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Cne of the most striking syntactic pecularities found in certain dialects of
Spaishis the use of the verbal infinitive with preposed expressed subject
felowing a preposition, instead of the more usual combination of a subor-

Jdipate clause with subjunctive verbal clement:

(1Y a.  cuando me empezaron a dar trabajo para vo  hacer

maquinilla
“When they began to give me work. for me to make shav-
ers’

b, Paso antes de vo mudarme para acd
“That happened before I moved here”

¢.  Sewrata de niir vy decirles
“It's a matter of your going and telling them™

Such combinations are not attested in normative or descriptive Spanish
grammar manuals (Hernanz Carbd 1982 343). arce ncither taught nor
acknowledged in courses in Spanish as a second language throughout the
world. and are rarcly commented in Spanish-speaking societies. Curiously,
constructions such as the ones just given are as commonplace and unre-
markable in some regions as they are bizarre and unacceptable in others.
which is doubtless responsible tor both the controversy and the silence
which alternately surrounds this use of the infinitive with expressed subject.
In general. the subject of the infinitive does not have to be coreferential or
logically related to any other element of the sentence as in (la).!

Broadly spcaking. constructions like (1) arec most common in the
Caribbean dialeets of Spanish. including Cuban, Puerto Rican. Dominican.
Venezuelan, Panamanian and coastal Colombian.© There is evidence of
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sporadic usage in Golden Age Spanish (Keniston 1937: 550). and as a mar-
ginal form in contemporary Spanish dialects other than in the Caribbean
region (Kany 1960: 126. Toscano Mateus 1953: 260, Alonso 1964: 266). in
the latter cases usually associated with popular speech registers. My per-
sonal rescarch suggests that the geographical distribution is somewhat

broader, as shown by the following examples:

)

4

Trinidad (Lipski 1985¢, Moodie 1973, Thompson 1957):

Anteh de ella casd (casarse)

“before she got married”

pa un hombre hacé la vida

“so that a man can get by in life”

quieren eso pa ello poné sobre su casabe
“they want it for them to put on their casabe™

pa una mujé hacé hijo
“for a woman to have a baby™

Louisiana isleno Spanish:?

Eso no é pa loh pato poné lo huevo

“that’s not so that ducks can lay their eggs”™

El pagaba pa gente di en la cubierta

“he paid people to go out on the deck™

Era dificil para vo jablar con eso ninoh ingleses

“it was hard for me to talk with those American kids™

Para ti tené un bote tieneh que ser sosedano americano

“in order for you to have a boat. you have to be an Ameri-

can citizen”

Other Latin American:
saber lo que es bueno v lo que es malo para vo no decidir por

mi misma
“to know what is right and wrong so that I can decide for

myself” (Guadalajara, Mexico)
Me invitaron por mi papd estar en el magistrado
“1 was invited because my father was a judge” (Buga.Col-

ombia)
Para usted sacar cualquier cosa del Carchi
“for you to move anything out of Carchi” (Carchi,

Ecuador)
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Spanish/Portuguese creoles:

(0)
quiere le para bo avudd kanamon
“he wants you to help us™ (Philippine Creole Spanish)
mi ta desea pa bo bini cerca mi awenochi
“1 want you to come to me tonight™ (Papiamentu)
ele d kelé p'i jugd ki mond ele
“she wants me to play with her children™ (Palenguero)
una liaa politica pa né pidi wga no independensia pa ka no
impregd armd
“a pelitical struggie to ask Portugal for independence with-
out our having to take up arms™ (Guinea-Bissau creole)
sandé luz, sda pa vos pode old
“turn on the light so vou can see™ (Macau creole)
pa Yo jasé uno pintura
“for me to paint a picture”™ (Afro-Cuban ca. 1860)
¢l fala pal fka
“he told him/her to stav™ (Cape Verde creole)
ele ja fuzé cabega chomd com nés bai brincd
“he called to us to come play™ (Malacca creole Portuguese)
el mais ndo da casiao per elle per falla minha culpas
=1 give him no more chance to mention my faults™ (19th
century Ceylon creole Portuguese)
desa-m pa mn-ba pe s6
“let me go to town™ (Sao Tom¢ creole)
naxiolo fe pa m'an saf
“I hope I am not™ (Annobon creolce)
(7) Spanish child language (Gili Gaya 1960, 1972 Herndndez

