Se cerraron las puertas a propésito.
SE closed.BL  the doors3rL to purpose
‘The doors were closed on purpose.’

The sentence in (104) is passive in the sensdttbed is verbal agreement with the
internal argument, but is active in the sense gii@nhis term in this paper: the
presence obe indicates underlyingyp;. Crucially for the point | am making here,
(104) has a type of animacity / person constraae ((105), and D’Alessandro 2007
for detailed discussion on this restriction), wha@dn arguably be connected to some
e-defective relation between the “subject” and tleebv(as proposed by Pujalte &
Saab 2012). Whatever is the ultimate explanatiothisf defectiveness, it seems to
have important consequences for case assignmesit, ifbtice that overt nominative
marking cannot occur in passigecontexts in Spanish:

(205) a. Se encontraron cadaveres.
SE found.3L bodies
‘Bodies were found.’
b. *Se  encontrd Juan/él.
SE found.3G Juan/he
Intended: ‘He was found.’

made Juan arrive / work/ buy a car’) would not leeivekd. This shows that the problem involves
predication theory in a broad sense and not omgnétic roles.
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C. *Me encontré yo.
cL.1scAacc found.BG I
Intended: ‘| was found.’
(b-c OK as reflexives; see Pujalte & Saab 2012

An overt pronoun can only show up in the accusatoren, which superficially
produces an impersonsgconstruction, not a passive one:

(106) a.*Se lo encontro
SE CL.MASC.3SG.ACC found.3G
‘He was found.’

b. *Se me encontré
SE cL.1scAcc found.3G
‘ was found.’

A similar situation occurs with respect to propeuns (cf. 105b), which can only
occur in the impersonak configuration under differential object markingpeperty
of accusative objects:

(207) Se encontrd a Juan
SE found. 3G ACC J.
‘Juan was found.’

The basic generalization behind these facts isahigtthose objects which are not
overtly marked for accusative case are allowed towsverb-subjectagreement
effects. This is in consonance with Bobaljik's (8)@laim that morphological case
can interfere with overt agreement. We can theerpmét the passivee pattern as
follows. The internal argument of a passsexonstruction is not syntactically valued
as nominative; let us assume that either it coeléyntactically valued as accusative
or inherently case marked in the syntax. Under lapttions, it turns out that it can
never receive the agentive role, given the actidgbndition (96A). The abstract
representation of passigein thevP domain is illustrated in (108):

(108) vP Pasivese
/\
V[D] \/P
\/ [D] DPiheme = inactive (syntactically accusative or inherentlgeaarked)

At the PF interface, the derivation proceeds viaeiting se and triggering
morphological subject agreement, a relation paéiptblocked by the activation of
another PF-phenomenon like accusative markingnpléied final PF representation
could be as follow$’

29 We are assuming that C agrees directly with thelidPthere are other alternatives, which are worth
exploring as well (e.g., @-agreement, see Rodriguez-Mondofiedo 2007).
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(109) CP PF representation

DFf—nominative]
Morphological agreement

On the C-l interface side, (103) is activated by pinesence of the non-discharged
[D] feature onv. In contrast with what we just observed in conioecwith reflexives
(see, e.g., (98) and similar structures), the faber is forced to assign a default
interpretation because no “subject” was found dutime search. This is why, then,
(104) but not, for instance, (97), has a defadditeary interpretation connected \p;.

| conclude then that the best version of (103) maleference to case and not to
agreement or grammatical functions:

(110) Default agents (Final)
For any agentiveip), assignarb in absence of aominative subjecin the C-
domain ofvyp;.

The general picture arising from the preceding wis®n leads to the important
conclusion that there is a difference in the comapoims of arguments in general.
Being the result of syntax, thematic interpretatiarntype of A-dependency, proceeds
under the conditions on locality and activity a& W® level expressed by (96). Being
the result of the C-I interface, default argumeares computed at the CP level. This
scenario is sketched in (111):

S Default ‘arguments’ (C-I interface)

(111)

From the arguments made so far, we can concludeutderstood arguments
pattern similarly to any other syntactic (non-)dvarguments, although they are the
result of absence of Merge. As already implied 99ii{), the obvious prediction is
that (110) is irrelevant for understood argumeiitsis is easily demonstrated by a
simple passive sentence, like (112), where theriateargument receives nominative
case, but it does not intervene in the understeading of the agentive. This is
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because the absence of a [D] featurev oesults in no additional computation related
to uninterpretable features being triggeted.

