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 The general goal of this dissertation is to highlight the role of discourse 

pragmatics in the explanation of the use of the indicative and subjunctive moods in 

Spanish sentential complements. This dissertation examines mood selection in Spanish 

complements in order to illustrate the shortcomings of the traditional semantic/syntactic 

approach (Terrell & Hooper (1974), Hooper (1975), P. Klein (1974), Fukushima (1978-

79), Bell (1980), and Takagaki (1984)) and to provide within the Information Structure 

framework (Lambrecht 1994; 2001) a detailed analysis of mood selection in Spanish 

complement clauses. Considering some existing pragmatic approaches to Spanish mood 

selection (e.g., Lavandera 1983, Guitart 1991, Mejías-Bikandi 1994, 1998), they are 

found to be inadequate because they are based on decontextualized sentences. This 

dissertation considers the context where sentences take place and contributes to our 

understanding of mood selection in Spanish complements as a formal reflection of the 

pragmatic properties and relations of the discourse referents that are denoted by noun 

complements, considering pragmatic notions of presupposition and assertion of 

propositional referents, their activation, and the pragmatic relations of topic/focus of 
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these referents in the utterances. The notion of pragmatic assertion used in this 

dissertation is based on the notion of speaker intent, and it is equated with the notion of 

inactive discourse referents, which are in turn linked to the use of indicative mood in 

complements of assertive matrices. The notion of pragmatic presupposition is equated 

with the notion of active referents in the discourse, which are in turn linked to the use of 

subjunctive mood in complements of doubt/negation and comment matrices. However, 

this thesis argues that not all uses of subjunctive are motivated by the active status of 

propositional referents. Volitional and possibility uses of subjunctive are analyzed, 

similarly to assertive matrices, as activating a discourse referent. Yet, contrary to 

assertive matrices, and following Fauconnier’s (1985) theory of mental spaces, the 

referent activated belongs to the domain that represents an individual’s view of reality. 

This account of mood distribution in complement clauses is eventually extended to 

adjectival and adverbial subordinates and provides an explanation of mood distribution in 

all subordinate contexts in Spanish. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  viii 

Contents 
 
 
List of Tables          xi 
 
List of Acronyms         xii 
 
 
Chapter 1.  Mood selection in Spanish Complements    1 
0.  Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
1.1.  Semantic/syntactic accounts of mood selection in Spanish . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3   
 1.1.1. Terrell & J. Hooper (1974), Hooper (1975), and Terrell (1976)  . . . 5 
 1.1.2.  Mood variability in Spanish complements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 
1.2.  Alternative accounts of mood selection in Spanish complements . . . . . . . . 23 
1.3.  The notions of pragmatic presupposition and assertion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27  
1.4.  Mood in Spanish complements and pragmatic presupposition  
 and assertion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34  
1.5.  The need for a new pragmatic (presupposition and assertion) account  
 of mood in  Spanish complements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 
 1.5.1.  The notion of truth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
 1.5.2.  The information structure element . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 
1.6.  The advantages of an IS study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48 
 
Chapter 2.  Information structure and the form of sentences   52   
2.1.  What is Information Structure (IS)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52 
 2.1.1.  Information Structure of sentences   . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55  
 2.1.2.  The Information Structure object of study: allosentences  . . . . . . . . 58  
2.2.  Lambrecht’s (1994) theory of Information Structure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60   
 2.2.1.  Information and its two components: “new-information” and  
  “old information” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  62 
 2.2.2.   Pragmatic presupposition and pragmatic assertion  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  64 
2.3.  Discourse referents and their pragmatic properties: (identifiability and) 
 activation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  70 
 2.3.1.  Identifiability and activation of discourse referents  . . . . . . . . . . . .  72  
 2.3.2.   Activation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73 
  2.3.2.1.  Activation states of discourse referents and formal  
     correlates in the structure of sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78 
2.4.  Pragmatic relations of discourse referents   . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  81 
 2.4.1.  Topic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82  
 2.4.2.  Focus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86 



 

  ix 

2.5.  Lambrecht’s three types of presupposition: knowledge presupposition, 
 consciousness presupposition, and topicality presupposition continuum . .  89 
2.6.  Pragmatic articulation of sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  91 
2.7 Pragmatic assertion, activation and mental spaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 
   
Chapter 3.  An IS analysis of indicative in Spanish complements  103 
3.1.  A pragmatically based classification of matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 
 3.1.1.  Matrices that introduce assertions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  104  
  3.1.1.1.  Assertive matrices and expressions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104 
  3.1.1.2.  Mental act matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  105 
  3.1.1.3.  Report matrices (Indirect assertion) . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .  106 
 3.1.2.  Why is the notion of matrix important for the study? . . . . . . . . . .  .  107 
3.2.  Use of indicative mood in discourse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  110 
 3.2.1.  Assertive matrices and expressions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  110 
 3.2.2.  Report matrices. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112 
 3.2.3.  Mental Act matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113  
 3.2.4. Status of the inactive referent: ‘unused’ (KP) and ‘brand-new’ . . . . 115  
  3.2.4.1.  IND mood and referent activation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117 
  3.2.4.2.  Revised interpretation of the denotation of  
     ‘brand-new’ referents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  119 
 3.2.5.  Difference between Mental Act and Assertive and  
  Report matrices. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  120 
3.3.  Indicative mood and the pragmatic articulation of sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . 124  
 3.3.1.  Activation of the referent denoted by the propositional  
  content of a subject . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124 
  3.3.1.1.  ‘Cleft-constructions’ (“pseudo-clefts” or “Wh-clefts”) . . . .126 
  3.3.1.2.  ‘Shell-noun construction” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .  132 
  3.3.1.3.   The Predicative structures .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134 
  3.3.1.4.   Es que constructions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . 138 
 3.3.2.  The notion of pragmatic assertion re-stated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141 
 3.3.3.  Conclusions of IS analysis of assertion matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  148 
 
Chapter 4.  An IS analysis of subjunctive in Spanish complements  150 
4.1.  A pragmatically based classification of matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  150 
 4.1.1. Doubt and Negation matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 151 
 4.1.2.  Comment and Judgement matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 151 
 4.1.3.  Volition and Possibility/Probability matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152 
4.2.  Use of subjunctive mood in discourse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  153 
 4.2.1.  Comment matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153 
 4.2.2.  Doubt and negation matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  156 
  4.2.2.1.  Discourse motivation of the SUBJ in the complement  



 

  x 

     of doubt and negation matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156 
  4.2.2.2.  Doubt matrices . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159   
  4.2.2.3.  Mental act matrices and negation . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  166 
  4.2.2.4.  Negation of (assertion) assertive and report matrices . . . . . 170 
  4.2.2.5.  Negation of possibility and probability matrices  . . . . . .  .  173 
  4.2.2.6.  Negation of comment and volition matrices . . . . . . . . . . . .  175   
  4.2.2.7.  Conclusions of doubt and negation matrices . . . .  . . . . . . . 178   
 4.2.3.  Referent accessibility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 179 
  4.2.3.1.  Discourse referent accommodation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187 
 4.2.5.  Volition (wish/will) and Possibility/Probability matrices . . . . . . . .  191 
4.3.  Subjunctive mood and the pragmatic articulation of sentences  . . . . . . . . . .201 
 4.3.1.  Propositional subjects in subject preverbal position . . . . . . . . . . . .  201 
4.4.  Conclusions of complements of non-assertion matrices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  207 
 
Chapter 5.  Mood variation in noun complements    213 
5.1.  Non-assertion matrices with complements in indicative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  215 
 5.1.1.  Negated assertive matrices with complements in indicative . . . . . .  215 
 5.1.2.  Negatated report matrices with complements in indicative . . . . . . .  222  
 5.1.3.  Comment matrices with complements in indicative . . . . . . . . . . . . 226   
5.2.  Assertion matrices with complements in subjunctive  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  230 
5.3.  Negated mental act matrices with complements in subjunctive . . . . . . . . . . 236 
 5.3.1.  Negated knowledge and knowledge acquisition matrices with   
  complements in subjunctive . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  236 
 5.3.2.  Negated perception matrices with complements in subjunctive  . . . 242 
5.4.  Mood variation in complements of nouns in subject relation  . . . . . . . . . . .  246 
 5.4.1.  Mood variation in el hecho de que clauses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 249 
 5.4.2.   Different complementizer forms: reduction  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  265 
5.5.  Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  270 
   
Chapter 6.  General overview and conclusions     275 
6.1.  Extending the analysis to adjectival and adverbial  
 subordinate sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 275 
 6.1.1.  Adjectival subordinates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  275 
 6.1.2.  Adverbial subordinates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 279  
6.2.  The relevance of the analysis proposed in this dissertation . . . . . . . . . . . . . 280 
6.3.  Limitations of the current analysis and future research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  284  
 
References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 287 

Vita . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 295 



 

  xi 

List of Tables 

 
1.1.  Classification of predicates according to semantic notions of  
 presupposition and assertion and correspondences with mood . . . . . . . . .    8 
1.2.  Non-prescriptive mood choice acceptance among Mexican  
 and Mexican-American students  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
2.1.  Activation schematically (Chafe 1987; Prince 1981; 1992;  
 Lambrecht 1994) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  80 
4.1.  Summary of negation, the assumed status of discourse referents,  
 and mood distribution  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  179 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  xii 

List of Abbreviations 
 
 
S:  speaker 
H:  hearer 
IND:  indicative 
SUBJ:  subjunctive 
KP:  knowledge presupposition 
CP:  consciousness presupposition 
TP:  topicality presupposition 
AF: argument-focus pragmatic articulation 
PF:  predicate-focus pragmatic articulation 
SF:  sentence-focus 



 

  1 

Chapter 1. Mood selection in Spanish Complement clauses. 

0. Introduction 

 This dissertation examines mood selection in Spanish in order to illustrate the 

shortcomings of some of the most representative traditional semantic/syntactic accounts 

(Terrell & Hooper 1974; P. Klein 1974; Hooper 1975; Fukushima 1978; 1981; Bell 1980; 

and Takagaki 1984) and to provide in pragmatic terms a detailed, unified analysis of 

mood selection in all Spanish complements. 

Semantic accounts of mood distribution in Spanish complements have been 

proposed based on a semantic generalization of the role of presupposition and assertion 

(Terrell & Hooper 1974; Hooper 1975) in which the notion of semantic assertion 

correlates with the indicative mood and non-assertion correlates with the subjunctive. 

They prove insufficient to account for mood distribution in knowledge and knowledge 

acquisition predicates (KKA) such as saber (‘know’) and darse cuenta (‘notice’). The 

complement of this type of predicates is semantically presupposed and therefore cannot 

be asserted, but is expressed in the indicative (asserted). Other semantic accounts that 

depart from these of Terrell and Hooper (such as Fukushima 1978; 1981; Bell 1980; and 

Takagaki 1984) are still also insufficient to account for the numerous cases of mood 

variation found in spoken and written Spanish. This study advocates that a pragmatic 

generalization of presupposition and assertion unifies a perfect correlation between 

assertion and the indicative (IND) mood on the one hand, and non assertion and the 

subjunctive (SUBJ) mood on the other hand.  
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This dissertation considers some existing pragmatic approaches to Spanish mood 

selection (e.g., Lavandera 1983, Guitart 1991, Mejías-Bikandi 1994, 1998), finding them 

to be inadequate because they are based on decontextualized sentences. Furthermore, all 

the accounts are very specific to noun complements and do not extend to contexts other 

than this one; that is, none of the pragmatically-oriented studies provides a 

comprehensive account of mood distribution in all subordinate contexts. 

Following the theoretical background provided by Information Structure (Prince 

1981; 1992; Green 1989; Lambrecht 1994), this dissertation proposes an analysis of the 

relationship between mood selection in Spanish and the linguistic and extra-linguistic 

contexts in which sentences are used as units of propositional information. The study will 

analyze mood selection in relation to the sets of pragmatic categories that the IS 

component of language involves.  These categories are presupposition and assertion of 

(propositional) referents, their activation, and the pragmatic relations of topic/focus of 

these referents. This dissertation examines utterances derived from an extended corpus of 

formal and informal conversations in peninsular Spanish, with non-canonical uses of IND 

and SUBJ as the main focus of the study. 

In this dissertation the data prove that discourse notions, rather than formal ones, 

are required in order to achieve a comprehensive account of mood distribution in 

Spanish. One cannot simplify the mechanisms of mood selection in Spanish into a purely 

semantic theory of the content of what is said. The pragmatic account makes it possible to 

explain some particular facts about mood selection in Spanish in terms of general maxims 
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of rational communication rather than in terms of complicated and ad hoc hypotheses 

about the semantics of particular words and types of constructions. 

 

1.1. Semantic/syntactic accounts of mood selection in Spanish 

Some researchers insist on the syntactic nature of mood selection in Spanish (e.g., 

Bello 1847; Togeby 1953; Bosque 1990), while others focus on the nature of the 

semantic notions associated with the verbal morphemes (e.g., Gili Gaya 1961; Goldin 

1974). The most common formal accounts of mood selection rely on a syntactic-semantic 

approach, in which mood is a morphological reflection of a subordinating element. These 

accounts argue that mood selection in Spanish is determined by the semantic nature of 

predicates, conjunctions and other expressions in certain syntactic contexts. The seminal 

work of Terrell and Hooper (1974), Hooper (1975), and Terrell (1976), and the 

subsequent analyses of numerous authors like Bolinger (1974), P. Klein (1974), Bergen 

(1978), Fukushima (1978; 1981), Bell (1980), Takagaki (1984), and Deguchi (1981) all 

propose a syntactic-semantic approach to account for the various phenomena of mood in 

Spanish.  

Bosque’s (1990) account of mood selection in Spanish complements offers a 

perfect example of what this dissertation means by the so-called ‘semantic/syntactic’ 

approach to mood selection. In Bosque’s view, mood in noun subordinate clauses 

contains information that partially represents the semantic class of the propositions the 

predicates select.  Thus an explicit notion of the semantics of the IND and SUBJ moods 
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must differentiate (a) what notions determine mood that is, the semantic class of 

predicates (the role of factive, semifactive and assertive predicates in mood selection) and 

(b) how and when the selection is carried out (the selection environment is defined 

syntactically).   The notions considered in mood selection are syntactic in the sense that 

they are related to the way sentences and other sintagmatic categories (more precisely, 

binding and selection) are constructed. The notions are also syntactic in the sense that 

they prove that having IND or SUBJ mood is inseparable from the grammatical structure 

of the sequences where the verb is conjugated.   

Bosque’s uniform account is based on the idea that the thematic role of the 

arguments (in this current study, propositional arguments) is determined by the main 

predicates, and the fact that for each of those semantic notions there is a corresponding 

particular unique structural realization; that is, a sintagmatic category that is realized via  

a particular syntactic structure. The adjective cansado ‘tired’ in (1.1a) has a propositional 

argument that designates the ‘cause’ of the tiredness. This argument corresponds to the 

subjunctive sintagmatic category and is selected by the predicate cansado. The 

subjunctive is associated, according to Bosque, to arguments that thematic propositional 

role represents the ‘cause’ or ‘origin’ of the notion signified by the predicate. On the 

contrary, the complements with porque ‘because’, as in (1.1b), are circumstancial. 

(1.1) a. Está cansado de que le *dicen/digan siempre lo mismo 
    ‘S/he is tired of always being told the same thing’ 
 b. Está cansado porque le dicen/*digan siempre lo mismo 
        ‘S/he is tired because they always tell her the same thing’ 
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 Syntactic differences between the assertive predicates and the other predicate 

types (especially factive predicates), such as the inability of the latter to be used in a 

syntactic parenthetical form (*He is coming tomorrow, I regret vs. He is coming 

tomorrow, I think) illustrate that they license different types of subordination and, more 

precisely, they prove that the verbs that introduce assertions (assertive predicates) are 

relatively independent from the assertions themselves.  

 In short, Bosque claims that the factors involved in mood selection in Spanish 

complements are basically of a syntactic nature, in the wider sense of the word syntax, 

which also includes the thematic roles that the predicates select in their argument 

structure. From now on, this approach will be referred to simply as the ‘semantic’ 

approach, because the syntactic nature of mood (the subordinate sentence) is not in 

question in this study. My objection is against the semantic approach to mood selection; 

that is, the role of factive, semifactive, and assertive predicates in determining mood in 

Spanish complements. 

 

1.1.1. Terrell and J. Hooper (1974), Hooper (1975), and Terrell (1976) 

Terrell and Hooper (1974), Hooper (1975), and Terrell (1976) are among the first 

proponents of a semantic approach to mood selection in Spanish complements, and there 

is no doubt that their analysis is, even today, one of the seminal references in the 

literature. 
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Terrell and Hooper (1974, henceforth T&H), provide a semantic generalization of 

the role of presupposition and assertion in the selection of mood in Spanish complements.  

This account draws a distinction between presupposition and assertion in terms of the 

content or truth-conditions of the sentence uttered or the proposition expressed. 

Presupposition is an important semantic notion for embedded clauses. In a sentence like 

(1.2a), the embedded clause is presupposed by the speaker to be true. In a semantically 

presupposed complement, as in (1.2b), the truth of the complement is constant despite the 

negation, and is implied by the entire sentence (examples from T&H 1974: 485). 

(1.2) a. It is interesting that Mary studies so much 
b. It is not interesting that Mary studies so much 
 

Predicates are divided into the two categories of factive and non-factive, according to this 

notion of presupposition. Non-factives do not presuppose their complements. Factive 

predicates, like regret, forget, bother etc. have presupposed complements, since the 

complement proposition is presupposed to be true and listeners normally react to it in 

some way.   

The semantic assertion, on the other hand, is a declarative proposition or a claim 

to truth that, in at least one reading, may be taken as the semantically dominant 

proposition in the discourse context (Terrell 1976: 224).  When making an assertion, the 

speaker (S) asserts the proposition to be true to the best of S’s knowledge. Another way 

to describe an assertion is to say that it is the part of a sentence that becomes semantically 

negated or questioned when the usual processes of negation and interrogation are applied. 
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The proposition in (1.3a) that ‘Mary is beautiful’ is being asserted. However, the truth of 

this proposition is not presupposed. Thus, the negation of the entire sentence in (1.3b) 

does affect the truth of the embedded clause (examples from T&H: 485). 

(1.3) a. It is true that Mary is beautiful 
b. It is not true that Mary is beautiful 
 
The T&H analysis originates in the observation that, in independent clauses, the 

IND always appears in assertions and in questions, as in (1.4a) and (1.4b). On the other 

hand, SUBJ has only three uses in independent clauses, all nonassertive: imperative, 

hortative, and sentences containing modifiers like acaso, quizá, and tal vez (‘perhaps’, 

‘maybe’).  

(1.4) a. Vino ayer  
    ‘S/he came yesterday’     
b. ¿Viene mañana? 
    ‘Is s/he coming tomorrow?’ 
 

The claim by T&H is that this mood distinction in independent clauses will also carry 

over to sentential complements.  Their analysis draws a nearly perfect correlation 

between the semantic notion of assertion and the indicative mood, and non-assertion and 

the subjunctive mood. According to their generalization, complements that are assertions 

–or complements to assertive verbs– are in IND.1  Nonassertive  complements, which 

include presupposed complements, complements to nonassertive verbs, and (imperative) 

complements to volitional verbs, are all expressed in SUBJ mood.  

                                                                 
1 Assertive predicates are assertive not because they are themselves assertive but because their 
complements are assertions (weak and strong). Non-assertive predicates are do not assert because their 
complements are non-assertions. 
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T&H establish six categories of sentences based on whether they are assertive 

predicates (that is, predicates that take an assertion as complement) or presupposed 

predicates (predicates whose complement is presupposed). Their categories are belief, 

report, mental act, comment, doubt, and command. In their proposal, the first two imply 

assertion, and the last three, non-assertion. Mental act sentences are classified as a 

category between the two: 

Table 1.1.  Classification of predicates according to semantic notions of   
  presupposition and assertion and correspondences with mood 
 
Semantic notion Class of predicate Mood Example   

(a) Assertion  (i)  Assertion    IND Es seguro que Juan viene. 
       ‘It is certain that Juan is coming’ 
   (ii)  Report  IND Me dijo que Juan viene. 
       ‘He told me that Juan is coming’ 
(b) Presupposition (iii) Mental Act IND Se dio cuenta de que Juan venía. 
       ‘He realized that Juan was coming’ 
   (iv) Comment SUBJ Lamento que Juan venga.  
       ‘I regret that Juan is coming’ 
(c) Neither  (v) Doubt  SUBJ Dudo que Juan venga. 
       ‘I doubt that Juan is coming’ 

  (vi) Imperative SUBJ Quiero que Juan venga mañana 
       ‘I want Juan to come’ 

 
T&H note that although the complement to the matrices of the mental act is not asserted, 

it nevertheless carries an IND verb form. Unable to provide a satisfactory answer, they 

can only distinguish some differences between this group of matrices and the type that 

makes a subjective comment. Semantically, the difference is that mental act matrices 

describe a mental act that takes place with reference to but is not caused by the 

proposition. Syntactically, sentences in the present tense with mental act matrix are 
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semantically anomalous if the matrix is negative and contains a first person verb form, as 

in (1.5): 

(1.5) *Yo no me doy cuenta de lo que quieren   (IND) 
   ‘I don’t realize what they want’ 
 
But no such restriction is placed on comment matrices: 

(1.6) No me pondré triste de que ellos no vengan   (SUBJ) 
 ‘I won’t become sad about the fact that they are not coming’ 
 

In T&H (1974), the matrices of mental acts are considered to be exceptions to the 

rule, since they do not have any independent evidence to show that these propositions are 

also assertive. However, they were able to demonstrate that these sentences are indeed 

assertive in many fundamental ways. They conclude that: “The complements to the 

matrices of this small class are exceptions to the general principle that asserted 

complements are in the IND while non-asserted complements are in the SUBJ” (1974: 

488). 

 In two subsequent articles, Hooper (1975) and Terrell (1976) revisit the notion of 

assertion, providing a more elaborate taxonomy of assertive predicates and distinguishing 

between different degrees of assertion. In an attempt to clarify further differences 

between mental act matrices and comment matrices, Hooper (1975) introduces the 

difference between assertive/non-assertive matrices into her classification of matrices. 

She intersects this distinction with the factive/non-factive distinction to yield four main 

classes of predicates whose complements are that-clauses: assertive (assertive, 

nonfactive); nonassertive (nonassertive, nonfactive); true factive (nonassertive, factive); 
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and semifactive (assertive, factive).  Hooper makes clear that although the syntactic 

properties that distinguish predicates that take que complements in Spanish are different 

from those found in English, it is possible to relate the characteristics of these predicates 

to the notion of assertion and nonassertion. 

 Assertive predicates are further divided into two sub-classes: weak assertives and 

strong assertives. Weak assertive predicates are like strong assertive predicates in that 

they have a parenthetical and a nonparenthetical reading. Parenthetical verbs were first 

identified by Urmson (1952: 1963), who noted that some verbs can function not to 

contribute primarily to the information communicated by an utterance, but “to prime the 

hearer to see the emotional significance, the logical relevance and the reliability of our 

statements” (1963: 224).  According to Urmson, any sentence with an assertive predicate 

and a sentential complement may have at least two different semantic readings according 

to the relative importance given to the main sentence and the embedded sentence: a 

parenthetical and a non-parenthetical reading (examples from Hooper 1976). 

1. Non-parenthetical reading: the main assertive verb itself makes the main assertion of 

the sentence. Thus, (1.7c) is an inappropriate answer for question (1.7a): 

(1.7) a. Who said anything about hiring a woman? 

 b. The boss says we have to hire a woman 

 c. *We have to hire a woman, the boss says  

 

2. Parenthetical reading: the main assertion is in the complement. 

(1.8) a. Did he consider my application? 
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 b. No, he says we have to hire a woman 

 c. No, we have to hire a woman, he says 

 

It is clear in (1.8b) the reading is parenthetical, because the main assertion is in the 

complement. In (1.7b) on the other hand, the reading is clearly non-parenthetical, because 

the main assertion is in the main matrix.  

 Following this notion, Hooper notes that the preferred reading in (1.9) is non-

parenthetical (believe = have faith in the truth of the proposition). In (1.10), however, the 

preferred reading is parenthetical, because I believe is used only to alert the hearer (H) 

that the (S) is asserting the truth of a proposition, the complement proposition, without 

absolute knowledge that the proposition is true.  

(1.9) I believe that all men are created equal   
(1.10) I believe that Boise is the capital of Idaho 
 
In the parenthetical reading, there is a distinction in assertions regarding the basic 

question of whose assertion is being uttered. The current study differentiates thus the 

speaker assertion, which serves to inform the H of S’s attitude towards the asserted 

proposition in the complement, from the indirect assertion, which serves to attribute that 

assertion to another person.  Weak assertive predicates are “weak” in that they have a 

reduced semantic content in their parenthetical sense and do not make an assertion 

independent of the complement assertion. They only describe the S’s attitude toward the 

truth of the asserted proposition, which lies in the complement (1975: 101).  For this 

reason, the pairs in (1.11) are almost, but not completely, synonymous: 
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(1.11) a. He wants to hire a woman 
b. I think/imagine he wants to hire a woman 
 

In indirect assertion, semantic content is added to the main clause, and it is more difficult 

to obtain a parenthetical reading for some verbs (1.12). Similarly, a parenthetical reading 

is harder to obtain with the past tense or future modal. 

(1.12) *Ann guesses we should buy our tickets2 

In addition, the complement to a weak assertive predicate is only “weakly” 

asserted. That is, the main predicate serves to weaken the claim to truth made by the 

complement. Strong assertive predicates DO make a separate assertion: sentences with 

strong assertives make two assertions and either of these assertions may be semantically 

dominant in the discourse context.  The strong assertive predicates represent a rather 

strong commitment to the truth of the complement. 

The notions of ‘true factive’ and ‘semifactive’ are terms borrowed from 

Karttunnen (1973). Karttunen argues for two types of presuppositions: weak 

(semifactives) and strong (true factives). True factives express a subjective attitude about 

the complement proposition, whereas with semifactives that express processes of 

knowing or aiming to know, it is possible to construct sentences in which the truth of the 

complement cannot be inferred from the entire sentence. In order to illustrate this 

difference, Hooper provides the following examples (1975: 115): 

(1.13) a. It is possible that I will regret/forget later that I have not told the truth. 
b. It is possible that I will find out/realize/learn later that I have not told the truth. 

                                                                 
2 Some native English speakers consider this sentence grammatical in certain contexts. 
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In (1.13b) the S must presuppose that he has told the truth, but in (1.13a) no such 

presupposition is made (even the S does not know whether he has told the truth or not). 

As Karttunen also points out, some questions with semifactives are ambiguous 

between a presupposed reading and a nonpresupposed reading. Compare (1.14a) and 

(1.14b): 

(1.14) a. Did you regret that you had not told the truth? 
 b. Did you learn/find out/discover that you had not told the truth? 

 
Karttunen points out that the question in (1.14a) commits the S to the truth of the 

proposition in the complement. This reading does not obtain necessarily in (1.14b); in 

one reading the main clause is questioned, and thus the complement is considered to be 

presupposed, but in the other reading the complement clause is questioned, and thus the 

complement cannot be considered to be presupposed. This ambiguity is, according to 

Hooper, “strikingly” similar to the ambiguity between the non-parenthetical and the 

parenthetical readings of assertive predicates (1975: 115). 

Hooper states that either semifactives stand as a large class of execptions to the 

claim that the factive characteristics are related to the semantic notion of presupposition 

or, more likely, as the differences between factive and semifactive predicates seem to 

indicate, semifactives are not presupposed in the sense that true factives indeed are 

presupposed, and such presupposition is indeed not incompatible with assertion. 

 Semifactives, unlike true factives, may be used parenthetically, as assertives. 

Thus, their complements can be preposed. This fact is important since, as Hooper notes, 
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“the primary syntactic distinction between assertive and non-assertive predicates is that 

only the former allow their complements to be preposed” (1975: 93). In (1.15-1.16) the 

complement represents the main assertion of the sentence. 

(1.15) There are two kinds of factive predicates, I found out 
(1.16)  She was a compulsive liar, he soon realized 
 

Some semifactives are like weak assertives in that a tag question may be formed from 

their complement sentences. The main predicate must be in present tense and the subject 

must be first person singular. 

(1.17) I see you have bought a new car, haven’t you? 
(1.18) I notice he has had a face lift, hasn’t he? 
 
But this reading is not possible with true factives because tag questions are never used to 

ask for confirmation about the truth of presupposed propositions. Semifactives, like 

assertives, tolerate root transformations in their complements, but true factives do not. 

Recall that root transformation produces emphatic statements characteristic of assertions: 

(1.19) I discovered that standing among the spectators was the former champion himself. 
(1.20) *It’s surprising that standing among the spectators was the former champion 
 himself  
 
Many semifactives may not have gerundive complements, while all true factives may, 

because semifactives are assertions, and no reduced clause of any type (gerund, infinitive, 

or present subjunctive) is ever asserted. 

(1.21) Everyone ignored/resented/deplored Joan’s being completely drunk 
(1.22) *Everyone realized/saw/discovered Joan’s being completely drunk  
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In short, Hooper claims that the complements to semifactive predicates are asserted in 

one reading.  Aware of the anomaly this position entails, Hooper states that either the 

term ‘presupposition’ needs to be redefined to exclude this weaker type of 

presupposition, or it must be admitted that weakly presupposed propositions may also be 

asserted. 

Terrell (1976) applies Hooper’s study and conclusions to the specifics of Spanish 

complements and mood selection extensively. He concludes that the IND is used in cases 

of assertion and weak presupposition, and the SUBJ in cases of non-assertion, including 

strong presupposition. In order to support the claim that weakly presupposed matrices are 

also cases of assertion, Terrell examines the effects of negation and questioning on 

sentences with a matrix from each of the six classes of matrices he proposes: factives 

(strong presupposition); semifactives (weak presupposition); opinion; reporting; doubt; 

and volition. Terrell concludes that semifactives are similar to matrices of both reporting 

and stating opinion with regard to sentence negation and have little in common with non-

assertions.  In summary, Hooper and Terrell’s claim that there is a factive predicate, 

weakly presupposed, that can be asserted implies that there are also two types of 

assertion; one introduced by a semifactive and the other introduced by an assertive 

predicate.  

However, this study considers that there are some fundamental problems in the 

T&H (1974) semantic account based on assertive/non-assertive predicates. The 

semifactive account does not seem to be completely consistent given the unexplained fact 
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that semifactives are always IND (in semantically presupposed and non-presupposed 

complements). Although Hooper (1975) and Terrell (1976) ‘demonstrate’ that 

semifactives may be asserted in at least one reading, they never address why semifactives 

that are presupposed do also allow complements in IND and, therefore,  constitute 

assertions according to their own generalization. More importantly, Hooper and Terrell’s 

semantic account of mood distribution proves inadequate to account for mood variability 

in Spanish.  

 

1.1.2. Mood variability in Spanish complements 

It is possible to distinguish roughly two different types of mood variability in 

Spanish complements. On the one hand there are what Bybee and Terrell (1974) [in 

Bosque 1990] call “oraciones ambiguas” ‘ambiguous sentences’ (1974: 160). They 

discussed some main predicates that have two different possible semantic readings, with 

a different class or type obtaining in each reading. They find examples of predicates with 

‘information/command’, ‘information /subjective opinion’, and ‘true affirmation/doubt’ 

double readings. The most frequent of these contrasts is the information/command 

contrast, such as in: 

(1.23) a. Insisto en que no retiran las tropas (information)  (IND) 
     ‘I insist (on the fact) that they do not withdraw the troops’ 
 b. Insisto en que no retiren las tropas (command)  (SUBJ) 
     ‘I insist they not withdraw the troops’ 
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They also find at least one verb that is compatible with sentences of ‘subjective opinion’ 

and with sentences of information, as in: 

(1.24) a. Siento que se vaya   (subjective opinion)   (SUBJ) 
     ‘I am sorry that s/he is leaving’ 
 b. Siento que se va       (information)    (IND) 
     ‘I feel/perceive that s/he is leaving’ 
 
Yet they find few examples of main predicates compatible with both assertion and doubt. 

A possible example is no creer (‘not to think’). In any case, Bybee and Terrell note that 

most, if not all, native speakers do not make any distinctions in this form, and (1.25b) is 

often interpreted as creo que no tiene suficiente dinero: 

(1.25) a. No creo que tenga suficiente dinero   (doubt)  (SUBJ) 
    ‘I do not think s/he has enough money’ 
 b. No creo que tiene suficiente dinero    (assertion)  (IND) 
    ‘I do not think s/he has enough money’ 
 
The subordinate clauses in all these cases are formally different, since the contrast 

‘assertion/non-assertion’ is manifested in the contrast between the indicative and 

subjunctive usage. In this respect, the authors note that “se ha sugerido incluso que son 

elementos léxicos diferentes que son homófonos” (‘it has even been suggested that they 

constitute different lexical elements that are homophonic’) (1974: 158). Therefore, this 

type of variability is not problematic in terms of the semantic account of mood 

distribution.  

On the other hand, the variability of mood studied by Lope Blanch (1958) and 

García and Terrell (1977), among others, is quite different from the variability described 

by Bybee and Terrell. The former authors observe that native speakers do not use the 
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IND and SUBJ moods as prescriptive grammars suggest, and they provide numerous 

examples of negated assertive predicates, doubt predicates, and (subjective) comment 

matrices with complements in the IND, as well as examples of assertive predicates with 

complements in SUBJ.  Lope Blanch (1958) collected numerous cases of comment 

matrices, seen in (1.26) and (1.27), and doubt or possibility matrices, shown in (1.28) and 

(1.29) with complements in IND. 

(1.26) Estoy muy satisfecha de que supo terminarlo él solo 
 ‘I am very satisfied that he was able to finish it on his own’ 
(1.27)   No lo puedo remediar: me da coraje que lo hizo sin mi permiso 
 ‘I cannot help it: it bothers me that she did it without my permission’  
(1.28) ¿Se enteró todo el mundo? No creo que lo saben 
 ‘Everybody learned about it? I do not think they know it’ 
(1.29) Es muy probable que el crimen fue cometido dos horas después de que… 
 ‘It is very likely that the crime was committed two hours after…’ 
 
 He notes that the IND in the complement of subjective comment is used only 

when the propositional content of the complement introduces past or present actions 

(“acciones pretéritas o presentes”), and thus considers ‘natural’ (“lógico”)  “que el 

carácter real de la acción se sobreponga al contenido emotivo de la claúsula” (‘that the 

real nature of the action dominates over the emotive content of the clause’) (1958:181-

182). However, if the use of IND were ‘natural’ when the complement expresses a 

present or past action, its frequency of use among speakers had to be significantly higher 

than that found by García and Terrell found. In other words, if the use of IND with these 

matrices was ‘natural’, why would speakers use the SUBJ so often in this context? 
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 Lope Blanch (1958) explains the IND in probability sentences, saying that doubt 

is expressed in different degrees, in that it is possible to go from negation to assertion; 

that is, from uncertainty to certainty (similar to the notion of “duda atenuada” ‘mitigated 

doubt’ in Gili Gaya (1961) or “afirmación reducida” ‘reduced assertion’ in Bell (1980). 

He notes how the idea of possibility and probability in independent sentences introduced 

by an adverb can be expressed in both SUBJ or in IND (Es posible que llueva / 

Posiblemente llueva ‘It is possible that it rains’ vs. Probablemente lloverá ‘It will 

probably rain’): 

(1.30)  a. Probablemente lo haya terminado 
 b. Probablemente lo ha terminado  
      ‘Probably s/he has finished it’ 
 
Lope Blanch (1958) attributes doubt sentences in the indicative like (1.28.a) to 

“capricious” variations that Spanish syntax allows between the use of the IND and the 

SUBJ: No creo que lo saben/Creo que no lo saben ‘I do not think they know it/I think 

they do not know it’. 

 García and Terrell (1977) examine the semantic classes of predicates motivated in 

T&H (1974) in terms of the average acceptance by Mexican and Mexican American 

speakers of IND mood in sentences that, prescriptively, require SUBJ, and the average 

acceptance of SUBJ forms in assertive sentences that, prescriptively, require IND. The 

following is a summary of Garcia and Terrell’s findings. The percentages correspond to 

the number of Ss that accepted the non-prescriptive mood choice: 
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Table 1.2. Non-prescriptive mood choice acceptance among Mexican and Mexican-   
      American students 
 
                            Mexicans     Mexican Americans 

   Command predicates w/complement in IND  8%  26% 

    Doubt predicates w/complement in IND  25%  47% 

    Comment predicates w/complement in IND  48%  56% 

    Assertion  predicates w/complements in SUBJ 19%  29% 

 

A majority in both groups rejected volition predicates such as “querer” ‘to want/desire’ 

to be followed by IND. In doubt matrices, the relative degree of doubt perceived by the 

speaker plays a role in these judgments. Thus, more emphatically doubtful sentences like 

(1.31a) are less likely to be expressed in the IND than sentences like (1.31b) or (1.31c): 

              Mexicans     Mexican Americans 

(1.31) a. Es muy dudoso que voy con ustedes esta noche  21%      24% 
    ‘It is very doubt ful that I will go with you tonight’ 
 b. Dudo que van a estar muy felices con este regalo  27%      54% 
     ‘I doubt that they are going to be very pleased with this present’ 
 c. ¿Dudas que ya lo hice?     74%      56% 
     ‘Do you doubt that I already did it?’     
                 (1977:  219-220) 

The acceptance of (1.29c), Garcia and Terrell state, must have been due to its assertive 

property rather than its possible doubt. The authors conclude that “where the subjunctive 

is now prescriptively called for, it is in reality not obligatory, for speakers can react to a 

partially assertive property and use the indicative” (1977: 220).  In subjective comment 

sentences, Garcia and Terrell observe that forms with no formal SUBJ correspondences 
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are more acceptable than those with such corresponding tenses in SUBJ. Past IND forms 

are more acceptable than present. They present the two following examples (1977: 221): 

(1.32)  Siento mucho que has estado enfermo 
 ‘I am very sorry that you have been sick’ 
(1.33) Me sorprendió que ustedes no pudieron ayudarnos con el plan 
 ‘It really surprised me that you could not help us with the plan’ 
 

Although examples of assertive sentences followed by SUBJ, like (1.34a) were largely 

rejected, both groups surprisingly accepted sentence (1.34b).  

