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0. INTRODUCTION

Generative grammar was develeped as a research progravn seeking te
characterize a native speakers knowledge abeut his/her language. A central
hypothesis of this line of investigation is that there exists a compenent of tIte
miud/brain which is specifically deveted te language —the Language Faculty—

and which interacts with ether cognitive systems.1 In recent years, efforts are
cencentrating en ‘minimizing’ tIte medel that seeks te characterize the Language

Faculty, in tIte context of a shift of perspective concerning tIte correct way te
appreach tIte central issues of tIte study of language thus understood.

Shifts of perspective like tIte ene recentí>’ brought about by Chemsk>”s

Minimalist Pregram (MP) have been, throughout tIte hister>’ of generative
grammar, tIte result of the tensien between ‘descriptive adequacy’ nod

explanater>’ adequacy (see Chemsk>’ 1995: Introductien).2 Te attain
descriptive adequacy fer a particular language L a grammar Itas te provide
an explicii account of aid tIte (relevant) facts aud processes of the language
L. Te attain explanatery adequacy tIte grammar must previde an analysis of

alí the (relevant) facts and processes of language L in terms of a highí>’
restricted, maximally general set of universal principles which account for
hew tIte s>’stem of knowledge that constitutes the language L Itas arisen in

tIte mind/brain of a native speaker of language L (tIte general problem of
language acquisition). As generative grammars have been enriched in search
of descriptive adequacy, tIte goal of explanator>’ adequacy has receded into

the distance.
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TIte PrincipIes and Parameters (P & P) model in the SOs was a significant
step tewards explanatory adequacy in that it postulated the existence of universal
principies and afinite arra>’ of eptiens (parameters), but no censtruction-particular
and language-particular rules of tIte t>’pe devised in Early Generative Grammar
in tIte 60s and 70s.3 It led te the discovery of a vast range of empirical materials
frem a variet>’ of typelogicall>’ different languages, but as tIte grammar was
enríched te account for language variation and language-particular structures,
the tension between descriptive adequacy and explanator>’ adequacy was brought
sharply inte focus, in what paved tIte way fer proposals seeking te ‘mínimize
grammar in search of explanater>’ adequacy.

Escribanos (1991) Una Teoría de/a Oración has te be understood within
this context. His underlying observation is that tIte P & P appreach is both (i) net
restrictive enough, and (u) toe restrictive in that it cannot account fer basic facts
about clause structure in languages like Spanish. TIte former leads him te minimize
er reduce tIte gramniar, especialí>’ regarding tIte categerial component. TIte latter
leads te tIte intreduction inte the grammar of a set of funetienal/pragmatie principIes
te do with illecutionary force and the theme-rheme distinction.4

TIte ebjective is te provide an explicit analysis of the clause in Spanish. Part
1 shews the deficiencies of previous analyses of tIte censtituent structure of
Spanish clauses in traditional grammar (chap. 1) and generative grammar (chap.
II). TIte review of tIte literature is perhaps toe extensive, particularly regarding
tIte prepesals made b>’ generative grammarians. TItus, the reader gets lost in
irrelevant details, especialí>’ since tIte authors own propesal is not eutlined until
tIte last chapter in tIte book (chap.V in Part II) and is net preperly advanced
threughout the literature review (see e.g. 11.2.2). Part II is devoted tepresenting
a mtnimized medel of the grammar (chaps. III and IV) and applying it te the

analysis of tIte clause in Spanish (chap. V). 1-lis proposal regarding tIte latter is
novel, but relatively little space is deveted te it, se many questiens are left
unanswered (as tIte author himself admits). Crucialí>’, this proposal rests en a
series of assumptions and hypetheses about tIte mechanisms and precesses of
tIte grammar and its overalí design, which is where tIte main appeal of tIte book
lies for tIte researcher interested in linguistie theory. TItus, while tIte beok does
not fulí>’ attain its main ebjective of previding a detailed analysis of tIte clause
in Spanish, Escribanos proposal raises issues that have currently come into
focus in linguistie theer>’, as tIte development of Chemsky’s MP shows.

TItis paper examines criticalí>’ tIte model of tIte grammar presented in Una
Teoría de la Oración frem tIte perspective offered by the publication of The
Min¡malist Program (Chomsky 1995). In section 1, conceptual issues cenceming
explanator>’ adequacy in grammar are appreached by explering tIte relation
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between language and use tu a mtntmalist theery of language. Section 2 teeks
at what a model of the grammar must be like under minimalist assumptions b>’
focusingen the categorial component (2.1) and the transformational compenent
(2.2). TIte implications of a minimalist approach for tIte place of s>’ntax in a
general model of tIte grammar are examined in section 3. Section 4 is tIte
conclusien. Emphasis is en tIte conceptual framework adopted and its
implementation into a specific grammatical model, rather tItan en tIte empirical
analysis.

1. TRE MODEL OF THE GRAMMAR UNDER MINIMALIST

ASSUMPTIONS

1.1. On thc relation between language anduse in the search for explanatory
adequaey

WItile frem an erthedex Cbomsk>’an perspective, tIte introductien of cencepts

such as theme, rheme, assertion, command, etc. into the grammar would be seen
as astep away from explanator>’ adequacy, forEscribano (1991) tme explanation
of wby the principIes of the grammar are this way or the other is te be found in
funetienal and disceurse netions that interact with grammatical principies, under
tIte assumption that tIte theory of grammar is embedded in a theory of
perfermance/use (see section 2.2.2).

TIte relation between tIte theery of language and the theory of use, (i.e. ferm
vs. function) is at the centre of epen debate in modern linguisties. In tIte P & P

medel tIte question ‘How is language put te use?’ is considered te be ene of tIte
central questions of tIte study of language, together with questions about its
nature (‘What is knewledge of language?’) and origin (‘Hew is knewledge of

language acquired?’) (see Chomsky 1986b). It is explicitel>’ stated that the
Language Faculty is embedded into performance systems that enable linguistic
expressions generated by tIte grammar te be used fer articulating, referring,
interpreting, enquiring and se en, but tIte formal properties of tIte theory of
language are claimed te be independent frem tIte use tIte expressions of tIte
language are put te:

In general, it is not the case that language is usable or «designed ffir use».
The subparts that are used are usable, trivialí>’; biolegical considerations
lead us te expect no more» (Chomsky & Lasnik: 1995: 18)

Por Chomsky (1986b) tIte answer te the question ‘New is language used?’
invelves tIte elaboratien of a theoty of language production and atheor>’ of language
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processing. A theery of disceurse which would concern tIte use of language in real
cemmunicationhas never been part of tIte research agenda of generative linguisties.