(112) Yo  fui castigado.
I was  punisheslAsSC.SG
‘| was punished.’

5.2. Extensions and implications
It seems that (110) can be extended to arbitramapkubjects in Spanish and also
to impersonal passives in Germanic langudg&€onsider first the example in (113):

(113) Llaman a la puerta. Creo gque es Juan.
call.3rL to the door Dbelieves that s J.
‘There is someone at the door. It may be Juan.’

Here, the arbitrary reading can be directly atteliuo the absence of a nominative
subject in the C domain of the first clause. Asaemt by Cinque (1988), these plurals
cannot have any referential import, as witnessethbycontinuation in (113) with an
individual referent for the third plural persondéed, as is well-known, adding an
overt plural subjectellos ‘they’, makes the sentence fully referential and i
continuation in (113) infelicitous. So it has to tee case that arbitrary plurals are
default arguments in the sense defined in thismpgee 100).

As for impersonal passives, a default reading fo tain subject arises in
examplgezs like (114). Such a defaaltb interpretation licenses, in turn, obligatory
control:

(114) a.Er werd geprobeerd om  eekhoorns te vangeriDutch)

there was tried INF.C squirrels to catchnF
‘(Lit.) There was tried to catch squirréls.
b. Es wurde versucht, Eichhdrnchen zu fangen. (@Geym
it was tried squirrels to catolr

‘(Lit.) It was tried to catch squirrels.
[van Urk 2013: 170]

However, these control structures become ungramaiainder the presence of a
nominative subject within the main C domain. Tlasf under well-known effects of
the so-called Visser's Generalization (Visser 19633); i.e., “the observation that
verbs whose complements are predicated of thejestgbdo not passivize” (Breshan
1982: 402):

(115) a. *De lerargn werden overtuigd om e te
the teachers were convinced INF.c them to

%0 Whenever dy-phrase is present in analytical passives the stofed agent is referentially linked to
the content of such an agentive phrase.

1| would like to thank an anonymous reviewer folling my attention to the connection between
arbitrary plural subjects and (110).

%2 The connection between impersonal passives in &smmlanguages and passive/impersosel
constructions in Romance is not a novelty; see,ifistance, Chierchia (2004) and, in particular,
Dobrovie-Sorin (1998) and Schéafer (2008).
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mogen kietelen. (Dutch)

mayINF tickle.INF

‘(Lit.) The teachekswvere convinced to be allowed to tickle thém

b. *Der Lehrer wurde gebeten, in  zu kitzeln
the teachekom was begged him to tickleuwr

darfen. (German)

may.INF

‘(Lit.) The teachemwas begged to be allowed to tickle him
[van Urk 2013: 171]

As noticed by van Urk (2013), what produces Vissezffects is nominative
assignment and not movement to Spec,TP, as showthéyfollowing German
example, where the nominative subject remainsvif mternal position:

(116) *... weil ja noch nie ein Lehrer gebeten
as PRTCL yet never a teachaom begged
wurde, ihn  zu kitzeln darfen. (German)
was him to ticklenF mayINF

‘(Lit.) . . . as a teachewas never begged to be allowed to tickle;Him
[van Urk 2013: 172]

This entire set of facts leads van Urk to reforraiMisser's Generalization in the
following way:

Revised Visser's Generalization
(117) Obligatory control by an implicit subjectimmpossible if an overt DP agrees
with T.
[van Urk 2013: 172]

As stated, van Urk argues, Visser's Generalizapoovides evidence for the
syntactic presence of an implicit argument in passi The motivation for such a
claim is that the properties of the T node andcdsnection to the Agree operation
(i.e., narrow syntax properties) determine the gims}ibility of obligatory control. It
seems to me that this conclusion only follows urmgticular assumptions on Control
and Agree but it is not forced by the empiricalt$aevhich can, indeed, be captured
straightforwardly under the theory of implicit argants proposed in this paper. The
basic difference between impersonal and regulasiyes is that only the former
triggers (110). Thus, impersonal passives havegamtave default interpretation for
their subject position, which makes subject conpeifectly coherent with Visser's
Generalization. Now, the infinitival complement atte main verb are predicates of
the same subject. In regular passives, instead)) (51 never triggered because a
nominative subject is already present, one whicidpces Visser's effects. We are led
to conclude that understood agents cannot parte&ipaobligatory subject control
structures because this would violate basic coingsr@n predication theory. Notice,
moreover, that (110) predicts, again, that agre¢rmsieould not interfere with control
whenever case is not involved. Put differently,séiss Generalization as revised by
van Urk in (117) is too strong. This is confirmegddases of long-distance agreement
in passivese environments. Recall that (104), a typical exampiepassivese in
Spanish, triggers (110) regardless of subject ageeé As noticed in the NGRALE,
several subject control verbs (e.dpgrar ‘to achieve’, conseguir ‘to manage’,
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intentar ‘to try/to attempt’, andratar de ‘to try/to attempt’) allow for long-distance
agreement isepassive sentencés:

(118) afl...] se lograban hacer obras excepciorjales
SE succeededr doINF plays exceptional
‘[...] People managed to do exceptional plays [...]’

b.[...] se consiguieron cambiar un total de 31
SE managed®. changanF a total of 31

contratos [...]

contracts

‘[...] welone managed to change a total of 31 camsrf..]’

c.[...] se intentan establecer acciones conjynigs
SE try.3rPL establish actions joint

‘[...] welone tries to establish joint actions [...]’

d.[...] se tratan de confundir las amistades

se attempt®.  of confuseNnF the  friendships
cercanas [...]
close
‘[...] someone attempts to confuse close friendshipp
[adapted from NGRALE 2009: 2121-2122]

As already explained, passige does not involve nominative assignment to the
internal argument of the basic predicate. In thesses, there is no long-distance
nominative assignment to the internal argumentefdontrolled predicate, either, as
shown by the impossibility of using a nominativemoun:

(119) *Se intentaron encontrar ellos. (ok as refiekeciprocal)
SE tried. 3L find.INF they
Intended: ‘Someone tried to find them.’

The behavior of passivee in subject control environments is problematic for
Visser's Generalization as formulated in (117), fully predicted by (110)arb is
assigned as the subject of main C in absence afranative subject satisfying the
theta-role encoded in maif;. Now, both the infinitive and the main predicapply
to the same “subject”.

Evidently, as stated, (110) is still too informaldaconjectural. The nature afb is
left in a rather vague way. | will remain agnostiith respect to two basic options,
namely, (i) thatarb is a (free) variable introduced later at some pofrthe semantic
derivation beyond LF or (ii) tharb is a mere entailment forced by the unarticulated
(i.e., defective) nature of sentences with ungatisfD] features within their thematic
domain. | will also leave open the question of hfmsmal case is connected to
predication structure. A full solution to all thegeblems will arguably alter (110) in
its present formulation. At any rate, | think thhe difference between default and
understood arguments, even if an explicit semamdis still to be given, deserves
serious consideration. In fact, other importandpons also would follow from this
cut between understood and default arguments. Qoréhwnentioning involves the
arbitrary interpretation of implicit arguments. ttie system outlined here is on the

% The NGRALE advises against these sentences fonatore reasons, even when they are attested not
only in oral conversations but also in written tegf different sorts.
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right track, there is nothing in the nature of uistiéod arguments triggering the
arbitrary, human reading. The “arbitrary” readinigan understood agent is just the
consequence of the particular interpretationvigfenive] and nothing else. In other
words, understood arguments do not possess a ahisemantic interpretation; their
particular semantic import follows from the syntagpositions to which they are
associated. Instead, default arguments seem todeneaa inherent human and
arbitrary reading. Therefore, we expect understamgiments to be subject to the
general conditions that apply within th® level. | will explore this aspect of the
theory in the next section.

5.3. Interpretation domains for understood argursent

Understood objects are a good case to evaluat@tbdiction. As is well-known,
the idea that there is a typemba,pthat can be licensed in subject or object positions
depending on general UG principles and parameai@mtion has received a standard
consensus since Rizzi's (1986) work on null objéattsalian (see also Cinque 1988).

A basic fact about objects in Romance is tbatinsertion is not an available
strategy to rescue a putative, non-discharged ¢@iure in the Root domain. In this
respect, compare the pattern in (120) with (12Kemn from Pujalte & Saab (2012):

(120) a. Se compré eso.
SE bought.3Gc  that
‘That was bought. / Someone bought that.’
b. Se hizo eso.
SE made3sG that
‘That was done. / Someone did that.’
b. Se cortd eso.
SE Cut.3G that
‘That was cut. / Somone cut that.’