              Mexicans    Mexican Americans 

(1.34) a. Creo que no se hayan bañado   11%  46% 
    ‘I think that they have not bathed’ 
 b. Es obvio que lo hiciéramos rápidamente  71%  59% 
    ‘It is obvious that we did it rapidly’ 
          (1977: 219) 
 
Furthermore, Mejías-Bikandi (1998) provides some interesting examples of assertive 

predicates with complements in the SUBJ mood that are discussed in Chapter 4 of this 

study. Consider sentences (1.35) and (1.36): 

(1.35) Pocos trabajadores piensan que haya que ir a la huelga. 
 ‘Few workers think that one has to go on strike’ 
(1.36) Sólo Pedro cree que haya que ir a la huelga. 
 ‘Only Pedro thinks that one has to go on strike’ 
 
 García and Terrell conclude that mood selection in Spanish is subject to variable 

constraints that are correlated with and based on the semantic notions of assertion, 

presupposition, doubt, and command as developed by H&T (1974). They claim that the 

semantic class of commands is the “bastion of the subjunctive mood” (1977: 217), and 
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even assertions followed by SUBJ are accepted more often than are commands followed 

by IND form. The authors see two possible interpretations for mood variability:  

 either mood system is variable at certain points but usually static for Mexican 

 speakers while Mexican-Americans are losing the mood contrast. Or, the mood 

 system is variable for all speakers and Mexican-Americans being least subject to 

 normative pressures represent the most advanced state of these tendencies (1977: 

 225).  

Because they are unable to provide one definitive explanation for this variability, they 

leave the situation unresolved.  

 This type of variability in mood distribution is problematic in existing semantic 

(and, as discussed in the second chapter, pragmatic) accounts of mood distribution. In the 

semantic account of mood selection in Spanish complements, the assertional/non-

assertional nature of the propositional complement is determined by the verb. Since it 

represents a logical constant, it does not change with conversational circumstances, 

regardless of the S’s many attitudes and states.  

 In sum, the semantic approach cannot account properly for mood in the 

complement of the so-called ‘semifactive’ predicates, nor it can account for mood 

variability as discussed in Lope Blanch (1956) and García and Terrell (1977), since a 

given predicate is assertive or nonassertive apparently not determined by the discourse 

context. 
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1.2. Alternative accounts of mood selection in Spanish complements 

As a consequence of these cases of mood selection in Spanish complements that 

T&H’s generalization does not predict, some authors have disregarded assertion as the 

key notion to understand mood selection in Spanish. Bergen (1978) argues that the 

relevant parameter is whether the information in the complement is regarded as an 

objective fact or not. Schane (1994) bases his analysis on the notion of speaker/subject 

responsibility. Deguchi (1981) proposed a theory based on the concept of implicit 

negativity, developed independently of, but partly similar in nature, to Bell (1980). 

Numerous authors also subscribe to the basic notions on which T&H generalization is 

based. However, they have attempted to expand and redefine this generalization based on 

a theory of assertion to account for so many cases that were problematic in T&H.  

Following the same line of studies, Fukushima (1981) confronts this problem in a 

series of articles by making the concept of assertion itself more flexible. To the contrary, 

Bell (1980) considers that more than a ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ presupposition (that is, an 

assertion or lack of assertion), mood implies an assertion scale or continuum, similar to 

that proposed by Gili Gaya (1961). According to Bell’s theory, the predicate in the main 

sentence determines the degree of the assertion (1980: 87). Thus, when the scope of 

negation includes the entire sentence as in (1.37), the effect of negation is not to negate 

the complement, nor it is to make a negative statement (‘declaración’). The effect of 

negation is these cases is to mitigate the intensity of the ‘statement’ (1980: 88). 

(1.37)  a. Declaro que Rafael ha ganado el premio 
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               ‘I declare that Rafael has won the prize’ 
 b. Declaro que Rafael no ha ganado el premio 
               ‘I declare that Rafael has not won the prize’ 
 c. No declaro que Rafael haya ganado el premio 
               ‘I do not declare that Rafael has won the prize’ 

 
Thus, Bell argues, all these sentences of doubt (negated assertive matrix) entail 

some type of “mitigated or reduced assertion” (1980: 89). Their place on the scale of 

assertion is determined by the interaction of the ‘semantic strength’ of the main matrix 

and the semantic strength of the feature ‘uncertainty’ assigned to this matrix. His analysis 

of ‘reduced assertion’ resembles in many aspects the analyses of Terrell (1976), Hooper 

(1975), T&H (1974), and Klein (1977), but it avoids the constraints of the rigid 

categorization found in their studies.  

In opposition to an analysis based on assertion, Deguchi (1981) attests to the 

validity of a categorization based on negative features. Deguchi points out the 

inadequacies he finds inherent in T&H (1974), Hooper (1975), and Terrell (1976). He 

states that their hypothesis that the IND is correlated with assertion and the SUBJ with 

non-assertion implies that the former is marked with respect to the latter, which he finds 

quite counter-intuitive. On the other hand, he finds their concept of assertion unclear in 

that it is not known to whom the assertion belongs (i.e., to the matrix or the complement) 

and what is actually asserted. 

Deguchi (1981: 20) claims in his theory that “the unmarked mood is the IND”, 

and the choice of mood is explained in terms of the correlation of two semantic factors: 

implicit negativity and volitional agentiveness, which collaborate to trigger the marked 
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SUBJ mood.  It is further explained that the Spanish moods are not just the two faces of a 

coin, but that the SUBJ is identified with the continuum of implicit negativity ranging 

widely between complete falsity at the one end and complete truth on the other: 

Negative _________________________   Affirmative 
  (falsity)  implicit negativity  (truth) 
   IND    SUBJ   IND 
 
         (Deguchi 1981: 21) 
 
Deguchi proposes a mood selection model devised to include the pragmatic or contextual 

considerations, as follows: 

 I. Implicit Negativity 
  a. sufficient amount  → SUBJ (marked mood) 
  a. insufficient amount  → IND (unmarked mood) 
 
 II. Conditions on the scope of NEG 
  The truth of the proposition which someone other than the immediately  

higher subject presupposes pragmatically 
         (Deguchi 1981: 22) 

 
Rather than characterizing the notion of assertion as a continuum, as Bell and 

Deguchi do, a number of authors have emphasized the role of pragmatic notions such as 

relevance and ‘old/new information’ in the selection of mood in Spanish complements 

(Lavandera 1983; Klein 1975; Lunn 1989). In this sense, Bikandi (1994; 1998) provides a 

pragmatic definition of presupposition and assertion that avoids the need to distinguish 

between different types of assertion and presupposition, which supports T&H’s initial 

generalization that equates complements in IND with assertion and those in SUBJ with 

non-assertion. 
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In fact, the need for a pragmatic perspective of certain cases of mood distribution 

in Spanish complements is a recurrent theme in most accounts that favor a semantic 

approach. As mentioned, both Deguchi (1981) and Takagaki (1984) incorporate 

pragmatic and contextual considerations into their models. Oviedo (1974) also recognizes 

the importance of the semantic classification of the matrices but argues that mood is 

determined not only by the matrices, but also by other factors. In nominal (noun) 

propositions in particular, mood is determined by two more factors: knowledge of the 

truth by the S and the impression the S wants to create. Similarly, Bell (1980) advocates 

for the need to consider contextual factors, highlighting the contribution of what he calls 

the “contextual structure of the utterance”, a term that includes presupposition, the 

commitment (or lack of it) of the speaker, the contextual situation to which the utterance 

is accommodating,  etc. (1980: 382).  Similar pragmatic considerations are shared by 

Rivero (1971), Kleiman (1974), P. Klein (1974), Terrell (1976), Lleó (1979), Bergen 

(1978), Deguchi (1981), and Takagaki (1984).3 

The mood choice of negated assertive matrices with complements in IND, 

assertive matrices with complements in SUBJ, and comment matrices with the 

complement in IND can indeed be explained only in terms of the discourse context 

(pragmatics). This fact is strong evidence that it is not possible to simplify the 

mechanisms of mood selection in Spanish to a purely semantic theory of the content of 

                                                                 
3 The most comprehensive account of mood in Spanish that considers both syntactic/semantic features and 
pragmatic ones is found in Haverkate (2002). He provides a tripartite description and explanation of the 
syntax, semantics, and pragmatics of the modal system of Spanish. 
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what is said. In short, speakers override the semantic predicate classification of matrices 

as assertive or non-assertive. As Lunn (1989: 250) claims, “use of the indicative or 

subjunctive is not completely grammaticized”.   

 

1.3. The notions of pragmatic presupposition and assertion 

Many investigators claim that it is necessary in the study of presupposition and 

assertion to distinguish between the meaning of a sentence (semantic notion), whose 

value remains constant regardless of contextual conditions, from the information 

conveyed by an utterance (pragmatic notion), whose informational value depends on the 

mental states of the interlocutors. 

In this sense, Stalnaker (1974) claims that the distinction between presupposition 

and assertion should be drawn not in terms of the content of the proposition expressed, 

but rather in terms of the situation in which the statement is made: the attitudes and 

intentions of the S and his audience (1974: 198). The pragmatic assertion expressed by a 

sentence can be thought of as the effect the utterance of this sentence has on a Hs 

knowledge or belief state.  According to Stalnaker (1974: 199), “my aim in making 

assertions is to distinguish among the possible situations which are compatible with all 

the beliefs or assumptions that I assume that we share”. Dahl’s (1976) ‘new information’ 

notion is very similar to Stalnaker’s notion of pragmatic assertion, and could be 

formulated as the proposition expressed by a sentence that the S expects the H to know, 

believe, or take for granted as a result of hearing the utterance. Constraints on 



 

  28 

presuppositions are, on the other hand, constraints on the context in which statements can 

be made, and not constraints on the truth-conditions and other semantic features of 

propositions expressed in making statements.  In Stalnaker’s account, presuppositions 

“are something like the background beliefs of the speaker –propositions whose truth he 

takes for granted, or seems to take for granted, in making his statement” (Stalnaker 1974: 

198). Stalnaker  provides a definition of presupposition based on the notion of “Shared 

Knowledge”: 

 A proposition P is a pragmatic presupposition of a S in a given context just in case 
 the S assumes or believes that his addressee assumes or believes that P, and 
 assumes or believes that his addressee recognizes that he is making these 
 assumptions, or has these beliefs. (1974: 200) 
 

Stalnaker finds many advantages in separating presupposition from the content of what is 

said.  On one hand, the constraints imposed by a statement on what is presupposed seem 

to be a matter of degree, which is difficult to explain in the semantic account, whereas 

this difference in degree and variation of context is to be expected in the pragmatic 

explanation. On the other hand, if presupposition is defined independently of truth-

conditions, then it is possible for the constraints on presupposition to vary from one 

context to another, or they change with changes seen in stress or shift in word order, 

without considering variation in the semantic interpretation of what is said.  

The most important advantage of Stalnaker’s approach is that the pragmatic 

analysis may make it possible to explain some of the aspects of presupposition in terms 

of general assumptions about rational strategy in situations where people interact. 
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According to Stalnaker, if this kind of explanation can account for the fact that a certain 

statement tends to require a certain presupposition, then there is no need to draw on the 

semantics or the lexicon. 

Following this argument, Stalnaker revisits some of the observations that led 

Karttunen (1973) to argue for the distinction between factive and semifactive predicates. 

His claim is that it is possible to account for at least some of the differences between 

factive and semifactive verbs without distinguishing between two different kinds of 

presupposition relations.  

According to Karttunen, if V is a factive verb, then x V’s that P presupposes (and, 

in my view, entails as well) that P. If one asserts or denies a factive, then one presupposes 

the complement. Karttunen draws a further distinction. With (true) factive predicates like 

regret, forget, resent, it is not only an assertion or denial of the proposition x V’s that P 

that requires the presupposition that P, but also the supposition that x V’s that P in the 

antecedent of a conditional, or the claim that the proposition might be true. However, 

with semifactive predicates like realize, discover, etc., it is only the assertion or denial 

that requires the presupposition. Karttunen provides a seemingly quite convincing 

example to illustrate the contrast between both types of factives: 

(1.38) If I regret/realize/discover later that I have not told the truth, I’ll confess it to 
everyone. 

 
With the verb regret, the S clearly presupposes that he has not told the truth. In the other 

two cases, he clearly does not presuppose this notion (as in semi-factives). To explain the 
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difference, Karttunen postulates a distinction between a strong and a weak kind of 

semantic presupposition: if P is necessitated by Possibly Q, and by Possibly not-Q, then 

Q strongly presupposes that P. Weak semantic presuppositions are defined in the default 

way. 

 Even admitting that there is a sharp contrast in the example given by Karttunen, 

Stalnaker (1974: 207-208) provides examples that disprove his argument: 

(1.39) a. If Harry discovers that his wife is playing around, he will be upset. 
 b. If Harry had discovered that his wife is playing around, he would have           
     been upset. 
 c. If Harry had realized that his wife is playing around, he would have   
     been upset. 
 d. Harry may realize that his wife has been playing around. 
 e. Harry may never discover that his wife has been playing around. 
 
Stalnaker thinks that the presumption here is as strong as with regret. If one assumes that 

there is always a presumption that the S presupposes the truth of the proposition 

expressed in the complement, it can still be explained why the presumption is defeated in 

Karttunen’s particular example. If a S explicitly supposes something, he thereby indicates 

that he is not presupposing it or taking it for granted. A roughly parallel explanation will 

work for discover, but not for regret.  

 Stalnaker notes that it is also possible to explain another of Kartunnen’s examples 

in a similar way: 

(1.40) Did you regret/realize/discover that you had not told the truth? 

Here realize seems to fit with regret and not with discover. The first two questions seem 

to require that the speaker presuppose that the listener did not tell the truth, while the 
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third does not. One can claim again that the presupposition is made in all three cases: the 

presumption is defeated in the third case because the S could not make that 

presupposition without assuming an affirmative answer to the question he is asking. But 

in general, by asking a question, one indicates that one is not presupposing a particular 

answer to it. This explanation depends on the particular semantic properties of discover, 

and will not work for realize or regret. It also depends on the fact that the subject of the 

verb is the second-person pronoun. 

Stalnaker concludes that, since in the pragmatic account the constraints on 

presupposition can vary without changing the truth conditions, presupposition differences 

can be allowed between first- or second-person statements and questions and the 

corresponding third-person statements and questions without postulating separate 

semantic accounts of propositions expressed from different points of view.  So, while 

differences have been noted in the presuppositions required or suggested by the following 

two statements in (1.41a) and (1.41b): 

(1.41) a. If Harry discovers that his wife has been playing around, he will be upset 
 b. If I discover that my wife has been playing around, I will be upset (said by   
     Harry) 
 
this difference does not preclude that both the two statements have the same semantic 

content and that the same proposition is expressed in both cases. It would not be possible 

to say this in the semantic account of presupposition.  The explanation depends on (1) 

some simple and very general facts about the relation between pragmatic presuppositions 
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and assertions, questions, and suppositions, and (2) the ordinary semantic properties of 

the particular verbs involved. 

 In short, the basic differences between the notions of semantic and pragmatic 

presupposition reside in the fact that in the pragmatic notion, the basic presupposition 

relation is between two persons and a proposition, as opposed to the semantic notion, 

where it is a function of the very proposition. Thus, the same proposition expressed by 

the same complement clause may or may not be pragmatically presupposed, depending 

on the context of utterance. That is, a semantically presupposed proposition can be 

pragmatically asserted. 

 Prince (1981; 1992) discards the term of “Shared Knowledge” (Schiffer 1972; 

Stalnaker 1974; Gazdar 1979), claiming that since “all a speaker has to go on when 

treating something as ‘shared’ is what s/he assumes the hearer assumes” (1981: 232). The 

intersection of two overlapping belief sets (speaker and hearer) constitutes “shared 

knowledge” as “taking the position of an omniscient observer and is not considering what 

ordinary, non clairvoyant humans do when they interact verbally” (1981: 232). Instead, 

she proposes the term “Assumed Familiarity”. According to Prince, the important point to 

consider is what kinds of assumptions about the hearer/reader have a bearing on the form 

of the text being produced. Thus, what one individual may know or hypothesize about 

another individual’s belief-state is what is important as long as that knowledge and those 

hypotheses affect the forms and understanding of linguistic productions. Prince thus 

considers that the S’s assumptions about the discourse status of the referent, and not 
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about the H’s belief-state, are to be considered as having an effect on the form of the 

referent (proposition in our case). 

 In terms of discourse (analysis), Prince (1981) considers a text as “a set of 

instructions from the S to a H on how to construct a particular discourse model. The 

model contains discourse entities, attributes, and links between entities” (1981: 235). 

Prince’s discourse entity is a discourse-model object similar to Karttunen’s (1971) 

“discourse referent”. All discourse entities in Prince’s discourse-model are represented by 

NPs in a text. Following her notion of “assumed familiarity”, Prince (1992) distinguishes 

two different notions of old/new information (information status of discourse entities).  

On the one hand, discourse entities may be considered old/new with respect to the S’s  

assumptions about the H’s beliefs (‘hearer-old’/’hearer-new’). 

(1.42) a. I’m waiting for it to be noon so I can call Sandy Thompson.  
 b. I’m waiting for it to be noon so I can call someone in California.  
 
Hearer-old referents are typically represented by definite NPs and hearer-new by 

indefinite. Thus, it is Sandy Thompson is assumed by the S to be hearer-old, while 

someone in California is assumed to be hearer-new. On the other hand, discourse entities 

may be considered old/new with respect to the discourse (‘discourse-old’/’discourse-

new’). An NP may refer to an entity that has already been evoked in the prior discourse 

stretch (‘discourse-old’), or it may refer to an entity that has not previously occurred in 

the prior discourse stretch (‘discourse-new’). Both Sandy Thompson and someone in 

California would evoke new entities in the discourse model (’discourse-new’ entities), 
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regardless of the fact that the former was hearer-old and the latter hearer-new. In Prince’s 

model, a hearer-old discourse-new entity is considered an ‘unused’ entity, and a hearer-

new discourse-new entity is labeled as ‘brand new’.   

 Thus, discourse status and hearer status are partially independent of each other, 

since discourse-new tells us nothing of hearer status. In contrast, the status of discourse-

old is not independent of hearer status; i.e., if an entity is discourse-old, then it follows 

that it is hearer-old, too. And if an entity is hearer-new, then it must also be discourse-

new. 

 

1.4. Mood in Spanish complements and pragmatic presupposition and assertion 

There have been many attempts to study the phenomenon of mood distribution in 

Spanish complements following similar arguments to that proposed by Stalnaker (1974). 

The claim is that the perfect correlation between assertion and IND and non-assertion and 

SUBJ that T&H proposed is only possible if a pragmatic, and not semantic, notion of 

presupposition and assertion is considered.  

Earlier in this chapter some of the theories that attempted to re-define and expand 

T&H theory were analyzed so that it could account for many exceptions. A pragmatic 

approach based on the notion of speaker intention allows for a principled explanation of 

mood distribution in Spanish complements that can unproblematically account for all 

cases of mood variation.  
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Guitart (1991) notes that T&H’s semantic notion does not apply to Knowledge 

and Knowledge Acquisition predicates (KKA predicates). Guitart examines the 

distribution of mood in complements of KKA predicates such as darse cuenta de ‘notice’, 

saber ‘Know’, notar ‘realize’ and comment predicates ("true-factives") such as lamentar 

‘regret’ and alegrarse de ‘to be pleased’. Note that these KKA predicates are called 

‘mental act matrices’ in T&H, and ‘semifactives’ in Hooper (1975) and Terrell (1976). 

The analysis of these two types of predicates was problematic for T&H because the 

complement is semantically presupposed in both cases, and consequently cannot be 

asserted. Still, the distribution of mood in both types of complements is different: the 

IND is used with mental act predicates and the SUBJ with comment predicates. 

(1.43)  Lamento que Pedro haya perdido el trabajo 
 ‘I regret that Pedro has lost his job’ 
(1.44)  He notado que Teresa ya no me llama 
       ‘I have realized that Teresa does not call me anymore’ 

 
Guitart shows the relevance of the notion of pragmatic presupposition, as opposed to the 

notion of semantic presupposition, and the intention of the speaker, to account for mood 

distribution in these complements. He proposes that the complement of comment 

predicates is pragmatically presupposed and is therefore in SUBJ, whereas the 

complement of mental act predicates is not presupposed and is therefore in IND.  

Guitart’s notion of pragmatic presupposition follows Kempson (1975) and 

proposes that the type of presupposition that is mutually exclusive with assertion is 

pragmatic presupposition. Guitart notes that Kempson interprets the distinction between 
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assertion/presupposition “as having to do with the S’s intention in formulating a 

proposition vis-á-vis what the H knows. Roughly, if the Ss state a complement as 

information, they are asserting it; if they comment on it, they are presupposing it” (1991: 

183). According to Guitart, T&H failed to notice that semantic presupposition is 

independent of assertion. 

 Nevertheless, Guitart does not really offer an analysis that explains the mood 

distribution in KKA predicates; he provides only a detailed description. For instance, 

according to Guitart, the complement of (affirmative) KKA predicates can be 

pragmatically presupposed or asserted, and in both instances it takes the IND, even in 

those cases where it is pragmatically presupposed (the complement of lamentar is also 

pragmatically presupposed, but takes the SUBJ). 

 In a more promising analysis, Mejías-Bikandi (1994; 1998) uses the term 

‘pragmatic presupposition’ as related to notions of shared knowledge, along with the 

notion of ‘old information’ based on Prince's (1981) Assumed Familiarity theories. He 

finds the definition of pragmatic presupposition based on Stalnaker’s (1974) notion of 

mutual or ‘shared knowledge’ problematic. Thus, although Mejías-Bikandi uses this 

notion as “a principled basis to differentiate” the pragmatic status of complements of 

mental act predicates and comment predicates (1998: 943), he subsequently relates this 

notion to (and replaces it by) a notion of old information based on the idea of Assumed 

Familiarity (Prince 1981). He uses this type of definition when discussing the 

complement of comment matrices. According to Mejías-Bikandi, when the speaker 
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assumes familiarity with the information expressed by the complement, that complement 

represents ‘old-information’. Thus, to assume familiarity is “to assume that the 

information has been entertained or discussed previously by the hearer” (1998: 943). 

From the definition, it follows that comment matrices introduce old information, or more 

precisely, Prince’s (1981) ‘discourse-old’ information, whereas mental act matrices do 

not. 

 Aware of the vagueness of the notion of S’s intention, Bikandi (1998) provides 

independent evidence for the claim that complements of comment matrices are 

pragmatically presupposed, whereas complements of mental act matrices are not. He 

develops a test to determine if a propositional content is pragmatically asserted in 

Spanish. He uses what he calls the “Pragmatic Presupposition Test”:  

1. A pragmatically presupposed complement cannot establish a discourse 

 referent. According to Bikandi, “a new discourse referent (entity) can be 

 considered new information in an obvious sense”, so he argues that “there is an 

 inconsistency in trying to introduce new information within a complement that 

 represents old  information” (1998: 944). Thus, while a sentence like (1.45a) is 

 perfectly well  formed, sentence (1.45b) is anomalous: 

(1.45)  a. Me he dado cuenta de que conoces a un amigo mío. Se llama Javier 
    ‘I have realized that you know a friend of mine. His name is Javier’ 
 b. ??Lamento que conozcas a un amigo mío. Se llama Javier. 

      ‘I regret that you know a friend of mine. His name is Javier’ 
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 2. The intensifier tan may appear only in pragmatically presupposed 

 complements. The intensifier tan/tanto/a/s in Spanish may appear in some cases 

 unaccompanied by a comparative phrase. This intensifier cannot appear in the 

 declarative complements of mental act predicates as in (1.46). However, this 

 particle appears naturally in the declarative complement of comment predicates. 

 (1.46) a. Me he dado cuenta de que sabes muy/*tan poco 
     ‘I have realized that you know very little/so little’ 
  b. Lamento que sepas tan poco 
      ‘I regret that you know so little’ 
 

Following a theoretical framework based on "Mental Spaces" (Fauconnier 1985), 

Mejías-Bikandi proposes a pragmatic notion of assertion defined independently of the 

notion of logical presupposition. The idea of pragmatic assertion is based on the notion of 

S’s intention and is used to explain the use of the indicative in complement clauses. 

According to Bikandi:  

a S asserts a proposition P when the S intends to indicate that P is contained in 
 some space R, that is, when the S intends to indicate that P provides information 
 about some individual's view of reality. (1994:895)   

 

This notion is a quite ad-hoc notion to assertion, since pragmatic assertion is defined with 

the specific purpose of providing a correlation with the use of IND clauses, whether 

embedded or otherwise. He attempts to do this by characterizing a S’s beliefs about that 

world as a domain R(s), which contains the proposition that the S assumes to be an 

accurate representation of reality. Contained within this domain are further sub-domains 

that represent other people’s views of reality. Following Fauconnier (1985), Mejías-
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Bikandi labels these domains ‘Mental Spaces’.  According to the latter, to assert P is to 

say that P is contained in a particular mental space R. Thus, a sentence like (1.47): 

(1.47) The professor believes that the students cheated on the exam 

presents The professor believes that the student cheated on the exam as contained in the 

mental space R that constitutes the S’s view of reality, while the students cheated on the 

exam is presented as contained in the mental space M which constitutes the S’s view of 

the professor’s view of reality. Then, in the representation of the discourse in (1.47), R is 

the parent space of M, or M is embedded in R. Informally, the interpretation would be the 

following: “according to the speaker's view of reality, in the world of the professor 

beliefs, the students cheated on the exam”.  

 Thus, Mejías-Bikandi is able to explain the use of IND in sentences with assertive 

matrices by arguing that the S is making an assertion about her representation of her view 

of the world of the S denoted by the grammatical subject of the sentence. By contrast, in 

comment predicates the S has no intention of indicating that the proposition expressed by 

the complement is contained in any R and thus the SUBJ is employed. In other words, the 

relevant notion to understand the use of mood in comment and mental act clauses is the 

notion of S’s intention. The claim is that, with mental act predicates, the intention of the 

S is to indicate that the information expressed by the complement is true for the matrix 

subject, whereas with comment predicates, the S’s intention is to indicate the higher 

clause subject's reaction towards the information expressed by the complement. Consider 

the two following sentences: 



 

  40 

(1.48) Pedro se alegra de que tengas razón 
 ‘Pedro is happy that you are right’ 
(1.49) José se dio cuenta de que Pedro estaba allí 
 ‘José realized that Pedro was there’ 
 
In (1.48), the intention of the S is not to indicate that P is true for S or for any other 

person. The complement is assumed to belong in the shared knowledge, and the S is 

simply commenting on the proposition expressed by the complement. In (1.49), on the 

other hand, the meaning of the matrix phrase is such that the S’s intention when uttering 

it is precisely to indicate that the proposition expressed by the complement clause is true 

for José. The intention of the S is to indicate that the P is contained in R(p). So S is thus 

asserting P, in spite of the fact that P is logically presupposed. 

 Mejías-Bikandi's analysis also accounts for mood in volition (meaning ‘wish’ 

and/or ‘will’) matrices such as querer ‘want’/‘desire’ or prometer ‘promise’, which were 

problematic for T&H . The complement of these matrices is neither semantically asserted 

nor presupposed but contrary to volitive matrices (which are also neither asserted nor 

presupposed). These take IND mood instead of SUBJ: 

(1.50)  Prometo que iré a trabajar mañana 
 ‘I promise that I will go to work tomorrow’ 
 
In uttering (1.50) S is making a claim about how the world is going to be in the future. 

This utterance constitutes an assertion in the same way that a simple sentence in the 

future tense is an assertion. The intention of the S is to indicate what conditions are going 

to hold in the world at some future time, and in this case the S feels the authority or 

power to make claims about the future.  In (1.51) the S is not indicating that P is going to 
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be true in the future; just presenting a wish as to how S wants the world to be. But S is 

not making the claim that Mary will come tomorrow. 

(1.51) Quiero que María venga mañana 
 ‘I want María to come tomorrow’ 
 
 

1.5. The need for a new pragmatic (presupposition and assertion) account of mood 

in Spanish complements 

 The task facing Guitart and Mejías-Bikandi was not easy by any means. The study 

of the complements of mental act predicates proves that assertion cannot be defined in 

semantic terms, as “that part of a sentence which becomes semantically negated or 

questioned when the usual processes of negation and interrogation are applied” (Hooper 

1975: 97). Therefore, both authors need to redefine the notion of assertion that introduces 

IND in Spanish complements, since this assertion is quite clearly not semantically 

motivated. In fact, these assertions are pragmatically ‘motivated’; i.e., the reason for 

which they are assertions are to be found in the discourse context, and not in the semantic 

class of the predicates.  The notion of assertion proposed by Stalnaker and Lambrecht is 

pragmatic insofar it deals with the information of an utterance (pragmatic notion) as 

opposed to the meaning of a sentence (semantic notion). Although I agree conceptually 

with the definition of assertion by Mejias-Bikandi, I have certain reservations. 
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1.5.1. The notion of truth 

 Mejías-Bikandi attempts to provide a pragmatic account of mood distribution in 

Spanish, using pragmatic notions of assertion and presupposition. However, the notion of 

assertion he suggests relies heavily, in its very definition, on the notion of truth.  

From a pragmatic point of view from the point of view of the information structure of 

the sentence  it is the existence and cognitive state of the representation of the 

propositional referent in the minds of the interlocutors that counts, not the question of the 

truth of the proposition in terms of which it is conceptualized (Lambrecht 1994:45). 

The first objection is to Mejías-Bikandi’s claim that among the matrices that are followed 

by IND, when using certain predicates like saber ‘know’ and darse cuenta ‘realize’, the S is 

committing “to the truth of the proposition” (similar to Dahl 1976, whereas by using belief 

predicates like creer ’believe’ and pensar ‘think’, the S is not necessarily committing to the 

truth of the proposition). In fact, he contradicts himself, since in the argumentation previous 

to that statement, he regards the notion of communication-intention as crucial to 

understanding assertion. He argues that whether a proposition is asserted or not depends not 

so much on if that proposition is true or false, but on what the S’s intentions are when they 

decide to present the information expressed by the proposition to a particular audience. It is 

significant that authors like Bell (1980), Takagaki (1984) and many other proponents of a 

semantic approach that have been mentioned earlier in this chapter resort to notions very 

similar to that of speaker intention, which Mejías-Bikandi proposes in his pragmatic 

definition of assertion. As it was discussed previously in this chapter, Bell (1980) 
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recognizes that mood selection in these cases is not determined on purely syntactic grounds 

but it is determined by ‘the strength of the S commitment, or the lack of commitment, to the 

truth of the complement’ (“la fuerza del compromiso del hablante, o bien a la falta de 

compromiso, con la verdad del complemento”) (1980: 84). According to Bell, the force of 

the commitment of the speaker is expressed through a concrete verb in the main sentence, 

with its own particular semantic force, and through selected mood. 

 The main concern here is the continuous use of the term “the truth of the 

proposition”, especially considering that Mejías-Bikandi is trying to provide a 

pragmatically-based account of mood selection. The problem is, in my opinion, that Mejías-

Bikandi equates in his analysis a proposition contained in a mental space R with a 

proposition that is true for the matrix subject. That is, how can it be that, in a pragmatic 

account, the notion of ‘truth’ becomes central in determining whether the propositional 

content of a complement can be asserted or not?  In fact, Mejías-Bikandi first downplays 

the role of truth in his argumentation only to make it central in the final definition. From a 

pragmatic point of view (i.e., from the point of view of the information structure of the 

sentence), it is the existence and cognitive state of the representation of the propositional 

referent in the mind of the interlocutors that matters, not the question of the truth of the 

proposition in terms of which it is conceptualized (Lambrecht 1994: 45). In the linguistic 

study of information, hence in the grammatical domain of Information Structure, the logical 

conception of truth has no place. According to Lambrecht:  
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 while propositions may be said to be true or false […] the mental representations of 
 events, situations, or states which we think of in terms of propositions and which are 
 communicated in sentences can hardly be characterized as having truth values. Such 
 representations simply exist, or do not exist, in the heads of Ss and Hs. One can 
 know, or be ignorant of, a certain event denoted by a proposition, i.e., one may, or 
 may not, have some mental ‘picture’ of the event; and one may be thinking of the 
 event, or be oblivious of it, at a certain time. (1994: 45)  
 

Lambrecht (1994: 45) goes on to provide a very illustrative example. If someone says “I 

just found out that Sue is married”, which the S knows is not true, and the H corrects the S 

by saying  “But, it’s not true that Sue is married”, the H is still evoking the same mental 

representation “Sue is married”. The H assumes the S still has this representation in mind, 

even though the proposition is not true. 

 

1.5.2. The information structure element  

 Mejías-Bikandi’s definition accounts only for the commitment-to-truth element of 

assertion, and cannot account for the information-structure (IS) element that a pragmatic 

explanation of assertion should have. This defect is due in part because, for Mejías-

Bikandi, an utterance will involve as many assertions as there are IND clauses in the 

sentence uttered. Thus, according to Mejías-Bikandi’s account, the utterance of a 

sentence such as (1.52) seen before would involve two assertions: 

(1.52) The professor believes that one of his students cheated on the exam 
     i.   The professor believes that the students cheated on the exam 
     ii.  The students cheated on the exam 
 
S is indicating that this embedded proposition describes the world as the professor 

perceives it. But no account is offered on how one should focus upon the information that 
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conveys the main point of the utterance.  Mejías-Bikandi is aware of this problem and 

suggests that some appeal to relevance might be in order: 

 By asserting some piece of information, the S foregrounds that information, 
 that is, the S is indicating that his/her intention is directed towards that piece of 
 information. If we assume that relevant information tends to be foregrounded, 
 then we can conclude that relevant information will tend to be asserted; that is, it 
 will be intentionally presented as true by the S. (Mejías-Bikandi 1994: 900) 
 

The importance of the notion of relevance has indeed been noted by some authors. Using 

Sperber and Wilson’s (1995) Relevance Theory, these authors were the first to introduce 

the notion of the interaction between old and new information. According to Sperber and 

Wilson (1986: 48), some information is old if it is already present in some individual's 

representation of the world. On the other hand, they consider that the information that is 

new but entirely unconnected to the individual representation of the world is not relevant, 

whereas new information that is connected to the individual's representation of the world 

is relevant. Following Sperber and Wilson’s (1986) Relevance theory, Jary (2002) 

proposes an account that leads to assertion/non- assertion interpretations without claiming 

that this distinction is encoded. Jary claims that the way to characterize IND in a 

complement is to say that the embedded clause is presented as relevant not simply as a 

constituent of a complex proposition but in its own right. Given that SUBJ clauses 

generally cannot be relevant in this way, the IND/SUBJ contrast could be explained by 

the notion of a proposition being presented as (not) relevant in its own right (Jary 2002: 

170).  Lunn (1989) also uses the concept of relevance, from Sperber and Wilson’s (1986) 
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Principle of Relevance, to establish a generalization that correlates mood choice with the 

information value of clauses. According to Lunn, verbs of a high information value are 

marked with the IND, whereas verbs of low information value are marked with the SUBJ.  

 I agree with Lunn’s correlation of mood choice and information, yet I find the 

notions of relevance and high/low information vague and difficult to grasp. However, I 

also agree with Sperber and Wilson’s notion of communication as "a matter of enlarging 

mutual cognitive environments" (1986: 193). Adopting it to my analysis of mood 

distribution in Spanish complements, I propose that the addressees need to be able to 

distinguish between the information that enlarges their cognitive status from that which 

does not fulfill this communicative function. When a proposition is known and active in 

the conversation, it is useful for the speaker to signal its lesser informative value by using 

the SUBJ, so that little time is spent in its processing by the addressee (it facilitates its 

processing).  Yet, ‘information’ is generally a quite evasive notion in the literature. 

Therefore a solid information theory is necessary in order to attempt the study of mood in 

terms of information. I propose the study of mood distribution in Spanish complements 

using Lambrecht’s (1994) theory of Information Structure (IS). The goal is to study mood 

as a formal reflection of the pragmatic properties and relations of the discourse referents 

that are denoted by noun complements. Following this theory, this study proposes an IS-

based definition of assertion. Lambrecht’s IS defines pragmatic assertion as “the 

proposition expressed by a sentence that the speaker expects the hearer to know or 

believe or take for granted as a result of hearing the utterance” (1994: 52). This notion is 
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conceptually similar to Guitart and Bikandi’s notions of assertion, since it also relates to 

the notion of new information.  

 Building on this idea of new information, this study takes the position that by 

pragmatically asserting the propositional content of the complement, and therefore using 

the IND mood, the speaker intends to present the complement as new information. That 

is, the S intends to activate the propositional content of the complement as a discourse 

referent or, it could be said, to indicate that it is an inactive, or discourse-new, referent.  

Such is not the intent of the S when using the SUBJ. 

