Portuguese Rellexivization and Some Related Problems®
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The purpose of this paper is to pressnt a few suggestions for
the anelysis of Portupguese reflexives from the viewpolint of 'case
grammnar'.

lAs developed by Fillmore in a pumber of publications. See
especinlly Fillmore (1966, 1967, 1968a, 1968b, 1970).

I will take ss point of deperture the proposals concerning the
enalysis of Spanish reflexives mede by Ronald Langacker (1970) in
his review of Mark Goldin's Spanish Case and Functdion and introduce
some idess of my own.

in the roview, Langacker points out thaet in Goldin's analysils
the se in sentences (1) through {3} are introduced by three different
rules.

(1) se matd 'ne killed himself!
(2) se quejd 'he cemplained?
(3) se trabajéd ‘one worked'

Thus, Langacker cbserves, sentence (1) is analysed by Goldin
a5 an instaence of 'true reflexive! which is inserted by the following
rule:

(L) True reflexives
When there sre jdentical noun phrases within a
Sentence, one of which i1s the subject, the one
which is not the subject tekes the form of &
reflexive pronoun. .
(Goldin®s rule 69)

#This paper was written with the Finanecisl support of a grant
of the Programg de Pos~Graduscso em Linguistica coordinated by the
Setor de Linguistice do Museu Nacional, Rio de Janeiro with the
support of Ford Foundation. Without their support, and without the
coliabvoration of the Univercidsde de Sao Panle, this paper would not
heve been possible.

182



133

Sentence {2) is said to contain an 'sutomstie reflexive'! which is
inserted by

(5) Autometic reflexive
If a verb is present vhich reguires a reflexive
pronoun, one is inserted.
{(Goldin's rule 81)

Finally, sentence (3) is anelvsed ss an instance of ‘impersonsl’
sentences and the ge i1s inserted by the fellowing rule:

{6) Reflexive pronoun insertion
If an Agent is not present but potentlally could be,
and if Tv® did not apply, OR if sn Agent is not
potentially presaent but a Dative is potentially
present with a verb that permits Dative subjects,
then a reflexive pronoun is inserted.
(Goldin's rule 22)

°This rule states: "If no Agent is present but an Instrumental
is, the Instrumentsl becomes the Subjeet if there is a direct
object..."

Langacker cleims that the rules in (5) and (6) are superfluous
and offers an alternative analysls in which all the three sentences
receive a 'unified treatment'!,3 His proposal consists of:

3Gcldin's book came to my hands only recently. Since I counld
not yet dedicate the mttention that the book actuelly deserves, I
will not enter into the details of the argument.

{7T) e. & rule for Subject Choice in which the choice
is based on a 'case hierarchy' as proposed by
Pillmore. The rule is deseribed as inveolving
two operations:

(1) conying
{ii) deletion:

B. & rule of Object Substitution vhich states that
'a copy of an inanimaste Objective may be
subgtituted Tor an unsoecified Agent or Datlve
in subject position’;

¢. a Passive rule described as 'something similay
to the rule in Chomsky (1957}%;

d. & R?i%exive rule identical to the one mentioned
in 5

In addition, there iz =2 derivationel constraint:
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2. Congtraint on derivations
If & deep structure contains an unspecified
Agent or Dative, then any surface structure
derived from it must differ in some way from
the surface structure thal would be derived
from the corresponding deep structure lacking
the unspecified element! {p. 178-9)

et us now pass 10 the examination of the effect of these rules

to the case¢ of Portuguese,
The derivation of 'true reflexives' such as {8) from the deep

stracture (9} is straightforward.

(8) JoBo se berbeou tJohn shaved himself?
(9}
Sent
v A G
} | |
barbear 213 HP
Yghave? f |
dnfo Joho

“he Reflexivization rule (7d)} would apply to (9) and derive (8).
Consider now the treatment of fautomatic reflexives' as in (10).

(10) Jofo se gueixou *John compleined se'

Tts deep structure is something 1ike (11).