(121) a. *Juan compro.
Juan boughBsG
b. *Juan hace.
Juan makes
C. *Juan corta.
Juan cuts

According to Pujalte & Saab (2012), the contrastwben these sentences is
accounted for because of locality conditions apygyat the morphological level. In
somewhat simplified terms, clitic insertion at P&noot apply to a given Rqggt
position because at the point in which clitic itiger may apply, that [D] feature is in
the complement of the cyclic head and, consequently, inaccessible to further
computation given well-established phase conditetnBF (Marvin 2002 and Embick
2010, among others).
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(122) T

*CL T
/\

T AGR
PN
\Y T

\/[D] V

Assuming this is the case, a revealing conclusi@es with respect to the nature
of implicit argument; namely, [D] features in Rqmisition should not be allowed in
the general case. Therefore, (123) is deddted:

34 Of course, if phases are dynamic and can be dlteyalifferent sorts of syntactic mechanisms, then
default objects would be licensed in particular tests. Se insertion in analytical passives
environments could be a case at hand:

0] Cuando se es castigado...
when SE is punisheduAsc.PL
‘When one is punished...’

Pujalte & Saab (2012), however, provide some argusnén favor of the idea thate in (i) is
satisfying a T property and not a Root one. Whenpared with regular impersonsg sentences, cases
like (i) have two remarkable characteristics. Oe ttne hand, they are not allowed in episodic
environments and, on the other, they cannot occinfinitival absolute clauses:

(ii) *Ayer se fue castigado. (cf. (25))
yesterday SE was punished
Intended: ‘Yesterday, someone/one was punished.’
(iii) *Al serse castigado...
to.the  banF-SE punished

(cf. Al castigarse a los culpables ‘When the culprits are punished....”)

Pujalte & Saab, then, propose that both charatitariare accounted for e is indicating some
unsatisfied property of the T node (see their wiorkdetails). Under this account, these instandes o
clitic insertion do not correlate with default obie. Yet, they do not account for the basic faet th
sentences like (i) are predicated of some geneniveld subject. This can be further confirmed by th
fact that (i) triggers Visser's effect:

(iv) *Cuando se es deseado trabajar...
when SE is wished WOrknr
Intended: ‘When one wishes to work...’

Compare with object control verbs:

v) Cuando se es obligadoa trabajar...
when SE is forced to WOrKNF
‘When one is forced to work...’

The sentence in (iv) is directly ruled out as alation of Visser's Generalization in its original
formulation. Notice, indeed, that it is not accadunder the revision proposed in (117) by van Urk
(2013); i.e., no overt DP is in an Agree relatioithwmain T. The sentence in (v), in turn, is
unproblematic: both predicates apply to the sarbgest | will open the problem of how to account fo
the interpretation of arbitrary derived subjectcontexts like this. Much will depend on the way in
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(123) In the general case, default objects aredrolet by locality conditions on
cyclic computation.

In other words, (110) does not apply to Root posijust because a [D] feature on
a Root cannot remain unsatisfied under normal pistances. The conclusion is that -
modulo well-known cases of topic-deleted objects; Huarg$4l Raposo 1986,
Campos 1986 and Sufier & Yépez 1988, among manysethether cases of null
objects like the ones in (124) can only be eitheteustood arguments or null generic
objects, the choice between these two options beibgect to parametric variatidh.
A-dependency tests as the ones discussed in se&tfBosuggest that Italian, but not
Spanish, allows for null generic objed®sSo, | will assume that Spanish does not
license null generics in object position and tlnet €éxamples in (124) are derived as
cases of understood objects (although my argumemildvremain the same, if
Spanish licensed null generics):

(124) a. Los fantasmas asustan.

the ghosts frightenpB
‘Ghosts frighten.’

b. La lectura ayuda.
the  reading helps
‘Reading helps.’

C. El psicoanalisis cura.
the psychoanalysis cures

‘Psychoanalysis cures.’

What follows from Rizzi and Cinque’s classical wemnpro,m is that examples of
this sort should form a minimal pair with impersbeaconstructions, where a similar
generic and human reading is obtained but whergneasame time, clitic insertion is
mandatory (120). However, this does not seem torbthe right tack. The fact that
the Spanish objects in (124) are interpreted asfimy (generic)] is linked to the

which the present theory explains control sentenaed, of course, the syntactic distribution oflnul
generics (see section 3.3).

% If null generics and topic-drop phenomena aretedlas discussed in footnote 20, then we must only
distinguish null topics from understood arguments.