 In this approach to complement distribution, the relation between the main verb 

and the complement is direct, in the sense that the lexical semantics of the main verb 

straightforwardly match up with the complement form, without being mediated by an 

intervening level of any kind, like ‘factive/non-factive’. In the Cognitive Grammar 

model, to which IS undoubtedly belongs to, syntax and semantics are not viewed as two 

different levels of linguistic organization. Rather, the specific form and syntactic 

behavior of an expression is motivated (at least partially) by its semantic organization, 

and thus inseparable from it (Wierzbicka 1988: 3). This dissertation also treats the syntax 

of each complement construction as the reflection of its conceptual/semantic structure. 

 Since Ss select mood according to the pragmatics of the speech situation. 

similarly to Cognitive Grammar, this dissertation embraces the view of meaning that the 

semantic value of an expression involves the way the S chooses to think about it and 

represent it, as well as the properties inherent to the scenario conceptualized (Langacker 
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1987: 7). The solution presented in this dissertation therefore provides a unified treatment 

of the semantics and pragmatics of complement selection. 

 

1.6. The advantages of an IS study  

 An IS study must examine the sentences in a discourse context, which is an 

advantage, since a pragmatic account of mood distribution in Spanish complements 

requires the study of sentences in a discourse context. Most research of mood variation 

does not consider the discourse context. Every proposal that has been mentioned so far, 

be it of a semantic or pragmatic nature, displays the pervasive tradition of not studying 

sentences in such a context. This pattern is especially troubling in pragmatic accounts of 

mood, since it seems difficult to argue that context determines mood and at the same time 

to study sentences in isolation. This lack of context elicits the natural consequence of 

having to resort to speculation about the assumed states of knowledge and activation of 

propositional referents in the participants’ minds. Besides, this lack of context makes it 

difficult to rationalize the possible motivation of speakers for using the IND (that is, for 

making assertions) or the SUBJ (for making a non-assertion) in cases where either mood 

selection is possible. And this study claims that this matter is not insignificant, since a 

‘speaker’-based account of assertion should somehow provide the means not only to 

know that IND signals assertion and SUBJ signals the lack of it, but also it should 

provide some insights that enable a theory to predict why the S’s intention may be to 

assert or, on the contrary, not to assert. 
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 In this dissertation, mood is thoroughly analyzed in examples derived from 

several extended corpuses of formal and informal conversations in peninsular Spanish, 

with non-canonical uses of IND and SUBJ as the main focus of the study.  By using data 

that reflect entire exchanges between native speakers, propositions are examined in a 

‘controlled’ context, where the cognitive states of these discourse referents in the minds 

of participants/speakers should be less open to speculation. Responding to the 

shortcomings of a purely semantic approach, the ultimate goal is to emphasize the need 

for an analysis that makes the pragmatic notion of ‘speaker's intent’ central in accounting 

for mood distribution in Spanish. The data are collected from different newspapers from 

Spain and the following already-established corpi of Peninsular Spanish: Laboratorio de 

Lingüística informática: corpus oral del castellano (1991); Corpus oral de la variedad 

juvenil universitaria del español hablado en Alicante; and Corpus de conversaciones 

coloquiales (2002).  The corpus of spoken Spanish, Laboratorio de Lingüística 

informática: corpus oral del castellano was created by the Universidad Autonoma de 

Madrid, and has been under development since 1991. It belongs to the C-ORAL-ROM 

project: a multilingual corpus of spontaneous language in the four main Romance 

languages (French, Italian, Portuguese, and Spanish). The project is financed by the 

European Union under the “V Framework Programme” and the consortium is formed by 

nine partners coordinated by the University of Florence. This corpus contains 1,100,000 

words (about 110 hours of recording) and the 1991 initial version is available 

electronically at http://www.lllf.uam.es/ESP/. The texts are recorded in their authentic 
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context, without a script. The corpus is divided into different sub-corpus, according to 

textual typology. The groups are the following: administrative and political; scientific; 

conversational or familiar; educational; humanistic; instructional (megaphone); juridical; 

ludic (plays with a prize, etc.); journalistic (debates, sports, documentaries, interviews); 

information services; advertising; religious; and technical. The most significant of this 

corpus is its spontaneity and authenticity, always considering adequacy and the 

representative nature of the samples. Texts are recorded in ASCI code in SGML files 

according to the TEI format (Text Encoding Initiative). Corpus oral de la variedad 

juvenil universitaria del español hablado en Alicante is a printed corpus (357 pages, 

178,000 words) documenting exclusively students’ language, and the recordings are not 

available.  All texts are semiguided conversations between peers. It contains 13 texts, 

with basic meta-information given in the headers that introduce the texts. The recordings 

were made in late 1996, mostly on the campus of Alicante University in Eastern Spain. 

The texts are strongly marked on the diastratic level, but only very slightly marked 

diatopically. The orthographic transcription is made in a linear notation following TEI 

recommendations for text-descriptive mark-up and including also information on extra-

linguistic events. There is no translation of texts to English available. Finally, Corpus de 

conversaciones coloquiales is a printed corpus (257 pages, approx. 85,000 words) of 

texts recorded in Valencia in the late 1990’s (the recordings are not available). The book 

contains the casual conversation texts first published in Briz (1995) and additional 

interview texts, with a total of 19 texts. The corpus contains very detailed meta-
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information for each informant. All texts are semi-guided socio-linguistic interviews with 

information selected according to synstratic criteria. The corpus contains diastratically 

marked speech (informants grouped according to social and educational levels) with 

some interferences from Valencian Catalan. Orthographic transcription with phonetic 

adjustments in a score-like notation and prosodic features annotated are available in the 

texts. There is no translation of texts to English available.  

 Most of the extracts from leading Spanish newspapers are either from interviews 

or direct speech quotations. These newspaper texts were chosen due to their more 

informal language register and the fact that the utterances contained therein are highly 

dependent on the discourse context. 

 More importantly, in addition to the study of mood variation in a discourse, an IS 

analysis provides this study with a more comprehensive notion of presupposition. Bikandi’s 

notions of pragmatic presupposition based on Prince’s (1981) “Assumed Familiarity” 

notion do not capture all the intricacies of mood distribution in Spanish complements. 

Along with the ‘hearer-old’ and ‘discourse-old’ notions, one should take into consideration 

the notion of ‘old information’ associated with the idea of topicity, especially to account for 

cases of certain complements in subject position. 

 In the next chapter, I introduce the basic tenants of IS on which this current analysis 

relies. The analysis is grounded mostly on Lambrecht’s IS theory (1994; 2001), and 

partially on Prince (1981; 1992) and Chafe (1976; 1987).  
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Chapter 2. Information Structure and the form of sentences 

2.1. What is Information Structure (IS)? 

The grammatical analysis at the level of IS is concerned with the relationship 

between linguistic form and the mental states of speakers and hearers. Thus, it deals 

“with both formal and communicative aspects of language” (Lambrecht 1994: 1). As 

mentioned in the study of mood and the notions of presupposition and assertion, the 

structure of a sentence reflects in systematic ways a S’s assumptions about the H’s state 

of knowledge and consciousness at the time of an utterance. IS, introduced in Chapter 1 

(see section 1.6.), is a grammatical component that governs through rules and 

conventions of sentence grammar the relationship between S assumptions and the formal 

structure of the sentence. This dissertation adopts the definition of “information 

structure” that Lambrecht (1994) proposes:  

INFORMATION STRUCTURE: That component of sentence grammar in which 
propositions as conceptual representations of states of affairs are paired with 
lexicogrammatical structures in accordance with the mental states of interlocutors 
who use and interpret these structures as units of information in given discourse 
contexts. (Lambrecht 1994: 5) 
 

In Lambrecht’s (2001) words “Information structure  is a component of sentence 

grammar, on a par with syntax and semantics” (Lambrecht 2001: 471). Therefore, the 

study of IS is concerned with adding to traditional notions of grammar the missing 

element of discourse that determines which constructions or grammatical encoding a S 

will choose when given two or more options with equal truth values. According to 
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Bolinger (1954) “no language has any systematic contrast that is not there for a purpose” 

(Bolinger 1954: 152). 

There is a profusion of terminology to describe the analysis of the IS components 

of grammar. Among the various labels that have been used are “Functional Sentence 

Structure” (Prague School of Linguistics), “Information Structure or Theme” (Halliday 

1967), “Information Packaging” (Chafe 1976), “Discourse pragmatics”, and most 

recently “Informatics” (Vallduví 1990). Behind all these terms is the idea that certain 

formal properties of sentences cannot be understood without considering the linguistic 

and extralinguistic contexts in which the sentences occur.  According to Prince (1981), IS 

relates to  

the tailoring of an utterance by a sender to meet the particular assumed needs of 
the intended receiver. That is, information packaging in natural language reflects 
the sender’s hypotheses about the receiver’s assumptions and beliefs and 
strategies. (Prince 1981: 224) 
 

By “hypotheses about the receiver’s assumptions”, Prince refers basically to the 

hypotheses about the statuses of the mental representations of the referents of linguistic 

expressions in the mind of the receiver at the moment of utterance. In this respect, Chafe 

(1976: 27) notes that “the statuses to be discussed here have more to do with how the 

content is transmitted than with the content itself”. 

 Even though IS is concerned with such psychological phenomena as the S’s 

hypotheses about the H’s mental states, such phenomena are linguistically relevant only 

as much as they are reflected in grammatical structure (Prince 1981: 223). In Lambrecht’s 
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(1994: 3) words, “Information Structure is not concerned with psychological phenomena 

which do not have correlates in grammatical form”. According to Lambrecht, this 

limitation makes it necessary to draw a theoretical distinction between the domain of IS 

(or discourse pragmatics) and the domain of conversational pragmatics; that is, the study 

of those aspects of the meaning of sentences that cannot be captured with the tools of 

truth-conditional semantics. While conversational pragmatics is concerned with the 

question of why one and the same sentence form may express two or more meanings, 

discourse pragmatics is concerned with the question of why one and the same meaning 

may be expressed by two or more sentence forms. In the former there is no necessary 

relationship between the particular context-dependent interpretation of a proposition and 

the morphosyntactic or prosodic structure of the sentence expressing it. In the latter the 

relationship between a given sentence form and the function of the sentence in discourse 

is directly determined by rules or principles of grammar, both language-specific and 

universal (Lambrecht 1994: 5). 

In any case, IS researchers recognize that languages vary in their use of 

grammatical forms to convey the categories mentioned above, and that within a given 

language, certain constructions of the grammar can be used to express multiple 

information structures. For example, in his investigation of the introduction of new 

referents in French and Spanish, Ocampo (1993: 351) observes that while both of these 

languages are subject to a cognitive constraint (summarized by Lambrecht 1998), 

characterized as “do not introduce a referent and talk about it in the same clause”, they 
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each “adopt different strategies to deal with it”. In terms of the intralingual employment 

of one syntactic form for multiple discourse purposes, Silva Corvalán (1983: 138) sees as 

one of the strengths of her study of OV constructions in Spanish the fact that she has cast 

“some doubts upon the one-to-one correlation between form and function at the level of 

syntax” . 

 

2.1.1. Information Structure of sentences 

 The IS of a sentence is the formal expression of the pragmatic structuring of a 

proposition in a discourse. A proposition that has undergone pragmatic structuring will be 

called a “Pragmatically Structured Proposition”4 (Lambrecht 1994). Since the properties 

of the communicative setting can be directly reflected in grammatical form, IS claims that 

the grammatical structure is ’pragmatically motivated’, and is governed by the rules and 

principles of the IS component of language. Consider the following example in (11), 

where there is one proposition, three utterances, and three sentences: 

(2.1) a. Context 1:   ¿Qué le pasó a tu coche?             (S-V) 
     ‘What happened to your car?’ 

                                                                 
4 A proposition is a conceptual representation of an event of state (situation) in a S’s mind, whereas a 
sentence is the expression of that proposition in lexico-gramatical and phonetic form. Consider the 
following example:  
  A: What happened to your car?   
  B:  My car broke down. 
 
In this example, My car broke down is:  

a. An event:  the mechanical malfunction of someone’s car 
b. A proposition:  a conceptual representation of the event in a speaker’s mind 
c. A sentence:  the formal expression of that proposition  
d. An utterance:  the use of that sentence in a given communicative setting 
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     Mi coche se estropeó. 
                    ‘My CAR broke down’ 

b. Context 2:   ¿Qué te pasó? 
     ‘What happened?’ 
    Se me estropeó el coche             (Pro-V-S) 

             ‘My car broke DOWN’ 
c. Context 3:   ¿Se estropeó tu moto? 
    ‘Your bike broke down?’ 
     No, es el coche el que se me estropeó (S-V-O + S-V) 
    ‘No, it is the CAR that broke down’ 
 

Horn (1986), states that while a pragmatic theory may explain the choice of a particular 

syntactic rule or construction, "it cannot be expected to obviate or replace a grammatical 

account of that phenomenon" (1986: 186). Lambrecht (1994) notes that IS cannot explain 

the structure of sentences.5  However, it is difficult to claim that IS plays no role in the 

formal organization of sentences, specially considering facts such as topic/focus marking 

in Spanish. Various studies of word order (Bolinger (1954), Firbas (1962), Hatcher 

(1956), and Silva-Corvalán (1983)) have argued that the main function of word-order in 

Spanish is the signaling of old and new information (or thematic and rhematic material) 

in such a manner that new information will be post-verbal and old information pre-verbal.  

In the following sentences in (2.2.) taken from Lambrecht (1994), the topic/focus reading 

is clearly a property of the complex grammatical construction itself, not an interpretation 

imposed on an independently motivated syntactic configuration (Lambrecht 1994: 28). 

(2.2) a. Mi coche se ha averiado 
     ‘My car broke DOWN’ 

                                                                 
5 The communicative requirements of discourse do not determine the content or form of utterances because 
if they did, sentences expressing similar propositional contents in similar communicative situations should 
have similar forms across languages. 
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 b. Se ha averiado mi coche 
     ‘My CAR broke down’ 
 
Therefore the form of constructions like Subject-Predicate sentences cannot be predicted 

on the basis of communicative needs; i.e., the form is unmarked in information terms (it 

can express more than one IS). However this form can be shown to be motivated within 

the grammatical system of the language.  In any case, it should be kept in mind that 

syntax is not the only formal level at which IS is encoded. What syntax does not encode, 

prosody does; and what is not encoded by prosody may be expressed by morphology or 

the lexicon. Consider the following example of lexically expressed paraphrase relations: 

(2.3) a.  My wife’s boss owns the restaurant where we had dinner last night. 
 b.  The restaurant where we had dinner last night belongs to my wife’s   
      boss. 
 
 In summary, IS is formally manifested in aspects of prosody, in special 

grammatical markers, the form of syntactic (in particular, nominal) constituents, the 

position and ordering of such constituents in the sentence, the form of complex 

grammatical constructions, and in certain choices between related lexical items. IS thus 

intervenes at all meaning-bearing levels of the grammatical system (Lambrecht 1994: 4). 

Keeping this notion in mind, I consider that mood is pragmatically motivated in Spanish; 

i.e., mood distribution is manifested in IS. In other words, I propose that mood in Spanish 

reflects a pragmatically-structured proposition. 
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2.1.2. The information structure object of study: allosentences. 

IS analysis is centered on the comparison of semantically equivalent but formally 

and pragmatically divergent sentence pairs, such as active vs. passive, canonical vs. 

topicalized, canonical vs. clefted or dislocated, and subject-accented vs. predicate-

accented sentences. Using a term introduced by Danes (1966), Lambrecht refers to such 

sentence pairs as ‘allosentences’. Differences in the IS of sentences are always 

understood in terms of contrasts between allosentences; i.e., against the background of 

available but unused grammatical alternatives for expressing a given proposition (1994: 

4). Consider sentences in (2.4):   

(2.4) a.   El (hecho de) que haya playas me gusta.  
      ‘(The fact) that there are beaches, I like’  
 b.  Me gusta el (hecho de) que haya playas. 
                 ‘I like (the fact) that there are beaches’   
 

The sentences in (2.4) are paraphrases of the same proposition, since the propositional 

content of (a) and (b) is identical. They have the same truth conditions, but they are 

syntactically and pragmatically different. The question that arises is why there are 

different ways of expressing the same thought. One way to understand the 

appropriateness conditions for these sentences is to use the ‘Question Answer Test’. This 

test creates a minimal context within which the discourse appropriateness of an utterance 

can be judged: 

(2.4’) a. Q:   ¿Qué piensas del hecho de que haya playas en Cuba?  
            ‘What do you think about the fact that there are beaches in Cuba?’ 
     A:   El (hecho de) que haya playas me gusta 
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            ‘(The fact) that there are beaches, I like’  
b. Q:   ¿Qué te gusta de Cuba? 
           ‘What do you like about Cuba?’ 
    A’:  Me gusta el (hecho de) que haya playas 

            ‘I like (the fact) that there are beaches’   
 

Thus the different pragmatic interpretation given to a Subject Predicate and a Predicate-

Subject sequence in Spanish is based on the formal contrast that distinguishes one 

member of a pair of allosentences from the other member (Lambrecht 1994: 319).  

In IS terms, Subject-Predicate sentences express a proposition with topic-

comment (or predicate-focus) articulation in which the predicate is construed as a 

comment about the referent of the subject. In the proposition expressed in (2.4’a), the 

topic-comment information structure sentence type has a very particular discourse 

function: the purpose of the assertion is to predicate pragmatically some property of an 

already established discourse referent.  In sentence (2.4’b) the subject NP is not topic but 

a particular type of focus expression (argument focus); i.e., its referent is not in the 

domain of the presupposition. The non-topic status of this subject is formally marked via 

placement of the subject noun in post-verbal position. 

 As mentioned in the discussion of the pragmatic motivation of grammatical 

structure/form, syntax is not the only formal level at which IS is encoded. Therefore, 

paraphrases can be expressed not only syntactically, but also prosodically, 

morphologically or through the lexicon. In this respect, mood is a formal distinction in 

Spanish complements. As explained in Chapter 1, this dissertation ascribes to the idea 
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that mood distribution (a formal category) is pragmatically motivated in Spanish. Mood 

in Spanish reflects a pragmatically-structured proposition that reflects not only a state of 

affairs but also the S’s assumptions about the H’s state of mind at the time of the 

utterance.6 It does so by indicating what is assumed to be already given and what is 

assumed to be new. Thus the IND and SUBJ versions of complements with mood 

variability (Lope Blanch 1956; Garcia and Terrell 1977), such as in (2.5), are to be 

considered as pairs of ‘allosentences’: 

 (2.5)  a. Lamentamos que H.P. Grice está enfermo y no podrá asistir a la conferencia  
 b. Lamentamos que H.P. Grice esté enfermo y no pueda asistir a la conferencia  
    ‘We regret that H.P. Grice is ill and won’t be able to attend the conference’ 
 
In (2.5a) the proposition in the complement is presented as new information, whereas in 

(2.5b) the propositional content of the complement is assumed to be presupposed by the 

S.  It is clear now that IS provides a solid theoretical framework for the linguistic 

expressions of S’s intent and assumptions; i.e., presupposition and assertion. The 

differences in the IS of sentences in IND and SUBJ have to be understood always in 

terms of contrasts between allosentences, or against the background of available but 

unused grammatical alternatives.  

 

2.2. Lambrecht’s (1994) theory of Information Structure 

 Lambrecht‘s theory of IS differs from that of the “traditional” literature (Chafe 

1976; 1987; Dahl 1976; Prince 1981; Horn 1986; Chafe 1987; Gundel et al 1993; 
                                                                 
6 Nevertheless, pragmatically-structured propositions are not achieved exclusively through mood in 
Spanish. 
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Steedman and Kruijff-Korbayová 2003), due to his analysis of the pragmatic relations 

‘topic’ and ‘focus’ and of the relationship between the two. In particular, the most 

important contribution of Lambrecht’s theory is the idea that the selection of one 

construction over another is determined cross-linguistically (he studies examples from 

Italian, French, Japanese, and English) by four independent but interrelated sets of 

categories following pragmatic factors:  

 (i) Propositional information and its two components of presupposition and  

  assertion; 

  (ii) Identifiability and activation of referents (pragmatic properties); 

  (iii) Topic relations of sentence constituents; 

  (iv) Focus relations of sentence constituents.  

 

According to Lambrecht (1994: xiv),  “each of these categories or sets of categories is 

shown to correlate directly with structural properties of the sentence (Lambrecht 1994: 

xiv).  Another important contribution by Lambrecht (1994) is the establishment of a 

third type of presupposition (topicality presupposition) beyond the two traditional types 

of presupposition described as ‘hearer-old’ and ‘discourse-old’ in Prince (1981). This 

type has no equivalent in any other previous framework. The following sections offer an 

overview of the four sets of categories proposed by Lambrecht that determine different 

grammatical constructions. 
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2.2.1. Information and its two components: ‘New-information’ and ‘Old information’ 

  A necessary step towards understanding the notion of information in natural 

language is to distinguish the information conveyed by the uttering of a sentence from the 

meaning expressed by that sentence. The meaning of a sentence is a function of the 

linguistic expression that it contains and thus remains constant. The information value of 

an utterance of a sentence, on the other hand, depends on the mental states of 

interlocutors in regards to the referents denoted by the uttered proposition. The question 

of whether one piece of propositional meaning constitutes information or not depends 

entirely on the communicative situation in which the sentence is uttered. A classic 

example of the distinction between meaning and information in the literature is the 

utterance of a sentence such as It’s cold here! that, although it has a constant meaning, 

may be interpreted quite differently depending on the context of the utterance. 

 According to Dahl (1976), whatever is assumed by a S to be new to a H is 

information that is added to an already existing stock of knowledge in the H’s mind (the 

old information). Thus, conveying information requires hypotheses on the part of the S 

about the state of knowledge in a H as speech progresses. Information can usually be 

conveyed only if the hypotheses made by the S concerning the H’s state of knowledge are 

correct. This depends on whether the information the S is trying to convey is not already 

stored in the H’s mind, since the assumption is that the S does not want to say things that 

the H already knows. This condition in the successful transmission of information has 

been called the “Principle of presupposition of ignorance” (Strawson 1964). However, 
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since the state of ignorance of a H is never complete, this principle must be 

complemented by another, which Strawson calls the “Principle of presupposition of 

knowledge”. This principle attempts to capture the notion that “there is normally no ‘new 

information’ without already existing ‘old information’” (Lambrecht 1994: 46). 

 Building on Dahl (1976), Lambrecht considers ‘old information’ to be 
 the sum of ‘knowledge’ evoked in a sentence that the speaker assumes to be 
 already available in the hearer’s mind at the time of utterance –‘the old’, ‘the 
 given’, or ‘the presupposed’ in Dahl –while ‘new information’ is the information 
 added to that knowledge by the utterance itself – ‘the new’ in Dahl’s terms” 
 (1994: 50).  
 

The most important thing in terms of information structure is the notion that information 

is always necessarily relational (i.e., propositional). That is, both ‘old’ and ‘new’ 

correspond to propositions and will not be equated with the lexical or phrasal elements 

out of which propositions are formed. S can inform H of some situation or state of affairs 

or else a property of some entity using a performative verb of communication (I’m telling 

you [how much the book costs], or She told me [the price of the book]), but S cannot 

inform H of an entity (She told me the book). S can only inform H of the existence or 

presence of an entity (She told me of the book).  It is thus necessary to distinguish the 

propositional information conveyed by an utterance from the lexical elements of 

information. In fact, it is possible to convey new information by adding a piece of ‘old 

information’ to another piece of ‘old information’. Consider the following sentences 

taken from Lambrecht in (2.6): 

(2.6) a. She DID it  (pro-forms only: everything is ‘old’) 
 b. A clergyman opened a betting shop on an airline  (lexical forms only: ‘all new’) 
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In (2.6a) all the constituents are old because otherwise they could not appear in an 

anaphoric pronominal (‘pro-verbal’) form. The relevant difference between (2.6a) and 

(2.6b) is not in the ‘newness’ or ‘oldness’ of the information expressed by the sentence 

(both sentences convey new information) but rather in the assumed states of the 

representation of referents (or designata) of the various sentence constituents in the 

addressee’s mind. That is, the relevant difference between (2.6a) and (2.6b) is that the 

referents and denotata (the actual objects referred to by linguistic expressions) of the 

latter were already part of the ongoing discourse at utterance time, while such is not the 

case in (2.6b). 

In sum, information is not segmentable in syntactic chunks. The difference 

between ‘old information’ and ‘new information’ cannot be equated with the difference 

between ‘old’ and ‘new’ referents. Lambrecht’s IS theory restricts the use of the terms 

‘old information’ and ‘new information’ to aspects of information associated with 

propositions (thus, to propositional referents). Due to the confusion attached to the two 

terms, Lambrecht replaced them “with the more specifically linguistic terms 

‘presupposition’ and ‘assertion’” (1994: 50).  

 

2.2.2.  Pragmatic presupposition and pragmatic assertion 

Lambrecht (1994) defines pragmatic presupposition as “the set of propositions 

lexicogrammatically evoked in a sentence that the speaker assumes the hearer already 

knows or believes or is ready to take for granted at the time the sentence is uttered” 
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(Lambrecht 1994: 52).  This notion of presupposition is referred to as ‘Knowledge-

presupposition’. It is more or less equivalent to the notion ‘hearer-old’ in the system of 

Prince (1992) (see section 1.3) and, when applied to entities rather than propositions, to 

the notion ‘referential’ or ‘uniquely identifiable’ in the hierarchy of Gundel et al (1993). 

Pragmatic assertion, on the other hand, is defined by Lambrecht (1994: 52-53) 

as “the proposition expressed by a sentence that the S expects the H to know or believe or 

take for granted as a result of hearing the utterance” (the ‘new-information’). He states 

that in making an assertion, a S expresses a pragmatically structured proposition: “a 

proposition, which reflects not only a state of affairs but also the S's assumptions about 

the state of mind of the hearer at the time of the utterance, by indicating what is assumed 

to be already given and what is assumed to be new”. Lambrecht (1994: 58) cautions not 

to consider this assertion “as the utterance minus the presupposition, but rather as the 

combination of two sets of propositions”.  Thus, to make an assertion is to establish a 

RELATION between a presupposed set of propositions (that may be empty) and a non-

presupposed proposition, the latter being in some sense added to or superimposed on the 

former.   

Lambrecht notes that this notion of assertion “has nothing to do with the common 

use in which the word designates a statement” (1994: 55), the kind of speech act 

expressed by declarative, as opposed to interrogative and imperative or exclamative 

sentences. Within the framework of IS, non-declarative sentences, like their declarative 

counterparts, are viewed as having pragmatic presuppositions and as used to make 



 

  66 

assertions. The pragmatic assertion expressed by a sentence can be thought of as the 

effect the utterance of the sentence has on a hearer’s knowledge or belief state, and it is 

similar to the notion of ‘new information’ as defined by Dahl (1976). 

In any case, the distinction between ‘old/new information’ and 

presupposition/assertion that Lambrecht makes is anecdotal for this study, which is 

mainly concerned with sentence constituents that are propositional (noun complements), 

and therefore can be considered as ‘old/new information’. The ‘informational’ nature of 

these referents does not prevent them from contributing to the creation of information in 

the ‘higher’ propositions.7 Thus the complement in these cases may be asserted, but it is 

not necessarily the ‘pragmatic assertion’ of the utterance. 

 Before I present the remaining tenets of Lambrecht’s theory, it is necessary to 

stop here and discuss an extremely important feature of presupposition: the pragmatic 

accommodation of presupposition. Without this mechanism, linguistic communication 

would be practically impossible among Ss and Hs. In the discussion of pragmatic 

presupposition, it has been noted that not all presupposed material is really presupposed 

in the sense of being part of the shared knowledge or ‘common ground’ (Stalnaker 1974). 

Horn (1986: 185) provides the following examples taken from Karttunen (1974): 

(2.8) a. We regret that children under 12 cannot accompany their parents to the       
     commencement exercises    
 b. We regret that H.P. Grice is ill and will be unable to attend the conference 
 
                                                                 
7 It is necessary to distinguish the internal from the external information structure; i.e., the IS of 
propositional referents from the IS of the higher proposition where these referents have the semantic role of 
arguments. 
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In sentences (2.8a) and (2.8b) the S is treating the content of the complement proposition 

as non-controversial, even though it is quite likely that in the context it is produced it 

may, in fact, be controversial and not taken for granted by the addressees. These 

complements have traditionally been analyzed as presupposed via accommodation. When 

the S accommodates a complement, the S creates a presuppositional situation in the 

conversation that differs from the one the H took for granted. This newly-created 

presuppositional situation can then be used as the required background for an assertion. 

The notion of pragmatic accommodation of presupposition was first introduced by 

Stalnaker (1974) and Lewis (1979), and it basically claims that if a presupposition evoked 

by some expression does not correspond to the presuppositional situation in the 

discourse, it is normally supplied by the speech participants. Lewis (1979) observes that 

it would be difficult to think of an utterance that would be unacceptable only because it 

lacked a required presupposition. "Say something that requires a missing presupposition, 

and straightaway that  presupposition springs into existence, making what you said 

acceptable after all" (Lewis 1979: 172).  Lewis outlines what he calls “Rule of 

accommodation for presuppositions”:  

 If a time t something is said that requires presupposition P to be acceptable, and if 
 P is not presupposed just before t, then -ceteris paribus and within certain limits- 
 presupposition P comes into existence at t. (Lewis 1979: 172) 
 

Stalnaker (1978) notes that in a speaker-based notion of presupposition the Ss tend to 

assume that their audience presupposes everything that they presuppose. Since Hs 
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interpret what is said in terms of their own presuppositions, any discrepancies between 

the presuppositions of Ss and Hs will lead to a failure in communication. However, 

communication being the point of the exchange, “everyone will have a motive to keep the 

presuppositions the same” (Stalnaker 1978: 319). Therefore, accommodation has to be 

understood as a strategy that serves both the S and the H. In Spenader’s (2003: 66) words, 

accomodation is “an exploitable communication strategy for the speaker and a repair 

strategy for the hearer”. 

 Ss consciously (and unconsciously) and continuously exploit presuppositions for 

special communicative purposes.  A common case of S’s explotation of presuppositional 

structures occurs with some adverbial clauses. Consider the following sentence 

containing a time adverbial subordinate: 

(2.9) Before I moved to Switzerland I had never seen a Rolls-Royce 

The S is treating the complement proposition ‘I moved to Switzerland’ as non-

controversial, even though it may, in fact, be controversial and not taken for granted by 

the addressee.  

 Similarly, the exploitation of the presuppositional structure of adverbial causal 

como ‘since’ (vs. porque ‘because’) is also very common. The presuppositional structure 

of como is such that the proposition expressed in the clause that it introduces can be taken 

for granted in the reasoning process that links this proposition to that expressed in the 

main clause. Porque, on the other hand, does not require such a presupposition. The basic 

difference is clearly illustrated in question-answer pairs such as the following: 
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(2.10) A: ¿Por qué no saliste? 
    ‘Why didn’t you go out?’ 
 B: No salí porque llovía / # No salí como llovía. 
     ‘I didn’t go out because it was raining’/# ‘I didn’t go out as it was   
      raining’ 
(2.11) A: ¿Qué hiciste ayer por la noche? 
      ‘What did you do last night?’ 
 B: Como llovía, no salí. 
      ‘As it was raining, I didn’t go out’ 

It is clear from the word porque in (2.10) that speaker A does not know (or purports not 

to know) the reason for speaker B’s actions. The difference in acceptability between the 

two answers shows the different presuppositional structures triggered by ‘porque P’ and 

‘como P’. We find the same phenomenon in English.  The use of the conjunction since 

would normally signal that B assumes that A already knows that it rained last night. The 

use of the conjunction porque, on the contrary, does not carry that assumption. 

 But Ss can also accommodate propositions simply by creating ficticious 

presuppositional situations, such as the one created by the sentence in (2.12): 

(2.12) Have you stopped beating your wife?  

There is an extremely important and clear conclusion to be drawn here: if a speaker can 

create a new presuppositional situation merely by using a expression that requires this 

situation, then presuppositional structures must indeed be inherited properties of 

linguistic expressions, whether they are words or constructions.  
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2.3. Discourse referents and their pragmatic properties: identifiability and 

activation 

In the study of IS, it is necessary to distinguish the meaning of linguistic 

expressions from the things designated or denoted by these expressions in particular 

discourses, which are their referents. The distinction must be drawn between ‘discourse 

referential’ and ‘non-discourse referential’ categories. In the case of non-referential 

expressions, which do not designate entities or state of affairs but rather attributes or 

relations (such as small, run, in…), it is better to use the term designatum (something –

whether  existing or not– that is referred to by a linguistic expression) or denotatum (an 

actual object referred to by a linguistic expression) instead of referent. 

 Discourse referents may be either entities or propositions. Propositional referents 

may be expressed via various kinds of subordinate clauses (including non-finite verb 

phrases) or by pronouns. A proposition may acquire the status of a discourse referent 

once it is assumed by a speaker to be known to the addressee; i.e., once it has been added 

to the set of pragmatic presuppositions in what Lambrecht (1994: 74) calls “discourse 

register”, stored there along with the representation of entities.  And, like expressions that 

denote entities, those that denote presupposed propositions may serve as arguments of a 

predicate. Also, like entities, the referents of presupposed propositions may be in various 

activation states (1994: 270).  Dahl’s (1976) IS analysis draws an important conceptual 

distinction between referents of linguistic expressions and the abstract models or 

representations of these referents. As a result of this distinction, and when talking about 
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the activation of referents, Dahl argues that one should not say that a given referent is 

activated in someone’s mind. Instead, in terms of descriptive accuracy, it is more 

appropriate to say that a representation of the entity denoted by the referent is activated in 

someone’s mind. Even though this dissertation subscribes to Dahl’s observation 

completely, for the sake of brevity, this distinction between referents and their mental 

representations is ‘ignored’ in my argumentation, unless required for the clarity of a 

particular argument. 

According to Lambrecht (1994: 111), and contrary to Chafe (1987), discourse 

referents cannot normally be expressed in phrases that serve as predicates since, by 

definition, predicates do not denote discourse referents but instead attributes of, or 

relations between, arguments. Thus, discourse referents are syntactically expressed in 

argument categories (including adjuncts), such as NPs, pronouns, various types of (tensed 

and non-tensed) subordinate clauses, and those adverbial phrases that, as Lambrecht 

(1994: 75) notes, “can be said to refer to the circumstances of a predication”. Lambrecht 

includes temporal expressions such as yesterday, 1936, or before she went home under 

the category of “referential expression” since “they can be anaphorically referred to as 

then” (1994: 347). It is necessary to note here that noun complements in Spanish are NPs; 

that is, noun complements can be considered to denote propositional discourse referents. 
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2.3.1. Identifiability and activation of discourse referents  

‘Identifiability’ in particular relates to a S’s assessment of whether a discourse 

representation of a particular referent is already stored in the H’s mind or not.  An 

identifiable referent is one for which a shared representation already exists in the S’s and 

the H’s mind at the time of utterance, while an unidentifiable referent is one for which a 

representation exists only in the S’s mind. Thus, identifiability presupposition (IP) can be 

considered as a speaker’s assumption that a discourse referent is identifiable for the 

hearer at the time of utterance. This presupposition is conceptually equal to KP, but 

Lambrecht treats the notion of identifiability as a category in its own right. He considers 

it counterintuitive to assume that the mental representation of referents of NPs like John 

or My children have the status of propositions in the minds of speakers and addressees. In 

his opinion, the referent of such a NP is mentally represented as an entity, not as a set of 

propositions. (1994: 78-79).  

Therefore, presupposition and identifiability are equal notions, the only difference 

being the nature of the discourse referent that is assumed to be ‘known’. This distinction 

is articulated in the Spanish language via the difference between conocer ‘to be familiar 

with’ (an entity) and saber ‘to know’ (a proposition). Because this current study is 

concerned only with referents that are propositional, identifiablity does not apply and will 

be understood as equal to Knowledge-presupposition (KP). 

A referent can be assumed to be Knowledge presupposed/identifiable (or ‘hearer-

old’ according to Prince’s (1981) system) by the S under different circumstances: 
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 i. When there exists only one referent that can be designated by the NP (Mom, the 

 president…) 

 ii. When it has SALIENT status in the pragmatic universe of S and H (the kids, 

 the cleaning lady, the car.) 

 iii. When the referent is saliently present in external or internal discourse world: 

 -Deictic reference (the woman over there, your left leg) 

  -Anaphoric reference (internal text world) 

  (2.13) A: I’m going to a meeting today 
   B: How long is the meeting (or it) supposed to last? 
 
 iv. When it is identifiable via FRAME inferences. According to Fillmore (1982: 

 111), “By the  term frame I have in mind any system of concepts related in such a 

 way that to understand any of them you have to understand the whole structure in 

 which it fits; when one of the things in such a structure is introduced into a text, or 

 into a conversation, all of the others are automatically made available”. Some 

 examples are: 

  (2.14) Everytime I go to the clinic, the doctor is someone different 
  (2.15) (Pointing to parts of a car engine to an ignorant interlocutor) This  
   is the air filter, this is the fan belt, this is the carburator  (Hawkins 
   1978) 
 
 
2.3.2. Activation 

 An already identifiable/presupposed discourse referent can have different degrees 

of cognitive-accessibility in the minds of the interlocutors (active-semiactive-inactive). 
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 In the study of presupposition, it is important to distinguish the assumed 

knowledge of situations or entities from the assumed states of consciousness of 

interlocutors (speakers/hearers) with respect to known situations/entities. This distinction 

was presented in the discussion of ‘Assumed Familiarity’ in Chapter 1 (see section 1.3), 

and is related to the limitations of memory (‘long-term’ vs. ‘short-term’). Activation 

relates to a S’s assessment of the status of the representation of a KP referent as already 

‘active’, as merely ‘accessible’, or as ‘inactive’ in the H’s mind at the time of the speech 

act. An identifiable (or presupposed) referent is active or inactive if S assumes its mental 

representation is or is not in the H’s focus of consciousness at the time of the utterance. 