TItis position is maintained in tIte MP, theugh questions concerning tIte relation
between language and use Itave become more prominent as tIte focus has shifted
te a minimalist approach te the theery of language. TIte MP seekste find an answer
te tIte question ‘How perfect is language?’, i.e. te what extent its properties are

determined b>’ tIte fact that the Language Faculty interacts with other cognitive

systems of the mind/brain (as well as general censiderations ofconceptual naturalness
such as ecenomy, simplicity, symmetry, and so en) (see Chomsky ¡995:
Introduction). TIte Language Faculty must interact with at least two systems: (i)
un articulatoiy-perceptual system: theexpressionsofthelanguage ¡nustbe internreted
It>’ tIte motor-sensor>’ apparatus and (u) a conceptual-intentienal system: tIte
expressions of tIte language must be semanticalí>’ intepreted. In Chemsky’s words:

While there is no clear sense te the idea that language is “designed for use”
or well-adapted te its Iunctions’, wc de expect te find cennectinns between
¡be preperties of laixguage and the manner of its tise (Chomsky 1995: 168)

Asan example, a linguistie analysis of questions like What did you see?

involves accounting for tIte displacement of a wh-phrase eut of its intemal pesition
as complement of the verb in order te check tIte formal feature [+wh], as (1) shews:

(1) what [did you see 1?

1’ r+wh]_____ T
SucIt an operatien (partly) fellows from tIte fact that tIte grammar is

embedded in performance systems, i.e. tIte fact that ari expression like (1) must
receive a phenetie and asemantic interpretatien. But this anal>’sis is independent

of whether a structure like (l)is used as a question, a suggestion era command
in actual disceurse.

In cenclusion, the central question of a minimalist approach like that of
Chomsky’s and Escribano’s ‘Why is Janguage the way it is?’ involves tIte
recognition of notions related te language use which somewhat determine tIte
properties of language, theugh tIte netion of use is interpreted in different wa>’s
by tIte two authors. This accounts fer differences in the overalí design of tIte
grammar which are dealt with in tIte following sectien.

1.2. Grammar design

A theer>’ of grammar must inevitabí>’ have two distinct components: a
lexicon, which must minimalí>’ centain a list of alí lexical items of a particular
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language, and a computational system, which perferms operations with the
elements listed in tIte lexicen te form larger structures. Within the P & P model,
the elements of tIte Lexicon enter computation, as a starting point for the
derivatien of linguistie expressions.5 Fer Escribano (1991:111.2), Itewever, this
model is inadequate in that it is speaker-oriented: tIte speaker preceeds frem tIte
Lexicon te computation, while for tIte listener tIte process is reversed, with the
Lexicon as tIte interface between language and cegnition.

Ihe design of tIte grammar in Una Teoría de la Oración appears te be based
en an interpretation of tIte netion ‘psychological reality’, a notion which Itas
generated agreat deal ofcenflisien (see Matthews 1991). Por Chomsky, agenerative
grammar is not a model of what speakers and hearers actualí>’ do, as they produce
or¡nterpretsentences; i.e. tIte grammar is neta parser: «when we sa>’thatasentence
Itas a certain derivatien ... we sa>’ nething abeut 1mw the speaker er hearer might
preceed, in sorne practical or eff¡cient way, te construct such a derivation» (Chomsky
1965: 9). Psychological reality in this sense simpí>’ refers te grammars as
psychological hypotheses «in that they specify tIte conditions that inner psychological
mechanisrns of tIte speaker/hearer are alleged te meet» (Matthews: 1991: 193).

As for Escribano (1991:III.l), though committed te a ‘neutral’ medel of
grammar like Chomsky’s, grammar models must be ‘realistie’ from tIte point
of view of performance models. TIte lexicon in this model resembles adatabase
in which certain pre-s>’ntactic operatiens take place which transforrn pre-linguistic
conceptual structures inte rudimentar>’ lexical stmctures, ready te be used by
tIte computational system, in a wa>’ that represents what speakers do in language
production. Fer tIte listener, tIte process is reversed. Figure 1 presents reughí>’
tIte model of grammar defended by Escribano (1991: 207), which is defined as
a more ‘natural’ theory of language, i.e. psychelogically real frem tIte point of
view of language use in real communication (given tIte role of pragmatic/
disceurse principies in (de)-coding linguistie expressions):

Lexicon <— — —> Computational system
(De)-lexicalization <— — —> (De)-syntactization ~— — —> linguistie expressiens

Figure 1: Otw inherpreza¡ion of ¡he model of¡he grammar ¿u Escribano (1991)

Naturalness in Chomsky’s view is, rather, related te both theory-internal
and theery-external notions of simplicity and econerny. Questions concerning
tIte actual mechanisrns of language processing in real speech situations do not
directí>’ influence tIte design of tIte grammar, except indirectí>’, in tIte sense that
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tIte cemputatienal system must generate linguistic expressiens that have te be
interpreted by articulatory-perceptual systems and cenceptual-intentional systems
of the mind/brain. Since the language faculty must interact with those two
systems (hence tIte requirements of ecenomy, simplicity, etc.), twe interface
levels are distinguished as part of the cemputational system: Phenological Ferm
(PE) and Logical Ferm (LF), as in Figure 2:6

LANGUAGE FACULTY
~con

Computatienal System

Phonological Logical
Form (PF) Ferm (LF)

— •3~

Articulatory-Perceptual Conceptual-Intentional
System System

Figure 2: TIte mojel of ¡he gratnmar ¡u Chomksv’s MP

A crucial difference between this model and tIte ene in Figure 1 cencerns
tIte interface language-cognition, which in Chomsky’s MP is post-syntactic: at
the level of LP in tIte computatienal system, while fer Escribano (1991) it is
pre-syntactic: in the Lexicon. TItis difference in grammar design is directly
related te whether tIte Language Faculty is characterized solel>’ as a model of
grammar (as in tIte MP) or whether it is alse characterized as a medel relevant

for languageprecessing (Escribano 1991). It follews from this that tIte Lexicon
must have rather different preperties in tIte two modeis. Theugh it is an area
which is new receiving a great deal of attention (see e.g. Hale & Keyser 1993),
tIte absence of a fulí>’ specified lexicon makes it ver>’ difficult te establish
cemparisons at different levels, which ceuld bear en empirical facts. TItus, 1

will simply concentrate en tIte preperties of the computational system.