% Clear tests dividing Spanish from Italian are bigdand secondary predication. Rizzi's famous (ia /
iib) are reproduced in the Spanish (b) exampledicRahat | use singular objects in the Spanish
examples, because, as is well-known, arbitrary ragguis in this language, unlike Italian, triggers
default singular third person agreement, as exilishown in impersonase constructions (see, for
instance, example (i) in footnote 19). At any rdtes examples are still ungrammatical in Spanish if
plural secondary predicates are substituted fosithgular ones in the (b) examples.

0] a. La buona musica reconcilia___ con eesit (Italian)
the good music reconciles with thewse|
b. *La buena musica reconcilia con si mismo. (8dan
the good music reconciles with himself
Intended: ‘Good music reconciles one with one'self.
(ii) a.un  dottore serio  visita ___ nudi. a(ian)
a dOCtOMASC.SG serious  visits nakerl
b. *Una doctora seria visita desnudo (&tgn
a dOCtOFEM.SG  SEeriousFEM visits nakediAsSC.SG

Intended: ‘A serious doctor visits naked people.’
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semantic of these particular verbal Roots and mesaspectual and tense conditions
that apply quite generally (although both condsiare independent of each other).
Put differently, the semantics of understood oljassentially depends on Roots. So
the following sentences can or cannot have a huaraitrary reading with respect to
the objects up to particular Roots and other reiecanditions on interpretation. A
sentence like (125a), for instance, can have be#dings for obvious reasons,
although the human reading is not obtained in (}2&bis hard to get in (125c).

(125) a. Ese cuchillo corta.
that knife cuts
‘That knife cuts.’
b. Juan come bien.
J. eats well
‘Juan eats well.’
C. Esto no limpia.

this not cleans
‘This does not clean.’

That the Root domain triggers particular interpiietes is by no means a new
observation; it was made in several empirical aiaathe Distributed Morphology
framework (see Embick & Marantz 2008 for a generadrview). Well-known cases
of conventional readings of understood objects.(&lghn drinks or the Spanish
(119b) related to physiological processes; dgan se hizo encimauan messed his
pants’) are also accounted for in this frameworRast-related phenomena. Thus, we
can simply extend this empirical observation toiwderthe different degrees of
systematic readings arising in the domain of urtdets arguments intra and across
languages.

(126) vP (UA = Understood Argument)

VUA Root domain

In turn, default readings, to the extent they available, are systematic and
directly predictable from (110). | know of no exdmpvhere this is not the case for
real cases of default arguments (impersonal onyEssg.

5.4. More evidence: Interactions with sluicing

Before closing this section, let me introduce atenesting piece of evidence in
favor of the basic distinction between understond default arguments that comes
from sluicing of the sprouting type (Chung, Ladus&awlcCloskey 1995), which is a
variety of sluicing licensed by implicit correlatesgeneral:

(127) a. Juan comid, pero no sé qué.

J. ate but not knowst what
‘Juan ate but | don’t know what.’

SC



To the best of my knowledge, the question of whygles of implicit argument can
license sprouting has not been explored at lengtlthe literature (although see
AnderBois 2012 for an interesting recent proposspgcially, in the Romance area.
As is well known, some implicit arguments seem é&hdve as implicit adjuncts in
allowing for sprouting. However, this is not enlyreorrect: Default arguments as
defined here do not allow sprouting. Compare, is téspect, (128) with (128:

(128) a. *?Finalmente, se castigo a los cubmbl

finally SE punished Acc the culprits

aunque no sé quiér—ecastigb—a——los

although not  knowdc who -punished—~acc—the

equpe_rlaJra

culprits

Intended: ‘Finally, someone punished the culpatgjough | don’t who.’

b. *?Asaltaron a Juan, pero no sé
assaulted® acc J. but not knowdc

guién/quiénes —asalté/asaltaron—————a—Juan

who.sG@whorL assaultedG/assaulteeL Acc J.

Intended: ‘John was assaulted, but | don’t know Wwid

(129) a. Los culpables fueron castigados, pero ncé
the culprits were punished but not knoscl
por  quién —fueroreastigades
by who were punished
‘The culprits were punished but | don’t know wha’b

b. Este cuchillo corta, pero no se qué
this  knife cuts but not  knowst what
tipo de materiales —eetta
type of materials cuts
‘This knife cuts, but | don’t know which kind ofaterials.’
C. Juan compro ese libro, pero no sé
J. bought that book but not knowd
cuando —compro———ese—libro.
when ‘bought  that  book

‘Juan bough that book, but I don’t know when.’