To the notion of KP, Lambrecht adds a second notion of presupposition: Consciousness 

presupposition (CP, or activation presupposition). CP is concerned with the S’s 

assumptions as to the temporary activation states of identifiable discourse referents in the 

H’s consciousness at the time of utterance (the S assumes that the H is ‘thinking’ or not 

‘thinking’ of the referent). This notion is very similar to Prince's (1981) ‘discourse new’ 

and ‘discourse old’ distinction.  However, it is important to note that conveying 

information not only involves KP but also CP (short term memory limits).  Speakers 

usually comment on and doubt propositions that are ‘discourse referents’; i.e., part of the 

ongoing discourse (active) or inferred (semiactive) via some other referent or the 

discourse situation. The psychological factors determining the activation states of 

discourse referents are conciousness and the difference between short term memory and 

long term memory. 
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 Prince’s (1981; 1992) description of the IS of referents that was introduced in 

Chapter 1 (see section 1.3) is fundamentally identical to that of Lambrecht, and comes as 

extremely helpful because it provides more descriptive terminology of the status of 

referents than Lambrecht or Chafe do. As it was explained, Prince considers discourse 

entities old/new both with respect to the S’s assumptions about the H’s beliefs and also 

with respect to the discourse. Her terms ‘hearer-old’/’hearer-new’ and ‘discourse-

old’/’discourse-new’ are more convenient than Lambrecht’s. A ‘discourse-new’ referent 

can be either ‘unused’ (KP in Lambrecht) or ‘brand-new’ (not KP in Lambrecht).  

 I find Prince’s (1981; 1992) terminology to be more descriptive and precise than 

that of Lambrecht’s framework, especially when describing a ‘newly-activated’ discourse 

referent. In Lambrecht, the discourse status of such a referent is described as ‘inactive’. 

However this term does not really capture the real status of the referent, since once 

uttered it cannot be considered to be ‘inactive’; at least not in the same sense as referents 

that denotata, although KP in the minds of participants (‘shared-knowledge’) are not 

being used at all in the discourse (non-CP). Thus, and following Prince, an ‘inactive’ 

referent being activated will be also called ‘discourse-new’. This inactive referent can in 

turn be either ‘unused’ (KP in Lambrecht) or ‘brand-new’ (non-KP in Lambrecht). In 

other words, in a sentence such as (2.16) 

(2.16) He says that Laurie is married 

the proposition ‘Laurie is married’ is, according to Lambrecht, an ‘inactive’ propositional 

referent. But if the proposition is uttered, for instance, on a Tuesday, this propositional 
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referent cannot be considered inactive as the propositional referent denoted by a  

proposition such as ‘today is Tuesday’ is considered ‘inactive’. The latter is considered 

shared knowledge, and thus has the status of inactive. Although it is known by S and H, it 

is not being used or is not active in the discourse. The former is considered ‘inactive’ 

because it has never been used in discourse, but it cannot be assumed to be known both 

by the S and the H. Nevertheless, it seems contradictory to label a referent as ‘inactive’ 

that, just by virtue of being uttered in a discourse, should be considered as ‘active’. That 

is why Prince’s ‘discourse-new’ and ‘discourse-old’ terms, with the additional distinction 

of ‘unused’ and ‘brand new’ for the latter status of ‘discourse old, are more suitable. 

 Activation is best explained by Chafe’s (1987: 22ff) idea “that our minds contain 

very large amounts of knowledge or information, and that only a very small amount of 

this information can be focused on, or be ‘active’ at any one time”. An active referent is 

one that “is currently lit up, a concept in a person’s focus of conciousness at a particular 

moment”. An accessible/semiactive concept is one “that is in a person’s peripheral 

conciousness, a concept of which a person has a background awareness, but one that is 

not being directly focused on”. An inactive concept is “one that is currently in a person’s 

long-term memory, neither focally nor peripherically active”. The psychological factors 

determining the activation states of discourse referents are thus Conciousness and the 

difference between short-term memory and long-term memory. Regarding referent 

accessibility (‘semi-activeness’), according to Chafe (1987), a referent ‘concept’ may 

become semi-active either “through deactivation from an earlier state” or because it 
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“belongs to the set of expectations associated with a schema”.  Chafe describes ‘schema’ 

as follows: 

A schema is usefully regarded as a cluster of interrelated expectations. When a 
schema has been evoked in a narrative, some if not all of the expectations of 
which it is constituted presumably enter the semi-active state (1987: 29) 
 

As an example of a schema-related referent accessibility, Chafe mentions the 

expectations associated with the typical schema of an undergraduate class, including 

concepts such as ‘instructor’, ‘student’, ‘classroom’, etc. Chafe’s notion of schema and its 

associated expectations, which are taken from cognitive psychology, are very similar to 

Fillmore’s (1982) notion of “Semantic Frame”: 

 By the term “frame” I have in mind any system of concepts related in such a way 
 that to  understand any of them you have to understand the whole structure in 
 which it fits; when one of the things in such a structure is introduced into a text, or 
 into a conversation, all of the others are automatically made available. (1982: 111) 
 
Different types of inferences that can cause a referent to be accessible are also discussed 

by Clark (1977) and Prince (1981). Besides frame relationships, Prince mentions culture-

based inferences involving stereotype assumptions and logical sets relations. 

 Lambrecht (1994) adds a third kind of accessible referent to the two mentioned by 

Chafe. He considers “the referents whose accessible status is due to their presence in the 

text-external world” (1994: 99). As an example, he states: a speaker sitting in an office 

room with a friend may say Those pictures sure are ugly with reference to some 

photographs on the wall that he assumes his friend is not presently aware of but that 
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could be easily accessible to him by drawing his attention to them. Accessibility (semi-

activeness) can thus be ascribed to three factors: 

 a. deactivation from an earlier stage;   

 b. inference from a cognitive schema o frame;   

 c. presence in the text-external world. 

As for deactivation from an earlier stage, Lambrecht calls the accessible referent 

“textually accessible”; regarding inference from a cognitive schema o frame, he refers to 

“inferentially accessible” referents. In the case of accessibility due to salient presence in 

the external world, the accessible referent is referred to as “situationally accessible” 

(1994: 100).  Examples of accessibility through these three factors are discussed in the 

analysis of non-assertion matrices in Chapter 4. 

 

2.3.2.1. Activation states of discourse referents and formal correlates in the structure of 

sentences 

The different activation states of referents are relevant for the study of IS because 

they have formal correlates in the structure of sentences. From the point of view of 

grammar, only the states of active and inactive referents are recognized and given the 

status of formal categories. Semi-active or accessible discourse referents have no direct 

phonological or morphological correlate.8  The grammatical correlates of activeness are 

prosody (phonological attenuation) and morphology (pronominal, inflectional, or zero 

                                                                 
8 However, semi-active or accessible discourse referents may have indirect correlates in syntax. In this 
respect Prince (1981) and Chafe (1987) both conclude that the majority of subjects in spoken English have 
active or accessible but not inactive referents. 
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coding). Chafe (1987: 26) says that “given concepts are spoken with an attenuated 

pronunciation. The attenuation involves, at the very least, weak stress. Typically, though 

not always, it involves either pronominalization or omission from verbalization 

altogether”. Thus, an unaccented constituent is marked for the feature ‘active’, while an 

accented constituent is unmarked for this feature. At the same time, a pronoun is marked 

for having an active referent, while a lexical NP is unmarked with respect to the 

activation state of its referent. Inactive referents, on the other hand, are encoded as 

accented (Chafe 1987, “strong pronunciation”) full lexical noun phrases. Adapting 

Chafe’s observations for entities to propositional referents, the activation states of the 

following utterance are shown here: 

(2.16) a. I didn't know [that you LIED to me] -Inactive referent 
 b. I didn't REALIZE [that you lied to me] -Active referent 
 c. I didn't REALIZE [that]    -Active referent 
 d. I didn't REALIZE [∅]   -Active referent 

The activation state of the referents denoted by Spanish complements have a formal 

expression in IND and SUBJ mood. IND is marked for denoting an inactive referent, but 

SUBJ is not necessarily marked for ‘active’ since the complements to matrices of volition 

and possibility denote referents that are neither active nor inactive. Similarly, in English 

and in Spanish, there is virtually no marking of an NP with respect to a discourse-status 

of the referent it denotes. Although the use of a pronoun entails that the referent it 

represents is discourse-old, an entity’s status as discourse-old does not entail that it will 

be represented by a pronoun. 
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Table 2.1. Activation schematically (Chafe 1987; Prince 1981; 1992; Lambrecht 1994): 

 An identifiable referent is Active/Inactive if S assumes its mental representation 

 is/is not in Hs focus of conciousness at time of the utterance 

 Active referents: typically, but not necessarily, coded with an unaccented 

expression. 

 Inactive referents: (brand new; unused in Prince) necessarily prominent 

prosodically 

 Inferrable/Accessible (active vs. inactive) referents: cognitive category, no 

direct phonological or morphological correlate (may have indirect correlates 

in syntax). Three kinds of accessibility: 

o Textually: deactivation from an earlier stage 

o Inferentially: inference from a cognitive schema or frame 

o Situationally: presence in the text-external world 

Now that we have analyzed the pragmatic states of the referents denoted by 

individual sentence constituents in the minds of speech participants (i.e., the pragmatic 

properties of discourse referents have been analyzed), the two last components of 

Lambrecht’s IS theory can be analyzed in the following section. These are topic and 

focus; i.e., the pragmatic relations established between the referents denoted by individual 

sentence constituents and the proposition in which they play the role of predicates or 

arguments. According to Lambrecht’s theory, it is precisely the establishment of such 

pragmatic relations of topic and focus that makes information possible. 

The parameters of presupposition and activation do not exhaustively determine 

the IS of sentences. The syntactic structure of sentences and the assumed discourse 

representations of referents correlate with each other, and this correlation is determined 
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by an independent factor: the topic and focus structure of the proposition in which the 

referent is an argument. 

 

2.4. Pragmatic relations of discourse referents: focus/topic 

It has been recognized for some time that there are correlations between the order 

of syntactic constituents in a sentence and the discourse role of the information that a 

particular constituent represents (Halliday 1967; Kuno 1972). In general, and all other 

things being equal, the first phrase in a sentence tends to be intended to denote familiar 

(or topical, or given, or OLD, or presupposed, or predictable, or thematic) material, while 

phrases toward the end of the sentence tend to denote NEW (or asserted, or rhematic) 

material.  Many of the approaches to topic and focus in the literature are characterized by 

the view that the information conveyed by a sentence is thought to be segmentable into 

"old" and "new" portions, which can be directly identified with syntactic constituents 

(like subject-topic relation), in such a way that some constituents express ‘old’, and 

others, ‘new’ information.  

As mentioned in the discussion of the notion of ‘new’ and ‘old’ information (see 

section 2.2.1), under the present theoretical framework (Lambrecht 1994), information is 

not conveyed by lexical items or individual sentence constituents, but only by 

establishing relations between the referents evoked by these constituents and 

propositions. The function of grammatical topic and focus marking must be to express 
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such relations rather than to attribute the property ‘old’ and ‘new’ to the referents denoted 

by individual sentence constituents.9 

 

2.4.1. Topic  

 The definition of topic adopted in this dissertation is related to the definition of 

‘subject’ in traditional grammar. The topic of a sentence is the constituent that the 

proposition expressed by the sentence is about. In (2.17) los niños ‘the children’ is the 

topic of the sentence, marked syntactically in Spanish and prosodically in English. 

(2.17) ¿Qué hicieron los niños?  
 ‘What did the children do?’ 
 Los niños fueron a casa 
 ‘The children WENT HOME’ 
 
The definition of topic in terms of the relation of aboutness between an entity and a 

proposition has been adopted by many authors, including Gundel (1976), Chomsky 

(1975), and Reinhart (1982). However, it is important not to confuse or conflate the two 

notions ‘topic’ and ‘subject’. Topics are not necessarily grammatical subjects and 

grammatical subjects are not necessarily topics. Consider the sentence in (2.18), el hecho 

de que haya una playa ‘the fact that there is a beach’ is the subject of the sentence, but 

not the topic. 

(2.18)  (A: ¿Qué te gusta?) 
        ‘What do you like?’ 

                                                                 
9 Lambrecht (1994) considers it crucial to distinguish between two kinds of IS categories: those indicating 
the cognitive states of the mental representation of discourse referents (activation and identifiability-- 
PRAGMATIC PROPERTIES) and those indicating pragmatically-construed relations between propositions 
and their elements (topic and focus-- PRAGMATIC RELATIONS) (1994:259-260). 
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  B:  Me gusta el hecho de que haya una playa. 
        ‘I like the fact that there is a beach’ 
 
Strawson (1964) characterizes the notion of ‘aboutness’ using his ‘Principle of 

Relevance’, according to which statements normally are about “what is a matter of 

current interest or concern” (119). If a topic is seen as a matter of standing interest or 

concern, a statement about a topic can count as informative only if it conveys information 

that is relevant with respect to this topic. 

 ‘Topic’ refers to the pragmatic relation of aboutness (being about) between 

discourse referents and propositions in given discourse contexts. Lambrecht (1994) 

proposes the distinction of the pragmatic category ‘topic’ and the grammatical category 

‘topic expression’.  In Lambrecht’s (1994: 130-131) words, “a referent is interpreted as 

the topic of a proposition if in a given situation the proposition is construed as being 

about this referent; i.e., as expressing information which is relevant to and which 

increases the addressee's knowledge of this referent”, and “a constituent is a topic 

expression if the proposition expressed by the clause with which is associated is 

pragmatically construed as being about the referent of this constituent”. 

 While a topic expression always necessarily designates a topic referent, a referent 

that is topical in a discourse is not necessarily encoded as a ‘topic expression’ (1994: 

130). This distinction is central in determining the different IS statuses of the preverbal 

constituent in (2.19a) and of the post verbal constituent in (2.19b).  Lambrecht points out 

that if the distinction between ‘topic(-referent)’ and ‘topic-expression’ were not drawn, it 
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would be impossible in the sentences in (2.19) to account for the different IS statuses of 

the preverbal constituent yo ‘I’ in (2.19a) and of the post verbal constituent yo ‘I’ in 

(2.19b): 

(2.19) a. Yo pago 
    ‘I pay’ 
 b. Pago yo 
     (lit.)‘Pay I’ 
 
Both pronouns in (2.19a) and (2.19b) designate the same individual, who is the speaker, 

but in (a) the pronoun is a TOPIC EXPRESSION; i.e., its referent has a topic (pragmatic) 

relation to the proposition. But in (b) the pronoun yo is not a topic expression. The 

referent of this linguistic expression yo is interpreted as the topic of the proposition; i.e., 

the proposition is construed as being about this referent. 

 The definition given for ‘topic’ (in terms of the aboutness and contextual 

relevance) entails an inherent relationship between topic and pragmatic presupposition. 

Since the topic is the already established ‘matter of current concern’ about which new 

information is added in an utterance, for a proposition to be construable as being about a 

topic referent, this referent must evidently be part of the pragmatic presupposition. It 

must already be ‘under discussion’ or otherwise available from the context. We can say 

that the proposition ‘X is under discussion’ or ‘X is to be predicated something of’ is a 

relevant presupposition of a sentence containing ‘X’ as a topic.  Thus, Lambrecht (1994: 

54) counts among the presuppositions evoked by a sentence the assumptions a speaker 

has concerning the contextual relevance or topicality of a referent in the discourse; i.e., 
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the degree to which a referent can be taken to be a center of current interest with respect 

to which a proposition is interpreted as constituting relevant information. To the notions 

of K-presupposition and C-presupposition, Lambrecht adds a third type of 

presupposition, the Relevance or Topicality presupposition (TP). An entity or proposition 

is T- presupposed if at utterance time the S assumes that the hearer considers it a center 

of current interest and hence a potential locus of predication.  A topical denotatum is by 

definition a relatively predictable element in a proposition. Note that for a denotatum to 

be T-presupposed in the discourse it must also be C-presupposed; that is, a degree of 

activation is normally a precondition for topicality. Indeed, for something to be of present 

concern, it must be somehow present in the discourse. There is nothing corresponding to 

T-presupposition in the frameworks of Prince (1992) and Gundel et al. (1993). 

The topic status (topichood) of the referent is the pragmatic relation it bears to the 

asserted proposition; the activeness of its referent is a feature of the communicative 

setting. That the pragmatic relation is not identical to the pragmatic property follows from 

the fact that an active referent may also enter into a focus relation with a proposition.  

The topic relation is a relation between a referent and a proposition. Therefore, a topic 

referent is not claimed to be ‘presupposed’ but, “given its discourse status, it is 

presupposed to play a role IN a given proposition” (Lambrecht 1994: 151). 
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2.4.2. Focus 

 Lambrecht (1994) considers the focus of a sentence or, more precisely, the focus 

of a proposition expressed by a sentence in a given utterance context, as the portion of the 

proposition that cannot be taken for granted at the speech time. In other words, focus is 

the component of a pragmatically-structured proposition whereby the pragmatic assertion 

differs from the presupposition. It is, according to Lambrecht, "the umpredictable or 

pragmatically non-recoverable element in a utterance. The focus is what makes an 

utterance into an assertion" (Lambrecht 1994: 207). Thus, the focus makes it possible for 

the sentence to convey new information to the addressee (it makes the sentence 

informative). 

Even though ‘focus’ refers to those sentence constituents that systematically differ 

from topic expressions in their pragmatic function, it is not possible to define focus 

simply as the ‘complement of topic’ since, as shown later, all sentences have a focus, but 

not all sentences have a topic. Lambrecht ascribes to a notion of focus already implicit in 

previous work that defines it as the element of information in a sentence whereby shared 

and not-yet-shared knowledge differ from each other. This notion is explicitly expressed 

in Halliday (1967) and also in Jackendoff (1972), whose analysis follows that of  

Halliday. Jackendoff defines focus as the complement of the presupposition in a sentence. 

Selkirk (1984: 206f) considers that "a focused constituent contributes new information to 

the discourse, while a non-focused constituent is understood to be old-information”. 

However, it is necessary to consider the previous claim that old/new information cannot 
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be equated with individual constituents in the sentence, but the relationship these 

constituents establish with the open proposition in which they are contained. Consider 

example (2.20): 

(2.20) Q: ¿Qué es lo más importante? 
      ‘What is the most important thing?’ 

A: Lo más importante es el hecho de que no hubo muertos 
      ‘The important thing is the fact that nobody died’ 
 
If focus is identified with new information, the propositional content of the el hecho de 

que clause, ‘the fact that nobody died’, even though consisting of ‘new information’, will 

have information value as a sentence constituent only as an element of the proposition 

expressed by the entire sentence. What is ‘new’ is its role as the second argument of the 

predicate ‘the most important thing is’ in the pragmatically-presupposed open proposition 

‘the most important thing is X’. The information conveyed by the answer in (2.20) is not 

‘the fact that nobody died’ but the abstract proposition ‘the thing that is the most 

important is the fact that nobody died’.  In other words, and as mentioned earlier, it is 

fundamental to distinguish the internal IS of a sentence from the external. 

 This pragmatic relation is called a focus relation. It is the establishment of a focus 

relation between the referent evoked by a constituent (a denotatum like el hecho de que 

no hubo muertos) and the rest of the proposition that creates the new state of information 

in the addressee's mind. Therefore, the function of focus marking is not to mark a 

constituent as ‘new’ but to signal a focus relation between an element of a proposition 

and the proposition as a whole. The focus is the complement of the presupposition. 
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Presupposition and focus together form the pragmatic assertion expressed by a sentence. 

Thus, the focus is a term used to describe a pragmatic relation. ‘Focus’ is a ‘shorthand’ 

word to represent the ‘focus of the assertion’ or ‘focus of the new information’.  In this 

respect, consider how Akmajian explains example (2.21): 

(2.21) MITCHELL urged Nixon to appoint Carswell. (Akmajian 1973: 218) 
          [x urged Nixon to appoint Carswell], [x=Mitchell] 
 
 Note that … the focus component of the semantic reading is given as a semantic 
 relation, not a single term … The focus constituent of a sentence represents novel 
 information not because the constituent is novel with respect to a given 
 universe of discourse (…) The entire expression “[x=Mitchell]” is taken to be 
 what the speaker assumes to represent novel information to the hearer. (Akmajian 
 1973: 218) 
 
In Akmajian’s words, the expression [x=Mitchell] indicates a relation between an 

element that is, and an element that is not, part of presupposition.  

 In sum, the focus is “the semantic component of a pragmatically structured 

proposition whereby the assertion differs from the presupposition” (Lambrecht 1994: 

213). Thus, a semantic element that is part of the focus component of a pragmatically 

structured proposition will be considered to be ‘IN focus’ or ‘focal’, independently of 

whether the constituent coding carries an accent or not. The syntactic domain in a 

sentence that expresses the focus component of the pragmatically-structured proposition 

is called the ‘focus domain’ in this study.  Focus domains must be constituents whose 

referents are capable of producing assertions when added to presuppositions.  Therefore, 

such denotata are either predicates or arguments (including adjuncts) or they can also be 

complete propositions.  
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2.5. Lambrecht’s three types of presupposition: the KP, CP, and TP continuum 

 As Silva Corvalán (1983) and Horn (1986) argue, ‘old-new’ is not a dichotomy 

and the referents of the various constituents may be more or less presupposed. This idea 

of a continuum in the degree of presupposition of referents is in essence the same 

distinction Lambrecht (1994) draws with his three types of presuppositions (KP, CP, TP). 

As mentioned earlier, Lambrecht (1994) claims that in making an assertion, a S expresses 

a pragmatically-structured proposition or a proposition that reflects not only a state of 

affairs but also the S’s assumptions about the H’s state of mind at the time of the 

utterance. This is done by indicating what is assumed to be already given and what is 

assumed to be new. Note the presuppositional structure of the following pair of 

allosentences: 

 (2.22) a. She is my FRIEND -- (KP, CP, TP) 
  b. SHE is my friend  -- (KP, CP) 
 
Lambrecht (1994: 476) offers a more elaborated example of the three types of 

presuppositions in the analysis of the IS of the sentence in (2.23) (example from Declerck 

1988: 221): 

(2.23) Context sentence: What do you need? 
Sentence: What I need is a sheet of paper and a pencil 
 

Presuppositions: 
K-presupposition:  “S needs X” 
C-presupposition:  “The K-presupposed proposition has been activated” 
T-presupposed: “The K-presupposed proposition is of current interest” 

Focus:    “a sheet of paper and a pencil” 
Assertion:   “X = a sheet of paper and a pencil” 
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For the utterance in (2.23) to be felicitous, a S must not only assume that the H knows or 

believes the propositional content (K-presupposition) that S needs X (mutually known), 

but S must also assume that it also belongs to the current discourse register. That is, it 

must have been somehow activated in the minds of speech participants, or else it must be 

easily inferrable from something that has been activated in their minds. Finally, the S 

must also assume that the state of affairs expressed in this proposition is of present 

concern in the discourse, so that S’s assertion can be interpreted as expressing relevant 

information with respect to this state of affairs (T-presupposition). To the extent that C-

presuppositions are entailed by T-presuppositions (some degree of activation is required 

for topicality), Lambrecht ignores them in his analysis. In (2.23), by choosing the given 

grammatical form for S’s utterance, S gives formal expression to the following discourse 

assumptions: 

(i) the H knows or believes the (open) proposition ‘S needs X’ expressed in 

the relative clause 

(ii) this proposition is presently activated in H’s short-term memory 

(iii) the state of affairs expressed in this proposition is of current interest in the 

conversation. 

 

The fact that a TP is attached to the open proposition ‘speaker needs X’ does not entail 

that this proposition expresses a ‘topic’, a discourse referent about which the sentence 

expresses some new information (cf. Gundel 1976 or Lambrecht 1994). As mentioned 

before, the proposition cannot be considered as a referent since it does not have the 
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referential properties required to serve as a predication basis. That is the reason why the 

relation between an open proposition and the focus denotatum is not one of predication 

but of identification. 

 

2.6. Pragmatic articulation of sentences 

 In IS terms, Subject-Predicate sentences express a proposition with topic-

comment (or predicate-focus) articulation in which the predicate is construed as a 

comment about the referent of the subject. The topic-comment IS sentence type has a 

very particular discourse function: the purpose of the assertion is to predicate 

pragmatically some property of an already established discourse referent.  

(2.24) Topic-comment (Predicate-focus) Structure 

a. Q:  ¿Qué te pareció el vuelo? 
 ‘What do you think about the flight?’ 
    A:  El vuelo fue lo mejor de todo el viaje. 
 “The flight was the best (part) of the entire trip’ 
b. Q:  ¿Qué te pareció el hecho de que fuimos en avión? 
 ‘What do you think about the fact that we went by plane?’ 
    A:  El hecho de que fuéramos en avión fue lo mejor de todo el viaje. 
 ‘The fact that we went by plane was the best (part) of the entire trip’ 
 
 

Topic-comment sentences like (2.24a and 2.24b) are syntactically and, in the case of 

English, prosodically unmarked with respect to their information structure. Their formal 

structure is compatible with other pragmatic construals, in which the subject is not a 

topic. Sentences in (2.24) could be understood as event-reporting articulations, where 

there is no presupposed proposition and the focus of the assertion covers the entire 
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proposition. The sentence contextually is relatively independent and could be felicitously 

uttered ‘out of the blue’; that is, with no previous mention of the topic or referent. In 

‘event-reporting’ sentences the focus covers the entire proposition; hence the subject is 

not a topic. In Spanish the difference between event-reporting (sentence-focus) and topic-

comment (argument focus) sentences is not ambiguously marked in subject-predicate. 

However, a class of sentences exists in Spanish in which the contrast between the two 

pragmatic sentence articulations is made formally (Lambrecht 1994:137). 

(2.25) A: What’s the matter?  A: How’s your neck? 
 B: Me duele el cuello  B: (El cuello) me duele 
      ‘My NECK hurts’        ‘It hurts’ 
 

The contrast between sentence-focus and predicate-focus constructions relates to IS, in 

particular with the formal marking of the activation and identifiability state of the subject 

referent-accented vs. non-accented subject NP in English; postverbal vs. preverbal NP 

subject in Spanish. Actually, the difference between the two types is a cognitive 

distinction between two types of human judgment (Marty 1918; Mathiesus 1929). The 

categorical judgment, which is expressed in the traditional subject-predicate sentence 

type, involves “both the act of recognition of a subject and the act of affirming or denying 

what is expressed by the predicate about the subject (‘double judgment’, Marty 1918), 

since it involves two independent cognitive acts” (Lambrecht 1994:139). In contrast, the 

thetic judgment involves only the recognition or rejection of some judgment material, 
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without predicating this judgment of some independently recognized subject. Its basic 

logic structure is ‘A is’ or ‘A is not’, and it is called a ‘simple judgment’. 

 The subject is the most common argument in the sentence and most predicators 

have at least a subject but not necessarily an object complement. It is also the argument 

that will be most readily identified with the pragmatic role of topic. In fact, when other 

constituents are topicalized, the subject NP may move out of its usual topic position.10  If 

some other constituent is the given, familiar term brought from previous discourse, then it 

moves to this favored thematic position and the subject moves out of it. In subject-

predicate constructions. This movement results in identificational pragmatic articulation: 

(2.26) Identificational Argument-focus Structure 

    Q:  ¿Qué fue lo mejor de tu viaje a Austria? 
          ‘What was the best (part) of your trip to Austria?’ 
 a. A:  Lo mejor del viaje fue el vuelo. 
           ‘The best (part) was the flight’ 
 b. A’: Lo mejor del viaje fue el hecho de que fuimos en avión. 
           ‘The best (part) was the fact that we went by plane’ 

 

An identificational sentence cannot be identified as having, in IS terms, a ‘comment-

topic’ articulation.  First, since the open proposition "X was the best part of the trip to 

Austria" is semantically incomplete, it cannot be said to have a referent; therefore the 

asserted proposition cannot be construed as being about its referent. Second, since the 

                                                                 
10 The strongest evidence in Spanish suggesting the unmarked condition of NP-VP constructions comes 
from the few exceptions found in Spanish to the tendency of construing the subject of isolated sentences as 
topics. Consider, for instance, constructions like: Nos gusta el chocolate (‘We like chocolate’) or Me duele 
la cabeza (‘My head hurts’). In these two sentences, the non-topical status of the subject NPs is marked 
syntactically by means of its placement in postverbal position.  
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presupposition cannot be identified with a syntactic constituent (the finite verb phrase lo 

mejor del viaje fue does not express a complete proposition), there is no structural 

element that can be identified as a topic expression. It is therefore important to note that, 

although ‘presupposition’ and ‘topic’ are related, they are not synonymous terms and not 

all presupposed material is the topic.  

Sentences in (2.26) are not construed as statements about ‘the flight’ or ‘the fact 

that we went by plane’.  Its communicative function is to provide the referent to the word 

what. In this context, the reply pragmatically presupposes the proposition that ‘something 

was the best part of the trip to Austria’ and it asserts that this something is ‘the flight’ in 

(2.26a) and ‘the fact that we went by plane’ in (2.26b). Lambrecht (1994:122) labels this 

type of constructions as identificational sentences, since they "serve to identify an 

argument as the missing argument in an open proposition". The subject NP el vuelo ‘the 

flight’ and sentential complement subject el hecho de que fuéramos en avión ‘the fact that 

we went by plane’ are not topics but a particular type of focus expression (argument 

focus). Its referent is not in the domain of the presupposition. The non-topic status of this 

subject is formally marked via placement of the subject noun out of pre-verbal position.  

 The pragmatic categories established to illustrate the category of topic; i.e., the 

topic-comment, the identificational (and the event-reporting or presentational), are 

reformulated here in terms of their Focus Structure (the conventional association of a 

focus meaning with a sentence form). I will use the denominations based on the notion of 

focus rather than topic because all sentences have focus, but not all have topic. The 
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unmarked subject-predicate (topic-comment) sentence type will be said to have 

Predicate-Focus Structure, while the identificational type, in which the focus identifies 

the missing argument in a presupposed open proposition, will be said to have Argument-

Focus Structure. The event-reporting or presentational sentence type will be said to have 

Sentence-Focus Structure. 

 The terms predicate focus, argument focus, and sentence focus evoke both 

differences in the respective syntactic focus domains, such as VP, NP, PP, S, and 

differences in the focus portion of the pragmatically-structured proposition, which are 

predicate, argument, and sentence. Argument-focus structure applies in principle to any 

sentence in which the focus is an argument rather than a predicate or an entire 

proposition. Argument is understood here as any non-predicating expression in a 

proposition, and includes terms expressing place, time, and manner. 

 In summary, Lambrecht’s system consists of three basic topic/focus-articulation 

types (pragmatic articulations): (i) Argument-Focus (AF) structure; Predicate-Focus (PF) 

structure and Sentence-Focus (SF). The three focus-articulation types express three basic 

communication functions. AF structures have an identificational function of identifying 

an argument in a presupposed open proposition. PF structures have a topic-comment or 

categorical function of predicating a property relative to a given topic. And SF structures 

have a presentational or thetic function of introducing a new discourse referent or 

expressing an event involving such a referent. What distinguishes the sentences with a SF 
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construction from the ones with AF and PF constructions is the absence of a T-

presupposition.  

 Let us now analyze some examples of the IS of these three types of articulations 

expressing the semantically constant proposition ‘the best part of the trip was the flight’.  

AF: a subportion of the proposition other than the predicate is the focus (“Start out with a 

predicate, add an argument”; Lambrecht 1994: 227) 

AF: Sentence:  Lo mejor del viaje fue el vuelo 

 Proposition:  ‘the best part of the trip was the flight’ 

 Presupposition: ‘X was the best part of the trip’ 

 Assertion:  ‘X=the flight’ 

 Focus:   ‘the flight’ 

 Focus domain:  NP 

 

PF: subject is topic, predicate is focus (“Start with an argument, add a predicate”; 

Lambrecht 1994: 229) 

PF: Sentence:  El vuelo fue lo mejor del viaje 

 Proposition:  ‘the flight was the best part of the trip’ 

 Presupposition: ‘the flight is topic for comment X’ 

 Assertion:  ‘X= was the best part of the trip’ 

 Focus:   ‘was the best part of the trip’ 

 Focus domain:  VP 

 

SF: both subject and predicate are focal (“Start out with nothing; add everything”; 

Lambrecht 1994: 231) 
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SF: Sentence:  El vuelo fue lo mejor del viaje 

 Proposition:  ‘the flight was the best part of the trip’ 

 Presupposition: (‘something happened’) 

 Assertion:  ‘the flight was the best part of the trip’ 

 Focus:   ‘the flight was the best part of the trip’ 

 Focus domain:  S 

 

 When dealing with non-topical subjects, Lambrecht refers to the thetic-

categorical distinction. In a Categorical judgment the topic is the subject; i.e., there is a 

topic constituent (expression). In a Thetic judgment, there is no topic expression (‘A is’). 

Consider these examples from Japanese (Kuroda 1972): 

(2.27) a. Inu ga hasitte iru.  ‘the/a dog is running’ / ‘there’s a dog running’ 
 b. Inu wa hasitte iru  ‘the dog is running’ 
 

The thetic sentence in (2.27a) with the ga-marked NP represents “the fact that an event of 

running (…) is taking place, involving necessarily one (…) participant in the event” 

(Kuroda 1972: 162). In (a) the speaker intention is directed toward the entity participating 

in the event; i.e., the dog “just insofar as it is a constituent of an event”. In the categorical 

sentence in (b), which contains the wa-marked NP, “the speaker’s interest is primarily 

directed towards the entity (…) and the reason why he wants to give an expression to the 

fact that he recognizes the happening of the event (…) is precisely that he wants to relate 

the occurrence of the event to this entity” (1972: 162). 
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2.7.  Pragmatic assertion, activation and mental spaces 

 This section explains the relationship between the notions of pragmatic assertion 

and referent activation in discourse on which this dissertation is based. According to our 

definition, pragmatic assertion is “the proposition expressed by a sentence that the S 

expects the hearer to know or believe or take for granted as a result of hearing the 

utterance” (see section 1.5.2).  It is the claim of this dissertation that by pragmatically 

asserting the propositional content of the complement the speaker intends to present the 

complement as new information; i.e., the speaker intends to activate the discourse 

referent that the propositional content of the complement denotes to indicate that it is a 

discourse-new or inactive referent. However, the study of mood selection in terms of the 

linguistic notions of assertion and activation requires the inclusion of an important 

cognitive notion: the mental constructs defined as mental spaces by Fauconnier (1985). 

Fauconnier claims that in the interpretation of a natural language discourse, different 

domains or MENTAL SPACES are created relative to which linguistic expressions are 

interpreted.11  That is, the meaning of a linguistic expression can be characterized with 

respect to a particular “mental space”. A mental space is a conceived situation of any 

degree of complexity, which comprises a set of elements and relations holding between 

these elements. This set includes belief systems, emotional or volitional states, the 

                                                                 
11 In a Cognitive understanding of grammar, a linguistic expression is characterized semantically relative to 
one or more knowledge structures called “cognitive domains” (Langacker 1987:147-166). The notion of 
cognitive domains is quite similar to Fillmore’s (1982) frames that was mentioned in the discussion of 
activation in Chapter 2 (see section 2.3.2).  
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conceptions of reality as they currently stand (or stood in the past), alternative reality 

spaces such as the situation described in a book or a film, etc.  

 Mental spaces might be built up by linguistic structures or set up pragmatically. 

Fauconnier considers that there are linguistic structures expressions called “space 

builders”12 that trigger –or in Fauconnier words, “give instructions for” (1985: 20)—the 

establishment of mental spaces, the elements in them, and the connections among them. 

Importantly, spaces can be embedded into one another, and correspondences are 

established between elements of different spaces. For example, consider a sentence such 

as (2.28) from Fauconnier (1985): 

(2.28)  Max believes that Susan hates Harry 

The Mental Spaces representation of such a sentence would be the following. The  

expression 'Max believes' sets up a Mental Space M, corresponding to Max's beliefs.  

Within this space M there is a relation holding between the elements SUSAN and 

HARRY, such that HATES (SUSAN, HARRY) holds in M.  A discourse starts relative to 

an origin space R, the space of the speaker's reality. Thus, in the representation of the 

discourse in (2.28), R is the parent space of M, or M is embedded in R. Informally, the 

interpretation would be the following: “according to the speaker's view of reality, in the 

world of Max's beliefs, Susan hates Harry”. That is, the propositional content of the 

                                                                 
12 Space builders may be grammatical and/or lexical: Michaelis (1996) looked at the adverbial still as a 
trigger for a present time mental space linked to an earlier time mental space when the action of the verb 
also was in force.   
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complement “Susan hates Harry” in (2.28) represents reality as viewed by the subject 

“Max” and it also represents reality as viewed by the S. 