2. THE NATURE OF TRE COMPUTATIONAL SYSTEM

Computation involves, basicalí>’, putting lexical items together. In tIte P &
P model, X-bar theory was tIte module of tIte grammar which made the elements
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frem tIte lexicen accessible te tIte computatienal s>’stem. Additionally, tIte

grammar provided movement rules so that elements inserted in certain positiens
at the level of what was called D(eep)-Structure could be moved te other positiens

at the level of S(urface)-Structure. In this section, tIte properties of tIte
cemputational system are examined under minimalist assumptions by cemparing
tIte categorial cemponent and tIte transformational cemponent in Una Teoríade
la Oración with tIte equivalent cemponents in Chemsky’s MP.

2.1. TIte categorial component and the structure of the clause

2.1.1. TIte elimination ofX-bar titeory

The introductien of X-bar theer>’ after Chemsky’s (1970) ‘Remarks en
Neminalization’ was considered as a significant step tewards explanater>’
adequacy through tIte eliminatien the complex constructien-specific phrase
stnicture (PS) rules of Early Generative Grammar (see fn 5). X-bar theor>’
provided a uniform way of representing phrases as projectiens of lexical

categories and established the domain fer basic local relations. PS was Iteavil>’
censtrained: typical X-bar structures were endocentric (projectiens of the head
X0) and binar>’, as (2) shews:7

x
(2)

zmax

yinax

TIte basic principIes of X-bar theor>’ remained practicalí>’ unchanged
threugheut tIte 70s and SOs (see Jackendoff 1977), but in pursuing minimalist
goals, it is necessar>’ te see whether tIte technical complexities of the categorial
cemponent can be minimized and derived frem other preperties of the grammar.

Accerding te Escribano (1991:111.2.3), tIte principIes of X-bar theory are
(i) redundant - they need te be simplified - and (u) toe rigid, in cenflict with
cemmunicative needs in disceurse - they need te be more flexible. Simplification
can be achieved by limiting tIte categories that enter computation and the

mechanisms that create phrase structure. TIte principies of X-bar theor>’ are
redundant because tIte>’ can be derived frem ether properties of the grammar.
Escribano assumes ‘transparency’ in tIte grammar in that syntactic structures
must reflect semantie relatiens and, in particular, the relation predicate-argument,
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expressed in the syntax b>’ mutual c-cemmand. Hence twe preperties of X-bar
theory immediately follew: structures are binary, based en mutual c-cemmand
between predicates and arguments, and they are endocentric in the sense that
tIte>’ are asymmetric: only tIte predicate projects. X0 is required because it
represents tIte lexical items drawn from the lexicen. As fer X’~’, its existence
is justified en both semantic and syntactic greunds: it represents a thematic
domain which is saturated: i.e. apredicate with alí its arguments (including tIte
subject in tIte case of verbal predicates) and it cleses tIte projection, se that new
semantie relations (invelving adjuncts) can be established outside tIte Xmax.s
Frem this, it follews that X’ has no role in the system.9 Syntactic relations are
simple, trivial; tIte>’ reduce te predicate-argument relations, inside tIte xi~ax (verb

and arguments) and outside tIte xuax (adjuncts).
Reducing syníax te simple mechanical operations is also tIte genl of

Chemsky’s MP. Chomsky (1995: chap. 4) prepeses a ‘bare’ phrase structure in
which lexical items enter cemputation directly, with categories as elementar>’
constructiens frem properties of those lexical items.10 Like Escribano (1991),
fer Chomsk>’ (1995) oní>’ minimal and maximal projections are visible for
computation and their existence fellews from tIte fact that lexical items and
phrases (but not intermediate X’ categeries) receive an interpretation at LP.
Phrase structure is formed through tIte operation ‘Merge’ and tIte basic properties
of X-bar theory follew from tIte fact that Merge proceeds in an asymmetric wa>’:
if it targets eat and beans oid>’ cnt projects so that tIte result isa category of the

type Verb, net of tIte type Nominal, ensuring endecentricity:1’

(3) a. eat b. *beans

eat beans eat beans

TIte categerial cemponent in Chomsky is essentially ‘given’ by assuming that
categeries are clusters of preperties of lexical items and that Merge applies in
tIte simplest pessible form.

As for flexibility, it is a necessary preperty of tIte categerial system in
Fscribane’s model in erder te account fer the complexity of word order in
Spanish. Flexibility is achieved by postulating that tIte positions in which tIte
arguments of a verb ma>’ end up are net pre-established. By centrast, in
Chemsky’s MP, a specifier-head-complement erder is assumed universally

(though this isa constraint of tIte phonolegical component); thus, tIte system is
much mere rigid tItan that of the P & P model which allewed language variation
according te the directionality of the head-parameter.
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TItus, tIte categorial component in Escribano’s Una Teoría de la la Oración
is beth simpler and mere flexible than tIte categerial cemponent in tIte P & P
model, which it is set against, and than tIte categerial cempenent of Chemsky’s
MP. Reduction and flexibilit>’ have often appeared as contradictor>’ terms in
generative grammar in that reduction has been asseciated with expianator>’
adequacy and flexibility with descriptive adequacy. In principie, a flexible

grammar is not necessariiy further from tIte goal of explanatory adequacy tItan
arigid grammar, if it can be shown thatflexibility fellows from a set of principies
whose nature and funetien is expiicitaly stated in minimaiist terms. In Escribano
(1991), these are conceptual-pragmatie principIes: tIte final ordering (after
movement) of tIte arguments of a verb wiil depend en cencepts such as theme-
rheme, focus-presuppositien, etc.. We wili retum te this when we leok at the
transfermational cempenent in section 2.2. Pirst, iet us see whether a more

radical simplification of tIte categorial component is possibie b>’ reducing tIte

inventor>’ of the categories Usted in tIte lexicen.