(11)
Sent
v A
o r
quelixer P
Yeomplaint ]
Joio

Bince JolMo is the only case to appear in (11), after Nomirative
;arkinp has aprlied, Subject Formation (= Longacker's Subject Choice)
applles next. As described in (7e), this rule involves two steps:
(1) copring end (i1) deletion. Apn?ication of thf first step of the
rule would yield the intermediery structure (12).%

1‘I am sgsuming with Pillmore that a copy of the Hominative
cuse is Chomsky-adjoined to the Sentence node,




(12)
Sent
Nim Sent
np v Nom
1 | |
Jo#o gueixaor np
'ecomplaint |

JoBo

How, verbs such as guelxar would be specified as undergoivg
Just the first step of the rule (copying) but not the second (deletion).
Since there are two coreferential NP's, the structural deseription
for Reflexivization to apply is met and (10) is derived.”

>There are some Yormel problems involved since the two ¥P's
are not under the same Sentence node, vut this is a matter that can
egsily be overcome by convention.

Consider now the derivetion of ‘'impersonzl' sentences such as
(13).

{13) +trabalha-se tane works!

Its underlying structure can be represented as {(14), where 'AGENT!
stends for an 'unspecified Agent?.

(i)
Sent

v A
! !
trabalhar AGENT
Yyork?

The 'unspecified Agent' does not appear in the surface but the
derivationsl constreint (79}6 states that it must leave a 'trace' in

6The derivational constreint was set up in order to scecount for
the differences between sentences derived from deep structures such
ag (1k4) whieh contein an ‘unspecified AGENT! and must therefore
undergo only the first step of the Subject Formation rule from those
which derive from deep structures which have s normal Agent which gets
deleted by a later rule. In other words, the constraint would explain
the difference in surface between:

(1) Sp. se trabajé PAGENT vorked'
(ii) Sp. trabejd '(he} worked'
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the surface just in case the first step of the Subject Feormation
rule mpplies {but not the second). After the copying pert of the
rule has applied, the result is {15).

(15)
Sent
N?m Sent
AGENT v Tom
trabalhar AGENT
tyork?

Reflexivization and the deletion of the unspecified elements then
tvake place snd (13) is derived.

Let us consider now the srguments in support of the Objest
Substitution rule. This rule was proposed in order to account for
Spanish sentences like {16).

(16} "Se rompid lss ventanes con un martilio™
IThe windows were broken with & hsmmer!

The problem presented by this sentence, as Langacker polnts out,
is that they 'seem to violate the normel subject cheoice nierarchy
since the Objective (ventanas) hes been chosen &s subject despite the
presence of an Instrumentel (mertillo)! (p. 183). Let us see how this
difficulty 1s overcome by the Object Substitution rule.

Following the line of Langacker's snslysis, the structure under-
lying (16) would be something like (17).

#17)
Sent
e ST ———
v A T 0
f | [ |
romper AGENT P NP
Vbreak! | {
un martillo las ventanas
'z hammer! 'the windows'!

Given the case hierarchy, only the AGENT can be chosen as
subject in this case. Thus after Nominative Marking, Subject
Formation--which applies fully this time--and Object Formetion would
yield the intermediary structure (18).
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(18)
Sent

Hom . Sent
v D

AGENT |
|

I
|

romper WP V NP
[

‘las ventsnas un martillo

Qbject Substitution! would then apply substituting the inanimate

7Notice thet the motivation for the rule of Object Copying is
besed on [16) and on (i) below, both given by Goldin and diseussed
by Lengacker (p. 183):

(i) 8p. Se rompieron lesg ventanas con un mertillo.
"The windows wvere broken with a hammer?

As I srgue later in this paper (78), the translation into Portuguese
results im  an ungrammatical sentence. I have approached some
native speakers of Spanish and they claim that (i) is ungrammatical
also in Spanish and I believe they are right. They volunteered:

{i1) se rompieron las ventanas de un martillazo.
'"The windows got broken with the blow of a hammer?.

which reflects vrecisely the situstion found in Portuguese. Since
the rule was devised in order to generate a sentence of dubious
status, end since I believe there are other problems involved, as I
point out in (79fF.), I am rather skeptical sbout its necessity.

Objective for the unspecified Agent vielding (19).

(19)
Sent
Nom w’ﬂ,,ff~ggga=:::j-—mq,ﬂ‘~ﬁ
RP v Q I
! | | i
las ventanas  romper KP NP
|

las ventanas un martillo

Beflexivimation can now apply and derive {16} from (19).

Given this general framework, I will limit myself to the discussion
of some implications of Langacker's analysis and present some alterna-
tive wiews.
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Let us point out initially some distinections that must be made
with respect t0 the so-called 'true reflexives® (for whatever that
mgans), Cempare initially the following sentences:

(20) A rainha se viu no espelho mégico.
'The queen saw herself in the magic mirror'

{21} Silvia se comprou um carroc bacana.
'Silvie bought herself a terrific car?