 A S’s conception of reality is represented by that S’s experience of the world, and 

it is thus potentially different from other Ss. It is the history of what actually happened: 

events and states in progress or that have actually occurred, the events that we see (or 

think that we see) happening, and those which have (or we think have) happened. As it 

was introduced in Chapter 3 (see section 3.1.), and following Stalnaker (1978), it is fine 

to assume that this knowledge and these beliefs that a speaker holds about the world can 

be described as being conceptualized through propositions. Assuming a level of reality 

that recognizes an awareness of its dynamic nature, the notion of reality in this study 

incorporates the knowledge of not only what is, but also what is not. Therefore, a S’s 

conception of reality is described as composed by the set of beliefs, ideas, and emotions 

the S holds and accepts as true.  In my definition of assertion, the IS element of assertive 

matrices consequently also accounts for the commitment-to-truth element of the assertion 

(see section 3.2.4). That is, the truth of a proposition is implied; it is precisely the 

activation in a space of reality that takes care of the truth component of assertion. In a 

sentence such as Juan es profesor  (‘Juan is a professor’), the independent clause is 

assumed to be part of the S’s set of presuppositions (even though it may not be), because 

Ss engage in conversation assuming that participants and assertions are truthful (cf. 

Grice’s Cooperative Principle and maxim of Quality: ‘be truthful’). Even if the utterance 
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is a blatant lie, it is nonetheless presented with respect to reality because it is given a 

putative address in reality. It is thus part of the speaker’s reality. 

 In this study of mood selection based on pragmatic assertion as a mechanism for 

referent activation, the mental domain where the S/subject activates the propositional 

referent is determinant. In this approach, mental spaces are divided in two generic 

groups: the mental spaces that represent the S’s or some other individual’s view of reality 

on the one hand, and those spaces that do not represent the S’s or some other individual’s 

view of reality. The claim is that for a propositional content to be regarded as asserted, 

the discourse referent denoted by this complement has to activate a referent whose 

representation is in the speaker’s or some other individual’s view of reality. If the 

representation of the referent being activated does not belong to the S’s or some other 

individual’s view of reality, that propositional content cannot be regarded as 

pragmatically asserted. As we will see in Chapters 3 and 4, this binary distinction 

between referents that are being activated and belong to the S’s or some other 

individual’s view of reality and those referents that are being activated and do not belong 

to the S’s of some other individual’s view of reality is at the core in accounting for the 

different mood selection in the complement of assertive matrices on the one hand, and 

the complement of volition and possibility on the other hand. 

 In this chapter, the basic tenants of Lambrecht’s IS framework have been 

outlined. This framework is going to be used in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 as the basis for the 

study of mood distribution and mood variation in Spanish noun complements. The notion 
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of pragmatic assertion, discourse referent activation and the existence of three different 

levels of presupposition –KP, CP, and TP– analyzed in this chapter will prove to be an 

important feature of this theory in the study of mood distribution in noun complements.  

The study begins in the next chapter with the analysis of assertion matrices that introduce 

the IND mood. 
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Chapter 3. An IS analysis of indicative mood in complement clauses 

 In this chapter, matrices are classified following the information structure criteria 

presented in Chapter 2 and are divided within the pragmatic assertion and non-assertion 

(IND vs. SUBJ) paradigm. As noted in Chapter 1 (see section 1.5.2) this approach 

directly matches up the semantics of the main verb and that of the complement structure. 

Thus complement distribution is the direct result of the semantic compatibility between 

the main verb and the complement construction. Therefore, to explain the distribution of 

each construction, we need only to (1) characterize its meaning (that is, the particular 

construal it presents of the situation it describes); and (2) evaluate the compatibility of 

that construal with the different main verbs that participate in the constructions. No other 

stipulation, principle, or statement is required in the grammar. 

 Following the new taxonomy, the use of the IND in the complement of assertion 

matrices is examined with a special emphasis on the analysis of the relations between this 

mood choice and the pragmatic articulation of the utterances where IND is used. 

 

3.1. A pragmatically-based classification of matrices 

 Before proceeding to the description and analysis of assertion and non-assertion 

matrices, it is necessary to define the notion of speaker’s assertion, beliefs, and 

knowledge in IS terms. Following Stalnaker (1978), it is fair to assume that all the 

knowledge and beliefs that a speaker holds can be described as being conceptualized 

through propositions, which in turn can be thought of as the speaker’s ‘presuppositions’. 
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Although Stalnaker considers that the most fundamental way of representing the 

speaker’s presuppositions is as a set of possible worlds, these possible worlds are 

eventually expressed through propositions (‘Propositional concept’). Thus, I assume that 

the most fundamental way of representing the S’s knowledge and beliefs is as a set of KP 

propositions. Each participant in a conversation has their own set, but it is part of the 

concept of presupposition that Ss assume that the members of their audience presuppose 

everything that they do presuppose.   

 

3.1.1. Matrices that introduce assertions 

 In Chapter 1, I introduced the notion of pragmatic assertion used in this 

dissertation. According to this definition, pragmatic assertion is “the proposition 

expressed by a sentence that the S expects the hearer to know or believe or take for 

granted as a result of hearing the utterance” (see section 1.5.2).  Thus by pragmatically 

asserting the propositional content of the complement, and therefore using the IND mood, 

the speaker intends to present the complement as new information; i.e., the speaker 

intends to activate the discourse referent that the propositional content of the complement 

denotes to indicate that it is a discourse-new or inactive referent.  

 

3.1.1.1. Assertive matrices and expressions 

 The S uses these matrices to indicate that the information expressed in the 

complement the propositional referent S is potentially activating is part of the 
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subject’s presuppositions (KP).  Some common assertive matrices are predicates such as 

asegurar ‘assure’, opinar ‘to be of the opinion’, estar seguro ‘be sure’, ser verdad ‘be 

true’, ser cierto ‘be certain’, ser obvio ‘be obvious’, ser evidente ‘be evident’, ser seguro 

‘be sure’, ser claro ‘be clear’, ser indiscutible ‘be indisputable, parecer ‘seem’, pasar 

‘happen’, ser ‘be’, resultar ‘result’; nouns such as evidencia ‘evidence’, noticia ‘news’, 

rumor ‘rumour’, and adjectives such as seguro ‘sure’, enterado ‘ be aware’. 

 Since mental act and report matrices introduce assertions in their complements, it 

is also possible to label them as ‘assertive’ matrices. In order to avoid any possible 

confusion, I use the term ‘assertion matrices’ to label all the matrices that introduce 

assertions, and the label ‘assertive’ to describe only this first subgroup within assertion. 

In some instances, I call assertive matrices ‘true-assertive’ matrices in order to avoid any 

possible confusion.  

 

3.1.1.2. Mental act matrices 

 These mental act matrices are the so-called ‘semifactives’ in T&H (1974). There 

are two basic mental act predicates: knowledge and knowledge acquisition (K&KA) 

matrices, and perception matrices. 

 The Ss use knowledge matrices to indicate that the information expressed in the 

complement the propositional referent they are activating is part of their 

presuppositions and also part of the presuppositions (KP) of the subject of the matrix. 

That is, the referent is ‘shared or common background’ (Stalnaker 1974) or ‘discourse 
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register’ (Lambrecht 1994) between the speaker and the subject. Some common 

knowledge matrices are saber ‘know’, pensar ‘think’, creer ‘believe’, asumir ‘assume’, 

averiguar ‘find out’, prever ‘foresee’. 

 Knowledge acquisition matrices are used by Ss to indicate that the information 

expressed in the complement or the propositional referent they are activating is part of 

their presuppositions and has been acquired as part of the presuppositions (KP) of the 

subject of the matrix; i.e., the referent is ‘shared or common background’ (Stalnaker 

1974) or ‘discourse register’ (Lambrecht 1994).  Some common knowledge acquisition 

matrices are darse cuenta ‘realize’, notar ‘notice’, aprender ‘learn’, recordar 

‘remember’, descubrir ‘discover’. 

 Finally, Ss use perception matrices to indicate how the information expressed in 

the complement (the propositional referent the S is activating) is part of the S’s 

presuppositions and also to indicate how it was acquired as part of the presuppositions of 

the subject of the matrix. There are two types of perception matrices: physical 

perception, in matrices such as ver ‘see’, oir ‘hear’, percibir ‘perceive’, notar ‘note’, 

mirar ‘look’, leer ‘read’, and mental perception, in matrices such as sentir ‘feel’, soñar 

‘dream’, imaginar ‘imagine’, suponer ‘suppose’, sospechar ‘suspect’. 

 

3.1.1.3. Report matrices (indirect assertions) 

 The Ss use these matrices to indicate that the information expressed in the 

complement (the propositional referent the S is activating) is or how it became part 
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of the presuppositions of the subject.  Some common report matrices are contar ‘tell’, 

explicar ‘explain’, relatar ‘narrate’, predecir ‘predict’, confesar ‘confess’, afirmar 

‘affirm’, declarar ‘declare’, prometer ‘promise’, decir ‘say’, contestar ‘answer’, 

informar ‘inform’, jurar ‘swear’, fingir ‘pretend’, sugerir ‘suggest’, gritar ‘shout’. 

 

3.1.2. Why is the notion of matrix important for the study?  

 Although I have provided a list of common verbs and expressions associated with 

each type of matrix, in many instances classifying a matrix and attributing it to one of the 

six types described by Terrell and Hooper (1974) (see Chapter 1, section 1.1.1) is no easy 

task. Consider for instance the utterance in (3.1): 

(3.1) Pues bueno, yo lo que pido es que... tenemos que mentalizar a... a los hombres... 
 de que tienen que ayudar en casa...  
 ‘Well, what I ask is that… we need to make… men aware… that they have to 
 help at home’ 

 (Corpus Oral: debates, p.3: &ltHA>) 

The verb pedir in (3.1) is classified as a volition predicate according to its meaning. 

However, it is clear that, in this case in particular, the S is using it as an assertive matrix. 

 A more obvious argument for the use of the term ‘matrix’ is the existence of some 

main predicates that have two possible semantic readings, and to each reading a different 

class or type obtains. There are verbs whose double reading entails a difference in mood 

selection.  Among these, the most frequent contrast is the ‘assertion/’command’ contrast, 

with verbs such as decir ‘say’ and insistir ‘insist’, or the ‘comment’/‘assertion’ contrast 

of Spanish sentir ‘feel’/’be sorry’ such as in (3.2): 
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(3.2) a. Hay veces que estoy contigo y siento que tengo que dedicarle tiempo a otra   
     gente, que tengo que estar con mis amigos, que tengo que estar con mis padres.   
    ‘There are times that I am with you and I feel that I have to spend time with   
     other people, I have to be with my friends, I have to be with my parents’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.76: 148-151 A) 
 b. (Speaker arrives late to her date)  
     Siento que hayas tenido que esperarme tanto tiempo. 
    ‘I am sorry that you have had to wait for me for such a long time’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.195: 121 A) 
 

Nevertheless, the majority of these cases do not entail a difference in mood selection. A 

very common example of a main verb used both as an assertive and as a perception 

matrix is ver ‘see’.  With a verb in past tense, it is used as a perception matrix, as in (3.3). 

However, in present tense, ver is often used as an assertive verb, as in (3.4): 

(3.3) Ahí es cuando ya a mi madre le supo mal, porque vio que yo lo había cogido tan 
 bien por verla a ella encumbrada en otra posición.  
 ‘That is when my mother did not like it, because she saw that I had taken it so 
 well to see her elevated to another position’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p. 208: 706-708 C)  
 

(3.4) (Speakers are commenting that Roberto wants to install an elevator) 
 Sí, pero es que ayer me llamó porque se ve que ya ha ido a ver el precio y todo… 
 ‘Yes, but he called me yesterday because I think he has checked the price and 
 everything…’ 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.125: 96 M) 
 

Many main predicates are used as comment or as volition predicates; e.g., ser bueno ‘be 

good’, ser mejor ‘be better’, ser importante ‘be important’, ser logico ‘be logical’, ser útil 

‘be useful’. In (3.5a) ser normal ‘be normal’ is used as a volition matrix (a ‘situational 

command’), while in (3.5b) the S uses normal as a comment matrix. 
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(3.5) a. (During the conversation the argument that drugs should be legalized since they 
 are not more harmful than alcohol)  
 Es más normal que en vez de legalizarlo, prohíban el alcohol y dejen prohibidas 
 las drogas.    
 ‘It is more normal that rather than legalizing it, they prohibit alcohol and leave 
 drugs illegal’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.151: 489 <H3>) 
 

 b. Aunque le hayan hecho radiografías y éstas hayan sido normal... es normal que 
 esto sea así, porque muchas veces no se tiene por qué tener una fractura. 
 ‘Even if you have been X-rayed and these have been normal… it is normal that 
 this is so, because often times one does not necessarily have a fracture’ 

 (Corpus Oral: científico, p.10: &ltH6> ) 
 

The impersonal expressions ser imposible ‘to be impossible’or no ser posible ‘not to be 

possible’ although usually associated with ‘doubt’, are also compatible with ‘volition’. In 

(3.6), the reading is clearly comment: 

(3.6) “El endeudamiento público está creciendo de forma insostenible y los sectores 
 públicos de las principales economías europeas deben reducirlo", alertó Almunia 
 en el marco del IV Congreso de la Confederación Española de Directivos y 
 Ejecutivos (CEDE). El comisario europeo insistió en que "no es posible que el 
 endeudamiento siga creciendo un año más", por lo que es necesario desarrollar 
 una estrategia de desendeudamiento. 
 ‘“Public debt is increasing at an unsustainable rate, and the public sectors of the 
 main European economies must reduce it”, warned Almunia at the Fourth CEDE 
 congress. The European commissioner insisted that “it is not possible that the debt 
 keeps increasing one more year”, for which it is necessary to develop a strategy 
 for desendeudamiento (reducing debt)’  

    (EXPANSIÓN, October 30, 2009, Madrid Ed., p.31) 
 

In any case, it is important to take into consideration that what eventually determines 

mood is not necessarily the meaning of a particular verb, noun, adjective or any other 

individual element, but the meaning with which, in every case, the speaker uses that verb, 

noun, adjective or element. In other words, the notion of the meaning or nature of a 
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matrix is not determined by simple lexical items, but by the interpretation of the meaning 

of those elements in each concrete context in which they are produced. In this view, it is 

unproblematic to account for mood selection in all sentences above. This idea is 

reminiscent of the claim of Cognitive Grammar that a grammar consists of ‘symbolic 

units’, where a symbolic unit is a conventional pairing of a form and a meaning. Thus, 

these matrices can be equated to some type of ‘symbolic units’. 

 

3.2. Use of indicative mood in discourse 

3.2.1. Assertive matrices and expressions  

Assertive matrices are seen in different grammatical forms, whereas mental act and report 

matrices are verbal predicates exclusively. Assertive matrices and expressions are the 

preferred way for speakers potentially to activate referents, with verbal matrices like 

creer being the most common: 

(3.7) (Talking about the existence of different social classes in Spain)  
 Yo creo que eso está bastante superado, que hoy en día, por ejemplo en España, 
 casi todo el mundo es de clase media.  
 ‘I think that that is already over, that nowadays, for instance in Spain, most people 
 are middle class’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.67: 276 <H3>) 
 
Matrices that introduce assertion have not only a preferred parenthetical reading, as I 

mentioned before, but, according to Urmson (1963: 164), their defining feature is that 

they are syntactically independent of their complement clauses and can be positioned 
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either prior to, within or after that clause. The following are examples of  true assertive 

matrices with syntactically-marked parentheticals: 

(3.8)  (Talking about having experience in the job market)  
 Te ayuda a tu formación como persona, creo yo.   
 ‘It helps you in your development as a person, I believe’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.55: 89 <H2>) 
 

(3.9) Tengo una hermana (…) pero, bueno, digamos que será una etapa,  pienso yo.   
 ‘I have a sister (…) but, well, let us say that it will be a stage, I think’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.169: 52 <H2>) 
 
As (3.10) shows, negating a negation turns the matrix into an assertive one, also noted by 

T&H. Evidence of the assertive nature of the no dudar ‘not to doubt’ matrix is 

corroborated by the utterance in (3.11), where the speaker is using no dudar in an 

explicitly, syntactically, parenthetical manner: 

(3.10) Silencio señorías. Señor Rojas no dude que cuando la cámara le falte al respeto yo 
 le ampararé. Continúe.  
 ‘Silence, members of parliament. Mr. Rojas, do not doubt that when the chamber 
 is disrespectful to you, I will support you. Continue’ 

 (Corpus Oral: político, p.7: &ltH4> ) 
 

(3.11) Señor Presidente del Gobierno: que usted es un magnífico parlamentario, nadie 
 lo pone en duda. 
 ‘Mr. President of the government: that you are a magnificient parlamentarian 
 nobody doubts’ 

 (Corpus Oral: político, p.8: &ltH6>) 
 

Impersonal expressions also seem to be favored by speakers as a means to introduce 

assertions. Among them, estar claro ‘be clear’ is pervasive in my data: 

(3.12) (Talking about searching for a job)  
 No, claro, si te quedas parado, está claro que no, no vas a encontrar nada. 
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 ‘No, of course, if you stay motionless, it is clear that no, you are not going to find 
 anything’  

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.63: 198 <E1>) 
 

(3.13) Está claro que cada cultura tiene sus cosas buenas y sus cosas malas.  
 ‘It is clear that each culture has its good things and its bad things’  

(Corpus de Alicante, p.105: 519 <E2>)  
 

(3.14) Si se ha hecho testamento, es evidente que son herederas eh... las personas que se 
 designe, respetando siempre la legalidad vigente.  
 ‘If one has left a will, it is evident that the heirs are… the people that are 
 designated, always respecting the law’ 

 (Corpus Oral: jurídico, p.13: &ltH3>  ) 
 
Speakers use the complement of certain matrix nouns to activate their content as denoting 

discourse referents. These matrices are not necessarily verbal in nature. Consider the 

following examples found in my data where the matrix is a noun: 

(3.15) (Talking about love)  
 Y el caso es que esto es tan abstracto y tan inepto … 
 ‘And the case is that this is so abstract and so inept’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p. 98: 700-701 E) 
 
(3.16) El hecho es que yo pienso que la droga es un tema que preocupa a la gente.   
 ‘The fact is that I think that illegal drugs is a topic that worries people’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.214: 541 <E2>) 
 

(3.17) Me da la impresion de que cuando estoy con mis amigos me miras  como si me 
 dijeras ¿por qué estás ahí, ¿sabes?  
 ‘I get the impression that when I am with my friends you look at me as if you 
 were telling me, why are you there, you know?’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.77: 181-183 A) 
 
 

3.2.2. Report Matrices  



 

  113 

Among matrices of report, decir ‘say’ is by far the most common predicate. Other 

common verbs include referirse ‘refer’, rumorear(se), avisar ‘warn’, and explicar 

‘explain’. Consider the following utterance:  

(3.18) Mi madre dice que gasto demasiado dinero.   
 ‘My mother says that I spend too much money’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.94: 365 <H4>) 
  
Due to the semantic nature (lexical semantics) of some report matrices, there is a 

significant number of report predicates in “se-impersonal pasivo” (‘impersonal passive 

se’) constructions. Consider the following examples: 

(3.19) Se rumorea por el barrio que el estanquero tenía un piso en esa finca derribada. 
 ‘Rumor in the neighborhood has it that the estanquero owned an apartment in that  
 demolished property’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.171: 152 G) 
 

(3.20) (Talking about a traffic accident)  
 En el pueblo se comenta que el conductor iba borracho.  
 ‘In town the word is that the driver was drunk’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.94: 363 <H3>) 
 
Even though there seems to be a tendency to use empezar ‘begin’ and terminar ‘finish’ as 

report matrices, in these cases, I assume that the report matrix is actually an implicit decir 

‘say’: 

(3.21) Empezó que en Valencia había comido las peores paellas que había comido él.  
 ‘He began (saying) that, in Valencia, he had eaten the worst paellas he had eaten’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.276: 28-29 F) 
 
 
 
 
 
3.2.3. Mental act matrices 
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 Among knowledge matrices, saber ‘know’, as in (3.22), is by far the most 

common verb, and darse cuenta ‘realize’, as in (3.23), is the most common among 

knowledge acquisition matrices.   

(3.22) O sea, mi gran frustración es ser medico, y de hecho, yo sé que seré médico    
 ‘That is, my great frustration is to be a doctor, and in fact, I know I will be a 
 doctor’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.136: 223 <H5>) 
 

(3.23) (The speaker is talking about the end of his sports career)  
 …en Segundo de B.U.P. se dieron cuenta de que (yo) tenía un problema de 
 respiración. 
 ‘…in 10th grade they realized that I had a breathing problem’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.59: 149 <H3>) 
 

However, these are not the only matrices. Consider the following sentence among 

knowledge matrices: 

(3.24) Entiendo que no debes ser así pero lo soy, no sé por qué, yo por ejemplo, a mí me 
 repugna la homosexualidad.  
 ‘I understand that one must not be like that, but I am, I do not why, I for instance, 
 homosexuality disgusts me’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.100: 771-773 E) 
 
Suponer ‘suppose’ among mental perception matrices and ver ‘see’ among physical 

perception matrices are the most common matrices. It is interesting to observe the 

numerous cases of se-impersonal pasivo with these two verbs found in the data. 

(3.25) Aquí se supone que el sapillo es Andrés.  
 ‘Here it is supposed that the little frog is Andrés’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.164: 895 S) 
(3.26) Pero se ve que cuando ven los precios ven que esos detalles no están terminados.   
 ‘But it is seen that when they see the prices they see that those details are not 
 finished’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.217: 1047-1048 C)  
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As noted in the previous section, in present tense the speaker commonly uses the ver 

‘see’ matrix as a true-assertive matrix, in a very similar way to parecer ‘seem’, as in 

(3.26). This pattern accounts for the fact that all the impersonal ver forms found in my 

data are in the present. In colloquial Peninsular Spanish the ‘passive impersonal-se’ of 

ver in the present tense se ve ‘it is seen’ is a grammaticalized form that is used with a 

very similar meaning to that of the impersonal verb parecer ‘to seem’.  As a matrix that is 

used to introduce assertions, it is possible to find matrices of mental perception in a 

syntactically parenthetical position. Consider the sentence in (3.27): 

(3.27) S1: Empezaron a correr para un lado y para otro… 
       ‘They began running from one place to the other’ 
 S2: Claro. Cundiría el pánico, supongo.  
       ‘Of course. Panick broke out, I suppose’ 

 (Corpus Oral: religioso, p.1: &ltH1> and &ltH2>) 
 
  

3.2.4. Status of the inactive referent: ‘unused’ (KP) and ‘brand-new’ 

 In parenthetical readings of these natrices, the referent being activated may have 

different IS status. Ss can activate a propositional referent that they assume to be ‘brand-

new’ (Prince 1981; 1992), as in sentences in (3.12), (3.19) and (3.20) above. These three 

examples are repeated in (3.28) as a, b, and c. 

(3.28) a. (Talking about searching for a job)   
     No, claro, si te quedas parado, está claro que no, no vas a encontrar nada.  
    ‘No, of course, if you stay motionless, it is clear that no, you are not going to   
     find anything’  

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.63: 198 <E1>)  
 

 b. Se rumorea por el barrio que el estanquero tenía un piso en esa finca derribada.  
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    ‘Rumor in the neighborhood has it that the estanquero owned an apartment in   
     that  demolished property’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.171: 152 G) 
 

 c. (Talking about a traffic accident)  
     En el pueblo se comenta que el conductor iba borracho.  
    ‘In town the word is that the driver was drunk’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.94: 363 <H3>) 
 
It is also possible to find parenthetical readings where the referent being activated is 

already KP (‘unused’ in Prince 1981; 1992). Consider the following utterances (the 

utterance in (3.30) was presented before as (3.13)): 

(3.29) Me han dicho que os han puesto horarios de tarde ¿eh?  
 ‘They told me that you have been given the afternoon shift, eh?’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.177: 367-368 G) 
 

(3.30) Está claro que cada cultura tiene sus cosas buenas y sus cosas malas.  
 ‘It is clear that each culture has its good things and bad things’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.105: 519 <E2>) 
 
In (3.29), the communicative intent of the speaker is to activate the referent denoted by 

the proposition “you have to work the afternoon shift”. It may seem that given the 

context, these utterances may be understood in their non-parenthetical reading, but the 

use of the interjection ¿eh? in final position signals that this assertion has a preferred 

parenthetical reading. The speaker uses that interjection to question or comment on the 

content of the proposition she has just asserted in the complement.  In (3.30), on the other 

hand, we can assume that is the information in the complement and the referent being 

activated (inactive referent) is universally known; thus the speaker can assume it is 

knowledge presupposed. 
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 The presence of the IND mood in complements that denote ‘unused’ and ‘brand 

new’ referents is the ultimate evidence that the type of presupposition that determines 

mood in Spanish is not KP but CP; i.e., the fact that the ‘K-presupposed’ proposition is 

presupposed to be active in the addressee’s short-term memory at the time of THE 

utterance or not.  

 

3.2.4.1. IND mood and referent activation 

 If IND marks an inactive referent  “one that is not currently in a person’s long-

term memory, neither focally nor peripherically active” (Chafe 1987: 22ff) it makes 

sense to assume its utterance activates a referent. However, the mental status of the 

referent introduced by the IND is not that clear. Consider the facts regarding the 

distribution and interpretation of this/that vs. it referring to entities introduced by a non-

nominal expression. Entities introduced by a clause, sequence of clauses, or other non-

nominal expressions are accessible to immediate subsequent reference with 

demonstrative pronouns that/this, but they are comparatively less accessible to reference 

with the personal pronoun it (Webber 1988; 1991; Hegarty et al. 2002). Moreover, 

substitution of that/this with it often results in infelicity (3.32), or a different 

interpretation (3.33): 

(3.31) I read about an interesting fact yesterday. It shocked me. 

(3.32) People are excited to know more about where their food comes from and who  
  makes it. That / *it has been one of the motivating aspects of this experience so 
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 far13. 
 
(3.33) Wheat is versatile, so it is made into starches, thickeners, flavorings and even used    
   to dust the rollers at candy factories, and that / it is a problem when someone   
   really allergic needs some chocolate14. 
 
According to Borthen et al., (1997); Gundel et al., (1999); Hegarty et al., (2002) these 

facts can be explained within the theory of reference and cognitive status proposed by 

Gundel et al., (1993 and earlier work) in the Giveness Hierarchy. Unstressed personal 

pronouns like it are only used appropriately when the referent can be assumed to be in the 

focus of the addressee prior to the processing of the referring form. Demonstrative 

pronouns that/this, however, are unspecified for the status ‘in focus’ and can be 

appropriately used when the referent can be assumed to be at least activated, whether or 

not it is in focus of attention.  

 Whether or not a clausally introduced entity can be brought into focus depends on 

the degree of ‘world immanence’ of the entity and, correlatively, its manner and degree 

of individuation (Asher 1993). Various [semantic and] pragmatic aspects can cause 

clausally introduced entities (propositions, facts and situations) to be assumed as 

activated, even when overtly mentioned only once: if they have already been entertained 

                                                                 
13 At the end of sentence (3.32), the fact that ‘people are excited to know more about where their food 
comes from and who makes it’ is activated, but it is not necessarily in focus. The focus of attention after 
the sentence is processed is more likely to be on food, which has been mentioned twice in the preceding 
sentence (where their food comes from and who makes it). 
 
14 At the end of sentence (3.33), the fact that ‘wheat is used to dust the rollers at candy factories’ is 
rendered activated, and thus can be referred to with that in. But it is not possible to assume that this fact is 
in focus. Wheat is the most natural interpretation of it, since it has been mentioned twice in subject position 
and is thus regarded as in focus. 
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(i.e., mentally represented) by the addressee or if they are otherwise ‘reprocessed’ 

(accommodated) subsequent to their introduction. The ‘in focus of attention’ and 

‘activated’ status in Gundel et al (1994) correspond, mutatis mutandi, to ‘active’ and 

‘accessible’ in Lambrecht’s (1994) system (and ‘evoked’ and ‘inferrable’ in Prince 1981; 

1992). 

 Following the Hegarty et al. (2002) analysis of entities introduced by clausal 

complements of bridge verbs vs. factive verbs, complements of assertive matrices are 

often not assumed as activated in the discourse in an immediate subsequent reference. 

They are merely accessible.  

(3.34) What does Alex think? 
  A:  Alex believes [F  the company destroyed the FILE]. 
  B:  That’s false; the file was submitted to the judge. 
  B’: It’s false; the file was submitted to the judge.  
 
S’s use of that, which overtly signals only activation, often implicates by the first  part of 

the Quantity maxim, that the referent is not in focus (Gundel et al.1993). This implication 

invites A to infer that the fact is news to B. On the other hand, S’s use of it signals the 

assumption that the fact is in focus or ought to be; i.e., it invites A to infer that S’s initial 

utterance brought the fact into focus for B, since B already knew the fact, and its mention 

was therefore sufficient to bring it into focus.  

 

3.2.4.2. Revised interpretation of the denotation of ‘brand new’ referents 

 Following the definitions proposed in this study to describe the assumed mental 



 

  120 

status of referents in the minds of participants, it is possible to re-interpret them saying 

that the denotatum of a referent assumed to be ‘brand new’ is assumed to be merely 

accessible once introduced (‘activated’) in the discourse, while the denotatum of a 

referent assumed to be ‘unused’ or KP is assumed to be fully active once introduced 

(‘activated’) in the discourse. Therefore, only referents assumed to be KP will be able to 

acquire the status of ‘fully active’ just by virtue of being uttered in a discourse. Non-KP 

referents will be assumed to be merely accessible upon introduction in the discourse. 

 

3.2.5. Difference between Mental Act and Assertive and Report matrices (assertion and 

truth)  

 According to the definitions in the classification of matrices presented in section 

3.1, assertions can be divided into two different groups, depending on to whom the 

assertion is attributed. On the one hand, there are ‘direct assertions’, in which the 

information in the asserted complement ‘belongs’ to the speaker. In IS terms, the 

information the speaker intends to activate as a discourse referent in the complement is 

assumed to be part of the ‘speaker’s beliefs’/speaker’s presuppositions. There are, on the 

other hand, ‘indirect assertions’, in which the information in the asserted complement 

‘belongs’ to the subject. Here, the information the speaker intends to activate as a 

discourse referent in the complement is assumed to be part of the ‘subject’s 

beliefs’/subject’s presuppositions. We see that mental act matrices always introduce a 

‘direct’, or ‘speaker’s’, assertion.  
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(3.35) Yo yo no he vendimiado ¿no? Pero sé que cuesta.  
 ‘I have (never) harvested grapes, no? But I know it is difficult’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p. 64: 217 <E2>) 
 

(3.36) Tú sabes que mi relación con ellos no está todavía establecida.  
 ‘You know that my relationship with them is not established yet’    

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.77: 201-202 A) 
 
Report matrices are used basically to introduce ‘indirect’ assertions, as in (3.37), although 

they can also introduce ‘direct’ assertions, as in (3.38): 

(3.37) Y el hombre nos dijo que, pues dijo que era un reloj buenísimo. 
 ‘And the man said to us that, he said that it was a very good watch’  

   (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.227: 143 A) 
(3.38) Por eso te digo que no soy franquista, porque yo amo la libertad y la libertad ante 
 todo.   
 ‘That is why I tell you that I am not Francoist, because I love freedom above all’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.141: 306 <H1>) 
 
 Mental act matrices are the only matrices that do always introduce a ‘direct’ 

assertion. As we saw in Chapter 1, the complement to knowledge, knowledge acquisition, 

and perception matrices is semantically presupposed. This presupposition means that the 

information in the complement of these matrices is always presupposed to be true. Even 

though this is not within the scope of this pragmatic study, it points at the existence of 

some differences between this type of matrices and assertive and report matrices.  

 The basic difference between the use of mental act and all the other matrices that 

introduce assertions (‘assertive’ and ‘report’ matrices) which has traditionally been 

outlined in the literature, is concerned with the strength of the commitment that the Ss 

establish in regard to the truth of their assertion. Thus, according to Mejías-Bikandi 

(1998), by using the mental act matrix saber ‘know’ or darse cuenta de ‘realize’, as 
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opposed to the assertive creer ‘believe’, the S is indicating that S is committing to the 

truth of the proposition. In their study of assertive predicates Terrell and Hooper (1974) 

use the traditional semantic notion of weak and strong predicates. According to this view, 

assertives are divided into two groups according to the strength of the commitment that 

the Ss establish in regard to the truth of their assertion. Weak predicates introduce weak 

assertions; i.e., the S commits weakly to the truth of the proposition, and strong 

predicates introduce strong assertions; i.e. the speaker commits strongly to the truth of the 

proposition.  

 Even though I may agree with this idea, I do not consider such notions in my IS 

analysis of mood. As explained in Chapter 1 (see section 1.5.1), in a pragmatic approach 

to mood in Spanish, the strength of the truth of the assertion is irrelevant since, regardless 

of this feature, an assertion in IS is used by the speaker with the intent to introduce a 

proposition, as if the referent it denotes was being activated. And the truth is irrelevant 

because it is implied; it is precisely the activation that accounts for the truth component 

of assertion.  That is, the referent being (potentially) activated is assumed to be part of the 

S’s beliefs. Note that I say ‘assumed’, because Ss engage in conversation assuming that 

participants’ assertions are truthful (Grice’s maxim of Quality: be truthful). Thus, in my 

definition of assertion, the IS element of assertive matrices will consequently also 

account for the commitment-to-truth element of the assertion. 

 This basic difference of mental act matrices is found in their very definition 

provided in IS terms. These matrices are always used by the S to introduce a direct (or 
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S’s) assertion, regardless of the relation between grammatical subject and the S. That is, 

that the referent is being (potentially) activated is assumed to be part of the S’s beliefs. 

Then, and by the very reason of its referential nature, it is assumed to be true.  A very 

similar argumentation is found in Stalnaker’s (1974) account of epistemic verbs. Imagine 

a situation where a S knows that the proposition el vecino ha muerto ‘the neighbor has 

died’ is false but is part of Maria’s beliefs, In this situation, if the S were to assert the 

proposition Maria sabe que el vecino ha muerto ‘María knows that the neighbor has died’ 

the S would be saying in one breath something that could be challenged in two different 

ways. She would be leaving unclear whether her main point was to make a claim about 

the truth of el vecino ha muerto or making a claim about the epistemic situation of María, 

thereby leaving unclear what direction the S intended or expected the conversation to 

take. 

 Thus, given what Maria sabe que el vecino ha muerto means, and given that 

people normally want to communicate in an orderly way, and normally have some 

purpose in mind, it would be unreasonable to assert that María knows el vecino ha muerto 

in such a context. One could communicate more efficiently by saying something using 

one of the other two matrices introducing assertions (‘assertive’ and ‘report’), such as 

María piensa (‘thinks’) que el vecino ha muerto and/or María dice (‘says’) que el vecino 

ha muerto. For that same reason, it would be normally inappropriate to say that x does not 

know that P in a context where the truth of P was in question.  
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3.3. Indicative/assertion and the pragmatic articulation of utterances: Activation of 

referents and grammatical constructions (form) 

3.3.1. Activation of the referent denoted by the propositional content of a subject 

 According to ‘traditional’ logic, we can say that in subject-predicate sentences the 

predicate expresses a property attributed to the subject. However, the IS analysis differs 

from the logical one in how it views the ‘subject’ and the ‘predicate’ relation. In IS, 

‘subject’ and ‘predicate’ relation are seen "not as logical properties of the proposition 

expressed in the sentence but as pragmatic properties of the sentence used in discourse" 

(Lambrecht 1994: 121).  

 The study of IS is concerned with adding to traditional notions of grammar that 

element of discourse that determines which construction or formal element a S will 

choose when given two or more options with equal truth values.  In this sense, my data 

show that speakers of Spanish seem to favor overwhelmingly certain constructions when 

they use complements in the IND; that is, when they intend to activate a new 

propositional referent in the discourse. The most common of these constructions are, in 

this order, ‘Cleft-constructions’ (‘pseudo-clefts’ or ‘Wh-clefts’) such as (3.39), ‘Shell-

noun constructions’ such as (3.40), and the predicative structure ‘es que’ as in (3.41). 

(3.39) Yo pienso que lo que tiene que haber es así como una concienzación y decir, 
 bueno, o sea, se supone que esta sociedad nos la han dado […] Lo que se tienen 
 que dar cuenta es que esta sociedad la hemos heredado de ellos.   
 ‘I think that what there needs to be is something like an awareness and say, well, 
 that is, it is supposed that this society has been given to us […] What they need to 
 realize is that this society we have inherited from them’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.198: 268 <H3>) 
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(3.40) (Talking about money)  
 La verdad es que del colegio no he cobrado dinero todavía, pero supongo que 
 tendré que ahorrar, porque me quiero ir este verano a Inglaterra.   
 ‘The truth is that from the school I have not received any money yet, but I 
 suppose that I will have to save money, because I want to go to England this 
 summer’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.95: 374 <H1>)  
 
(3.41) (Discussing changes in the vocabulary of the youngest/youth) 
 Es que  además la lengua es algo vivo, totalmente vivo, y cambia, y tú te vas 
 adaptando.  
 ‘The thing is that, besides, language is a living entity, totally alive, and it changes, 
 and you go along adapting’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.362: 505-506 C)  
 

All these constructions have a common characteristic in IS terms: they are used to 

promote the subject as denoting a referent in a focus relation within the proposition. The 

reason for their extraordinarily common occurrence in Spanish relates to the way in 

which focus structure interacts with argument structure. Spanish (unlike English) is quite 

restrictive in the way the focal and topical elements of a proposition are linked to surface 

constituents in the sentence, and the linking of focus and preverbal subject position is 

prohibited. Thus, canonical subject-predicate sentences (topic-comment or argument-

focus articulations in IS terms) are not capable of marking the subject as focal, and thus 

different constructions have to be used with this purpose. In Spanish, by means of 

different syntactic structures, the same logical proposition can have different IS in which 

the ‘subject-predicate’ distribution is not the same. 
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 In Chapter 2 (see section 2.6.) the three main pragmatic articulations of sentences 

were introduced, and the decision was made to define them according to the focus 

relation (since all utterances have focus, but not all have topic). As noted, the three focus-

articulation types express three basic communicatve functions: (1) Argument-Focus (AF) 

structures have an identificational function (i.e., they identify an argument in a 

presupposed open proposition); (2) Predicate-Focus (PF) structures have a topic-

comment or categorical function (i.e., they predicate a property relative to a given topic); 

and (3) Sentence-Focus (SF) structures have a presentational or thetic function (i.e., they 

introduce a new discourse referent or express an event involving such a referent). 