Pina 1984, Cancllada 1968-70):
Eso es para nit avudar
“that is for vou to help”
Para vo andar contigo
“for me to go with vou™

Within contemporary syntactic theory. Suner (1986) interprets such
combinations as the result of weakening of AGR in infinitival clauses. thus
placing a lexical subject of the infinitive (instead of the more usual PRO) in
a position not subject to government. This status is in turn related to other
observed characteristics of Caribbean Spanish dialects. including high fre-
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9) para mi es dificil hacer eso/es dificil hacer eso para mi
However, such a combination involves a pivotal ambiguity. which in weakly
monitored situations such as child language and isolated vestigial speech
(Dorian 1977, Chaudenson 1978, Romaine 1984), can pass to the next
stage, use of the infinitive with objective case “subject.” as in the islerio
. “for you to have a boat ...” Nonstandard

example para ti tené un bote ..
Brazilian Portuguese exhibits identical cases of pivotal ambiguity. this time

using objective case subjects of true personal infinitives (Sabatini 1984: 247,
Amaral 1955: 75):
(10) ela trouxe um livvo para mim [euf comprar
“she brought a book for me to buy™
éle trouxe unas fruta pra mim cumé
“he brought some fruit for me to cat”
Once the objective pronoun or (uninflected) noun 1s reinterpreted as the
subject of the infinitive. a grammatical tension is set up between the case-
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results. at times stabilizing in such combinations as Galician castrapo,
Uruguayan fronterizo and Argentine cocoliche. If the intluence of nonstan-
dard, forcign and pidginized varieties of Spanish was instrumental in
adjoining constructions such as (1) to Caribbean Spanish grammar and
sporadically in other dialects, then we should look for characterizations
which make maximal use of universal grammar, i.e. maximally unmarked
configurations which may be acquired by the child and the adult second-
language learner through a minimal exposure to a corpus of standard
Spanish.

In the innovative counterproposal of Suner (1986), which implicitly
recognizes the nced to go beyond standard Spanish grammatical con-
straints, nominative casc is assigned to the subject of the infinitive not by
INFL but rather by the simple juxtaposition of constitucnts. Based on the
assumption that constructions like (1) result from maximally unmarked pro-
cesses. | very tentatively propose an even more radical extension of this
proposal. namely:

(11) a. replace PRO by [NP, +lexical]; or. equivalently:
b. adjoin [NP. +lexical] to any Infinitive

PRO, which is the usual “subject™ of infinitives, is by definition ungoverned
and caseless, hence (11) represents a potential violation of the Case Filter
for Spanish. In this instance, I suggest that the element inserted by (11) is
maximally unmarked. and that at the timc of case assignment. universal
principles assign the case marking associated with unmarked case in
Spanish, which is nominative.? In support of this proposal, we consider
other examples of lexically specified clements occurring as the subject of
isolated infinitives. and then evidence that nominative casc is maximally
unmarked in Spanish.

Most varieties of Spanish permit a lexical subject of infinitives in
exclamatory or admirative expressions; the subject may be preposed or
postposed (Ramsey and Spaulding 1956: 352-55, Gili Gaya 1961: 188-9,
Neale-Silva and Nelson 1967: 94-5):

(12) Lyo hacer eso?

“Me do that?!”
Weakly monitored or nonstandard (particularly Caribbean) Spanish pro-

vides many examples following a/ or standing alone (Suner 1986: 197, Tos-
cano Mateus 1953: 268, Morales 1986: 73):
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(13) bueno, vo oir la musica la disfruto muchisimo
“well. for me to listen to music, I enjoy it a tot™
puies al vo casarme y no tener hijos
“upon getting married, and not having children™
vava, que me entiendan vy yvo entender
“vou know, for them to understand me and for me to
understand™ (Cuban)

Nonstandard Dominican Spanish is noted for its use of the neuter pronoun
cllo as the subject of impersonal sentences. and in other null subject slots
(Henriquez Urena 1939, 1940: 226-8):10

(14) ello hay maiz
“There is corn™
ello es facil llegar
“Itis casy to get there”
In support of the unmarked status of nominative case in Spanish. we
observe that pleonastic or annexed pronouns, whether or not coreferential
with an clement of the matrix sentence. are invariably in nominative case:

(15) Yo, lo que picnso es que..
“Me. what [ think 1s...7
11, lo que te conviene es. ..
“What's good for you is...”
Es imposible vivir aqui, ti/vos
“It's impossible to live here [you understand]” (Haverkate
1984: 108-9)

In nonstandard Spanish. nominative case (usually in the first person singu-
lar, yo) frequently replaces oblique case, as object of preposition or as (re-
Jdundant) indirect object (Padron 1948, Kany 1960: 99):

(16) Yo me gusta escuchar miisica

*I like to listen to music”

Se rieron de yo

“They laughed at me™
Fvidence from Spanish child language, where nominative case pronouns
are usually the first to appear (Herndndez Pina 1984: 241, Gili Gaya 1960:
22), and from Spanish-bascd creoles, where nominative case pronouns
dppear as the maximally unmarked element,!'! extended across the entire
paradignm, round out the demonstration of nominative case as unmarked in
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Spanish: this contrasts with English. where presumably because of the
quasi-clitic naturc ot subject pronouns. it is the objective case which often
appears as more unmarked:
(17) Mece, I'don't believe that
Him and me are going to the store
I'pitoo cold. Me too!
Naturally, (1T) must be restricted. since not every PRO-slot permits adjoin-
ing a lexical subject:
(18) Juan quiere (“Maria/ella) saliv
“John wants *(Mary/her) to go”
Juan no sabe (como) (¥*Martalella) hacer una torta de [resas
“John doesn’t know how (*Mary/her) to make a strawberry
cake”
The ultimate determination of restrictions will involve the  syntactic
meculiarities of ndividual verbs. including 8-role assignment. obligatory
control and in general semantic coherence. From a purely distributional
standpoint, at least the following hierarchy of contexts must be specified:
(1Y) a. prep [ O [ PRO Infinitive ... |]
b. [ @[, PRO Infinitive ...]| where S is the matrix sentence
¢.  verb [0 [ PRO Infinitive ... ]].
I we aceept the possibility of S’-deletion in the context [+V____] (cf.
Bouchard 1984: 166-7) then (19¢) can be reformulated as:
(19y d. verb [ PRO Infinitive ...
Alternatively. it may be possible to use the criterion of an accessible subject
and/or a filled COMP node to gencerally exclude cases like (18). In any
event. (19a) covers cases like (1), including al, while (19b) accounts for
(12)-(13). A further subdivision may be necessary, since while sentences
like (12) are heard in all Spanish-speaking areas, sentences like (13) are
more nonstandard. since more is involved than a simple NP + Infinitive
tug. (19¢). which would generate sentences like (18). 1s not part of the
arammar of any dialect of Spanish; it is a transitional stage in Spanish child
fanguage and figures prominently in many varieties of Spanish “foreigner
talk™. including those representing English interference. -
Infinitives with lexical subjects are normally regarded as a highly
marked configuration (van Ricmsdijk and Smith 1986: 136). carrying a
Ligher “cost™ in the language learning environment. This is undoubtedly
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true within a fully ramificd grammar, since the recoverability svstem I
unduly strained, but (11)/(19) operates at a pnrzi-gmmmu-ticz;l level.
autonmzatically generating an S-node via the juxtaposition of maximally
unmarked clements: a nominative case NP and an infinitive. " Globat l]lill:~
kedness conventions are then responsible for providing appropriate case
and infinitive markings. This type of rule, which complctely bypasses sys-
tematic case marking, 0-role assignment. control and oo crr;n"w/m and uc:n-
crates S-structure by brute force, is much too powerful to serve ]x a
remplate for constructing an entire grammar. exeept for the most redimen-
tary pidgin or transitory intertanguage. However, natural fanguages permit
vecasional introduction of formally unparsable or m)nrccov:rnhlc strings.
which resemble those found in child speech und pidgin/ereole Izmauzl;u
Such examples may only be “generated” by postulating rules w llic};iu‘&lk
other rules: at such point as corrective feedback and social monitoring
rufaxes to accept these combinations into evervday speech. we must l‘L‘\'iS:‘
out formal descriptions to include some tpe of exeeptional phonologreal.
feateal or syntactic marking. )