2.1.2. Futictional categories

WitIt tIte incerperatien of futictional categories like I(nflectien) and
C(ompiementizer) inte tIte X-bar system afterBarriers (Chomsky 1986a), clauses
also cenfermed te structures like (2), in what was considered a welcome move
towards symmetry. At tIte same time the introductien of functionai categories,
including tIte split of 1 into Agr(eement) andT(ense), Asp(ect), Neg(ation), etc.
was seen as a way of everceming the restrictions of what has been cailed tIte

LGB medel (see fn 3) but when tIte descriptive powers of tIte grammar are
enriched, tIte question of explanator>’ adequac>’ aríses ímmediately. A minimalist
pregram sheuld seek te identify tIte features of functional categeries and te
suppress those that seem te have no role in tIte syntax.

Funetional categories pía>’ a crucial role in Chemsky’s MP, which has
morphological features’ at its heart like these associated with tense, agreement

and case that ‘combine’ with categorial features like D, N, V, etc. In earlier
versions of tIte MP, funetional categories like Agr and T were tIte locus of those

morpholegical features (see e.g. Chomsky 1989, 1993). Chomsky (1995: 4.5)
establishes a fundamental distinctien between [-1-Interpretable] features and

[-Interpretable] features; oní>’ the former enter computation since ení>’ those
features receive an interpretation at the LP interface. This ieads eventualiy te

tIte elimination of tIte funetional categer>’ Agr, which piayed a cmcial role in
earlier versions of the MP, as a categery that contains [-Interpretable] features
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te do with verbal agreement, but T (fermer 1) and C, with [+Interpretable]
features, continue te be central te the theery.

Escribano (1991), crucialí>’, argues in faveur of tIte eliminatien of 1 and C
frem tIte categorial component. The arguments against these categories revelve
areund what he considers te be an as>’mmetry in tIte categorial cemponent. which
new includes categeries which are ver>’ different in nature: lexical and functional,
as well as the difficulty in specif>’ing tIte bundle of features under 1 and C. Since

functionai categeries ‘combine’ with lexical categories, a variet>’ of eiements
ma>’ appear under C and 1 and in tIte specifier position of CP and IP. This is for
Escribano (1991) a major objectien against these categories, especialí>’ regarding

C, which ma>’ contain complementizers (titat,for etc.) (4a) and verbs that Itave
undergone mevement (4b):

(4) a. 1 know ~CP [C that] [íp Peter likes movies]]

b. ~CP What liC ¡¡ave] ~íp >‘ou — done]]?
1 T

As for the specifier pesitien, <Spec,CP>, it ma>’ contain wit-phrases like
what in (4), but alse focalized phrases as titis car in structures like Titis ca~ ¡

real/y /ike.
TIte question is whether the difficulty en specif>’ing the features of C (and

1), given tIte variety of elements which can appear under C (and 1) and related
pesitiens, can be used as an argument against their existence. It is true that
characterizing functional categeries might be a mere difficuit task than
characterizing lexical categories in that tIte former contain grammatical features
of a mereabstract nature tItan these of lexical categories, with semantic centent.
But that simpí>’ seems te calI fer a close examin¿tion of tIte bundle of features
that define functienai categeries iike 1 and C (as oppesed te lexical categories),
as tIte ene undertaken by Chomsky (1995)12 Since tIte features of tIte categeries

that appear in tIte pesitien of the specifier depend crucialí>’ en tIte features of
tIte Itead, a cerrect characterization of the features of C (and 1) weuld provide
an explanation for tIte kinds of elements that appear in tIte specifier pesitien.t3

Perhaps the mest serious ebjectien against functional categeries has te de
with tIte categerial nature of a verbal element witbout 1 features in a theety where

lis an independent head. Por Escribano (1991: 11.2.1), what makes a verb a
verb is tIte presence of verbal affixes which are represented under 1 in tIte standard

analysis - an ebservation that is speciaily relevant when applied te languages
like Spanish in which verbs are always inflected. It also presupposes that affixes
are attached te verbs previous te entering the cemputational system, as Itas also
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been suggestcd by Chomsky (1995))~ TIte preblem is, however, tIte existence
of processes in languages iike English in which the features of inflection appear
en eiements rather than the main verb: modals and aboye ah do. Dees that mean

that in constructions like ‘did you retid the newspaper yesterday?’ the element
retid is not a verb? Te sa>’ that a verb is oní>’ a verb when it Itas inflectional

affixes is te deny verbs (and affixes, as well as other lexical categories) an
independent status befere tIte>’ enter the cemputatien, ignoring at tIte same time
derivational precesses by which verbs are formed (presumabí>’ in tIte lexicon):
attachment of derivational suffixes like -¡fi’ (so/id-so/id4fy) er -ize (material-

materia/ize) or, under an analysis such as that of Hale and Keyser (1 993a), zere
affixes.

In conclusion, there seem te be no conceptual reasons why C and 1 should
be eliminated from tIte theor>’. Quite tIte centrar>’, if C and 1 contain features
which are interpretable at tIte interface, the theor>’ demands tbeir presence as
independent heads, unless it can be shown convincingí>’ that tIte features attributed
te C and 1 are actualí>’ features of other categeries (e.g. V): i.e. that C and 1 are
non-distinct frem V (see fn 12). But it is net clear how a feature like [± wh], for
instance, can be a feature of y since Vs appear both in questions and statements.
As for 1, its features are sometimes independent from those of verbal Iteads.
Departure from these (minimalist) assumptions weuld only be pessible if empirical

facts shewed that a theor>’ witheut 1 and C accounts better for the structures of
tIte language tItan a theery with 1 and C, which is far fremclear at tIte moment.

2.2. The trausformational componení

It is obvious that a theor>’ of grammar must provide mechanisms that put
lexical items tegether te form larger structures (e.g. Merge). But should it also

make use of movement operations that displace elements out of tIte positien
whereMerge (er equivalent mechanisms) Itave placed them? If mevement míes
are pestulated, it is necessar>’ te specif>’ tIte nature of movement (what exactly
do we mean when we sa>’ that elements move?), as well as tIte conditiens fer

movement (what triggers movement?).