 In the next sections, the most common constructions when Ss use complements in 

the IND (when they intend to activate a new propositional referent in the discourse) are 

analyzed. 

 

3.3.1.1.  ‘Cleft-constructions’ (‘pseudo-clefts’ or ‘Wh-clefts’)  

 The label ‘Cleft-constructions’ is given to a sentence that employs a matrix clause 

headed by a copula and a relative or relative-like clause whose relativized argument is 

coindexed with the predicate argument of the copula.  Clefts are distinguished from other 

complex constructions by the fact that they express a simple proposition via biclausal 

syntax. Together, the matrix and the relative clause express a logically simple 

preposition, which can be expressed in the form of a single clause. (Lambrecht 2001: 
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467). Consider the sentences in (3.42); all of them have only one logically equivalent 

unmarked counterpart, the canonical sentence ‘I like champagne’. 

(3.42) i.   IT cleft (cleft) ‘It is champagne that I like’  
 ii.  WH-cleft (pseudo cleft): ‘What I like is champagne’ 
 iii. Reverse WH-cleft (reverse cleft): ‘Champagne is what I like’  
The occurrence of the Focus Phrase in the object position of the copula is interpreted as a 

signal that its denotatum has a focus relation to the proposition in which it plays a 

semantic argument role. According to Lambrecht (1994: 489), “Clefts serve to mark as 

focal an argument that might otherwise be construed as nonfocal, or as nonfocal a 

predicate that might otherwise be construed as focal, or both”. Spanish does not have 

reverse WH-clefts because that is the canonical (unmarked) subject-predicate 

construction in Spanish and it would not mark the referent denoted by champagne as 

focal. 

 Only WH-Clefts were found in the data, especially those clefts using the relative 

clause lo que pasa ‘what happens’. This phrase has a significantly reduced semantic 

content, since it simply presupposes the basic proposition ‘X happens’. In fact, it seems 

plausible to argue that lo que pasa has taken on a fixed phrase status.  Nevertheless, in 

the following utterances, the relative clause lo que pasa is marked as nonfocal and the 

argument of the matrix clause copula is marked as focal. This clause is what was called 

an Argument Focus (AF) pragmatic articulation in Chapter 2 (see section 2.6.). Consider 

the following examples (3.43)-(3.45): 

(3.43) Y este año también vamos a ganar ¿eh? Lo que pasa es que hemos tenido la 
 desgracia de los dos primeros partidos.  
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 ‘And this year we are also going to win, eh? What happens is that we have had 
 the misfortune of the two first games’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.155: 492-494 S) 
 

(3.44) (Another speaker asks: Do you believe in God?)  
 Yo de la Iglesia paso bastante, lo que pasa es que pienso que sí que tiene que 
 haber algo, aunque no sea a lo mejor real.  
 ‘I do not care much about Church, what happens is that I think that there must be 
 something, although it may not be real’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.114: 216 <H4>) 
 

(3.45)  (Some students talking about politics in their University) 
 Aquí lo que pasa es que se está metiendo una gente que bueno, que no está 
 estudiando.  
 ‘Here what happens is that some people are getting in that, well, that are not 
 studying’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.179: 227 <E1>) 
 
Constructions with nominalized adjectives (lo + ADJ es que) are also considered WH-

clefts, although no reverse WH-clefts or IT-clefts are possible with these adjectives 

(Campos 1993: 137): 

(3.46)  (Some students talking about the seminars the Universidad Complutense offers to 
 graduate students about the job market) 
  Pues lo cierto es que..., lamentablemente no hay... una lista de espera tan grande 
 porque como se encuentra aún en fase experimental, no se han divulgado 
 enormemente…  
 ‘The truth is that…, unfortunately there is not… a huge waiting list because it is 
 still in an experimental phase, they have not been hugely advertised’ 

(Corpus Oral: documental, p.9: &ltH1>)  
 

(3.47) (Talking about one night stand romances) 
 Lo cierto es que no depende de la edad. 
 ‘The truth is that it does not depend on age’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.95: 544 E) 
 
 In IS terms, it could be said that by choosing a WH-cleft form such as (3.39) 

above Lo que se tienen que dar cuenta es que esta sociedad la hemos heredado ‘What 
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they have to realize is that we have inherited this society’, a S gives formal expression to 

the following discourse assumptions that: (a) that the addressee knows the (open) 

proposition ‘they need to realize X’ expressed in the relative clause; (b) this proposition 

is presently activated in the addressee’s short-term memory (CP); and (c) this proposition 

is of current interest in the conversation (TP).  

 As noted in the discussion of topic in Chapter 2 (see section 2.4.1), the fact that a 

T-presupposition is attached to the open proposition ‘they need to realize X’ in (3.39) 

does not entail that this proposition expresses a topic as in Lambrecht (1994); that is, a 

discourse referent about which the sentence expresses some new information. However, 

the relative proposition in (3.39) ‘they need to realize X’ is open rather than semantically 

saturated; it cannot be understood as containing a well-formed sentence (the argument 

‘X’ is missing). Therefore, the presupposed proposition does not have the referential 

properties required to serve as a predication base. 

Schematically, the utterance in (3.39) is presented as: 

Context sentence: A: What do they need to realize? 
Sentence:  B: What they have to realize is that we have inherited this  

         society 
Presuppositions: 
 K-presupposition: ‘they need to realize X’ 
 C-presupposition: ‘the K-presupposed proposition has been activated’ 
 T-presupposition: ‘the K-presupposed proposition is of current interest’ 
Focus:        ‘we have inherited this society’ 
Assertion:       ‘X = ’we have inherited this society’ 
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Apart from clefts containing the relative lo que pasa, there are other clefts with different 

relative clauses, such as the sentences in (3.48) and (3.49): 

(3.48) (A student asks: How are you doing with your classes?)  
 Bueno, ahora estoy empezando pero, pues, lo que he visto más o menos… es que 
 (hay) asignaturas que tengo más probabilidad de aprobar. 
 ‘Well, now I am beginning but, what I have seen more or less… is that there are 
 classes that I have the probability of passing’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.189: 97 <H3>) 
 

(3.49)  (Some students alking about their chances of getting a job after graduating 
 from college) 
 Lo que no se puede pensar es que vas a acabar la carrera y vas a encontrar 
 trabajo… como caído del cielo.  
 ‘What cannot be thought is that you are going to finish college and you are going 
 to find a job… as fallen from heaven’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.123: 424 <H7>) 
 
However, all the relative propositions in the utterances above constitute cases of 

pragmatic accommodation of presupposition, in this case topicality presupposition. The 

relative in lo que pasa, for instance, is knowledge presupposed (‘hearer-old’), since all 

the participants in a particular exchange ‘know’ that ‘X happens’. However, this 

presupposed proposition has not been activated (CP) in the minds of participants, and 

therefore cannot be considered a candidate for being a proposition of ‘current interest’ 

(i.e., topicality presupposed) unless it is assumed to be presupposed via accommodation. 

The same applies in the relatives of clefts in (3.48) and (3.49) above.  In any case, there is 

a qualitative difference between these accommodations in clefts containing the relative lo 

que pasa and the cases of pragmatic accommodation discussed in Chapter 2 (see section 

2.2.2.). Prince (1978) shows that instances of It-clefts where the proposition expressed in 
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the relative clause is actually not assumed to be pragmatically presupposed occur quite 

regularly. Thus it seems psychologically unmotivated to assume that in such cases, the 

relative clause proposition has to be accommodated via Lewi’s rule (see section 2.2.2). I 

propose that the same applies to these Wh-clefts in Spanish here. Examples like (3.48) 

and (3.49) are not necessarily interpreted by the audience as an invitation ‘to act as if‘ the 

proposition expressed in the that-clause were pragmatically presupposed in the strict 

sense. Rather, as Lambrecht notes, “it can be seen as a conventionally established indirect 

way of communicating the content of that proposition” (1994: 71). The high occurrence 

of relatives in Wh-Clefts with a conventionalized semantic value is evidence that, as 

Prince (1992) suggests, the pragmatic accommodation of certain presuppositional 

structures may to a greater or lesser extent be conventionalized and eventually 

grammaticalized. Consider the following example from Lambrecht: 

(3.50) It was George Orwell who said that the best books are those which tell you what 
 you already know (1994: 71). 
 
The speaker in (3.50) cannot assume that it is a known fact for the audience that some 

writer had uttered the statement expressed in the who-clause. The same applies to the 

relative clause in Spanish Wh-clefts, as in lo que no se puede pensar ‘what cannot be 

thought’ in utterance in (3.49) above. 

 Therefore, it should be possible to claim that in Spanish, Ss exploit the 

presuppositional structure of WH-clefts in order to signal an inactive discourse 

referent as being in a focus relation within an utterance. However, keep in mind that 
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cleft constructions are just one of several devices that Spanish can use to express 

deviations from the unmarked predicate-focus type. As previously mentioned, numerous 

cases of identificational inverse-copular sentences in the form of the so-called ‘shell 

noun’ and ‘inferential’ constructions were also found. In the following sections there 

terms are first explained and then analyzed in relation to mood selection. 

 

3.3.1.2. ‘Shell-noun constructions’  

 These ‘shell-noun constructions’ are complex phrasal constructions which, in 

their complete form, follow a [DET + N + COP + COMP] pattern and are followed by a 

superficially subordinate complement clause that is governed by the noun-based matrix 

clause (Schmid 2000). The entire construction corresponds to an identificational inverse 

copular sentence; i.e., an argument-focus pragmatic articulation whose specific function 

is that of “identifying or specifying an argument in a presupposed open proposition” 

(Lambrecht 2001: 485). In fact, subject inversion is one of the principal formal strategies 

for expressing the argument-focus articulation in Spanish. As we just mentioned in the 

discussion of cleft constructions, in Spanish any subject can be moved to the right of the 

verb to mark the referent of that subject as focal when the open proposition is 

presupposed. And that is indeed the purpose of these constructions: to signal an inactive 

discourse referent that has a semantic subject relation as being in a focus relation within 

an utterance. Nouns conceptually associated to the notion of assertion are the most 

common among shell-nouns taking complements in IND. However, they are not the only 
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uses found. Note the use of el problema ‘the problem’, la pena ‘the pity’, and el caso ‘the 

case’, in sentences (3.51) and (3.52). In utterance in (3.51), for instance, the IND in the 

complement fills the semantically unspecific shell noun problema with concrete 

conceptual content, thus activating the mental representation of the referent that the 

proposition denotes. Other common shell-nouns are el hecho, el caso, la cuestión etc. 

(3.51) (Looking at pictures from the speaker latest vacation)  
 La pena es que no sale ninguna (foto) de la nieve porque hacía tanto frío […] y 
 tenía tantos trastos en la mochila que nunca me apetecía sacar la cámara. 
 ‘The pity is that there is not any (photo) of the snow because it was so cold […] 
 and I had so much stuff in my backpack that I never felt like taking the camera 
 out’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.378: 71-77 V) 
 

(3.52) Exacto, pero el problema es (…) que no hay ascensor… 
 ‘Exactly, but the problem is that there is not an elevator’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.132: 383-387 M) 
 
Note, however, that the IND is not granted by the ‘shell-noun’, but by the activation state 

of the propositional referent, which in this case is independent of any main matrix. Thus, 

it is possible to find ‘shell-noun’ constructions with complements taking SUBJ mood, as 

in utterances (3.53) and (3.54): 

(3.53) (Talking about vacationing) 
  La pena es que no haya más días de vacaciones. 
 ‘It is a pity that there are not more days of vacation’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.381: 101 V) 
(3.54) (Talking about impeaching the city’s major and discussing about possible 
 replacements for the job) 
 La idea es ésa, que el alcalde sea mayoritario.  
 ‘The idea is that, that the mayor obtains a majority of votes’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.85: 707 V) 
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In any case, in these examples above, the S cannot assume that the shell-nouns are really 

presupposed or, in case of entities, ‘identifiable’, by the addressee. Yet the articulation of 

‘shell-noun’ structures is definitely an identificational structure (AF). The non-

presupposed status of the very shell-noun in the topic can be accounted for by the same 

process of grammaticalization of some relative clauses in Wh-clefts that we just saw. 

 

3.3.1.3. The Predicative structures 

 These ‘predicative structures’ with es que (‘it is that’) have also been called 

‘inferential constructions’, and have been analyzed as reduced versions of shell-noun 

constructions and some relative forms in cleft constructions (la verdad/la cosa/lo que 

pasa/es que. In other words, they have been analyzed as complement-taking predicates 

involving a contextually anchored, yet unexpressed variable (Delahunty 1995; 2001).  As 

their ‘parent’ constructions, es que predicative structures constitute an ‘identificational 

construction’; i.e., an argument-focus articulation in IS terms. Again, we cannot consider 

the unexpressed variable to be ‘presupposed’, not even via accommodation, Thus, this 

construction is a grammaticalized or a conventionally established indirect way of 

communicating the content of that proposition.  

 However, I consider the possibility of interpreting the predicative structure es que 

not as an argument-focus articulation, but as a ‘presentational’ construction. Note that in 

Chapter 2 we identified ‘presentational’, as introducing a new discourse referent, with 

‘sentence-focus’ structures. However, I propose that this structure is another type of 
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‘presentational’. Spanish, like English and other languages, has also a special 

“presentational” construction, involving a small number of intransitive verbs like 

ser/estar ‘to be’ in sentences such as ¡Es Juanjo!, and venir/llegar ‘to come/to arrive’, the 

subject of these verbs, and the deictic adverbs aquí ‘here’, such as in Aquí llega Juanjo 

‘Here comes Juanjo’ and ahí ‘there’. The point of using this construction is, according to 

Lambrecht (1994: 39), “to call the attention of an addressee to the hitherto unnoticed 

presence of some person or thing in the speech setting”. This construction is called 

‘presentational’ because its communicative function is not to predicate a property of a 

given entity but to introduce a new referent into a discourse. It is possible thus to consider 

that es que is used as these presentationals when the referent being presented is 

propositional. Consider the following examples: 

(3.55) … somos (los amigos)… ¿Cómo te voy a decir? Clases (sociales) diferentes, pero 
 no lo somos, pero sí que está marcadas, y se nota, o sea que… que  para mí, o sea, 
 es que no puedo aceptar lo contrario porque se nota.   
 ‘… we are (the friends)… How am I going to tell you? Different (social) classes, 
 but we are not, but they (social classes) are marked, and it shows, that is… to me, 
 that is, the thing is that I cannot accept the contrary because it shows’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.98: 439 <H3>) 
 

(3.56)  (¿Crees en Dios? ¿En la Iglesia?) 
 Es que no me gusta decir que yo no la tengo (fe), porque a lo mejor un día me da 
 un ataque al corazón… y voy a misa… de lunes a domingo. 
 ‘The thing is that I do not like saying that I do not have it (faith), because perhaps 
 one day I suffer a heart attack… and I go to Church… from Monday to Sunday’ 
      

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.178: 215 <H4>) 
 

(3.57) (Hablando con su pareja de la falta de comunicación)  
 Es que no me cuentas nada. 
 ‘The thing is that you do not tell me anything’ 
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 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.75: 101 B) 
 
Event-reporting (sentence focus) articulations are not strictly presentational, in the sense 

that they do not serve to introduce a referent into the discourse. Rather they serve to 

announce an event in which the referent is a mere participant. Nevertheless, in each 

sentence the non-topical status of the NP is indicated with the morphosyntactic features 

as the ‘presented’ NP. What event-reporting and presentational function have in common 

is that the sentence expressing the thetic proposition introduces a new element into the 

discourse “without linking this element either to an already established topic or to some 

presupposed proposition” (Lambrecht 1994:144). These sentences have thus an ‘all-new’ 

character. The differences between the presentational and the event reporting type is that 

in presentational sentences proper the newly introduced element is a discourse referent 

(the que proposition), while in event reporting sentences it is an event, which necessarily 

involves entities (La verdad es que).  Lambrecht uses the term ‘thetic sentence’ to 

designate “a superordinate information structure category that includes the categories 

‘event-reporting sentence’ and ‘presentational sentence’.  In any case, the discussion of 

the pragmatic articulation of es que predicative structures in terms of ‘presentational’ or 

‘identificational’ is somewhat irrelevant for our purposes since, in the end, both 

constructions promote the complement proposition in IND to a focus relation within the 

utterance. 

 Nevertheless, the structural approach falls short of grasping the dominant use of 

‘shell-noun’ and es que constructions, which is discourse-functional. ‘Shell-noun’ 
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constructions are used to modalize the clause they occur with in a way comparable to 

certain epistemic, evaluative or evidential sentence adverbs. Some authors consider 

modality markers a type of discourse or pragmatic markers (see Aijmer & Simon-

Vandenbergen 2006; Norrick 2007). Discourse markers are defined as “particles that do 

not add information to the utterance and that frequently arise in the form of a question, 

completing the discourse on a cognitive level that originates from its fundamental 

meaning, after having lost its grammatical function” (Vincent & Sankoff 1992: 205). As 

Dahl (1995) explains, discourse markers are closely related to the processes of 

grammaticalization, allowing lexical items to develop into new grammatical functions. 

As a discourse marker, la verdad ‘the truth’, for instance, occurs in two kinds of contexts: 

introducing a response as in (3.58) and (3.59); and supporting an argument as in (3.60). 

(3.58) (Do you like your classes?)  
 La verdad es que las asignaturas de momento no son…muy atractivas. 
 ‘The truth is that, for the moment, classes are not… very attractive.  

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.118: 341 <H7>) 
 

(3.59) (How are you doing with your friends?)  
 La verdad es que tengo muchos círculos de amistades.  
 ‘The truth is that I have many friendship circles’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.138: 259 <H5>) 
 

(3.60) Hace unos meses escuché a Pedro Guerra, que no lo había oído nunca, y la verdad 
 es que me encantó, o sea, sentí cosas que no había sentido nunca.   
 ‘Some months ago I listened Pedro Guerra, that I had never heard before, and the 
 truth is that I loved him, that is, I felt things that I had never felt before’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.190: 115 <H3>) 
 

In both cases the marker la verdad acts with a reaffirmative effect resulting from the 

grammaticalization of its lexical meaning. It retains no syntactic function nor does it 



 

  138 

possess any meaning other than the pragmatic and discursive one. In this respect, 

Lambrecht (1994: 70) says that “it can happen that the presuppositional structure of a 

frequently used construction is exploited so regularly that it loses some of its force, 

sometimes resulting in a new meaning for the construction”. 

 Discourse markers with a reaffirmative or assertive purpose will obviously be the 

most common among those markers that take complements in IND. Consider for instance 

claro (‘it is clear’, ‘of course’) in (3.61) and forms such as de verdad ‘really’ in (3.62) are 

also very common discourse markers used to introduce complements in IND. Both are 

already grammaticalized forms that can be considered as evidentials on their own. 

(3.61) (Do you believe in God?)  
 Como he dicho antes, llevo un grupo de confirmación, y por lo tanto, claro que 
 soy creyente!   
 ‘As I said before, I lead a Confirmation group, and therefore, of course I am a 
 believer’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.175: 161 <H3>) 
(3.62) Señor presidente del Gobierno. De verdad que lamento profundamente que usted 
 se arrogue la dignidad de todo el estado para defender sus posiciones en favor de 
 la legitimidad de la guerra.  
 ‘Mr. President of the government. I really regret deeply that you appropriate to 
 yourself the dignity of the whole state in order to defend your positions in favor of 
 the legitimacy of war’ 

 (Corpus Oral: político, p.8: &ltH7>)  
 

3.3.1.4. Es que constructions  

 Es que constructions illustrate the same grammaticalization process in progress in 

‘shell-nouns’. In fact, Pusch (2007) proposes the term ‘Complementation-based 

Discourse Marker’ to account for structures such as es que and shell-noun constructions. 
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This structure arises from complementation structures where a syntactically superordinate 

main clause is pragmatically subordinate to its complement clause.  Pusch considers 

‘inferential’ and ‘shell-noun’ constructions, along with pseudo-cleft constructions with 

nominalized adjectives (lo cierto es que ‘the truth is’), as a less advanced 

‘complementation-based Discourse Marker’. Such was the case in example (3.47) above, 

repeated here as (3.47): 

(3.47)’ (Talking about romantic one-night stands) 
 Lo cierto es que no depende de la edad . 
 ‘The truth is that it does not depend on age’          

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.95: 544 E.) 
 

We could argue that markers are introduced in the utterance to perform a discursive 

function, following the desire to encode communicative intention in a linguistic way. In 

all the cases above, this intention is (pragmatic) assertion. Since it is the claim of this 

study that IND mood encodes the notion of assertion itself, it could be argued that some 

of these markers perform some type of ‘doubling marking’ of the assertive nature of the 

proposition.  Therefore the argument of whether all these constructions seen in this 

section can be regarded as discourse markers is somewhat irrelevant since, in IS terms, 

discourse-markers or not, the complements to these forms will serve the same purpose: 

(potentially) to signal an inactive discourse referent as being in a focus relation within an 

utterance. All these argument-focus articulations are highly specialized grammaticalized-

mechanisms to focalize inactive or ‘discourse-new’ referents. Perhaps grammaticalization 

turns these ‘identificational’ structures into ‘presentational’ ones; that is, ‘thetic’, as I 
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already hypothesized in the study of es que constructions. In any case, that is irrelevant 

for the purposes of this study, since both structures mark the proposition in IND as focal. 

 In general, and considering then that the ultimate communicative goal of the S 

when using the IND is to activate a discourse referent, the promotion of propositional 

subjects to focus position by using the IND is totally consistent with the facts of 

activation discussed earlier in the chapter.  Experiments have shown that entities are more 

likely to be brought into focus if they are introduced in matrix subject position (e.g., Bock 

and Warren 1985; Gordon et al. 1993; Hudzon D’Zmura & Tannenhaus 1988) or in focus 

position of a cleft sentence (Gundel et al., 1993). Introduction in subject position is 

sufficient to activate an entity, independently of semantic factors (presupposition). The 

structural prominence of subject position is in fact sufficient to activate an entity 

regardless of its information status. The sentences are from Gundel et al. (2003: 296): 

(3.63) A: What surprised you? 
  B: [F That Max got (so) drunk at his fundraiser] surprised me. And it really hurt   
  his  image too. 
(3.64) A: What surprised you? 
  B: It surprised me [F That Max got (so) drunk at his fundraiser]. And it really hurt    
  his image too. 
 
In (3.65), the cleft construction triggers presuppositionality for the content of the wh-

clause. The fact mentioned by this clause is correspondingly available for immediate 

reference with it. 

(3.65) It was Harry who told John that Susan is coming to town 
  Harry had found it out, in turn, from Bill. 
 
In short, subject position and focus position of a cleft sentence are capable of boosting the 
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salience of a clausally-introduced entity. That is why propositions in subject and focus 

position of clefts are more likely to be introduced in discourse: because they are more 

likely to achieve the S’s goal when using the IND (activate a referent in discourse). 

 

3.3.2. The notion of pragmatic assertion re-stated 

 In Chapter1, I introduced the notion of pragmatic assertion that used in this 

dissertation. According to this definition, “the proposition expressed by a sentence that 

the speaker expects the hearer to know or believe or take for granted as a result of hearing 

the utterance”.  Thus, by pragmatically asserting the propositional content of the 

complement, and therefore using the IND mood, the speaker intends to present the 

complement as new information. That is, the S intends to activate the discourse referent 

that the propositional content of the complement denotes or to indicate that it is a 

discourse-new (inactive) referent.  

 The study of assertion matrices in an actual discourse context demonstrates that 

the IND mood does not necessarily mark the proposition expressed in the complement as 

a ‘discourse-new’ referent. As I mentioned in my critique of Mejías-Bikandi’s notion of 

pragmatic assertion, (see section 1.5. in Ch.1), in the study of IND mood it is necessary to 

account for the IS element of assertion. With the notions of topic and focus in mind, 

consider the following sentence: 

(3.66) P: ¿Cómo vivió su medalla? 
     ‘What was it like winning your medal?’ 
 R: Fue algo inolvidable, muy emocionante. Salté de alegría en cuanto me di   
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      cuenta de que había ganado la plata. Sabía que un momento así era muy   
      difícil de vivir otra vez. 
     ‘It was unforgettable, very thrilling. I jumped from happiness when I realized   
      that I had won the medal. I knew that such a moment was very difficult to be   
      lived again’ 

    (EL PAIS, August 10, 2008 Andalucía Ed., p.56) 
 

It is not possible to claim that the proposition contained in the complement of me di 

cuenta in (3.66) is a discourse-new referent, since that discourse referent has been 

activated in the question ¿Cómo vivió su medalla? ‘What was it like winning your 

medal?’. 

 In the discussion of Terrell (1975) and Hooper (1976) in Chapter 2 (see section 

2.1.1), parenthetical verbs were introduced using the following examples in (3.67) and 

(3.68), where (3.68b) represents a preferred parenthetical reading (the main assertion is 

the complement) and (3.67b) represents a preferred non-parenthetical reading (the main 

assertion is in the main matrix): 

(3.67) a. Who said anything about hiring a woman? 
 b. The boss says we have to hire a woman 
 c. *We have to hire a woman, the boss says  
 
(3.68) a. Did he consider my application? 
 b. No, he says we have to hire a woman 
 c. No, we have to hire a woman, he says 
 
 Parentheticals are of interest here because ever since Bolinger’s (1968) work, it 

has been known that the possibility of a parenthetical interpretation of a sentence in 

English correlates negatively with the use of the SUBJ in Spanish. Thus, comment, 

doubt, and volition/possibility matrices cannot give rise to parenthetical readings; that is, 
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Spanish predicates with SUBJ complements cannot give rise to a parenthetical reading. 

Hooper’s examples in (3.67) and (3.68) above show how the semantic notion of 

parenthetical and non-parenthetical readings of sentences with assertion matrices are 

clearly determined by the discourse context. Thus, it should be possible to relate this 

notion to the topic and focus relations of discourse referents. In non-parenthetical 

readings of sentences with assertion matrices, the propositional information in the 

complement is already ‘conciousness presupposed’; it denotes an active referent in 

discourse. Therefore, in these non-parenthetical readings, the IND in the complement 

cannot be considered to be activating a discourse referent.  

 In the non-parenthetical reading of Hooper’s sentence in (3.67b), the complement 

is in a topic relation in the utterance. Since the topic is the already established ‘matter of 

current concern’ about which new information is added in an utterance, this referent must 

evidently be part of the pragmatic presupposition for a proposition to be construable as 

being about a topic referent. It must already be ‘under discussion’ or otherwise available 

from the context. Remember that Lambrecht adds to the notions of KP and CP a third 

type of presupposition: the Relevance or Topicality presupposition (TP) or the degree to 

which a referent can be taken to be a center of current interest with respect to which a 

proposition is interpreted as constituting relevant information. In Chapter 2, I explained 

my preference to define pragmatic articulation of utterances in terms of focus relations, 

since all utterances have a focus but not all have topic. Following this notion, another 

way to describe IND in the complement of the non-parenthetical readings of the utterance 
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is to say that the IND in the complement is not part of the focus domain of the 

proposition. 

 In a theory of IS, parenthetical readings have been argued to function as 

'partitions', used to set off the marked theme from what follows in the utterance (Taglicht 

1984; Ziv 2002). In this sense, Dehé and Kavalova (2006) argue that parenthetical 

readings help the hearer to recognize the focus of the sentence.  In Hooper’s (1976) 

sentence (3.68b), the complement is clearly in a focus relation in the utterance. On the 

other hand, there is no constituent that can be identified as the topic expression. The fact 

that a TP is attached to the open proposition ‘speaker says X’ in (3.68b) does not entail 

that this proposition expresses a ‘topic’a discourse referent about which the sentence 

expresses some new information  (Gundel 1988; Lambrecht 1994).  The open proposition 

"he says X" is semantically incomplete. It cannot be said to have a referent; therefore the 

asserted proposition cannot be construed as being about its referent. In other words, it 

does not have the referential properties required to serve as a predication base. That is 

why the relation between an open proposition and the focus denotatum is not one of 

predication but of identification. The topic (referent) of this sentence is "he"; thus 

utterance in (3.68b) is construed as being about "he".  

 There is only one main assertion in an utterance; it is marked with the IND and it 

corresponds to the referent being activated. However, there are typically two INDs in the 

non-parenthetical reading of an assertion. Therefore, I must re-state my initial assumption 

that IND always marks assertion. IND will always activate a discourse referent so that it 
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captures the fact that an IND complement will not activate a discourse referent when the 

reading of the main verb is non-parenthetical, or when the IND is not part of the focus 

domain. Borrowing the terminology used by Jary’s (2002) analysis of mood from a 

Relevance theory perspective, this study claims that: 

 Indicative mood presents the proposition in the complement as denoting a 
 POTENTIALLY ‘discourse-new’ referent. Whether or not it activates a new 
 referent depends on whether the representation of the referent is already active in 
 participants’ minds or not. 
 
Under the new definition, in matrices that take assertive complements, parenthetical 

readings will activate the information in the complement as a discourse referent; non-

parenthetical readings will, on the other hand, activate the referent denoted by the 

propositional content of the main parenthetical. The advantage of this qualification of 

‘potentiality’ is clear: it allows us to signal which of two assertions in a parenthetical 

matrix conveys the main point of the utterance, which is the referent being activated. 

Utterances containing assertion matrices tend to have a parenthetical reading. In fact, 

nonparenthetical readings are most often expressed with the denotatum of the referent in 

the complement covertly expressed or pronominalized, as in example in (3.69), where 

speaker A gives a piece of news to B: 

(3.69) A: ¡María dio a luz ayer! 
       ‘María gave birth yesterday’ 
 B: Ya (lo) sé 
       ‘I already know (it)’ 
 
I should note that the vast majority of these matrices found in my data also had a 

parenthetical reading.  In fact, the tendency among matrices that introduce assertions to 
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have a preferred parenthetical reading is such that they are simply called parentheticals 

by Urmson (1952; 1963) and others such as Infantidou (1994) and Carston (2002). 

 The redefinition of my initial claim that the IND mood in the complement marks 

its information as denoting a ‘discourse-new’ referent, for “as potentially denoting a 

‘discourse-new’ referent”, leaves open a very important question. The basis of my 

analysis of mood in IS terms is that the different activation of propositional referents have 

formal correlates in the structure of sentences.  Thus, in Spanish, the assumed active 

status of a propositional referent is formally expressed via the SUBJ. However, in non-

parenthetical readings of utterances with assertive matrices, the propositional referent 

denoted by the complement is part of the ‘common ground’ between participants; i.e., it 

denotes an active referent, yet the IND is used.  

 Horn (1986) shows that by virtue of placing a complement in preverbal position it 

is marked as being in a topic relation in the utterance; specifically, in a topic-comment 

pragmatic articulation. When other constituents are topicalized, the subject NP may move 

out of its usual topic position. If some other constituent is the given, familiar term being 

brought from previous discourse, then it moves to this favored thematic position and the 

subject moves out of it. However, although postverbal, the denotatum of the referent (the 

propositional complement that denotes this referent) in a non-parenthetical reading of a 

parenthetical matrix is not part of the focus domain. The explanation is that syntax is not 

the only formal level at which IS is encoded. What syntax does not encode, prosody does, 

and what is not encoded by prosody may be expressed by morphology or the lexicon. In 
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parenthetical readings of assertion matrices, the IS of the utterance is expressed neither 

syntactically nor morphologically (via mood distribution according to this dissertation), 

but only prosodically. That is, I claim that in non-parenthetical readings, the complement 

may be considered as a ‘contextual assertion’ (repetition); therefore the IS can only be 

marked via prosody. These complements tend to be expressed in attenuated 

pronunciation. Following Chafe’s observations about prosody (see section 2.3.2), even 

though active referents are not necessarily expressed in attenuated pronunciation, the 

absence of prosodic prominence on a constituent necessarily indicates the active status of 

the encoded referent. An unaccented constituent is marked for the feature ‘discourse-

active’ while an accented constituent is unmarked with respect to this feature. Price et al. 

(1991) showed that prosodic structure can disambiguate a syntactically-ambiguous word 

string. In some cases, differences in syntactic structures can be reflected exclusively via 

prosody. 

 Furthermore, the use of the IND by the S in these complements is also determined 

by the nature of the assertion matrix. In fact, as we will see in Chapter 4, the S will 

sometimes circumvent the nature of the matrix in these cases and use the SUBJ to 

indicate the active status of the referent denoted by the complement of an assertion matrix 

in a non-parenthetical reading. In any case, we need to take into account that, as Green 

(1996) pointed out, "old information does not tend to go first just because it is old, or 

become old just because it is first" (Green 1996: 135), and that ‘new information’ 

sometimes goes first. 
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 Following Chafe’s (1987) observations about prosody marking of the activation 

state of referents (see section 2.3.2 in Chapter 2), I claim that a complement in SUBJ is 

equivalent to a pronoun (propositional referent vs. entity) and it is thus marked as 

unaccented for denoting an active referent (but not always). I consider that a complement 

in IND is to a propositional referent what a lexical NP is to an entity. It denotes an 

inactive discourse referent, and thus it will be coded as an accented full lexical noun 

phrase.  However, as lexical NPs, a complement in IND is actually unmarked with 

respect to the activation state of its referent and can thus occasionally denote an active 

discourse referent. 

 These cases are not relevant for my study because there is no mood variation 

when allosentences are signaled exclusively by prosody variation. Nevertheless, it is 

possible to establish a principle whereby a noun complement in IND marks a discourse-

new referent only when the denotatum of this referent is not part of the presupposition of 

the utterance, when it is part of the focus domain of the utterance. 

 

3.3.3. Conclusions of IS analysis of assertion matrices 

 The most significant conclusion to be drawn from the IS analysis of these 

constructions is the existence of a relation between inactiveness of a discourse and focus 

relations. 

 The constructions seen here can be interpreted as pragmatically-motivated 

structural devices whose basic function is to PROMOTE referents whose representation 
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is in a mental space symbolizing the S or some other individual’s view of reality, from a 

non-active (‘brand-new’, ‘unused’ or accessible-semiactive) to an active state in the 

discourse. They introduce a referent into a discourse, often (but not always) with the 

purpose of making it available for predication in subsequent discourse. Note that any 

referent being activated (inactive) will be in a focus relation, but not all focus is (or foci 

are) achieved through ‘identificational’ (AF) functions. It is also achieved through 

‘presentational’ (all-focus) and ‘categorical’ (PF) functions. However, as the denotata of 

these referents have a subject grammatical relation, it can only be activated in 

‘identificational’ structures. 

 Focus relation signals that the IND in the complement is actually activating a 

referent (~`parenthetical’). If a complement in the IND denotes a referent in a non-focus 

relation, the IND in this case is not activating a referent, since it is already active, or part 

of the ‘common ground’ between speaker and addressee. Bolinger (1954), Hatcher 

(1956), Firbas (1962) and Silva-Corvalán (1983) argue that the main function of word-

order is the signaling of old and new information (or thematic and rhematic material) in 

such a manner that in one- and/or two-argument sentences, new information will be post-

verbal and old information pre-verbal. Following this notion, it is very reasonable to infer 

that the IND, as signaling new information, will always be in focus. But recall that in the 

IS theory I presented in Chapter 2, focus and topic are understood as relations and, 

accordingly, not all focus-phrases are in theIND; that is, there is old-information in focus 

relation. I elaborate on this issue further in Chapter 5.



 

  150 

Chapter 4. An IS analysis of subjunctive mood in noun complements 

 In this chapter, matrices are first classified according to the IS criteria I presented 

in Chapter 2. Following the new taxonomy, the use of SUBJ in non-assertion matrices is 

analyzed, with a special emphasis on the relation between this mood choice and the 

pragmatic articulation of the utterances where it is used. 

 

4.1. A pragmatically-based classification of non-assertion matrices 

 In T&H’s (1974) taxonomy of matrices, doubt and negation were grouped 

together along with possibility and probability matrices. The grouping of these matrices 

is re-arranged here following pragmatic rather than semantic criteria. Doubt and negation 

matrices will constitute their own group, since these matrices take consciousness-

presupposed complements, which are negated complements that denote active discourse 

referents. Possibility and probability matrices, however, do not denote this active state. 

Therefore, I group possibility and probability (ser posible ‘to be possible’, ser probable 

‘to be probable’) along with volitional matrices, since both share the characteristic of 

taking complements that are neither consciousness-presupposed nor asserted. In this new 

classification, negative possibility matrices such as imposible ‘impossible’, improbable 

‘improbable, unlikely’, inconcebible ‘inconceivable’ are considered to be part of doubt 

matrices rather than possibility/probability matrices.  
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4.1.1. Doubt and Negation matrices 

 Ss use doubt and negation matrices when they intend to express doubt about the 

information in the complement. As it is further explained in this chapter, this study adopts 

the notion that the information that is negated in the complement of such matrices has to 

be taken necessarily as consciousness presupposed, as denoting an active discourse 

referent. This is precisely the reason for the use of SUBJ mood in these complements. 