(22) Btela comprou-lhe um piano.
*Stela bought him a piano!

In & "case grammer' the semantic distinctions involving these
sentences can be deseribed very accurately. Thus in sentence (20)
we heve an Experiencer which perceives an QObject. Since the two
AP's dominated by these two cases are coreferential, Reflexivization
applies. The deep structure for (20) can be represented as (23).

(23)
Sent
v B 0
l | |
ver NP up
'see! I !
& rainhg & rainha
Ythe gqueen' "the gueen'

In sentence (21} there is mn Agent and a Gosl and the two NP's
dominated by both cases are coreferential, whereas in (22) there is
also an Agent and a Goal but the FP's dominated by these two cases
are non-coraferentisl, This explains why Reflexivizagtion takes
plece in (21) but not in (22). These distinctions are expressed in
structures {24) and (25) whieh underlie (21) and (22), respectively.

{2k)
Sent
v A G
( § i
COMPrar RP i3
Tuy! 1 {

Silvia Bilvia
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(25)
Sent
\ A G
| 1 |
comprar e NP
"buy' i ]
Stela Ele

We have just seen that what is involved in Reflexivizaticn
seems 40 be 'coreferentiality', or ldentity of some sort, between
NP's. Sinece the rule is to apply vhenever its struetural description
is met, the notion "true reflexives' is empty. The term will there-
fore be used In this paper in & very loose sense.

Let ue examine now Langacker's analysis of 'automatic reflexives'.
Consider the following:

(26) Tine se lementou de ter ido a festa.
'Tine regretted se to have gone to the pvarty’

The deep structure for (26) may be represented as (27).

(27)
Sentg
_—"J-—-’—/.TR\-
v E 0
| ? l
lamentar HP Senty
Tina T ﬁ ?
ir ﬁP e
I
Tine festa

Following Lengacker's proposal, verbs such es queixar 'complain',
lamentar 'regret?!, etc. would be merked as exceptions to the second
part of the Bubject Formetion rule. That is, these verbs undergo
the firat part of the rule (copying) but not the second (deletion)
(Cf. p. 182). 1In other words, the first part of the Subject Formation
rule would apply to (27) converting it into (28) by copying the
circled Nominative in the higher Sent-node.
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{28)

Sent

Now, sinee verbs like lementsy 'regret' are marked as exceptions
to the second part of the Subject Formation rule, the NP within the
circled Nominative in (28) is not deleted. The conditien for
Reflexivization to epply would be met and (26) is derived.

There are however pome difficulties with this enelysis, Pirst
it is not the ecase that verbs like lsmentar must always take g
reflexive, for there are sentences like (20) in the language.

(29) Tins lamentou ter ido & festa
'"Tine regretted to have gone to the party’

As a matter of fact there are c¢szses in which the presence of the
reflexive renders the sentence wngrammatical.

(30) =. Tina lamentou que Jodo tivesse morrido
"Pina regretied that Jofo had died {subl.}!

b. #Tina ge lamentou que Jodo tivesse morrido.
‘Tina(regretted {herself) that Jofo had died
sudt. )t

Thus, if we mark lamentar ‘*regret' as an exception to the
deletion part of the Subject Formation rule the grammer would not
only incorrectly rule out (30a) but also produce the ungrammetical
(30b).Y This seems to constitute & serious problems for the analysis

SOne mey argue on the basis of the gyntactic evidence provided
by (29), (30a~b) that lamentar 'regret! and other verbs which present
the same syntactlic behavior are not 'genuine automatic reflexive
verbs'. But this would considerably drain the list of the so-called
Yautomatic reflexive verbs' thus ultimately supporting the hypothesis
that I am trying to defend, namely, that there are no ‘automatic
reflexive verbst.
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suggested by Langacker,

Second, I would argue that it is not just a eoincidence that
the reflexive may occur with lementar 'regret' only when the subject
of the higher and lower sentences are identical as in (26), but
cannot ocecur in (30b) where the subject of the higher and lower
- gentences sre different.