2.2.1. The nature ofmovement

TIte notien of mevement presuppeses tIte existence of different levels of
analysis (before and after tIte appiicatien of the míe): i.e. a base structure and a
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derived structure. In Chomsky’s MP, the fermer is the result of Merge and tIte
latter is the result in Meve. These two structures are net te be confused with
the two leveis of representation of eariiermodels of generative grammar: D(eep)-
S(tructure) and S(urface)-S(tructure). Por Chomsky, a minimalist approach te

language invelves tIte elimination of these theory-intemal levels of representatien,
once it can be shewn that tIte principIes previously heid te apply at those levels
appiy semewhere else (see Chomsky 1993) (see fn 6).

Chomsky’s approach te movement is, as in eariier versions of Itis theor>’,
strictiy derivatienal (unlike other subcompenents of the grammar): computation
involves successive eperations leading te linguistic expressions. Escribano
(1991:111.2.3) Itewever, adepts a non-dynamic appreach te computation with
ene single level of representation which shews tIte effects of a ‘metapherical’
application of movement (theugh it is possibie te isolate principIes associated
with different levels of representation such as D-S and S-S).

2.2.2. Tite conditionsfor movernent

Escribanos minimalist analysis and Chemsky’s MP differ radicalí>’
concerning tIte cenditions for movement te apply. In Una Teoría de la Oración
(chap. IV) movement creates predication structures which cannot be directí>’
created in the lexicen or through tIte applicatienof tIte Prejectien Principie (since
the structures of the language must adapt te tIte pragmatic/disceurse centext).
In tIte syntax, predicatien stmctures invelvethe existenceofaprominentposition:
operator (Op), which is adjoined te the Vtm~’~, as in (5) (where x is the variable
that Op binds):

(5) vtmax

yrnax

x
T

In the unmarked case the element that occupies tIte positien Op is tIte subject
of a clause (6a), but pragmatic and disceurse factors may force other elements
te move: e.g., tIte eiement in Op can be a wit-phrase, with tIte subject in its base
positien within the Vlnax (6b):

(6) a. [op John] [x¡maxlikes videes]

b. ~op What] ~Vmax dees John like]
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TIte fact that tIte pesitien Op is tIte enly landing-site fer a variety of
mevement operations makes tIte transformatienai component in Escribano (1991)
more flexible tItan that of tIte P & P model. Plexibiiit>’ foilews as well from a
pervasive use of xmax adjunctien, iike adjunctien of N~nax te vnax in (6). But
tIte medel is alse ItigItí>’ constrained: (i) there is no distinetion between NP-

movement and wit-mevement (i.e. no distinetion between A- and A’-movement);
(u) Meve-a ení>’ targets maximal projectiens (i.e. no distinction between head
mevement and movement of an X~~~ax); (iii) movement is adjunction of xmax te
yinax (i.e. no distinetien between adjunction and substitutien).

Several preblems arise at once, hewever, which are not satisfactoril>’ deait
with in Una Teoría de /a Oración. TIte model is toe constrained in that the
distinetien A vs. A’-mevement is ebliterated. Since tIte publication of LCB

(Chomsky 1981), there has been extensive literature in generative grammar

cenceming tIte differences between both types of movement. A grammar which

dees not distinguish between them will have te provide additienal mechanisms
in other modules of tIte grammar which wouid, for instance, bar movement of
a wh-phrase ont of certain censtructiens which aliow movement of tIte subject.

But tIte main objectiens, frem a Chomskyan perspective, against Escribano’s

transformationai cemponent have te do with tIte degree of flexibiiity ailowed,
especialiy cenceming what triggers mevement. TItis fiexibilit>’ is essential in

order te account fer word order in Spanish (see (8) below). But problems aríse
un relation te tIte foilewing areas: (i) tIte nature of pragmatie principies that force
movement; (u) tIte interaction between disceurse principIes and s>’ntactic
principIes and (iii) the role of iilocutionary features.

Regarding (i), tIte theme/rheme distinctien 18 mentioned as a pragmatic
principie triggering mevement, but this distinetion appears te operate in a variety

of ways in tIte syntax. Por instance, an element marked as [+R] (rheme) ma>’
appear cither in tIte eperator pesition in (5) or in tIte highest pesitien in tIte V’%

But Op can alse be thematie, e.g. when it is occupied by tIte subject - the

unmarked case. If an element which is thematic is characterized as [-R], how
do [+R] and [-R] interact? Can tIte same syntactic pesition be availabie for
elements with contradictor>’ features? Additienally, dislocated elements, which

are thematic, may occupy a pesition aboye Op (adjeined te the Itigher V”t, as
tIte element tabaco in tIte sentence Tabaco, yo no tengo (Escribano 1991: 364).

In sum, we have: apesitien for [+R] (Itighest in the (lewer) Vrnax); a pesitien
for tIte theme (aboye Op); and a position where both theme and rheme ma>’
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appear (Op). Since elements appearing in these pesitiens have been ‘moved’
there b>’ tIte transfermatienaL component, the grammar would have te specify
clearí>’ Itow Move-a eperates in relation te funetional principies like these (and
others).’5 In tIte case of mevement te Op, statements like ‘prevemos...una cierta
correspondencia entre la naturaleza ilecucionaria del predicado y les rasgos

léxicos del operador respectivo’ (Escribano 1991: 280) appear te suggest that
tIte reason for mevement ceuid be te establish sorne sert of a feature-agreement

relatien Op-V, but tIte>’ are extremel>’ vague.

As fer tIte interactien between pragmatie and s>’ntactic principIes (u), it
accounts for the variety of positions in which the subject Juan is feund in
structures like these in (8) (from Escribano 1991: 326):

(8) a. ¿Cómo pude Juan haber estado sacando dinero a las chicas duranteaños?
b. ¿Cómo pude haber Juan estado sacando dinero a las chicasdurante años?
c. ¿Cómo pude haber estado Juan sacando dinero a las chicas durante años’?
d. ¿Cómo pude haber estado sacando Juan dinero a las chicasdurante años’?
e. ¿Cómo pudo haber estado sacando dinero Juan a las chicas durante años?
f ¿Cómo pude haber estado sacando dinero a las chicas Juan durante años’?
g. ¿Cómo pudo haberestado sacando dineroa las chicas durante años Juan’?