Interestingly, examples like (128) contrast alsthwhe so-called definite implicit
arguments, discussed at length by Recanati (208Wgh are infelicitous in sprouting
when uttered in an out-of-the-blue context:

(130) #Llueve, pero no sé donde.
rains but not knowsk where
‘#It is raining, but | don’t know where.’

Yet, although infelicitous, (130) is not ungrammatiin any relevant sense.
Notice, moreover, that the ungrammaticality in (12&8nnot be attributed to the
existence of some putativproap underlying impersonake sentences, because

%" The sentences in (128) are grammatical in noptill contexts. In (129), | have included a cafse o
sprouting with an adjunct remnant (see 129c) jushtow that understood arguments, as is well-know,
pattern like adjuncts in this respect.
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arbitrary objects in generic sentences like (124),cunder the right conditions,
license sluicing:

(131) a. La lectura ayuda, pero no sé a
the reading helps but not knowd Acc
qué tipo de gente—ayudda
what type of people-helps
‘Reading helps, but | don’t know what kind of péop

b. Dicen que el psicoanalisis cura,
say.®L that the psychoanalysis cures

pero no sé realmente a guiéa—cura

but not know.%G really ACC who cures

‘It is said that psychoanalysis cures, but | gedthn’t know who.’

The generalization that seems to emerge from #tisfscontrasts can be stated as
follows:

(132) Default arguments are not suitable correlatebcensing sprouting.

There are various ways in which (132) can be hahdlénder the particular
approach to sprouting proposed in Saab (2008),irietance, regular cases of
sprouting are derived assuming that copies angtietil constituents form a natural
class of syntactic objects. Thus, whenewbrmovement takes place the trace left by
this operation is elliptical and not computed ftiner ellipsis operations taking place
during the derivation. For a simple case of spraytike (127), then, the identity
condition applied to the Root domain only calcuaigentity of Roots, which in this
case is satisfied. Interestingly, identity cannetdatisfied in cases like (128) simply
because the head in the antecedent and in the ellipsis siesat identical (i.e.vp;
in the antecedent vig-in the ellipsis site§®

3 Under the assumptions made in this paper, thisuatmo say that the argument structure properties
of the antecedent clause and of the ellipsis séenat identical. Thus, (128) is derived as an argt
structure mismatch under ellipsis (see Merchant32fit detailed discussion). This seems to be
confirmed by the fact that the following passivateaces in German do not license sprouting, either:

0] *Es wurden die Schuldigen bestraft, aber ich weil3
it were  the culprits punished but I know
nicht  wer.
not who
‘The culprits were punished but | don't know who.’
(ii) Es wurden die Schuldigen bestraft, aber h ic
it were  the culprits punished but I
weild nicht, wer sie bestraft hat.
know not who them  punished had
‘The culprits were punished, but | don’t know whanished them.’
(i) *Es wurde (der) Hans angegriffen, aber ich iflve nicht  wer.
it was the H. attacked but | know not who
‘Hans was attacked, but | don’t know who by.’
(iv) Es wurde (der) Hans angegriffen, aber ich weilhicht  wer.
it was the H. attacked but | know not who
ihn angegriffen hat.
him attacked has

‘Hans was attacked, but | don’t know who attackad.h
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Another alternative to the problem will just clatirat while understood arguments
introduce some type of LF quantification, defautguanents do not, at least in
episodic environments, which are the relevant doesprouting. If this is correct, the
ungrammaticality of the examples in (128) would tennected, among other
alternatives, to a failure of the mutual entailmeondition in ellipsis, which requires
mutual entailment between the antecedent and tdedetlause under some sort of
existential closure (see Merchant 2001). As noticednderBois (2012) (see also
Chung 2006), however, such an approach would regmportant qualifications in
order to account for sprouting cases where themigxistential entailment in the
antecedent clause (e.gahn arrived, but | don’t who wijt®

At any rate, if default arguments had an expletikaracter at LF, then | think that
the basic contrasts would follow. This conjectugeni consonance with the idea that
(110) applies beyond LF. This, of course, will warkly under the assumption that
the identity condition on ellipsis is calculated L& and not beyond. At any rate,
regardless of the ultimate explanation for (13Rg tontrast in (128) and (129)
constitutes a clear piece of evidence for theristtn made in this paper.