In Caribbean Spanish dialects where adjunction of lexical subjects to
mlinitives is the rule rather than the cxeeption, it is guite likely that this
construction has become parameterized. Within Contcmporur\; svntactic
theory. there is growing evidence that in the INEL node. the [;arz’lmctcr.\‘
Agrand Tense should be separated. giving rise to four possible configura-
tions (¢.g. Raposo 1987, Vinet 1985, Picallo 1984, Reuland 1983). The Por-
tpuese inflected infinitive is generally specified as [ ~Tense, +Agr]
fRaposo 1987: 92-3. Picallo 1984: 81-2). a configuration which is also
associated with the Spanish/Portuguese subjunctive and. in English. with
nominative absolute (-ing) constructions (Reuland 1983 ll(i—?).LWc prop-
ose that in Caribbean Spanish. the combination [~ Tense. +Agr] eventually
comes to characterize nominative subjects of infinitives (thus pm\'idint;z
proper government and case assignment in the usual fashion. since Agr 1\
assumed to assign nominative case: Chomsky 1981: 170). with Agr gi\';n a
null realization. This analysis brings the constructions in (1) inklinyc with
paratlel examples involving the Spanish subjunctive or the Portueucse per-
sonalinfinitive., also specified [~Tense, +Agr]: lack of overt :1gr'chl1c11t fol-
10»\‘\.\’ from the lack of available morphological machinery in Spanish to
CHCf.‘l s.uch mflection. ! In defense of a [+ Agr] specification with no overt
realization, we note that in nonstandard. weakly monitored. vestigial. iso-
lated and creolized varieties of Spanish. as well as among spcuk}rs who
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have learned Spanish as a second language through natural immersion,
there is evidence for partial erosion of verbal agreement, asymptotically
approaching the third person singular form (cf. Lipski 1985¢):

(20) yo bailo v come [como]
“I sing and dance™
viene [vienen] mis tios del rancho d'él
“my aunt and uncle come from his [sic] ranch”
Yo tiene [tengo] cuaranta ocho ano
“T am 48 years old™
Yo no sabe [sé] bien
“I don’t know very well”
nosotro saben [sabemos]| trabajd junto
“we know how to work together”
cuando vino [vinieron| los japoneses
“when the Japanese came™
Omar v vo no eh [somos] mucho amigo
“Omar and I arc not good friends™
mi mama y mi papa eh [son] bueno
“my parents are good™
esos pajaritos se metio [metieron| adentro
“those birds got inside”
ellos fue [fueron/ alld
“they went there”

Also observed is the analogical movement of /n/ as a plural marker to clitic
pronouns attached to infinitives, imperatives, ctc.: diganle > digalen “tell
him™, callense > callesen “be quiet™, antes de sentarse(n) “before [they] sit
down™. which is structurally similar to the Portuguese inflected infinitive
(Kany 1960: chap. 4, Malkiel 1973). On the other side of the balance, in sit-
uations where Hispanic creole languages are undergoing partial decreoliza-
tion through contact with contemporary varietics of Spanish, conjugated
verb forms alternate with the uninflected (infinitive-based) stem in the con-
structions under study: this may be observed in Papiamentu, Colombian
Palenquero (Friedmann and Patino Rosselli 1983, Megenney 1986) and
Philippine Creole Spanish (Lipski 1987a, 1987b). In all these examples,
weakening of the overt signalling of Agr i1s not the result of accidental
phonetic erosion, as in the Caribbean cases surveyed above. but of the
choice of the morphologically least marked member of the respective verbal
paradigm.

n
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It is unlikely that constructions like (1) arose completely spontaneously
in the Caribbean. since they are found in carly Spanish and among the Gali-
cian Canary Island dialects which had a strong impact on the formation of
Caribbean Spanish. The interlocking influence of regional and local
Spanish varieties. of African bozal and pidginized speech, of sociolinguistic
drift, and of contact with other Caribbean-based languages, provide some
of the pieces, which must be considered in any overall solution.

Notes

1. Morales (1986: 73-88. 101-14) has suggested that in Puerto Rican Spanish fluent Spanish
speakers prefer a coreferential subject of the infinitive as in (la) (given by Morales),
while noncoreferential infinitive subjects. usually representing an avoidance of subjunc-
tive clauses. are preferred by speakers with strong English interference. In other dialects,
this observation does not appear to hold, since noncoreferential subjects of infintives
occur as freely as “redundant™ lexical subjects (although Bentivoglio 1987 suggests a dis-
ambiguating function for many examples of para + lexical subject + infinitive).