TIte structures in (8) involve mevement of Juan te right-adjoin te tIte V”~
whese head is pudo, in order te be assigned case as in (9):

(9) [¿Cómo [pudo[haber [estado [sacandodinero a las chicasdurante años

TItis corresponds exactly te (Sg); the ether structures in (8) involve further
adjunctions te tIte right of the eiements foilewing Juan, as in (10), which is tIte
derivation for (Sc) (frem Escribano 1991: 328), where tIte constituent sacando
dinero a las chicas durante años adjeins te the V”~ created by adjunction of

Juan te the V”~ headed by pudo as in (9):

(l0)¿Cóme [pudo [haber estado [t
1]]] Juan~ ]]] [sacando dinero a las

chicas durante años] [ti] ]?

While case reasens appear te motivate mevement of Juan, there can be no
syntactic explanatien for the movement of tIte categories that appear te tIte right
of Juan in (10) (and in ((Sa) te (8fl). Additionaliy, case is alse assigned te Juan
in tIte position Op as in tIte affirmative clause in (II):

(1 l)Juan pude haber estado sacando dinero a las chicas durante muchos
anos

TIte theor>’ sheuld specify clearly tIte structural cenfiguration in which case
is assigned te tIte subject, as well as 1mw caseinteracts with diseornselpragmatic
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principIes te force movement this element. Similar questions arise in other
modules of tIte grammar.16

Pinalí>’, cenceming tIte nature of illocutionar>’ features (iii), tIte predicative
structure in Una Teoría de la Oración centains, together with tIte predicative
cemponent, involving Op [Vtmax],as in (5), a pragmatic/ illecutionar>’ cempenent
with features such as Tense, Aspect, Person etc. as well as features te do with
illecutionar>’ force: assertion, excíamation, command, etc., as Figure 3 shews
(from Escribano 1991: 288):

ESTRUCTURA PREDICATIVA

Aserción
Excíamació

etc. Mandato
etc

Figure 3: Predicarive Siructure ¿ti Escribano (1991)

TIte claim is made that illocutionar>’ features like these in Figure 3 are asseciated
with tIte V, but the nature of those features, their role in their grammar and tIte
way they interact with the features of tIte predicative cemponent are net
explicitel>’ stated in Una Teoría de la Oración.

These preblems illustrate tIte tension between explanatory and descriptive
adequac>’ mentioned throughout. TIte flexibility required te acceunt for surface

word order in Spanish appears te be incompatible with a minimalist approach.
TIte proposal in Una Teoría de la Oración is toe vague regarding the nature atid
role of pragmatie/disceurse principles and tIte variet>’ of processes invelved
cannot be naturalí>’ incorporated into a more restricted and ecenomical theor>’
of movement that tIte theor>’ requires. Let us see tIten what the transfermational

component looks like in Chemsky’s MP.
Under the assumption that a mevement operation is inescapable, tIte cencera

of tIte MP is ‘te determine Itow spare an acceunt of tIte operation Attract¡Meve
tIte facts of language ailow’ (Chomsky 1995: 317). Por Chomsk>’ Move-ct is
strictl>’ restrictedte operations driven by (tIte checking of) morphelegical features.
A limited inventor>’ of features triggering movement is provided: categerial
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features (D. 1, etc.), case features, the feature Tense, te feature ~+wIt] aud se

en.t7 For instance, in (12) tIte subject argument ma>’ meve from its base pesitien
in <Spec,Vmax> te ~Spec,IP~ te check its case feature against a matching feature
in 1 and V ma>’ raise tel te check a Tense feature:

Limited cress-iinguistic variatien in werd order follows from tIte fact that
mevements like these in (12) can be either evert (in the syntax) or cevert (at

LE). LF-movement has no phonelegical ceunterpart. So, in languages like

Spanish , where V raises te 1 overtí>’, the subject may raise evertly (1 3a) or at
LF (13b), giving two pessibie surfisce erderings:

b. y ~yrnax [NrnaX(5)] [y [Nrnax (0)]]]

TItus, the transformatienai component in tIte MP is highly constrained where
tIte transformational cemponent in Escribano (1991) is mere flexible: regarding
what triggers movement. But it is also more flexible where Escribane’s is more
constrained, regarding tIte types of movement ailewed. TIte MP distinguishes
movement of heads frem mevement of xnax (and within tItis, A- vs. A’-
movement). Head mevement invoives adjunction (Vto 1 in (12)), and Xnax

movement inveives substitutien (movement of the subject in (12)). Adjunctien
of xmax te ytnax - tIte enly movement type censidered by Escribano (1991)-
iacks a clear status in tIte tIteor>’. WItat this suggests is tItat tIte rigItt way te
approach a cemparison of tIte transfermatienal cemponent in Una Teoría de la

Oración with that of tIte MP ceuld be It>’ considering tIte twe prepesais as
cempiementing each other, rather tItan as alternative preposals.

In generative grammar adjunction of xi~ax te X’~~X Itas been used mainly
te account for ‘rearrangement’ operations sucb as extrapesitien, right-nede
raising, VP-adjunctien, scrambiing, etc. TIte status of these t>’pes of operations
has been (and centinues te be) a controversial issue. Chomsky’s position is
that they invelve ‘stylistic’ movement míes, as in A review has been written
of Chonis/qís latest book. Within the MP tItese styiistic rules appear te falí
eutside tIte core of tIte grammar. TIte core computational eperations (see (12))
are driven by merphological features in the derivatien from tIte lexicon te LE.
Other t>’pes of movement operations, including mest of those dealt with in
Una Teoría de/a Oración, are derived by other means, pessibly b>’ mevement
rules in the PF compenent whicIt ma>’ take inte account aspects such as fecus,
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stress, intonation and se en. FE mies like those would acceunt for the variety
of word orders in (8).