Some common matrices of this type are: negar, dudar ‘to doubt’, no creer ‘not to think’, 

no parecer ‘not to seem’, ser imposible ‘to be impossible’, ser improbable ‘to be 

improbable’, ser inconcebible ‘to be inconceivable’, etc. It is also possible to find 

matrices containing nouns such as duda ‘doubt’, imposibilidad ‘impossibility’, 

improbabilidad ‘improbability’, and adjectives such as dudoso ‘doubtful’. 

 

4.1.2. Comment and judgment (emotion, and subjective reaction) matrices  

 Ss use these matrices when they intend to comment on the information in the 

complement. The information that is commented upon has to be necessarily 

consciousness presupposed, or an active discourse referent. There are two types of 

comment that a speaker can express in regards to an activated propositional referent. One 

comment might be called a value judgment, used as a reaction to the proposition, and 

another type might be called subjective comment, where the subject of the matrix 

sentence is affected psychologically or physically by the event of the proposition. Some 

common value judgment matrices are ser lógico ‘to be logical’, ser una pena ‘to be a 
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pity’, ser una tontería ‘to be silly’, estar bien ‘to be fine’, parecer adecuado ‘to seem 

adequate’, parecer conveniente ‘to seem convenient’, considerar un robo ‘to consider an 

outrage’, ver contraproducente ‘to see counterproductive’, ser ridículo ‘to be ridiculous’, 

ser triste ‘to be sad’, dar asco ‘to be disgusting’, dar verguenza ‘to be shameful’. Among 

the subjective comment matrices, the most common are aburrir ‘to bore’, alegrar ‘to 

make happy’, apenar ‘to sadden’, apetecer ‘to feel like’, disgustar ‘to not to like’, 

divertir ‘to amuse’, doler ‘to hurt’, encantar ‘to love’, fastidiar ‘to bother’, gustar ‘to 

like’, importar ‘to matter’, interesar ‘to be interested in’, lamentar ‘to regret’, preferir ‘to 

prefer’, sentir ‘to lament’, sorprender ‘to surprise’. It is also possible to find nouns such 

as miedo ‘fear’, felicidad ‘happiness’, conveniencia ‘convenience’, and adjectives such as 

cansado ‘tired’, aburrido ‘bored’, acostumbrado ‘accustomed’, and temeroso ‘fearful’. 

 

4.1.3. Volition and possibility/probability matrices 

 Ss use these matrices when they intend to indicate that the information expressed 

in the complement is neither pragmatically presupposed nor asserted. Volition matrices 

can be described as expressing wish or will. Within this category we find verbs of desire, 

necessity, mandate, prohibition, permission, advice, etc. Some common volition matrices 

are aprobar ‘to approve’, conseguir ‘to manage’, decretar ‘to decree’, dejar ‘to leave’, 

intentar ‘to attempt’, invitar ‘to invite’, lograr ‘to achieve’, mandar ‘to command’, 

necesitar ‘to need’, oponerse ‘to oppose’, ordenar ‘to order’, permitir ‘to allow’, prohibir 

‘to prohibit’, querer ‘to want’, recomendar ‘to recommend’, rogar ‘to beg’, suplicar ‘to 
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plead’, preferir ‘to prefer’, desear ‘to desire’, exigir ‘to demand’, pedir ‘to ask’, sugerir 

‘to suggest’, aconsejar ‘to advice’, ordenar ‘to order’, ser necesario ‘to be necessary’, 

ser recomendable ‘to be recommendable’, ser inevitable ‘to be inevitable’, etc. We also 

find nouns such as necesidad ‘necessity’,and  prohibición ‘prohibition’, etc., and 

adjectives such as deseoso ‘desireful’, ansioso ‘anxious’, and esperanzado/a ‘hoped for’. 

Some common possibility/probability matrices are expressions such as ser posible ‘to be 

possible’, ser probable ‘to be probable’, ser difícil ‘to be difficult’, and haber posibilidad 

‘to be a possibility’. We also find nouns such as posibilidad ‘possibility’, and 

probabilidad ‘probability’, and adjectives such as necesitado ‘needed’, and prohibido 

‘prohibited’. 

 

4.2.  Use of subjunctive mood in discourse; non-assertion of propositional referents 

4.2.1. Comment matrices  

 The complement to comment matrices is expressed with the verb in SUBJ because 

it evokes an active propositional referent. The only assertion in this type of matrices is the 

assertion of the main matrix; i.e., a parenthetical reading is impossible. As noted earlier in 

the initial classification and description of matrices, there are two types of comment that a 

speaker can express in regards to an activated propositional referent: a value judgment, as 

a reaction to the proposition; and a subjective comment, in which the subject of the matrix 

sentence is affected psychologically or physically by the event of the proposition. 
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 In Spanish, many predicates that express subjective comment are expressed via the 

so-called reverse constructions, such as in (4.1). Thus, in terms of the semantic argument 

role that the referent of the active proposition plays, the majority of complements are 

subjects of the main matrix. However, these are not the only main verbal matrices we 

find, as shown in utterance in (4.2). It is also possible to find many impersonal 

expressions, as the examples in (4.3): 

(4.1) E1: Aquí lo que pasa es que… se están metiendo una gente que bueno, que no 
 está estudiando en la Universidad, ¿no? son… los… las cabezas, ¿no?, y 
 entonces se están metiendo en politiqueos (…). 
    ‘Here what happens is that some people are getting in that, well, that are not   
    studying in College, no? they are… the heads, no? and then, they are getting   
    involved in politics’ 
 H4: A mi me da pena que la política se meta en la universidad… lo que pasa es   
    que yo creo que es imposible ahora mismo […] que no se meta. 
    ‘It saddens me that politics gets into College… what happens is that I think that   
     it is impossible right now […] for it not to be’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.179: 227 E1, 228 H4)  
 

(4.2) … y bueno pues conoces a un tío y te mola pues ¿por qué no te vas a 
 enrrollar con él? ¿y por qué no? rollo y marcha y tal cual.. y yo decía bueno 
 pues pues no, no porque yo no sea liberal ni acepte eso sino que acepto que 
 te enrolles con un tío pero no así. 
 ‘and well, you meet a guy and you like him, why are not you going to  get 
 involved with him? and why not? partying and so on… and I used to say, no, not 
 because I am not liberal nor I accept that but I accept that you get involved with a 
 guy but not like that’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.93: 467-471 E.)  
 

(4.3) E2: O sea, que estamos acostumbrados a hacer las cosas… necesitamos a la gente, 
 con la gente entonces… 
      ‘That is, that we are used to doing things… we need people, with people   
       then…’ 
 H3: Es lógico que necesites a la gente.  
      ‘It is logic that one needs people’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.201: 315 E2, 316 H3) 
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In some cases, like some verbal complements it is easy to find adjectival complements, 

that interpret the complement to an adjective, such as acostumbrado ‘accustomed’ in 

(4.4). In any case, both express comment and thus both take the subjunctive because the 

propositional content in the complement is assumed to be CP in the addressee’s mind (an 

active discourse referent).  

(4.4)  (Talking about volunteering and social work)  
 Es que estamos acostumbrados a que todo el mundo haga las cosas por nosotros. 
 ‘The thing is that we are used to everyone doing things for us’   

      (Corpus de Alicante, p.100: 454 <E2>) 
 

Speakers use additional ways to introduce comment complements, like certain 

expressions of value judgment, (e.g., qué pena/lastima ‘what a pity’), as shown in (4.5), 

and shell-noun constructions containing una cosa, as in (4.6) and (4.7): 

(4.5) C: ¡ay qué buen jamón! 
      ‘What a good ham!’ 
       (…)      
 C: ¡qué pena! 
      ‘What a pity!’ 
 B: ¡vaya! 
      ‘Come on!’ 
 A: ¿qué pena de qué? 
      ‘What a pity of what?’ 
 C: (qué pena) que el jamón esté riquísimo!     
      ‘(What a pity) that the ham is so good!’ 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.324: 93-98)  
 
(4.6) ¡Una cosa es que te vayas con un tío (…) y te enrolles con él... pero que te vayas a 
 buscarlo!  
 ‘One thing is that you go with a guy (…) and you get involved with him… but to 
 go looking for him!’   

(Corpus Conversaciones, p.97: 640-643 L) 
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(4.7) G: ¡Che no! que no, no, no hay nada. Yo, no lo he visto yo. No hay nada. 
      ‘No man! There is not, not, not anything. I, I have not seen it. There is nothing’ 
 A: Hombre, pero y digo, una cosa es que no haya nada, y otra cosa…  
      ‘OK, but I say, one thing is that there is nothing, and another thing is…’ 
     (Corpus Conversaciones, p.168: 35-36 G, 37-38 A) 

 

4.2.2.  Doubt and negation matrices: 

4.2.2.1. Discourse motivation of the subjunctive in the complement of negation 

The relation between negation and some notion of presupposition has been widely 

discussed in the literature (Givón 1979; Horn 1989). Givón claims that “negatives in 

general are uttered in a context where the corresponding affirmative has been discussed, 

or else where the speaker assumes the hearer’s bias toward or belief in —and thus 

familiarity with—the corresponding affirmative” (1979: 139). Consider the following 

utterance in (4.8B): 

(4.8) A: Who ate the pizza?   
 B: JOHN didn’t eat it    
 
What is interesting from the IS point of view is the pragmatic status of the negation of the 

answer. An utterance such as John didn’t eat the pizza is not the default or expected 

appropriate answer to Who ate the pizza? even if  ‘John ate the pizza’ is false. If the 

proposition expressed by the affirmative version of this reply is false, from the point of 

view of two-valued logic, its negation must be true. However, it is obvious from a 

communicative point of view that although this utterance is true, it is inappropriate15 as 

                                                                 
15 Koike considers that it should be said that it is unexpected in terms of sequentiality, but it could be an 
appropriate answer. If the H hears an implicature in the question that S is referring to John, then it is 
appropriate. (PC) 
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an answer to the question. John didn't eat it evokes the pragmatic presupposition 

underlying another question (Who didn't eat the pizza), hence the ‘inappropriateness’ of 

the answer. 

 Lambrecht (2001) states that natural language negative sentences are ordinarily 

uttered only if the S assumes that the addressee believes or at least entertains the 

possibility that the corresponding affirmative is ‘true’. Thus, positive answers are 

unmarked with respect to presuppositional features, and negatives are marked. In the 

following example, answer (i) leaves open whether S assumes that H believes that S 

normally naps in the afternoon; in (ii) on the other hand, the answer evokes that 

assumption. 

(4.9) How was your afternoon?  
 (i)   I took a nap  
 (ii)  I didn't take a nap   
 
In this respect, Horn (1986) mentions that “(for) Plato, Bergson, Pierce, Strawson, and a 

stable of psycholinguists, a negative utterance tends to be natural not when its affirmative 

counterpart is presupposed true, but when it is SALIENT in the discourse context” (172). 

In Horn’s (1986) “Giveness Tree”, a referent that is SALIENT (he labels these referents 

‘saliency given’) is a referent whose mental representation is in the addressee’s 

consciousness at the time of utterance. This notion is equal to that of ‘discourse-old’ in 

Prince (1992) and to the notion of ‘Consciousness presupposed’, or active, in Lambrecht 

(1994). 
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 A similar claim can be made regarding the complement of negated and doubt 

matrices. The use of the SUBJ mood in the complement may be explained by saying that 

the complement of negated matrices represents an active discourse referent; i.e., a 

consciousness-presupposed proposition.  For instance, the utterance in (4.10) is 

appropriate only in a context in which one assumes that ‘María did a good job’ is an 

active propositional discourse referent. 

(4.10)  Dudo [que María hiciera un buen trabajo]   
   ‘I doubt that María did a good job’ 
 
The basic notion behind this approach is the idea that negation is not ‘independent’ but is 

pragmatically motivated; that is, Ss do not negate the content of complements unless they 

consider their positive counterparts as active referents. Drawing a conceptual parallel 

between comment and doubt/negation matrices, I assume the claim that negation and 

doubt take complements in SUBJ not because they are neither presupposed nor asserted 

(i.e., neither active nor inactive) but due to the relation between negation and active 

referents. It has been noted throughout this dissertation that in the IS study of mood 

selection in Spanish, propositions are relevant in terms of their activation as referents, not 

their ‘truth’.  For this reason I do not analyze the SUBJ in the complement of 

negation/doubt matrices as expressing a proposition known to be false, but as expressing 

a proposition treated as present in the conciousness of both speaker and audience. 

 In IS terms, the complement is SUBJ because the S intends to indicate that the 

propositional content of the complement cannot, by any means, be considered as a 
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potentially discourse-new referent. In this case the reason is that the complement is 

indeed already an active discourse referent. 

 The ‘doubt’ or ‘lack of commitment’ meaning attributed to these complements in 

the semantic approach is erroneous. The idea of ‘doubt/negation’ comes from the 

meaning of the matrix, not the meaning of mood. Note that it is not possible to attribute 

different meanings to the SUBJ, such as the SUBJ of doubt, non-reality, feelings, and 

desires, emotion. These different meanings are derived from the meaning of the very 

matrix in all cases. The meaning of the SUBJ is unique: it marks the non-assertion of the 

proposition where it is expressed.  

 

4.2.2.2. Doubt matrices 

 If Ss wish to express doubt about the validity of a proposition, they cannot do it 

via an independent clause. There are only two moods they can use in this case in Spanish: 

indicative and imperative. Thus according to Terrell and Hooper (1974: 487), “additional 

qualification is needed, and, this means embedding the proposition in a suitable matrix 

such as negar, dudar, no creer, no parecer etc.” As discussed in the previous section, 

these matrices are similar in nature to comment predicates in that their complements are 

in SUBJ mood because the speaker views them as an active discourse referent. 

 The following examples of the relation between doubt matrices and referent 

activation were found in the data.  

(4.11) P.- Qué pasa con el Balón de Oro? ¿Cree que un portero no lo puede ganar? 
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      ‘What happens with the Balón de oro? Do you think that a goalkeeper cannot   
       win it?” 
 R.- Lo dudo. Dudo que un portero pueda ganar alguna vez el Balón de Oro.  
      ‘I doubt it. I doubt that a goalkeeper can sometimes win the Balón de Oro” 

     (EL MUNDO, August 29, 2008. A Edition, p.6) 
 
(4.12) P. ¿Qué va a acarrear al pueblo este golpe? ¿No ha sido como un terremoto? 
     ‘What is this hit going to mean for the town? Has it not been like an      
      earthquake?’ 
 R. Lo ha sido incluso dentro de la izquierda abertzale, entre la gente que les ha 
 solido votar. Se han sentido muy dolidos y defraudados por este atentado. 
    ‘It has been even within the (Basque) nationalist left, among the people that    
     have usually voted for them. They have felt very hurt and disappointed by this   
     terrorist attack’ 
 P. Pero no lo expresan, y el comportamiento de sus representantes insinúa lo 
 contrario. 
    ‘But they do not voice it, and the behavior of their representatives suggests the   
     contrary’ 
 R. Es cierto (…) Sin embargo, el que es militante abertzale se ha callado por eso, 
 por militancia, porque dudo que a alguien le parezca bien un asesinato.  
     ‘It is true (…). However, he who is a (Basque) nationalist militant has   
      remained in silence because of that, because of militantism, because I  
      doubt that a murdering seems OK to someone’ 

    (EL PAIS, February 22, 2009. País Vasco Ed., p.12) 
 
Note that questions can activate discourse referents. In Zeevat’s (1997: 195) opinion, 

“assertions and direct questions share the ability of bringing about a change in the 

common ground of the conversants. Under this perspective, they should uniformly be 

analyzed as update functions over common ground”. In (4.11), the propositional content 

of the question ‘do you think a goalkeeper can win the Balón de Oro’ is asserted, thus 

activating as a referent the proposition ‘a goalkeeper can win the Balón de Oro’.  
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The basic notion behind this approach is, again, the idea that negation is not 

‘independent’; Ss do not negate the content of complements unless they consider their 

positive counterpart as an active or accessible discourse referent. 

 The frequent cases of negated doubt matrices with complements in the SUBJ 

constitute the ultimate evidence of the active status (CP) of the referents denoted in the 

complements of negative matrices. As it was pointed out in the study of assertion 

matrices, negating matrices such as dudo que turns them into assertive matrices, or 

matrices that introduce assertions. Even though the complement should always take IND, 

quite often speakers use the SUBJ instead.   

(4.13)  (The editor says that she would like to talk to him about the beginning of the 
 novel, where she finds necessary to adjust some details) 
 "No dudo que haya que ajustar alguna cosa. Así que permíteme oír tus 'peros'”.  
 ‘I do not doubt that some things have to be adjusted. So, allow me to hear your 
 ‘buts’’ 

             (EL PAIS, June 14, 2009 Sunday, Andalucía Ed., p.36) 
 
(4.14)  P. ¿Por qué dice que Imaz ha sido el pagano de ese proceso? 
     ‘Why do you say that Imaz has been the pagan in this process?’ 
 R. Porque no ha habido una actitud honesta hacia él por parte del Partido 
 Socialista. 
     ‘Because there has not been there a more honest attitude towards him from the   
      Socialist party’ 
 P. Pero le han mostrado un aprecio y un reconocimiento público fuera de toda 
 duda. 
     ‘But (the Socialist Party) has shown an appreciation and a public recognition   
      that cannot be doubted’ 
 R. Precisamente: en el halago ha estado la trampa, aunque no dudo que fuera 
 sincero.  
     ‘Precisely: the trick has been in the flattery, although I do not doubt that [the   
      Socialist Party] has been sincere’ 

     (EL PAIS, December 9, 2007. Andalucía Ed., p.16) 
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In utterance in (4.14), the notion that ‘the speaker doubts that the Socialist party was 

sincere’, has been fully activated as a discourse referent in the previous utterance by the 

interviewer assertion that (el partido socialista) le ha mostrado un aprecio y un 

reconocimiento fuera de toda duda ‘(the Socialist party) has shown an appreciation and a 

public recognition that cannot be doubted’.  Therefore, it is the conclusion of this 

dissertation that negation and doubt take complements in SUBJ not because the 

complements of these matrices are neither presupposed nor asserted, but because they are 

‘discourse-old’; i.e., their mental representation is active in the minds of participants at 

the time of utterance. In these cases, it can be argued that the matrix no dudo ‘I do not 

doubt’ equates to no es que no crea ‘It is not that I do not believe’. 

 It may seem to be a challenge in treating negations from the point of view of 

discourse referent activation. It is not always clear what is really presupposed, the 

complement or the positive counterpart of the utterance. Non-assertive matrices will have 

only one one assertion, the non-parenthetical.  Thus, the positive counterpart of an 

utterance such as No dudo que Sonia diga la verdad (‘I do not doubt that Sonia tells the 

truth’), which is the assertion that the Ss take the complement as an active proposition at 

the time they utter the no dudo sentence, will be the main assertion expressed by the 

matrix of the affirmative utterance (Dudo que Sonia diga la verdad ‘I doubt that Sonia is 

telling the truth’). However, whether the complement of “negative doubt matrices” or its 

entire positive counterpart is presupposed is not really a problem, since either way the 

complement is active (CP), which is what is relevant in this analysis.  No dudar matrices 
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with complements in SUBJ are found mostly in a very particular construction. Consider 

the following examples: 

 (4.15) (José Blanco, Spanish minister of Industry talking about the newly constructed –
 and highly critizited– Terminal 4 in Barajas in an interview on TV) 
 No dudo que desde el punto de vista arquitectónico [la terminal 4 de] Barajas 
 sea una gran obra, pero desde el punto de vista de la funcionalidad, según me 
 dicen los expertos, deja mucho que desear, lo que trataremos de corregir. 
 ‘I do not doubt that from an architectural point of view Barajas [Terminal 4] is a 
 great construction, but from a functional standpoint, according to what the  experts 
 tell me, leaves much to be desired, what we will try to correct’ 

        (EL PAIS, May 7, 2009. Andalucía Ed., p.14) 
 
 (4.16) (A Greek citizen talking about the political future of the newly elected president 
 Papandreu) 
 “El mismo perro con distinto collar", dice Yorgos, de 28 años, licenciado en 
 Agronomía en paro. "No dudo que Papandreu sea buena persona, pero se lo 
 tragará el sistema, que es un rodillo", sentencia. 
 ‘“The same dog with a different collar” says Yorgos, 28 years old, an unemployed 
 Agronomy major. “I do not doubt that Papandreu is a good person, but the system 
 will swallow him, that is a roller”, he declares’ 

          (EL PAIS, October 3, 2009. Andalucía Ed., p.5) 
 
These are examples of ‘accommodations’ of presupposition, since the propositional 

content of the complement of these sentences are not presupposed at the time of the 

utterance. In propositions (4.15) and (4.16) their affirmative counterparts are not 

presupposed to be activated (salient) at the time of utterance. The speaker creates a 

presuppositional structure and exploits it for special communicative purposes. 

Inmediately after accommodating the complement, the speaker uses an adversative 

conjunction16 that allows the addressee to infer that the utterance in (4.15) dudo que 

                                                                 
16 According to the RAE, adversative conjunctions (e.g., mas ‘yet’, pero ‘but’, sin embargo ‘however’) are 
used to ‘contrast a diverse or extending concept to an original concept’ (para contraponer a un concepto 
otro diverso o ampliativo del anterior). 
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Barajas sea una gran obra ‘I doubt Barajas is a great work’ is activated. Thus, the 

original assertion of the speaker becomes a mitigating device. The presupposed 

proposition (via accommodation) here is the utterance’s positive counterpart dudo que 

Barajas sea una gran obra rather than only the complement. My data contain countless 

examples of this ‘No dudar que + adversative conjunction structures’, indicating they are 

an effective way for speakers to express ‘concern’ or ‘reservation’ in their assertions. 

 In all the sentences above in this section, the S’s intent is not to express doubt 

about some proposition that is activated. Due to the context or implications of what is 

being said, very likely the H thinks the S doubts it. Therefore, the complement is active.  

 Mejías-Bikandi (1998) also studies the case of ‘Neg + doubt matrix’ assuming the 

claim that negation and doubt motivate SUBJ mood because of the relation between 

negation and ‘old-information’.  He erroneously considers that the complement of a 

negated doubt matrix will always be used by the speaker in the SUBJ. However, in the 

discussion of assertive matrices, it was explained that negating a negation may also turn 

the matrix into an assertion.  This study argues that these matrices with complements in 

IND are used by Ss to assert a proposition somewhat more emphatically than a simple 

true-assertive matrix. In these cases the content of the complement cannot be considered 

to denote an active discourse referent. Consider utterances in (4.17) and (4.18): 

(4.17) (The speaker is a member of the opposition party in Spain and he is advocating 
 for anticipated elections in this parliamentary intervention) 
 Nadie ha dudado de que éste es el órgano dónde reside la soberanía nacional. 
 Nadie lo duda. Pero tampoco dudamos que existe una calle, y unos ciudadanos…   
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 ‘Nobody has doubted that this is the organ where the national sovereignity 
 resides. Nobody doubts it. But we do not doubt either that there is the street, and 
 citizens…’ 

     (Corpus Oral: político, p.7: &ltH3>) 
 

(4.18) (The new president of Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya (ERC) a catalan 
 political party, talks about updating their pact with the two other parties that are 
 part of the Regional Government: Partit dels Socialistes Catalans  (PSC) and 
 Iniciativa per Catalunya Verds (ICV)) 
 ERC celebra el sábado el congreso que debe fijar su rumbo a cuatro años vista. 
 Hasta entonces Puigcercós tendrá tiempo de concretar sus intenciones con 
 respecto al tripartito y para ello también buscará la colaboración de sus socios, 
 muy interesados en que la nueva dirección de ERC aporte estabilidad al Gobierno. 
 Ayer le echaron los primeros capotes. "Siempre he pensado que ERC haría honor 
 a su compromiso por cuatro años y no dudo que lo hará hasta el final" 
 ‘ERC celebrates on Saturday the convention that must set their future for the next 
 four years. Until then Puigcercós will have time to state exactly his intentions 
 with respect to the tripartite and for that he will also seek the collaboration of their 
 partners, very interested that the new leadership of ERC add stability to the 
 Government. Yesterday he was given the first helping hands. “I have always 
 thought that ERC would honor their commitment for four years and I do not doubt 
 that they will do it until the end’ 

    (EL PAIS. June 9, 2008. Barna Ed., p.1) 
 

Not only can the ‘positive counterpart’ to these utterances not be assumed to represent an 

active or accessible referent, but in (4.18), for instance, the S’s use of siempre he pensado 

‘I have always thought’ indicates all to the contrary. Thus, the S’s intention is to indicate 

explicitly that the proposition‘the doubt that ERC keeps their word’ does not exist; i.e., it 

does not denote an active propositional referent. As seen in the study of assertive 

matrices in Chapter 3 (see section 3.2.1), evidence of the assertive nature of this matrix 

was corroborated by the possibility of utterances like (3.11), where no dudar was used in 

an explicit syntactically parenthetical manner: Señor Presidente del Gobierno: que usted 
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es un magnífico parlamentario, nadie lo pone en duda ‘Mr. President: that you are a 

magnificient parlamentarian, nobody doubts’. 

 This account of the SUBJ in the complement of doubt and negation matrices is an 

important reminder that the truth of the complement is irrelevant in an IS analysis. The 

distinctive feature in terms of mood in these cases is the status of this proposition as an 

active discourse referent. It is important to note that in all the sentences above, the 

speaker’s intent is to negate the propositional content of an active discourse referent.  The 

CP complements shown in the previous section were all fully active.  

 

4.2.2.3. Mental act matrices and negation 

 As we discussed when comparing the three types of matrices that introduce 

assertions (see section 2.2.2.), mental act predicates are different from report and 

assertive matrices. The most significant formal expression of this difference occurs when 

negating these matrices. Unlike assertive and report matrices, the complement of 

negative mental act matrices is expressed in the IND mood. Thus, a negated mental act 

predicate can be considered as an assertive matrix, equal to an affirmative mental act 

matrix.  

 As all assertive matrices, negated mental act predicates will have non- 

parenthetical (4.19) and parenthetical (4.20) readings. In non-parenthetical readings, the 

referents denoted by the complements in IND are not activated because they belong to the 
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common ground between S and H. The main assertion in the utterance is found in the 

main matrix. Consider the following examples: 

 (4.19) P. ¿Y cómo recuerda la prueba? 
     ‘And, how do you remember the race?’ 
 R. Entrar en la final fue ya emocionante. Luego, era una lotería por el viento. 
 Todas estábamos a la par y hasta que vi el marcador no sabía que me estaba 
 jugando la medalla.  
     ‘To get into the final was already moving. Then, it was a lottery, due to the   
      wind. All of us were at the same position and until I saw the scoreboard I  
      did not know that the medal was at stake’ 

    (EL PAIS, August 10, 2008. Andalucía Ed., p. 56) 
 
 (4.20) Así, remarcó que "ve posible para el País Vasco un proyecto político sin 
 nacionalistas". En este discurso, y cuando aún están frescos los datos del 
 Euskobarómetro que sitúan al tripartito muy lejos de la mayoría absoluta, la líder 
 del PP no se olvidó de lanzar un aguijón a los socialistas, al asegurar que “el 
 PSOE, sin embargo, no ve que es posible un Gobierno vasco sin nacionalistas”. 
 ‘Thus, he underlined that “he sees as possible for the Basque Country a political 
 proyect without nationalists”. In this discourse, and when the data from the 
 Euskobarómetro that situate the tripartite very far from the absolute majority are 
 still fresh, the leader of the PP did not forget to sting the Socialists, when he 
 assured that “the PSOE, however, does not see that a Basque Government without 
 (Basque) nationalists is possible’  

     (EL PAIS, July 12, 2008. País Vasco Ed., p. 2) 
 
In (4.19) the very topic of discussion is the fact that the S won a medal (me estaba 

jugando la medalla ‘the medal was at stake’). In turn, in (4.20) the S has previously 

stated that ‘it is possible (to have) a Basque government without nationalist parties’ (es 

posible un Gobierno vasco sin nacionalistas ‘It is possible [to have] a Basque 

government without nationalists’). On the parenthetical readings, on the other hand, the 

referent denoted by the complement is presented as a discourse-new referent. This is the 
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case, for example, of the utterance in (4.21), where the main assertion lies in the 

propositional content “family is a necessary engine for South Americans” . 

(4.21) (A South American immigrant talking about the new Spanish laws that will make 
 it more difficult for immigrants to bring their families to Spain) 
 Para este ministro sólo somos esclavos, mano de obra sin sentimientos. No se da 
 cuenta de que la familia es un motor imprescindible para los sudamericanos.  
 ‘For this secretary we are only slaves, labor without feelings. He does not realize 
 that family is an  indispensable engine for South Americans’ 

         (EL MUNDO. October 3, 2008 Friday. A Edition, p.20) 
In turn, the referents that are being activated in parenthetical readings can be either 

‘brand-new’ (4.22) or ‘unused’ (4.23): 

(4.22) (Mari José Sardón, one of the few basque female harrijasotzaile (stone-lifters) 
 talking about her sport)   
 Es cierto que Euskaltel me patrocina desde hace tres años, y que cobramos una 
 cantidad en cada exhibición, pero la gente no se da cuenta de que este deporte es 
 muy caro. 
 ‘It is true that Euskaltel has sponsored me for three years now, and that we earn 
 some money for every exhibition, but people do not realize that this sport is very 
 expensive’       

(EL PAIS, August 20, 2009. País Vasco Ed., p. 4) 
 

(4.23) (Coach Subirana is asked about problems he has had with the Olympic swimmer 
 Mireia Belmonte) 
 Cosas de ella que me han hecho enfadar. Por ejemplo. Acabar un entrenamiento 
 y no ir a comer porque tiene que estudiar selectividad. No se da cuenta de que es 
 muy importante recuperar fuerzas. 
 “Things about her that have made me mad. For instance. To finish practice and 
 not to go to eat because she has to study for her selectividad [the Spanish version 
 of the S.A.T. exam]. She does not realize that it is very important to regain 
 strength’ 

     (EL PAIS, April 29, 2008. Andalucía Ed., p.60) 
 
Supporting the observation that no saber is an assertive matrix is the fact that a sentence 

with a negated mental act matrix can be contextually used relatively independently and 

could be felicitiously uttered ‘out of the blue’ (spontaneously) in its parenthetical reading 
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without being understood as odd.  This reading is due to the fact that an utterance 

containing a negated mental act predicate does not necessarily pragmatically presuppose 

its affirmative counterpart.  Assertions tend to be expressed ‘out of the blue’, but the 

negative counterparts of assertive and report matrices require their affirmative 

counterparts to be consciousness presupposed. Thus, if the matrix is negated in assertive 

and report type, the scope of the negation affects the complement, becoming a non-

assertion. With a negated mental act matrix we do not assume that its affirmative 

counterpart is presupposed. Thus, in cases of negated mental act matrices it is not the 

assertion in the complement that is negated, but its relation to the matrix.  Therefore, 

sentences containing a ‘Neg + mental act’ matrix can be understood in their parenthetical 

reading as an ‘event-reporting’ articulation, where there is no presupposed proposition 

and the focus of the assertion covers the entire proposition. 

 In the affirmative counterpart of a ‘Neg + mental act’ matrix, the S introduces an 

assertion and expresses that a shared representation of the propositional referent exists in 

both the S’s and the H’s minds right before the time of utterance. In the negative form 

parenthetical readings, the S introduces an assertion and expresses that a shared 

representation of the propositional referent does not exist in the S’s and H’s minds right 

before the time of utterance. 

 If we assume that negated mental act matrices are indeed assertion matrices, it is 

necessary to modify the IS definition given for mental act predicates at the beginning of 

this chapter. Therefore, instead of saying that the speakers intend to signal that the 



 

  170 

propositional referents they are activating are also part, or have been acquired as part of 

the presuppositions (KP) of the subject of the matrix, or how they were acquired, we will 

say that the speakers intend to signal that the propositional referents they are activating 

are or are not part, or have been or have been not acquired as part, or they intend to 

signal how they were or were not acquired. 

 

4.2.2.4. Negation of assertive and report matrices 

 In the negation of assertive and report matrices, we face the same challenge 

encountered in treating negations from the point of view of discourse referent activation: 

it is not always clear what is really presupposed the complement or the positive 

counterpart of the utterance. However, as in the case of doubt and negation complements, 

this question is somewhat irrelevant. In either case, the complement is active (CP). 

 Assertive matrices tend to have a preferred parenthetical reading. Thus, in 

utterances with a negative assertive matrix, only the complement of the positive 

counterpart of the utterance tends to be an active referent. The construction no es que is 

one of the most recurrent forms of negation of assertive matrices. The countless cases of 

no es que found in my data are solid evidence of the relation between negation and active 

complements. Consider the following examples: 

(4.24) La universidad es del estado, entonces (…) interviene la política. O sea, no es que 
 intervenga por nada, sino porque es una parte del estado.  
 ‘The University belongs to the State, then (…) politics intervene. That is, it is not 
 that it intervenes for nothing, but because it is part of the State’  

       (Corpus Alicante, p.178: 226<E2>) 
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(4.25) Yo pienso que a nadie le gustará gastarse diez o quince mil pesetas todos los días. 
 No es que no le guste o no, es que no se puede.   
 ‘I think that nobody will like to spend ten or fifteen thousand pesetas (former 
 Spanish currency) everyday. It is not that s/he does not like it, it is that it is not 
 possible’ 

       (Corpus Alicante, p.149: 446<E2>) 
 
In (4.24), the proposition interviene la política (‘politics intervene’) is first activated and 

then used as the complement of the subsequent negative matrix no es que intervenga por 

nada ‘it is not that it intervenes for no reason’. The same applies in the complement of 

the negative matrix in (4.25) le gusta gastar dinero ‘he likes spending money’. This is 

also the case with other assertive matrices, such as in the utterance in (4.26). 

(4.26) R.- A Luis Miguel le gustaban las mujeres y tenía buen gusto. 
      ‘Luis Miguel liked women and he had good taste’ 
 P.- Ava Gardner, la más famosa. Se acuestan. El se levanta. "Dónde vas?", 
 pregunta ella. "A contarlo", contesta él. 
      ‘Ava Gardner, the most famous. They sleep together. He gets up. “Where are    
       you going?” she asks. “To tell about it”, he answers’ 
 R.- ¡No es seguro que fuera así! Creo que fue a ella a quien se le ocurrió. 
         ‘It is not sure that it happened like that! I think that it was her who came up   
       with it’ 

      (EL MUNDO, Sunday, June 1, 2008. A Edition, 
p.24) 

 
 As mentioned, report matrices also tend to have a preferred parenthetical reading; 

i.e., the main assertion is the proposition in the complement. Thus, in utterances with a 

negative assertive matrix only the referent denoted by the complement tends to be active. 

However in the following examples, the referent denoted by the propositional content of 

the complement cannot be considered as fully active in the discourse, but rather inferrable 

or semiactive. 
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(4.27) (Samuel Eto’o talking about the games played by his team, F.C. Barcelona, while 
 he was in Africa playing the African Cup with the Cameroon national team) 
  De capital importancia en el ataque, el equipo también ha seguido el consejo de 
 Eto'o cuando viajó a África: "Hay que ganar como sea". Ayer precisó: "No dije 
 que tuviéramos que jugar mal, sino que debíamos ganar”.  
 ‘Of capital importance in the attack, the team has also followed Eto’o’s advice 
 when he traveled to Africa: “We need to win by any means”. He clarified 
 yesterday: “ I did not say that we had to play badly, but that we needed to win’ 
     (EL PAIS, February 19, 2008. Andalucía Ed., p. 53) 

 
(4.28) (Tomás Marco, Spanish music composer, talking about the proposal to put lyrics 
 to the Spanish national anthem –which currently it lacks) 
 P. No hubo forma de poner letra al himno nacional. Y eso que, entre 7.000, usted 
 defendió lo de los verdes valles y el inmenso mar. 
    ‘There was not any chance to put lyrics to the national anthem. That, taking   
     into account that, among 7,000, you defended that of the green valleys and the   
     immense sea’ 
 R. La saqué como la menos mala. No dije que fuera buena. Se puede imaginar 
 cómo eran las otras.  
    ‘I chose it as the least bad one. I did not say that it was good. You can imagine   
     how the rest of them were’ 

      (EL PAIS, May 25, 2008. Andalucía Ed., p. 
84) 

 
In (4.27) the proposition ‘we had to play badly’ is assumed by the S to be an active 

referent that can be inferred from his previous assertion ‘we have to win by any means’. 

In the soccer universe, when one of the players (Eto’o) of the best teams in the world 

(F.C. Barcelona), says to win ‘by any means’, everybody infers that he means to win by 

playing ‘a lesser quality’ or ‘bad’ soccer (i.e., not flashy, but utilitarian soccer). In (4.28), 

the interviewer asserts that the S defended the lyrics for the national anthem (defendió lo 

de los verdes valles y el inmenso mar ‘defended that of the green valleys and the 

immense sea’). By the use of the word ‘defend’, the S infers that the proposition ‘the 

lyrics were good’ has been activated as a discourse referent. 
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 The next three analyses pertain to matrices whose positive counterpart is also 

expressed in the SUBJ. In the case of comment matrices, the SUBJ is used because the 

complement is an active propositional referent. In the case of possibility/probability and 

volition matrices, the SUBJ is granted because the complement is neither presupposed 

nor asserted. Nevertheless, all these cases are beyond the scope of this analysis in this 

study, since there is no mood alternation between the complement of a negated and an 

affirmative matrix. 