2. Sources of information include: Alvarez Nazario (1972, 1974, 1982), Cucrvo (1947),
Florez (1946, 1965). Henriquez Urena (1940). Jiménez Sabater (1975), Kany (1960),
Lipski (1983a. 1985b). Lorenzo Ramos (1976), Mondéjar (1970), Morales (1986),
Navarro Tomads (1948). Padron (1948, 1949).

3. MacCurdy (1950), Lipski (1985¢. 1986a. Forthcoming b). Currently, the grammatical
influence of English is considerable among the islerios. the youngest of whom speak little
or no Spanish. and cven the oldest community residents. who were raised speaking little
or no English, now commonly transfer English syntactic patterns over to Spanish on those
occasions when they usc the latter language (Lipski Forthcoming a). Nonetheless, even
those islerios who cvidence no substantial interference from English use combinations of
infinitive with expressed subject in examples such as the ones just given, leading to the
suppasition that this mode of speaking is not a recent Anglicism or spontaneous innova-
tion. but rather part of the original linguistic heritage of the islenos.

4. Similar constructions arce found in Galician Spanish, perhaps through bilingual transfer-
ence from Galician, which does permit constructions involving both the personal infini-
tive and an uninflected infinitive with preposed subject (Carballo Calero 1966: 309-12,
Porto Dapena 1977: 197). The Galician/Portugucse influence was very strong in the
Canary Islands (Torres Stinga 1981, Pérez Vidal 1944, 1965). and also in the Hispanic
Caribbean, where gallegos and islerios made up the bulk of 19th century and carly 20th
century immugrants (Herndndez Garceia 1981, Alvarez Nazario 1972). In other areas of
Spain, such constructions are rare. although Gili Gaya (1961: 189) states that “no es rara,
sin embargo. en la lengua hablada. la construccion sin yo saberlo.”

For Chabacano. cf. Lipski (1987a. 1987b). Frake (1980). For Papiamentu, Goilo
(1972:70-72); for Palenquero. Friecdemann and Patino Rosscelli (1983: 173); for Guinca-
Bissau, Scantamburlo (1981: 85): for Macau. Ferreira (1978: 37): for Afro-Cuban, Cruz
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(1974: 241): for Cape Verde. Lopes (19571 187); for Malacca. Silva Rego (1943: 15): for
Ceylon. Dalgado (1900: L11): for Sao Tomé. Ferraz (1978: 246); for Annobon. Barrena
(1957: 53). IFrench-based creoles exhibit simlar configurations {although the preposition
has usually been reinterpreted as a complementizer). as exemplified by Haitian creote
(Koopman and Lefebvre 1981: 204): i difisil pum fe sa it is difficult for me to do this™.

This situation occurs in fact in many varictics of Andalusian Spanish (Mondéjar 1970),
and is incipient in some regions of the Canary Islands (Alvar 1959, 1972, Lorenzo Ramos
1976, Lipski Forthcoming a); in both instances. reliance on explicit subject pronouns as
well as increased dependence on context. prevents any large-scale disruption of normal
communication. See also Hochberg (1986). Morales (1986: 73-114). Poplack (1979, 1980.
1981). Terrell (1977, 1979).

Unlike combinations involving infinitives with expressed subjects. non-inverted questions
arc not found in all Caribbean Spanish dialects: they are less common in Venczucela, vir-
tually nonxistent in Colombia and are only starting to penetrate Panamanian Spanish.
Louisiana islerio Spanish makes frequent use of non-inverted WH-questions. as do rural
dialects of the Canary Islands. and in all these dialects may ultimately result from Gali-
cian-Portuguese influence. since Galician and Portuguese dialects routinely use non-
inverted questions. Among Hispanic creole dialects. non-inverted questions are the rule
rather than the cxception, suggesting both a preference for a uniform word order for
statements and questions. and a possible carlier Spanish and/or Portuguese source where
non-inverted questions were commonplace

Naturally. constructions such as those found in Caribbean Spanish (which Brakel does
not acknowledge for any variety of Spanish) violate the above constraint, and should log-
ically force some type of inflection on the Spanish infinitive. which of course never
oceurs. The reasons are most probably a direct result of historical evolution. since the
Portuguese inflected infinitive did not arise spontaneously, but rather assumed the forms
of an earlier Latin subjunctive (variously imperfect or perfect) and has been used since
the carliest stages of the Portuguese language. Moreover, in regular verbs. the inflected
infimtive coincides with the future subjunctive. and the first and third person singular
forms are also identical with the uninflected infinitive. thus providing considerable mor-
phological ambiguity. Spanish abandoned these Latin paradigms, and assuming that con-
structions with lexical subjects of infinitives are relative latecomers in Spanish syntactic
evolution. there was no ready paradigm to be revitalized.