TItis is precisel>’ where Chomsky’s and Escribane’s minimalist approach

are radicalí>’ different. Whiie Escribano extends the range of facts te be covered
by the theor>’ of grammar, Chomsky is restricting them mere and mere (tIte core
is getting smailer). Chemsky’s MP is restricted te cemputation te LE; though
there is some mentien of tIte restrictions impesed en tIte grammar by FEinterface
conditions, a minimalist approach te computatien te PE is net offered. If netions

such as theme-rheme, assertion, fecus and so en are proven relevant at the FE
interface, this could be where tIte appreach in Una Teoría de /a Oración couid
partí>’ cemplement the MR But, of ceurse, this implies, against Escribano (1991),
timÉ such operations are net fenna>Iy er syntactieally driven: they are net part
of tIte syntax, unlike operatiens which move e.g. nominal elements te subject
pesition (fercase er categerial checking), i.e. it implies distinguishing two types
of mies: syntactic and pbonological oc stylistic. 18 ]~ both Éypes of movement
(merpholegically-driven in tIte s>’ntax and pragmatie/disceurse driven at PE)
are separated, some of the problems mentiened in this section regarding tIte
traesformational component iii Escribano (1991) would simpí>’ net arise.19

In sum, under minimalist assumptions, certain conceptual preblems arise

fer an integrated preposal like tIte ene in Una Teoría de la Oración in which
mevement in tIte computatienal s>’stem ma>’ be driven by syntactic facters or

It>’ pragmatic/discourse factors. Such a model is designed te acceunt fer word
order flexibility in languages like Spanish, but while there is no deubt tbat word
order in Spanish seems te be influenced by the theme-rheme distinetion (ameng
other factors), tIte question is wbere lo tIte graramar tIte theme-rheme distincúlon

is relevant. On tIte other hand, while Chomsk>”s transfermational cemponent
is much tighter in that movement is driven oní>’ by morphological factors (feature
checking), additional mechanisms are needed for languages hice Spanish and
others that allow agreat deal of word order variation. WItile aminimalist account
of computation te LP is previtied, there is no attempt at previding a similar
account of computatien te PF.2t¡

3. TRE END OP SYNTAX

A minimalist appreach te tIte stud>’ of language implies ultimatel>’ tIte end
of syntax, with cemputation reduced te a simple system of compesition of
elements drawn from tIte lexicon and explanations emerging at the interface
leveis (FE and LF) in tIte case of Chemsky’s MP and in pragmatie/disceurse
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principIes in Escribane’s lina Teoría de la Oración. Fer Marantz (1995), tIte

ení>’ consequence of this for syntacticians is that tIte>’ will have ‘te renew their
interface credentials by paying attentien te relevant work en phonology and
semantics’ (Marantz 1995: 381).

TItis vision of tIte end of syntax should not be interpreted as an abandonment
of two cmcial assumptions of Chomsky’s generative grammar: tIte specificity
of tIte Language Paculty and the autonemeus syntax thesis. Chomsky’s MP,
like earlier versions of generative grammar, defends tIte specificity of tIte
Language Paculty, while emphasizing tIte fact that it interacts with other systems

of tIte mind/brain, frem which man>’ of tIte properties of it can be derived.
Escribano (1991:111), however, remarks that reducing syntax te simple, trivial
mechanisms diminishes tIte peverty of stimulus argument in language acquisition
and with it Chemsky’s central hypothesis that tIte Language Facuhy has specific
properties which are independent from other cegnitive systems of tIte
mind/brain.21 But while it is true that a simpler, more natural cemputational
system ma>’ be easier te acquire, tIte burden of acquisitien new falís en the
morphological properties of specific languages which are responsible for
triggering mevement. TItus for abasic 8VO sentence like ‘John likes this mevie’,
tIte leamer Itas te knew, ameng ether things, whether tIte D-feature and the case-
feature of Joitn and titis movie and the T feature of likes must be checked evertly
er atLP, as well as what are tIte features of tIte target of mevement against which
categerial, case and Tense features are checked. Since these are abstract, formal
features which may or ma>’ not Itavephonetie realizatien the acquisitien precess
is far from simple.

As fer tIte autonemeus syntax thesis, tIte s>’ntactic component stands between
tIte twe interfaces and its nature is neither phonelogical ner seinantie, and as

such, it is as autonemeus as it ever was. WItat we observe Itere is again a shift
effecus. As Marantz (1995: 381) peints out, tIte end of syntax is ratherto be
interpreted as tIte end of a subfield of linguistics that takes this syntactic
component which stands between tIte interfaces as tIte main ebject of study.
TItus, Chomsky’s vision of s>’ntax at tIte interface ‘encompasses the completion
rather tItan tIte disappearance of syntax’ (Marantz 1995: 381).

4. CONCLUSION

Twe proposals te minimize grammar have been examined in this paper:
Escribanos (1991) Una Teoría de la Oración and Chomsky’s MP. Both have
te be understood in tIte context of the search for explanater>’ adequacy in
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generative grammar and it is precisel>’ where explanator>’ adequac>’ is te be

found that the two preposals radically differ and, as Itas been suggested Itere,
ceuld even be understeed as complementing each ether. Por Escribano,
explanation of why language is tIte way it is is te be found in funetienal/pragmatie
principIes that govern language use. Por Chemsk>’, Itewever, explanatien lies
at the interface between tIte Language Paculty and these systems of the mmd
which are cencerned with tIte articulation and interpretatien of structures,
independently of how the>’ are used in actual disceurse, as was argued extensivel>’

in sectien 1..
Section 2 has leoked at specific aspects of language design conceming tIte

categerial compenent and the transformational cemponent. Many of the

differences observed are a direct censequence of the different conceptions of
tIte role of grammar and its relation with language use. Escribano’s medel has
been set against Chemsky’s MP, and theugh his efforts te minimize grammar

advance some of tIte proposals of Chomsky’s MP, the discussion has suggested
that the system is both toe censtrained regarding tIte types of mevementaliowed
and toe flexible regarding what triggers movement. One of tIte majer objections
Itas concerned the nature of the interaction between pragmatic principIes and

syntactic principies. Separating both types of principies as triggering mevement
at different levels, as in Chomsky’s MP, Itas been censidered advantageous for
a minimaiist approach te language design.

TIte debate as te whetber tIte core of grammar sheuld be reduced as in
Chemsky’s MP er expanded, as in Una Teoría de ¡a Oración remains open.
Nevertheless Chomsky’s views are more radical tItan ever in that tIte study of

language, as he understands it, Itas become more abstract, more idealized, further
away from ‘real’ data, leading inevitabí>’ te a diverce between disceurse and
s>’ntax, a diverce which is aIread>’ present in tIte distinetion between styiistic
processes and core grammatical eperatiens. Integrated theories of language
like that of Escribano (1991) which fecus en language in disceurse, en tIte other
hand, have difficulty in accounting fer basic syntactic facts. It weuld noÉ be
surprising if tIte shift in perspective brought abeut by tIte MP created a new rift
in generative grammar as dramatic as the ene brought about by tIte P&P’s
approach in the late 70s.