——

9Goldin (p. 48) mentions as typical verbs which taeke 'automatic

reflexives' the following: mrrepentir (Port. arrepender)} 'repent';
atrever (Port. atrever) 'dare’; jactar (Port. gabar5 "boast';

quejar (Port. ueixa:j 'complain'; ausentar {Port. susentar) 'be
ebsent’ and mcordar (Port. lembrar) 'remember/remind’.

A3 a matter of fact, when we consider the so~called 'automstic
reflexive verbs' we notice that a large number of them require that
the subjects of the higher and lowver sentences be identical.

{31) =a. Beto se errependeu de ter seduzido = sogra.
'Bob repented (himself) of having seduced his
mother-in-law’
b. ¥Beto se arrependeu de Jofio ter seduzido e sogra.
'Bob repented (himself) of John having seduced
his mother-in-law'

{32) a. Chico se streveu a fumar maconha em frente do

delegado.

'Chico dared (himself) to smoke pot in front
of the sherirr.

b. ¥Chico se atreven 8 Jofo fumer maconha em Frente

do delegndo

"Chicao dared (himself) for John to smoke pot
in front of the sheriff.

With queixar 'complein' the same observation seems to hold.
Only the presence of sentences like (33d) secem to suggest that there
aregother problems involved.

{33) a. Jodo se queixou de ter sido insultado pelo
barbeiro.
"John complained (himself) of having been
insulted by {the barber!
??7b., Joflo se queixou do barbeiro té-lc insultado.
'John compalined (himself) of the barber
having insulted hin'
c. *JoBo se queixou que & mulher de Pedro Toi
insultada pelo bharbeiro
1John complalned (himself) that Peter's wife
was Ilnsulted by the barber.
d. Joso se queixou que a sua mulher fol insultads
pelo barbeiro.
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'John, complained (himself) that his; wife
¥as insulted by the barber!?

The facts listed in (26), (29), (30) and in {31) through (32}
seen to sugegest that the presence of the reflexives may be sccounmted
for by e rule of Subject Raising rather than by marking these verbs
a8 undergoing Jjust one step of the Sublect Formation rule. T will
tentatively adopt the former view here, although the problems
presented by sentences (33b) end (334} show that we must know much
more about these cases before we can choose one anslysis over the
other,

Under this new analysis, Subject Raising would first epply to
deer structure (27), repeated below and produce (27') as an output.

(27)
Sent
v E 8]
| l g I
lementar NP ent
Til!la. v A G
| !
P NP
Tina Testa
(277%)
N E o] Sent
lamentar NP NP \'s G
| I ] |
Tine Tina ir NP

feste

Reflexivization would then apply in the usual menner and (26)
is derived. If, on the other hand, SubJect Ralsing which is optionsl
does not apply then Required Coreference.Deletion applies to (27)
and (29) is derived.

If the analysis that I have suggested above is correct then It
would follow that the so-called 'eutometie reflexive verbs' are
simply verbs which allow Bubject Raising to apply, and Reflexivization
applies normally if the raised WP is coreferentisl to another KP
under the szame Sent-node. HNotice furthermore that there seems to be
no reason why the grammar should generate sentences 1like (2) and (10)
direetly, for the predicates involved are zlways understood as having
an underlying complement. I suspect that most of the difficulty in
the analysis of these verbs comes from the insistence of treating
them as 'intransitives!'.
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Let us turn now to the observation of some other cases. Consgider
the following:

{34} Jdilo se eaqueceu do livro
tJulio forgot (himself) of the book’

{35) Jfilic esgueceu o livro
tJulio forget {(=left) the book'

Sentence (34) would seem to constitute a counter-example to the
analysis I have Just suggested since there is a reflexive pronoun ang
no obvious complement sentence. BSubjiect Raising therefore could
never have applied. But z closer anelysis of the two sentences shows
thet their underlying structures are quite distinct. In fact, only
(35) can have {36) as its underlying structure.

(36) Sent
ettt ‘
v E ?
! f
egquecer NP HP
'forget! o |
Julie o livro

tthe book’

Sentence (34), on the other hand, has to be apalysed as having a
complement sentence which has its predicate deleted. Its deep structure
is something like (37}.

(37)
Sent
¥ E 0
1 z 1
esguecer ¥F Sent
Tforget' | ~
Julio Y ? 0
- !
trazer NP NP
tbringt { l
D Julio ¢ livro

tthe book!

Observe that this analysis besides being intuitively correct
provides not only an explanation for the presence of the reflexive in
the surface structure of (34} but also esccounts for the faet that
sentence (34) is structurally ambiguous in n-ways.