To conclude, the idea thatb readings form a type of natural class that inciuate
least default and understood arguments is not corTfais is, of course, not surprising,
given the different formal source that introduceghbtypes of arguments. What |
think is a remarkable consequence of the discussiothis section is how that
difference is computed at the syntactic level antha interfaces. If the conjectures
made in this section are correct, then the verychiast that understood arguments
largely outnumber default arguments fits nicelyhivitthe framework proposed in this
paper, according to which default arguments eramplex (and probably costly)
interactions between the computational system &edinterfaces that connect the
Language Faculty with the external systems.

6. Conclusions

In this study, | have showrpace Landau (2010), that most cases of what is
commonly known asmplicit argumentsdo not belong to the inventory of syntactic
primitives, but are derived from the null hypotlseshat absence of Merge is a
permitted syntactic option, even in cases whesatxpected.

(133) Null hypothesisimplicit arguments simply signal the absence (ametimes
expected) application of the operation Merge. Ineotwords, at least in the
ideal case implicit arguments have no syntacticasgntation.

Unlike (128a), however, the sentences in (i)-(iWow a radical formal change between the
antecedent sentence, which is formally passive, thadellipsis site, which is in the active form. |
would like to thanks Luis Vicente, who elicited floelgments in (i)-(iv) from German speakers.

39 A promising line in this respect is the generaprapch to sluicing pursed in AnderBois (2011),
according to which the antecedent of a given sigigentence must have, like the sluicing clause, an
inquisitive component. In effect, according to ArBlgis, a sentence containing a (c)overt indefinite
(or, more generally, some sort of existential gifigation, including quantification over events)
contributes to the meaning of the sentence by gdslime inquisitive component; i.e., it makes salien
the issue of which individual (or event) instargmthe property denoted by the sentence at hamdnGi
that question meanings are inherently inquisitwe, can conclude that mutual entailment must be
defined in such a way as to include not only thethticonditional information of a given sentence but
also its inquisitive meaning. Then, a way of ruliogt the examples in (128) would be to claim that
default arguments are pragmatically anti-inquisitive., default arguments would have the opposite
pragmatic effect that overt indefinites or undesstaarguments have. | would like to thank Scott
AnderBois for suggesting me this line of analysis.
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Further inquiry into this research program wouldide if (131) remains unaltered
or not for other cases of implicit arguments in i@pl and other languages (see
section 5 for some suggestions). For the time hehmg outlined system | suggested
seems to be largely confirmed by its empirical cage. In other words, a theory with
(133) at its heart has a strong predictive powerthle empirical domain | have
addressed here, its capacity to derive the follgvsat of empirical generalizations
has been demonstrated:

Passives and impersonal constructions (cf. 52):

(134) a. the complementary distribution betweealatedseandby-phrases
b. the correlation betweeny-phrases and fully defective in passives and
event nominalizations
c. the correlation between passive and nominal hadggy and the absence of
accusative marking
d. the absence of A-dependencies with implicit égém analytical passives
and episodic impersonsaé constructions
e. the syncretism pattern between impersonalseftekives/reciprocals

Causatives (cf. 94)
(135) a. absence of impersosalreadings in passive and active causatives
b. presence of long-distance reflexivization wilsgive causatives
c. absence of reflexivization of embedded subjeckoth types of causatives
d. absence of double reflexivization with bothdgmf causatives

Of course, an alternative theory where syntactiglicit arguments are introduced
to derive the same patterns (134)/(135) could lmevehas extensionally equivalent.
At any rate, the burden of the proof remains ors¢hthat would defend such an
alternative view.

Finally, a possible objection to the approach lehauggested here of the type “we
need null generics after all” (see section 3.2)ncarbe seriously taken, not only
because it entails generalizing the worst-caseasterbut also because the opposite
is also true with respect to (133). In other woms,absence-of-Merge approach also
seems to be unavoidable in some particular casesxg@licitly recognized by those
researchers that believe that extending the ongaddgmpty categories is a good way
to proceed (Landau 2010 being an explicit example).

| believe that part of the discussion on implicig@nents has sometimes been
misleading and not well founded because the nylbthesis in (133) does not occupy
the place it deserves in the broad debate on séetities in grammaf® If the
arguments made here can be proven as essentiaictave will have contributed to
this debate giving a step further in our understaindf such entities.
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