[n effect. this could be considered a type of “quirky case™ assignment as found in some
other languages: ¢f. Bouchard (1984: 192) and the references therein.

Surier (1982: 344-51) has given interesting arguments in favor of considering sentences
with impersonal fiaber as not containing PRO but rather a null subject 3.

The exceptions are creoles with a Portuguese base. including Papiamentu. Palenquero
and the earliest (15th century) Afro-Hispanic texts. influenced by continental Afro-Por-
tuguese speech. All these languages, as well as the less decreolized Portuguese creoles.
use the disjunctive pronouns (a)mi. (a)bos. ctc. This may well be due to the fact that in
Portuguese, unlike Spanish, subject pronouns may be unstressed, e.g. quasi-clitic (cf.
Zubizarreta 1982: 93). In French, subject pronouns are always unstressed, and thus all
French creoles have adapted disjunctive pronouns for the entire paradigm.
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Bouchard (1084 137 n 33) mentions the possibility of such sentences in Fnglish chid lan-
OuCnho [ARSEER

suage. and perhaps othet languages.

1l sentences (namely those specified [ +Agr]), therc s considerable C\vidcncct based
: : Loss-linguistic comparisens, that the third person singular
§ (Bybee 1985: 54-60, Bybee Hooper 1980:
in the case of simple NP + VP utterances,

in fu
on child tanguage. creoles and ¢
verb form is the minimaly unmarked clement
166-8: Lipski 1985a. [985b. 1986h). However. n the P udteranees.
especially those with nuil subjects or rcpwxcntng 1rugmcnlcd' th-nughr\. t L -r‘nd‘ e 4;1
wrcl’cnu‘l even in full varictics of Spanish. and forms the l}'lms for v‘crh ‘p(llfl l%nl% i

! addition to sentences like (12). Spanish requires the
¢ pucrta lateral “leave through the side
“let’s get to work™) and in (quasi-fos-
asin combinations which were originally
o 1 had only known™, from de

child specch. pidgins and creoles. In .
infinitive for impersonal commands (sulir por la
door™). in exhortative commuudds (ja rrabuajar!
dlized) interjections (Gjoder! "damn it™). as well ,
clliptical reductions of full sentences (¢.g. haberlo sabudo ‘ onn - trom
Jiaberlo sabido ... Mattoso Camara (1957: 284) gives examples from children s"spglu/g/
srrovs in Brazilian Portugaese (which are further arded by trequent loss of word-final /r/)
such as éle esrar [esid] othuando “he-to be- |is] looking.

N H H F Ny B 1 1 il N aQ ym
Vinet (1985: 419-20) proposes a imilar charscterization for partially similar cases frc
dialectal French. adding an abstract underlyin e
syjeet NI and assigns nominative case. While such an analysis
A wean Spanish, we prefer to do without such a power-
assively overgenerate. At the same

o marker G* which represents the infinitive

and directly governs a sut
mav be extended integraliv to Caribl
ful diacritic marking. which if unrestrained would ma ver raie. Al the vame
time. Jacggli (1982: 137) discusses the possibility of trccl]y assigning ?\ommin;)\nr:aéc ln
any NP: };n)\\cwr, the [+ NOM] NP mustagreen pcl‘mn/n.uml‘wr \Mth the ver 0. t u‘s ru

. Spanish infinitives with nominauve subjects, while permit-

ing out (in Jacggli's analysis) . . ;
3 . In the present analysis, assuming |+ Agr] with null

N < . . 9 ~ty < - S0,

ting such constructions in Portugue | ! : iming 1 ith nul

realization. combined with free [+NOM] assignment. 18 logically cquivalent to the possi
aliz .

bility discussed by Jacggli.
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