It is the existence of facts like the ones we have discussed
that support our alternative snalysis of 'reflexive verbs' az & non-
trivial hypothesis. The relative complexity of the examples discussed
also suggests that this hypothesis should not be dizcarded by &
superficial analysis of sentences like (38) and (39).
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(38) Tina se queixou de Maria ter ido a festa
'Tina complained herself of Maria have gone to the
party'

(39) Julio se queixou do delegado
tJulioc complalned himself of the sheriff!

These I will leave &s a problem here, but it is not unlikely that
an explanation can be found in e much deeper level.

Let us exemine now the problem of the so-called 'impersonal
sentencea’., Langacker's formal account of the problem seems to Work
without difficulties and perhaps should he accepted until the issue
is further clarified. But 1% is clear that ‘s more satisfactory
explanation has to be found and it is with this in mind that I will
offer a few suggestions.

Compare for instance sentences (40) and (hl)

(40) Vendemos casas.
V(we) sell houses'

(41} Vende-se casas.
'Sell ge casas'

Sentence {41) may be regarded as ambiguous between the readings
(42) and (43).

(b2) - (AGENT ?:) vende casas.
YAGENT ?' sells houses.

(43) Casas sdo vendides.
'Houses are sold!

Sentence (40) clearly has an underlying subject which is deleted
by e transformation. But 1t is not at all obvious that this is the
case with (41) in the reeding (L43). One thing is certain in the
latter case: the se 1s not the sublect of the sentence. The presence
of mn unsuecified AGENT in (4%2) is also orobably wrong. What motivates
it is simply the surface phenomenon that the verb is in the third
person singular. The postulation of & 'dwmmy'® symbol AGEKT in the
underlying structure becomes still more implausible when we analyse
sentences like {LL),

(b4) Vendem-se casas.
'Sell (se) cases'

in whieh the verb agrees in number with casas 'houses'.
The same spperent ambiguity noticed in zhl) is present in all
cases of 'impersonal sentences' as exemplified by (L5) and (b6).

- (45) Conserta-se sapatos.
a. '{AGENT ?) repairs shoes’
b. 'Shoes are repaired’



{ké) BSe pagaré ao portador
. '{AGENT 7) will pay to the holder'
b. ‘'The holder will be paidf

I am rather tempted to make & generalization at this stage: it
seems that in =11 cases of 'impersonal sentences'! ithere appesrs to
be a 'change of state! involved, or something of that sort. This
would mccount for the 'passive meaning! of these sentences and also
for the difficulty of 'discovering' an Agent for them. I will return
to this leter in connection with the so-called 'passive use of the
reflexive'!, which will be discussed directly.

There are certain sentences in the leanguage which are referred
to by traditional grammariens as having a passive meaning, end the se
is said to conatitute 2 'passivizer particle'. This becomes clear
when we examine sentences like (47).

(47) Feriu-se o soldedo no campo de batalha
'Hurt se the soldier in the battlefield'

This sentence is in two weys ambiguocus. Its two different resdings
can be paraphrased as

(48) O soldado se feriu no campo de batalhs
'The goldier wounded himself in the battlefield’

(49) 0 soldado foi ferido no campo de batalha,
'The soldier was (=got) wounded in the battlefield'

Reading (48) of (47} is an instance of 'true reflexive!, whercas
reading (k9) of (L8) is an instance of the so-called 'passive use of
the se'. BSince the sentence is ambiguous, the grammar has tc assign
two different structures for it. Following Langacker's proposal we
would have as possible deep structures (50) and (51) vhich would
correspond to the readings (U8) (L9), respectively.

(50)
Sent
MM
¥ A g P
| | b }
ferir np NP NP
wound | |
o soldado ¢ soldado & campo-de~-bataliha

the soldier the soldier the battlefield
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(51}
Sent ‘
S — T
v A . G P
l | ! |
ferir AGENT IiP iy
round | ( : ‘
o soldado o campo~—de batalhs
the soldier the battlefield

Consider now sentence (52).

(52} Abriram-se as castanhas.
'Opened se the nuts'

This szentence is unambisucus. It can be paraphrased as {(53).