NOTES

* 1 am grateful te Ana Ardid and Carlos Piera fer very useful cotnments and discussion en

the content of this paper. Theusual diselaimers apply.
For a clear introduction to this particular approach te the study of language see Chomsky

(1986b: chap. 1).
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2 re terms ‘descriptive adequacy and ‘explanatery adequacy’ were first defined by Chomsky

(1965).
~Pe P & P model is asseciated with Gevcrnmeat and Binding Theory, after Lec¡ures in

Coverw ent & !iitíding (LCB) (Chomsky 1981),butthetermalso includes thedevelepments that
lcd re thc MP in the late SOs and beginning of the 90s.

‘~ Por the relevanee of functional/pragmatic functiens iii eharacterizing phrasal and clausal

stnicture in generative grammar see Selkirk (1984), Rochemont (1986) andRochemont & Culicever
(1990) and mererecently Cinque (1993). Regarding word erder in Spanish see Contreras (1978)
and Zubizarreta (1994).

This followed Ihe elimination of lexical insertion rules nad phrase structure rules of the

types used in Early Generarive Grammar. In the MP an array of lexical items (a ‘numeration’ in
Chomsky 1995: chap 4) is seleeted for thecomputational systcm te eperate with for thederivatien
of particular linguistie expressiens.

6 PP and LP are the only leveis of representatien in Chemsky’s Minimalist Pregram, since
they are the only leveis required by the fact that the Language Faculty interacts with ether systems
of thc miad/brain.

7 re relevant relatinos in (2) areestablished between thehead X” and (i) zm~~ in the spccif¡er

positien and (u) yrnax jo the cemplement pesition, (u) being mere local than (i).
8 Por instance, a saturated vmax it the argument of a locative p~na~ which it an adjunct

(Escribano 1991: chap. III).
re elimination of X’ is linkcd te the rejectien of a special status for the subject argument,

which in standard versions of X-bar Theory eceuppied the positien of the speeifier, outside the
X’ (Z’~~ in (2)).

O Thc proposal was initially made in Chomsky (1994).
Thedistinetion between maximal and minimal categories íollows frnm the way Merge

applies: an X’~”~ prejects when targeted by Merge.
12 Thcfact that verbs appearunder C (and 1) is no problemfer the theory if this san adjunctien

movement of y to C (and 1), instead of substitution. This possibility does not exist for Escribano
(1991) for whom Ihe grammar on]y allows xmax adjunctien, as we shall see in 2.2. - a direct
consequence of the suppression of funetional heads.

3 Semeof the ebjections against C and 1 cencern the fact that they 1) lack lexical centent;
2) cannot be an indcpendent Xmsx by themeselves; 3) do not preperly gevern their complement
(whichcannet be extracted) and4) do not astigaathematic role, etc. (see Escribano t99 1: IL 2).
But these objections are alt related te the the fact that C aad 1 lack lexical content and as sueh,
though they may be phonological independently, rhey aresemantically (and syntactically) dependent
en lexical categories. Those objectioos are no problem in a theery that recognizes twetypes of

categories, funetional and lexica].
14 The mechanisms by which affixes attach te a V previnus te the computation are not

spccified by cirber Escribano(3991> erChomsky (1995). lo Escribano (1991) this process woutd
have te take place in the lexical structure that precedes syntactic structure. In Chomsky (1995),

either (i) vcrbs are inflected in the lexicon nr (u) vcrbs are inflected as they enter numeration.
rnn indepei-tdently, the syntax has te provide checkiwg meehanisms lo enture that aflixation has
taken place correctly. lo the MP those mechanisms involve erucially the presence of 1 asan
independent head (aeainst which V cheeks itt fearures).
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> In the case of thematic elemcnts aboye Op, movement it suggestcd for arguments, as in
topicalized structures, but net ter adjuncts.

~ Aspoinred eut by Escribano(¡991: VS) theanalysis would bavetobe adapted te acceunt,
cg. for facts todo wirh Binding Theory. In a standard tinite clause like Juan se adora as~ nusmo
the eíemcnt Juat, it said te c-command the anapher si mismo. Bur for Escribano an elernent
bearing the feature [+Ri c-commands the other arguments in Ihe V’>~. Thit would creare problems
for the Binding Teory when the element with rhe feature [+R] is ether than the subjcct.

‘~ Thefact that whele phrases er lexical items are (ovcrtly) moved and netjust the feature
te be checked is because features lack indcpendent phnnetic realizatien. Thus, movement obeys
‘the external requirement that thecomputatienal system must adapt te the senserirnoror apparatus
(Chomsky 1995: 265).

~ Though the question is not really developed, Escribano rejects the notien of two types of
rules:

«Es de señalar que en las versiones GB estandar hay que contar de todos modos
con reglas ‘csti]ísricas’ asociadas conel componente PP quese encargan de adaptar
las configuraciones sintácticas basicasa las necesidades comunicativas. Sin embargo,
cl status de tales reglas nunca ha estado claro, y en particular resulta problemático
que en ciertos contextes de discurso deban de actuar. En la presente propuesta
moneestratal simplemente ahorramos esa aplicación escalonada de distintos bloques
de reglas.» [Escribano ¡991: 250]

‘~ Thc obvious disadvantage of this approach is, however, the lack of interrelation of
Chemsky’s medel between PP and LE; the grammar would require some kind of checking
mechanism so that the output of PP ‘matches’ that of LE. A similar mechanisrn is necessary in
the model suggested in Una Teoría de la Oración, where tbe interface between the language
faculty and cegnition it prior te computation, in <he lexicon.

20 In fact, it it snggested in Chomsky (¡995: chap. 4) thar such an account may net be
possiblc.

21 In Escribanos words
«cuanto más simples, generales y naturales sean las operaciones necesarias, <ante
mas facil y plausible será atribuirselas a sistemas generales de cognición y
procesamiento dcl cerebro humano en su conjunte» lEscribano 1991: 212]
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