{53) As castanhas se tornaram abertas
'YPhe nuts turned (themselves) oven'

Reading (5k) is impossible:

(54) ¥As castenhas forem abertes (#52)
'The nuts were open'

Observe that the structure underlying (52) cannot be (55) for 1t
does not mateh native speaker's juﬁgments that no Agent is involved.l

10ppe distinction made by Langacker (p.,l??) between sentences
with no agentive constltuent as opposed to sentences with an
unspecified Agent is quite pertinent here. (I am indebted to Charles
Fillmore for having called my attention to this important question).
Thus sentence {52) would be quite different from the Spanish sentence
discussed vy Langacker:

(i) Se rompid las ventanas con un martillo

If the Spsnish sentence i5 grammatical it would in fact match native
speakers' judgment thaet there is in fact someone who, using the
haemmer broke the windows, But see fn. T with respect to the status
of the Spanish sentence.

- P o

(55) Sent
v A : 0
! | |
sbrir AGENT KP
Yopen !

as castanhas
the nuts
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Nor can it be (Sé}ﬂ

{56)
Sent
A 4 .G
| } i
abrir WP N?
=R i
as _castanhas as_castanhas

That (56) is incorrect is clearly seen if we compare sentences
like: ’ '

{S7) © homem se barbsou com ums navalhs
'"Phe man shaved himself with =2 razor!

(58) #A castanha se abriu com um mertelo
'"The nut opened {itself} with a hammer’

It is clear from these examples that only (57) can have an
Agent and is to be regarded a5 a normal ‘reflexive sentence’. This
opens the possibility that the presence of the reflexive pronoun in
(52)~—assuming that it is indeed the reflexive pronoun--must come
from a structure quite distinet from (55) and (56), which neverthe-
lesy provides the correct structurel description for Reflexivization
to apply in a certain stage in the derivetion.

Consider now the following sentences:

{59) a., O papel se tornou enrugado
. '"The paper turned (itself) wrinkled'

b. O papel se enrugou,
'The paper wrinkled (itself)"

(60) a. O navio estd se tornando enferrujado.
'The ship is turning itself rusty’

b. O navio estd se enferrujando
Phe ship is 'rustyving'' (1it. itself)

The sentences () and (b) seem to be related and there is no
obvious semantic distinction hetween them. UNotice egain that
there is a common property shared by both these two pairs of
sentences and sentence (52). In both cnses there is s 'ehange of
ptate! taking place and there is no apparent Agent, cither in the
surfTace or in the deep strueture.

One posaivle alternative enelysis is 10 assume that the
sentepces (a) 1n (59) and {60} are basic and that the sentences
{b} are derived by transformation. The deep structure for them
would be (61) end (62}, respectively.



198.

(61): _
Sent
B
v e G
| | |
nornar Hp - Bent
"come to Dbe' | i
o _napel v G
'the paper! } |
enrugado e
‘wrinkled' |
: o papel
'the naper’
(62)
Sent
k.
T x_‘_&‘—‘—.
v 0 G
I | 1
tornar WP Sent
'come to be' i T T
¢ pepel v G-
‘the paver! | |
enferrujado HP
'rusty! i
o navio

tthe ship!'

The derivation of {59a) and (60a) involves

are already in the grammar:

Hominative Marking,

sinply rules which
Hublect Raising,

and Reflexivization.

The lower predicates which are non-verbs

assume the surface form of Adlectives.
{60b) involves an extra-rule which subs
Tor the hipher.
the postulation of any 'abstract' verb.
hypothesis that the sentences
from & common source.

in (59) and {60),

'ne derivation of (59b) and
titutes the lower predicate

lotice alsoc that this proposal does not involve

It is simply based on the
resnectively, come

A second alternative ana1v515 is sugpmested by sentences such

as

(63)

3 menino se resfriou
"I'he boy got a coild!

Sentences of this tyue contain what we have been calling 'verbs

of change of state'!, or, perhaps more properly,

state'. We mey analyse these verbs as
Ubject. 3By adopting the notion of Geal,

'modification of
adding a new property to the
ve may sav that these

verbs are to be treated as two-place predicates involving an

Object and o Gorl, such as that an Obje
ndded to it results into the Coal x'.

et x by having a new property
Notice that the presun“051t10n
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underlying (63) is that 'the boy did not have s cold before'.
A tentative deep structure for (63) may be represented as (6L).

{64)
Sent
¥ O G
| 1 |
res{riar NP NP
'get & cold! | |
o menino o menino
'the boy' 'the boy!

This analysis seems to be equally applicable in the case of

'verbs of transformation' which require understanding of Source and
Goal. Consider:

{(65) O mégico transformou o sapo numa pombea.
'The magicien turned the frog inte & dove!

{(66) © magico trensformou-se numa pomba.
"The magician turned (himself) into a dove'

The deep structure for (G5) can be represented as {67},

(61)
Sent
TS
¥ A B G
! | J I
transformar Np HP np
'turn into’ ,/f/\\\\\ N e

0 maglco ©_58D0 B_nomba
the-magician the frog the dove

The deep structure of sentence (66) differs from (67} only in that
we have to substitute o magico 'the magicimn' for o sapo 'the frog'.
Obszerve also that strict coreferentiality does not seem to be

the case but rather gsome kind of identification between NP'sll gg
shown by:

1 In Aspeets (p. 179ff.) Chomsky discusses a parallel

situation, only the problem involved there is one of deletion,

{68) A semente se transformou nums Brvore
1Phe seed transformed {(itself) into s tree!

{69) A semente se tornou uma arvore
'"The seed "turned/became' {itself) a tree!
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If either of these two analysis is correct, it is possible
to cxplain not only that the alleged smbiguity of 'impersonal!'
sentences such 8s8: ‘

(70) Conserta-se sapatos (=45)
~&. (AGENT ?) repairs shoes
b. Bhoes are repaired.

is, in fact, a pseudo~problem, but also that they are strikinely
similar to the so-called 'passive with the ge' sentences like:

(7L} Feriu-se o soldado noc campo de batalhe (=L7)
'Phe soldier was (=got) wounded in the battle-
field' (=kg)

What really seems to be involved in both cases is precisely the
absenee of an Agent of any kind, or at least the '‘nresence! in a
very abstract level of an Agent of a very special type. The ‘'pseudo-
embiguity'! of (70) shows up only if we insist on locking at the
problem in terms of strict notions of Yactive'! and 'passive!.
liotice further that these sentences do not allow the vresence of an
Agent in the surface as evidenced by:

(72) *Feriu-se o soldado no campo de batalha por Jo&o
"The soldier got hurt in the battlefield by Joeo!

(73) *Conserta-se sapatos por mim
. 'Shoes are repaired (=get) repaired vy me'

(Th) *A janela se abriu pelo criado
'The window got (=came) open by the butler’

(79) ¥4 castanha se abriu por Judite
"ihe nut opened by Judith'

Ve have to discuss still another problem presented by sentences
such as {70) discussed by Langacker:

{76) ©p. “3e rompieron las ventanss con un martillo”
'Yhe windows were broken with a hammer'

Langacker has pointed out that there seems to be an apparent anomaly
in the choice of the sublect for the Objective is chosen as subject
despite the fact thet there iIs an Instrumental present.

Wotice, however, that there is a resiriction with resmect to the
kind of Instrusentsl that can appear in sentences of the type exemplified
by (76). The translation of the Spanish sentence (76) results =lways
in an ungrammatical sentence in Portuguese:lg

o
l‘bee footnote T.
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{(77) =a. *Partiram-se as janelas com um martelo
b. #S¢ partiram as Janelas. com um marielo’
c. ¥z jJanelss se partiram com um martelo
'"ime windows were broken (=got broken) with a hammer

Sentences (78) and (79), on the other hand, are grammatical.

(78) Partiram-se as’vidragas'ccm &s martelades.
'The windows got broken with the hammering' (=blow
of the hammer)

(79) Pertirem-se as vidragas com &s pedradas
IThe windows got broken w1th the stoning' {=blow of
the stones)

As sentences (78) and (79) illustrate, the problem is not as
simple as it might seem at first sight. One may propose & rule of
Object copying to explain how the Objective has been.chosen as the
superficial subject despite the presence of an Instrumental, or devise
8 rule of 'Instrumentsl Shunting', to overcome the difficulty. But I
believe that none of these procedures is correct.

Observe further that the Instrumentals allowed in (78) and (79)
are all instances of 'efficient cause' which are analysed by Fillmore

13

13lectures at the 1970 Linguistic Institute of the Linguistie
Cociety of America at The Ohio 3tate University, Columbus, Ohio.

as Sentences embedded in the Instrumental case. But it is not unlikely
“that we may have to postulate a2 much more abstract structure for these
sentences. One in which the whole 'effisient-cause! Sentence is the
subject of a sentence with a 'verb of causation' such as fazer "make,
do', and pertiram-se as vidracas is a Sentence embedded in - its Object.
In other words, the deep structure of (78) may be something like EE y.

(80)
Sent )
fazer I 0
do, make | |
v A I G v 0 o
oo . I | l I
acto et NP HP partir
action /////’\\\ ////“\\\\Eiéak ///,//\\\\\ ///ﬁ\\\\\\\
. o martelo as vidraces ng vidragas as vidragas

#he . hammer  the windows the windows the windows
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Notice that there is even surface structure sentences to
substantiate 1t

(81) A acé.o

de Pedro com um martelo contra as
0 golpe - ‘

vidragas fez as vidragas se parfirem.

"The hittin

v .
The aCtioni} of Peter with a hemmer ageinst the
13 . ‘ .
windows made the windoes break!
(82) &As vidragas se fizeram em pedagos com ng marteladas
de Pedro contrs elas.
- "The windows came to pieces with the hammering of
’ Peter against them"

(83) As marteledas fizeram as vidragas se partirenm
'The hammering made the windows get broken'

(84) As marteladas de Pedro fizeram as vidragas se partirem.
"The hammering of Peter's made the windows get broken'

Whether the analysis presented in (80) is true or not, I do not
know. But I believe that sentences (81) through (84) serve to
illustrate the complexities involved in the subject choice of apparently
simple cases like (76). It shows alsc that we have to know much more
about these sentences before we can ascertain whether the ‘ease hier-
erchy! has been violated. or not.

Let us summarize briefly the mein points discussed in this paper.
First I have comsidered Langacker's proposal that the presence of
the reflexive in sentences conteining the so-called 'automatic -
reflexive verbs! 1s to be accounted for by marking the verb as under-
going only the first part of the Subject Formation rule (Copying)
but. not the second part (Deletion). I have argued first that this
proposal &s formulated would in the cese of lamentar 'regret' not
only rule out good sentences as (29) and (30a) but also produce un-
grammatical sentences like (30b); and second, I heve pointed out that
when sentences conteining these verbs have a complement sentence
embedded in them Reflexivization is sensitive 1o the presence of an
identical NP in the lower sentence. I have then proposed the alterna-~
tive view that the so-celled 'mutomatic reflexive verbs! are to be
treeted as aslweys taking an underlying complement and thet the presence
of the reflexive is toc be expleined in terms of the normel applicsation
of Subjeect Reising and Reflexivizetion. I have alsc pointed out that
there is not vet sufficient evidence for cheosing one alternative over
the other.

Second, I have suggested that the so-celled 'impersonal' sentences
and the sentences containing the so-called 'passive se' be merged
together for their nain syntactic charzeteristic is that they do not
allow the presence of an Agent in the surface structure, and,
semantically, it seems that they exhibit a certain 'vagueness' rather
than strict 'ambiguity'. I have advanced two tentative hypotheses in
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order to account for the presence of the reflexive in them. In the
first I have suggested that verbs such &s enferruyjar 'to rust’ (GO),
enrugar ‘to wrinkle' {(59) are 'AdjJectives', that is, 'non-verbs'
embedded in the Goel case of a Sentence which contains a verb of
'change or modification of state! such as tornar 'come to be’ In
this case both the 'verd of medificetion of state' and the AdJective
gre one-place predicates in the deep structure. Reflexivization takes
place when the NP's which constitute their arpguments are coreferentisl.
In the second I nave presented the alternative view that perhaps
there is no need for having a "true' verb such as tornar 'come to
be' in the deep structure and that all of them are ‘'true' verbs. Verbs
of modification of state would then be analysed as requiring under-
standing of the Object before it undergoes the modification and of
the Goal, that is, the Object with the modifying property added to it.
Reflex1vization woula then place if the NP's dominated by the QObjective
end Gogl cases are coreferentisl. Tinally, I have argued that sen-
tences containing the reflexive pronoun snd which are said £0 have a
'pessive' or ‘'impersonral' meaning allow the presence only of 'efficient-
cause’ Instrumentels. This opens the possibility thet -these sentences
may have a 'causative Agent' and that they are, in s much abstracter
level, sentences embedded as Objects of & sentence conteining e 'verb
of causation', which hes as its subject the vhole 'efficient-cause'
Instrumentsl sentence.
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