 

4.2.2.5. Negation of possibility and probability matrices 

 As I explained in the classification of matices (see section 4.1.), this study 

considers the negation of possibility and probability matrices such as ser imposible ‘to be 

impossible’, ser improbable ‘to be improbable’, ser inconcebible ‘to be inconceivable’ as 

negation matrices. From this perspective, it is necessary to provide a new account for the 

use of SUBJ, since we cannot simply say that the negation of an affirmative complement-

bearing sentence whose complement is in the SUBJ will not affect the mood. Therefore, 

the argument is that Ss choose to express the complements to these matrices in the SUBJ 

because they consider these complements to be active discourse referents.  

 Negated possibility/probability matrices are true doubt matrices, and the 

complement being negated is an active discourse referent. Consider the following 

utterances: 
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(4.29) P.- Pero cree que, al menos en teoría, podría ser posible potenciar la inteligencia 
 humana mediante la ingeniería genética? 
     ‘But do you think that, at least in theory, could it be possible to boost human    
      intelligence through genetic engineering’ 
 R.- …. la inteligencia es algo complejísimo que no puede vincularse a un solo 
 gen. Para que la genética nos hiciera más listos, necesitaríamos manipular miles 
 de variantes genéticas desde el nacimiento. Es improbable que podamos hacer tal 
 cosa durante cientos de años.  
     ‘…intelligence is something extremely complex that cannot be linked to a    
     single gene. In order for genetics to make us smarter, we would need to  
     manipulate thousands of genetic variants from birth. It is improbable that we  
     are able to do such thing for hundreds of years’ 

(El Mundo, May 6, 2008. A Edition, p. 36) 
 

(4.30) A mí me da pena que la política se meta en la universidad … lo que pasa es que 
 yo creo que es imposible ahora mismo (…) que no se meta. 
 ‘It saddens me that politics get into the University… what happens is that I think 
 it is impossible right now (…) that it does not’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.179: 228<H4>) 
 
In (4.29) the proposition in the complement of es improbable ‘we can do such things’ 

denotes an active discourse referent, originally activated by the utterance of the question 

‘could it be possible to boost human intelligence through genetic engineering?’. The 

content of the proposition in the complement of es improbable is assumed to be 

consciousness presupposed, as lexico-grammatically reflected not only by the use of the 

SUBJ mood in Spanish, but also by the use of the adjectival tal ‘such’. In (4.30), the 

propositional content of the complement of es imposible, that ‘politics intrudes in the 

University’ is also assumed to denote an active discourse referent, which was already 

active when the S uttered a comment on the same proposition me da pena que la política 

se meta en la Universidad ‘it saddens me that politics intrude in the University’.  It could 

be argued that the study of negative possibility is somewhat irrelevant, since their 
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positive counterparts also take the SUBJ in their complements. However, negation of 

possibility is a doubt/negation matrix in my classification, whereas affirmative 

possibility/probability is grouped together with volitional matrices. Thus, although mood 

is SUBJ in both complements, the motivation behind this mood choice is different: in 

cases of negation of possibility/probability matrices, the complement is consciousness 

presupposed, which is why it is expressed in the SUBJ. On the other hand, affirmative 

possibility/probability motivate the SUBJ mood because the complement is neither 

presupposed nor asserted.  

 

4.2.2.6. Negation of comment and volition matrices 

 The situation is different with comment matrices. The negation of these matrices 

does not alter their classification as matrices; a negative comment is still a comment. The 

negation of volition matrices, on the other hand, is very similar to the negation of 

possibility and probability matrices. Although the complement of a volition matrix is not 

presupposed in any manner, the negation of a volition matrix has an active discourse 

propositional referent. This is because the negation of a volition matrix, without altering 

its classification as a volition matrix, behaves exactly like a negation matrix. Consider the 

following examples, in which both utterances in (4.31) and (4.32) have a fully active 

referent in the complement: 

(4.31) A: Mira, yo te quiero y creo que lo sabes, pero no puedo demostrártelo, o sea, no 
 puedo dedicarte todo lo que tú necesitas. 
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     ‘Look, I love you and I think that you already know that, but I cannot show it to 
      you, that is, I cannot dedicate to you all you need’ 
 (…) 
 B: (…) Yo no quiero agobiarte, no quiero que estés ahí diciéndome te quiero 
 todo el día y que estés diciéndome cosas bonitas y todo eso. 
     ‘I do not want to overwhelm you, I do not want you to be there telling me I love 
      you all day long and telling me beautiful things and all that’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.76: 136-138 A, 143-145 B) 
 

(4.32) (A guest in a radio show commenting about a TV show aired on the Spanish 
 network Antena 3) 
 Me acaban de llamar dos o tres amigas hablándome de un programa de la... 
 Antena 3, en donde salía el culo de una mujer y tres personas, tres hombres que 
 son directores de esa antena comentando sobre ello. Eso es inaceptable y desde 
 luego, habría que (…) decir que no podemos permitir que se... que se proyecte 
 eso en una cadena. 
 ‘Two or three friends just called me telling me about a show on… Antena 3, 
 where the butt of a woman was shown and three people, three men that are 
 directors of that network commenting on that. That is unacceptable, and, of 
 course, it should be said that we cannot allow that… that something like that is 
 shown on a TV network’ 

(Corpus Oral: debates, p.3: &ltH2>) 
 
 In (4.31), A’s utterance that he cannot provide his girlfriend with all the affection 

she needs, activates the propositional content of the complement of no quiero in B. 

Similarly, in (4.32) the proposition se proyecte eso ‘that is shown’ is assumed to be 

consciousness presupposed (active), as lexico-grammatically marked not only by the 

choice of SUBJ by the S, but also by the use of the demonstrative pronominal form eso 

‘that’ in the complement. 

 In the case of comment matrices, the main assertion will still be the negated 

comment of an active propositional referent. However, it is interesting to analyze what 

the mechanics of activation are in regard to negation.  The positive counterpart is the 
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active referent being negated. Consider sentences (4.33) and (4.34). The former shows a 

fully active conciousness presupposition estoy de acuerdo con lo que les hacen a los 

negros en Sudáfrica (‘I agree with what is done to black people in South Africa’) that is 

being negated by the speaker. Example (4.34) shows an inferentially accessible referent 

‘It bothers me that you are with your friends’, inferentially accessible because of 

participant A’s assertion that cuando estoy con mis amigos me miras como si me dijeras 

¿por qué estás ahí (‘when I am with my friends you look at me as if you were saying, 

why are you there?’).  The cognitive schema here is ‘how to balance girlfriend and 

friends’.  

(4.33) G:…lo que hacen por ejemplo en Sudáfrica a los negros ¿no estarás de acuerdo?  
     ‘What they do for instance in South Africa with black people, you wouldn’t   
      agree, no? 
 (…)   
 E: Pues ya ves, yo no estoy de acuerdo con que les hagan esto. 
     “You see, I do not agree with doing that to them’ 

  (Corpus Conversaciones, p.102: 832-833 G, 840-841 E) 
 

(4.34) A: No, si tú no te has portado mal pero, no lo sé, hay veces que me da la 
 impresion de que cuando estoy con mis amigos me miras como si me dijeras ¿por 
 qué estás ahí, ¿sabes?  
    ‘No, you have not behaved badly but, I do not know, there are times that I get   
     the impression that when I am with my friends you look at me as if you were   
     telling me, why are you there, you know? 
 (…)  
 B: Pues estás equivocado totalmente, o sea, a mí NO me importa que estés con tus 
 amigos, y tú, o sea, deberías saberlo. 
    ‘You are totally wrong, that is, I do not care if you are with your friends, and   
     you, that is, you should know it’ 

(Corpus Conversaciones, p.77: 181-184 A, 187-188 B) 
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In this case, the truly relevant feature in terms of mood distribution is that the 

complement is consciousness presupposed (regardless of the presupposition status of the 

main matrix). Once again, whether only the referent denoted by the proposition in the 

complement or the entire positive counterpart is active in discourse becomes irrelevant; 

either way, the complement is active.  

 As mentioned before, these cases are somewhat irrelevant in this study, since 

there is neither a mood nor matrix meaning difference between negative utterances and 

their positive counterparts in comment matrices. 

 

4.2.2.7. Conclusions of doubt & negation matrices: 

 I assume the claim that negation and doubt matrices elicit complements in the 

SUBJ not because they are neither presupposed nor asserted (neither active nor inactive) 

but because of the relation between negation and active referents.  

 I have established that doubt matrices and the negation of an assertive matrix 

require the complement in the SUBJ mood because the negated complement actually 

denotes an active discourse referent. Furthermore, I have proven that a 

possibility/probability matrix becomes a negation matrix, and its complement is in the 

SUBJ because it also denotes an active discourse referent. A negated volition matrix, on 

the other hand, is still a volition matrix; however, it elicits the SUBJ not because it 

denotes a neither active nor inactive referent (as volition matrices do), but because the 

complement denotes an active referent. Finally, the analysis of negated comment 
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matrices reveals that the SUBJ is used because the complement denotes an active 

referent. However, a negated comment matrix is still a comment matrix. Table 4.1 

presents a summary of the previous discussion, including negation, the assumed states of 

discourse refrents, and mood distribution. 

Table 4.1. Summary of negation, the assumed status of discourse referents, and mood  
      distribution: 
 
 Negated matrix  Resulting matrix Mental status Mood 
 Mental act   Assertive matrix Not CP   IND 

 Assertive and report  Negation matrix CP   SUBJ  

 Doubt     (i)  Negation matrix CP   SUBJ 

     (ii) Assertion matrix Not CP  IND 

 Comment   Comment matrix CP   SUBJ 

 Possibility/probability  Negation matrix CP   SUBJ 

 Volition   Volition matrix CP17  SUBJ 

 
 

4.2.3. Referent accessibility 

 In nearly all the previous examples of referent activation in the analysis of 

doubt/negation and comment matrices, the referent was fully active in the discourse at the 

time of utterance. Those examples with fully active referents were chosen to illustrate 

more clearly the active status of the referents denoted by these complements. However, in 

Chapter 2 it was mentioned that referents can also be merely accessible, or even 

                                                                 
17 Although the negation of a volition matrix does not change the classification of that matrix as such, it 
will take complements whose content is assumed to be CP, contrary to its affirmative counterpart. 
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pragmatically accommodated. Let us briefly review some important facts about discourse 

referent activation that were introduced in Chapter 2 (see section 2.3.1.). The claim was 

that a pragmatically presupposed proposition can be assumed to be either fully active or 

merely accessible (semiactive) in the mind of the addressee.  

 There are three ways a semiactive proposition is accessible: via some other 

referent (inferentially accessible), the discourse situation in the mind of the addressee 

(textually accessible), and its presence in the text-external world (situationally 

accessible).  Activation, or as Chafe says, “the ‘lit up’ of a concept” normally ceases as 

soon as some other item is ‘lit up’ instead. It is possible, for example, to use the 

unaccented pronoun she to refer to a particular female referent only as long as that 

referent is the current center of attention of the speech participants (or as long as she is 

one of the topics under discussion, but not topic expression). Once the attention of the 

participants has shifted to another item, it is no longer felicitous to use that pronoun to 

refer to that person. An inactive item, on the other hand, keeps its cognitive status for 

much longer, and it may last for a stretch of time beyond a particular discourse (or even 

indefinitely).   

 In (4.35), for instance, we see that the referent is not fully active, because the 

semiactive referent is accessible inferentially. In fact, I found more cases of semiactive 

referents than fully active referents in the complements of doubt and negation matrices. 

(4.35) (Interview with the Cuban writer Eliseo Alberto) 
 P. ¿Y Dios, qué come? 
     ‘And God, what does he eat?’ 
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 R. ¿Dios qué comerá? Yo creo que come vegetales, comida sana. Si no, dudo que 
 hubiera durado tanto. ¿Sabes que ya averigüé por qué Dios hizo este mundo? 
     ‘What will God eat? I think he eats vegetables, healthy food. If not, I doubt that 
      he would have lasted so long. Do you know that I already found out why God   
      made this world?  

    (EL PAIS, June 14, 2008. Andalucia Ed., p.49) 
 

(4.36) Yo no soy una trabajadora social, ni estoy estudiando la carrera, pero eso no 
 quiere decir que no pueda ayudar a otra persona.     
 ‘I am not a social worker, nor I am studying that major, but that does not mean 
 that I cannot help another person’ 

   (Corpus de Alicante, p.99: 452<E2>) 
 
(4.37) Pero, vamos a ver, ahora, ya que todos somos creyentes, si hasta Cristo tomó 
 vino, es que es una cosa que no puedes prohibirla,  […] o sea, yo no estoy 
 diciendo que Cristo fuera un borracho, ni mucho menos. 
 ‘But, let us see, now, since of all us we are believers, if even Christ drank wine, it 
 is a thing that you cannot prohibit, (…) that is, I am not saying that Christ was a 
 drunk, not at all’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.99: 495<H1>) 
 
In (4.35) for instance, the S assumes that the H infers the active referent ‘immortality’ 

(‘God is inmortal’) belongs to the set of expectations associated with the cognitive 

schema of the Western notion of God. Prince (1981) also considers culture-based 

inferences involving stereotypical assumptions besides the mentioned frame 

relationships. In (4.36) the S assumes that her assertion that she is not a social worker 

causes the H to infer that no pueda ayudar ‘she cannot help’ is an active discourse 

referent. Similarly, in (4.37), the S assumes that his assertion that Christ drank wine 

makes the proposition ‘Christ was a drunk’ inferrable in the discourse. 
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 A few referents are accessible textually; i.e., referents whose accessible status 

comes from having been active at an earlier point in the discourse (through deactivation 

from an earlier state): 

(4.38) “No dije que fuera Titadyne, dije dinamita, y dinamita es lo que utiliza ETA", 
 aduce el ex ministro. Angel Acebes, ex ministro del Interior, mantuvo ayer por la 
 tarde que las declaraciones de los mandos policiales en la comision de 
 investigación de los atentados del 11 de marzo avalan que "la prioridad de 
 investigacion hasta la tarde del sábado es la via de ETA aunque tambien se 
 trabaja en la via islamista".  
 ‘“I did not say Tytadine (an explosive), I said dynamite, and dynamite is  what 
 ETA uses”, says the former Secretary. Angel Acebes, former Secretary of  the 
 interior maintained yesterday afternoon that the statements of the Police Chiefs in 
 the commission that investigates the terrorist attacks of March 11 support that 
 “the priority of the investigation until Saturday afternoon was the ETA lead, 
 although the islamist lead is also being followed”’. 

(EL PAIS, July 9, 2004. National Ed., p.19) 
 
(4.39) A: Mira, yo te quiero y creo que lo sabes, pero no puedo demostrartelo, o sea, no 
 puedo dedicarte todo lo que tú necesitas. 
     ‘Look, I love you and I think that you already know that, but I cannot show it to 
      you, that is, I cannot dedicate to you all you need’ 
 (…)   
 B: … si tú ves que necesitas un tiempo o que no estás seguro de que me quieras… 
     ‘… if you see that you need some time or that you are not sure that you love   
      me…’ 

(Corpus Conversaciones, p. 76: 136-138 A, 163-164) 
 

In comment matrices, there are numerous cases of referents that are accessible. Examples 

(4.40) and (4.41) are utterances with comment matrices whose complements are 

accessible inferentially. 

(4.40) E: (Talking about her roommate’s (Olga) boyfriend ):  
 (…) pero llego a mi casa y sale un tío en calzoncillos sin esperarmelo y una tía en 
 bolas (…) 
     ‘But I get home and unexpectedly, a guy comes out in his underwear without   
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      expecting me, and a girl naked’ 
 (…) 
 E: (…) porque es que a mí me parece muy bien que venga el novio de Olga y que 
 se acueste con él […] 
     ‘Because to me it seems fine to me for Olga’s boyfriend to come around and   
     (for her) to go to bed with him ’ 
 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.104: 923-925, 933-935 E) 
 

(4.41) El presidente del Banco Santander, Emilio Botín, aseguró ayer que los bancos no 
 han cerrado el grifo de la financiación a las inversiones solventes, pero a la vez 
 señaló que "es muy difícil, casi imposible, que el crédito crezca en plena crisis 
 económica.  
 ‘The president of Santander Bank, Emilio Botín, assured yesterday that the banks 
 have not turned off the flow of financing solvent investments, but at the same 
 time, he pointed out that “it is very difficult, nearly imposible, for credit to grow 
 in the midst of an economic crisis”’ 

(EL PAIS, February 6, 2009. Andalucía Ed., p.1) 
 

In (4.40) el novio de Olga viene y se acuesta con ella ‘Olga’s boyfriend comes and sleeps 

with her’ is inferred as an active referent on the basis of the previously-activated sale un 

tío en calzoncillos sin esperarmelo y una tía en bolas ‘a guy in boxers comes out 

unexpectedly and a naked girl’. In (4.41) the proposition no han cerrado el grifo de la 

financiación ‘they have not turned off the flow off financing’, makes the addressee infer 

the proposition el crédito crece ‘credit grows’, which is then used as the complement of 

es imposible ‘it is impossible’. The S makes this inference based on her knowledge of the 

cognitive schema of commercial banking.  

 A quite interesting and more complex case of accessibility is presented in 

utterance in (4.42) below. The complement yo fumo ‘I smoke’ is accessible due to the 
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previous utterance of no fumo ‘I do not smoke’, since, as it is my claim in the analysis of 

negation, no fumo presupposes its positive counterpart yo fumo: 

(4.42) (… ) y si no salgo de mi casa, ni fumo, o sea porque en mi casa no fumo, más que 
 nada porque a mi madre no le gusta que fume.   
 ‘(…) and if I do not leave my house, I do not even smoke, that is because I do not 
 smoke at home, more than anything because my mom does not like me to smoke’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.148: 427 <H1>)  
 

Utterance (4.43) on the other hand, has a complement denoting a referent that can be 

considered to be textually accessible: 

(4.43) (Comparing Spain to the US) 
 H3: O eso mismo… a mí me da un mogollón de rabia … que la gente: ¡Bah! 
 estos americanos todos lo mejor, no sé qué, y lo que es tuyo de aquí nada, y es 
 eso que… es verdad lo típico, yo ya estoy cansada de todos. 
     ‘That is it… it really bothers me… that people: Bah! These Americans (have)    
                 all the best, and I do not know what, and what is yours, from here, nothing, and 
      that is that… it is truly the typical thing, I am already tired of all of them’ 
 (…) 
 H1: Porque lleves tú una bandera vas a ser más español, ni más americano que 
 otro, ¿no?, pero que me da mucha rabia eso, que lo propio nuestro sea lo peor y 
 que todo lo que venga de fuera sea lo mejor. 
     ‘Because you carry a flag you are not more Spanish or American  than another   
      person, no?, but what really bothers me, that ours is the worst and everything  
      coming from the outside is the best’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.104: 503 <H3>, 510 <H1>) 
 
The propositional referent estos americanos todos lo mejor, no sé qué, y lo que es tuyo de 

aquí nada ‘these Americans, all (are) the best, I do not know, and what is yours, from 

here, (it is worth) nothing’ is activated but, as we saw in the discussion of activation, it is 

possible to use the subjunctive to refer to a particular propositional referent only as long 

as that referent is active; i.e., the current center of attention of the speech participants. 

Once the attention of the participants has shifted to another item, it is no longer felicitous 
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to use the SUBJ to refer to that proposition. In the example in (4.43) above, seven 

exchanges take place between both Ss before the referent lo propio nuestro es lo peor y lo 

que viene de fuera es lo mejor ‘ours is the worst and what comes from the outside is the 

best’, which was accessible from the activation of the referent denoted by estos 

americanos todos lo mejor, no sé qué, y lo que es tuyo de aquí nada ‘these Americans, all 

(are) the best, I do not know, and what is yours, from here, (it is worth) nothing’, is used 

again. The speaker is thus ‘reactivating’ a previously ‘de-activated’ propositional 

referent. 

 Finally, it is worth mentioning that this study could not find one single case of 

doubt, negation or comment matrices denoting a referent that can be considered to be 

situationally accessible. Nevertheless, it is difficult to determine the referent accessibility 

status. Consider the following example in (4.44): 

(4.44) (…) a mí me gusta mucho un anuncio que están haciendo sobre deficientes, sobre 
 ciegos, y tal, una campaña (…) que yo pienso que eso que sí que ocurre, pues me 
 parece que muy bien que haya una concienzación o que al menos haya algo que 
 te lleve a pensar eso. 
 ‘I really like an ad that they are doing about mentally disabled people, about blind 
 people, and so on, a campaign (…) that I think that that does indeed happen, then 
 it seems fine to me that there is an awareness or at least that there is something 
 that leads you to think (about) that’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p. 98: 441 <H1>)  
 
In (4.44) hay una concienzación o al menos hay algo que te lleve a pensar eso ‘there is 

an awareness or at least there is something that leads you to think that’ cannot be 

considered to be a referent that is somehow present, indirectly or peripherally, in the 
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hearer’s connciousness. In addition, it is quite often difficult to establish the line between 

inferentially accessible and fully activated propositions. Consider the utterance in (4.45).  

(4.45) E1: …aquí lo que pasa es que… se están metiendo una gente que bueno, que no 
 está estudiando en la universidad, ¿no? son… los… las cabezas, ¿no?, y 
 entonces se están metiendo en politiqueos (…). 
     ‘…here what happens is that… some people are getting in that, well, that are   
      not  studying at the University, no? they are the.. the… heads, no?, and then    
      they are getting involved in politics’ 
 H4: A mí me da pena que la política se meta en la universidad… lo que pasa es 
 que yo creo que es imposible ahora mismo (…) que no se meta…   
     ‘It really saddens me that politics get in the University… what happens is that   
      I think that it is impossible right now (…) that it does not’    

(Corpus de Alicante, p. 179: 227 <E1>, 228 <H4>)  
 
In this utterance, the propositional complement la política se mete en la universidad 

‘politics get in the University’ has been activated through E1’s assertion se están 

metiendo una gente que bueno, que no está estudiando en la Universidad […]  se están 

metiendo en politiqueos ‘some people are getting in that, well, that are not studying at the 

University, they are getting involved in politics’. Now, is this referent fully active or 

should it be considered as inferentially active?  It is even more difficult to determine 

objectively if a referent is textually accessible. The problem here is the difficulty in 

determining objectively when a referent is being accessed due to the fact that it was de-

activated in a prior stage in the conversation, or if it is considered to be still active.  

 Interestingly, not a single instance of doubt and negation or comment matrices 

denoting a referent that can be considered to be situationally accessible was found in the 
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data. This fact seems to be motivated by the very nature of situationally accessible 

referents.18  

 

4.2.3.1. Discourse referent accommodation  

 Lambrecht proposes a modification of the concept of accessibility as viewed by 

Chafe (1976; 1987). He argues that accessibility (semi-activeness) of a referent, in 

particular accessibility of the ‘inferential’ or ‘situational’ type, “does not have to entail 

that the accessible referent is somehow present, indirectly or peripherally, in the hearer’s 

conciousness, as Chafe seems to assume” (Lambrecht 1994: 104).  

 I take Lambrecht’s position that the main criterion in manipulating the pragmatic 

states of referents in a discourse is not whether some referent is ‘objectively’ active or 

inactive in a hearer’s mind, but whether a speaker assumes that a hearer is willing and 

able, on the basis of grammatical forms with particular presuppositional structures, to 

draw certain inferences that are necessary to arrive at the correct interpretation of a 

referent.  

 Lambrecht suggests then that we think of cognitive accessibility as a potential for 

activation rather than the state of a referent in a person’s mind. Given accessibility of a 

referent, a hearer will exploit this potential by drawing inferences or by searching the 

                                                                 
18 Situational accessibility is accessibility via the presence of a referent in the text-external world and is 
more suitable for referents that denote entities, things we can physically point at. It seems more difficult to 
obtain when the referent denoted is propositional in nature, since it involves a situation rather than an 
object, and situations are more difficult to abstract for Ss by just observing their surroundings. 
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text-external or text-internal world if they are invited to do so on the basis of the 

presuppositional structure of the sentence. They will not look for a referent if such an 

invitation is not grammatically expressed.  In the discussion of pragmatic accommodation 

of presupposition in Chapter 2 (see section 2.2.2), it was noted that presuppositional 

structures are inherited properties of linguistic expressions, whether they are words or 

constructions. The activeness assumption of a referent is an inherent feature of the 

propositional structure of the utterance. Lambrecht cites the following example taken 

from Allerton (1978): a man who sees another man in a tennis outfit coming back from a 

tennis court says to that man: Did you beat him? The interpretation of this utterance 

involves two cognitive steps: (a) the pragmatic accommodation to the presuppositional 

structure of the pronoun him; and (b) the reaction of the addressee to the implicature 

created by the accommodated presupposition.  If the activeness assumption were not an 

inherent feature of the propositional structure of the unaccented pronoun (if the use of the 

pronoun him did not by itself signal that the referent of the pronoun was assumed to be 

active in the mind of the addressee), it would be impossible for the addressee to take the 

utterance as an invitation to draw the required inferences in order to arrive at the correct 

interpretation. Thus, the recognition of the psychological mechanism of pragmatic 

accommodation allows us to preserve the simple analysis of the presuppositional 

structure of an expression type and to account for apparent counterexamples in a 

principled way.  
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 The same argumentation can be used to explain the mental status of the referents 

denoted by the complements of the following doubt/negation matrices in utterances in 

(4.46) and (4.47). Here, instead of the unaccented pronoun him, the activeness of the 

(propositional) referent is signaled by the use of the SUBJ.  

(4.46) “Cuando a ti te la concedieron (la hipoteca), las entidades se pegaban por las 
 hipotecas, ahora dudo que encuentres a alguien que te ofrezca algo mejor”, me 
 anuncia el director de una sucursal La Caixa en la que no creo que haya estado 
 sentada ni 20 segundos.  
 ‘“When they granted it (the mortgage) to you, banks were fighting each other for 
 mortgages, I doubt you find someone now that offers you a better deal” 
 announces to me the director of a La Caixa branch in which I think I have been 
 sitting for no longer than twenty minutes’ 

(EL MUNDO, February 20, 2009. A. Ed., p.4) 
 
(4.47) (The former City Police Chief of Coslada, Madrid, arrested for corruption, blames 
 the National Police for setting him up due to his high profile in the administration, 
 where he was the spokesman for the media) 
 Yo era la mosca cojonera, y no es posible que yo fuese el representante 
 mediático ante los medios de comunicación cuando hablábamos de seguridad, 
 acudiendo incluso a la subcomisión de Justicia e Interior para hablar del modelo 
 policial.  
 ‘I was the impertinent intruder, and it is not possible that I was the spokesman 
 before the media when we were talking about security, approaching even the 
 Justice and Interior subcommission in order to talk about the police model’ 

(EL MUNDO, April 20, 2009. A. Ed., p.6) 
 
These examples show how Ss can exploit the presuppositional structure of 

doubt/negation matrices by virtue of the notion of pragmatic accommodation of 

presupposition.  In sentence (4.47) the speaker accommodates a ‘brand-new’ discourse 

referent in the complement as if it were active. The fact asserted by the Police Chief that 

‘I was the spokesman’ is actually in dispute, and can be considered as the speaker opinion 

or revelation, which comes as ‘new-information’ to the audience. 
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 However, comment matrices are, according to my data, the preferred context for 

speakers to use the strategy of referent accommodation. Consider the following examples 

(utterance (4.49) was introduced in Chapter 3 as (3.62)): 

(4.48) E1: … en cuanto a la enseñanza de EGB si has hecho… o otro tipo de enseñanaza 
 básica, qué tal, qué tal iba con los profesores… las asignaturas que más te 
 gustaban, las que menos, y todo eso… 
 ‘…regarding Primary education, if you have completed it… or another type of 
 basic education, how was it, how was it with the teachers… the classes that you 
 like the most, the least, and all that… 
 H2: Yo recuerdo un profesor (…) Don Manuel F. y recuerdo que ha sido uno de 
 los profesores que más me ha marcado y uno de los profesores que tal vez ha 
 hecho que yo tenga mucha afición por la Historia …   
 ‘I remember that a teacher (…) Mr. Manuel F. and I remember that he has been 
 one of the teachers that has had the biggest impact on me, and one of the teachers 
 that has perhaps made possible  that I had such a fondness for History’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p. 56: 118 <H2>) 
 

(4.49) Señor presidente del Gobierno. De verdad que lamento profundamente que usted 
 se arrogue la dignidad de todo el estado para defender sus posiciones en favor de 
 la legitimidad de la guerra.(…)   
 ‘Mr. President of the government. I really regret deeply that you appropriate to 
 yourself the dignity of the whole state in order to defend your positions in favor of 
 the legitimacy of war’ 

(Corpus oral: político, p.8: &ltH7>) 
 

(4.50) Parece mentira que esos hombres hayan nacido de mujeres, tengan hermanas y 
 estén casados.  
 ‘It seems impossible that these men were born from women, have sisters, and are 
 married’   

(Corpus oral: debates, p.3: &ltH2>) 
 
In all of the utterances (4.48) to (4.50) the referents denoted in the complement cannot be 

considered to be neither active nor accessible. In (4.48) the fact that these are students of 

Spanish Philology, not History, leads to the interpretation of the complement as 

accommodated. In (4.49), it is necessary to interpret the complement as accommodated, 
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since it is a personal opinion. Thus, in utterances in (4.48) and (4.49) the accommodated 

referent is assumed by the speaker not to be KP; i.e., it is presented as a ‘brand-new’ 

referent. In (4.50), on the other hand the accommodated complement is assumed to be 

KP; i.e. it is presented as an ‘unused’ discourse referent, since the referent being 

accommodated los hombres han nacido de mujeres ‘men were born from women’ is 

considered to be common general knowledge. In both cases, though, the activeness 

assumption is an inherent feature of the propositional structure of the complement in the 

SUBJ; i.e., the use in the complement of the SUBJ signals by itself that the referent of the 

pronoun is assumed to be active in the mind of the addressee. 

 
4.2.4. Volition (wish/will) and Possibility/Probability matrices 

 Complements to volition (will and wish) and possibility matrices denote a possible 

but unrealized event or state of affairs.19 Therefore, propositional complements to these 

matrices are neither asserted nor presupposed. It should follow that the complement in 

SUBJ should denote neither an active nor an inactive discourse referent. However, the 

propositional complement of these matrices have the ability to activate a discourse 

referent. Consider the following examples, where the content of the complement is 

accessible to immediate subsequent reference with a demonstrative pronoun: 

(4.51) A:  Quiero que el gobernador se reúna con nosotros  
   ‘I want (for) the governor to meet with us’  
  B:   Eso nos ayudaría mucho 
   ‘That would be very helpful’ 
                                                                 
19 An event futurate with respect to the reference time of the main clause. Such an event or state is 
sometimes called irrealis. 
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(4.52) A:  Es posible que el gobernador se reúna con nosotros  
   ‘It is possible that the governor meet with us’  
  B:   Eso nos ayudaría mucho 
   ‘That would be very helpful’ 
 
Obviously, these facts contradict the generalization this dissertation attempts to establish, 

whereby the pragmatic assertion of a propositional content, marked with the IND, is 

equated with the activation in discourse of the mental representation of the referent the 

proposition denotes. However, in both (4.51) and (4.52) above, a non-asserted 

proposition —marked with the SUBJ—is activating in discourse the mental 

representation of the referent the proposition denotes. Not only can the complements of 

these matrices activate a referent but, as in the case of assertive matrices, the content of 

this activated matrix may be KP. This is not surprising, since a discourse-new referent 

can be either hearer-old (KP or ‘unused’) or hearer-new (non KP ‘brand-new’). 

Following the analysis by Hegarty et al. (2002) seen in Chapter 3 (see section 3.2.4.1) a 

newly introduced propositional referent is available to immediate subsequent reference 

with it (null-pronoun in Spanish) only if it is considered fully activated (as opposed to 

merely accessible) in the minds of participants. This condition is given only when the 

propositional referent being introduced in discourse (‘activated’) is in turn assumed to be 

KP. 

 It is possible, following Fauconnier’s “Mental Spaces” (1985) (see section 2.7), to 

establish a difference between the nature of the referent being activated by a volition 

and/or possibility matrix and the referent activated by a subordinate proposition in IND 
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mood. The latter will activate a referent whose representation is in the domain 

corresponding to the speaker’s or other individual’s view of reality (realis, realized), 

whereas the former activates a referent which representation is in a domain other than the 

speaker’s or other individual’s view of reality (irrealis, unrealized) set by the 

speaker/subject.  

 As explained in Chapter 2 (see section 2.7), mental spaces might be built up by 

linguistic structures or set up pragmatically. Fauconnier considers that there are linguistic 

structures expressions called “space builders” that trigger he establishment of mental 

spaces, the elements in them, and the connections among them. This dissertation 

proposes that volitional and possibility/probability matrices trigger certain mental space 

configurations in the minds of participants in discourse, just like lexicogramatical 

structures. These matrices are mental space builders that trigger the construction of a new 

mental space for worlds (spaces) other than the S’s or some other individual’s reality.  

Space builders such as volition and possibility matrices set up a mental space in the mind 

of the addressee/participants that is different from the mental space of the real world as 

perceived by the S or some other individual. Consider the following sentence Quiero que 

vengas a la fiesta (‘I want for you to come to the party’), ‘I want’ sets up a hypothetical 

space.  Let’s call this space P, and let’s call the space that corresponds to the S’s reality, 

R. In the discourse register, two parallel separate spaces of occurrence are created, one 

space of reality and a space other than reality. The presence or absence of correspondence 

between entities existing in different spaces can represent important meaning 
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differences.20  With a volitional matrix such as querer (‘want’) in Juan quiere que los 

estudiantes se vayan (‘Juan wants the students to leave’) the SUBJ indicates that the 

referent denoted by the event of the students leaving is only to be considered with respect 

to the mental space set up by ‘want’ to express Juan’s desires, and not with respect to 

Juan’s reality. It is specifically used to characterize the desires of the main clause subject, 

and it exists only in the mental space its usage creates. The SUBJ in this case sets up the 

local mental space of the S or some other individual where the referent activated by the 

complement resides.  

 A brief overview of the most common matrices Ss use to introduce these 

complements is presented here. Although this type of matrices tends to be in their vast 

majority verbal in nature, nouns and adjectives (and even certain expressions in some 

contexts) do also take complements that show mood variation. The notion of matrix that I 

mentioned in my classification of matrices includes all type of predicates; that is, all 

verbs, nouns, adjectives, different expressions, etc., that Ss may use to introduce 

propositional complements in Spanish. 

 Most of the propositional complements with a volition meaning are introduced via 

main matrices of will such as pedir and gustar, as utterances in (4.53). Similarly, 

                                                                 
20 Langacker (1991) shows the difference between specific/non-specific readings of the indefinite article 
can be accounted for by the existence of the entity considered in one or two spaces. In the sentence: John 
wants to marry a dancer, the verb want sets up the specific space of John’s wishes that is different from 
reality space, the space where John expresses his desires. If the dancer exists only in the space of John 
wishes, and not in reality space, the reading is non-specific. If the dancer exists both in the space of John’s 
desires and reality space, the reading is specific. In the case of a specific reading, there is a correspondence 
between the dancers that exists in both spaces. 
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expressions such as ojalá, mejor que, más vale, etc. are also found among these matrices, 

as in the example in (4.54):   

(4.53) Entonces, yo pediría que a través de la televisión, por ejemplo, que es un buen 
 medio, pues mentalicen; que hay que ayudar en casa, que...  que... que los 
 hombres pueden hacer cantidad de cosas igual que las mujeres. Esto es lo que a 
 mí me gustaría que vieran.  
 ‘Then, I would ask that, for instance, through TV, that is a good way, make men 
 aware that one must help at home ... that… that men are able to do many things as 
 women do. This is what I would like them to see’ 

(Corpus Oral: debates, p.3: &ltHa) 
 

(4.54) (Talking about tanning using ultraviolet radiation: los rayos laser esos para 
 ponerme un poquito morena ‘those laser rays to get a tan’)  
 Más vale que te guste eso.  
 ‘You had better like that’ 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.152: 382 S) 
 

In addition, impersonal expressions can commonly be found introducing volitional 

complements, as example in (4.55) below, and even some of the shell-noun constructions 

discussed in the analysis of the IND mood, as in the example in (4.56). This sentence is 

actually sentence (3.50) from Chapter 3 (see section 3.3.1.2) that was used to illustrate 

how shell-noun constructions can take both IND and SUBJ mood in their complements, 

depending on what the S’s communicative intent is. 

(4.55) En este sentido, es conveniente que los pacientes afectos de esta enfermedad 
 beban una suficiente cantidad de agua.  
 ‘In this sense, it is convenient that patients affected by this disease drink a 
 sufficient quantity of water’  

  (Corpus Oral: científico, p.11: &ltH1) 
 

(4.56)  (The speakers, a group of local politicians, are considering impeaching the city 
 mayor and are discussing possible substitutes) 
 La idea es esa, que el alcalde sea mayoritario.  
 ‘The idea is that, that the mayor has a majority of votes’ 
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(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.185: 707 V) 
 

 Most of the propositional complements with a possibility/probability meaning are 

introduced via impersonal expressions, through expressions like ser posible and ser 

probable, as in (4.57): 

 (4.57) Pese a la desaceleración, como Euskadi ha crecido en los últimos años más que 
 el conjunto del Estado y de los países de la Unión Europea,  es probable que la 
 economía vasca siga manteniendo una posición de privilegio. 
 ‘Despite desaceleration, as Euskadi has grown in the last years more than the rest 
 of the state and the countries of the European Union, it is probable that the Basque 
 economy keeps maintaining a privileged situation’ 

(EXPANSION, February 12, 2008. Bilbao Ed., p.1) 

Another common way for Ss to express possibility and probability is via the complement 

to the noun posibilidad/probabilidad, such as in the example in (4.58), or as the 

complement of a verbal matrix, as in (4.59): 

(4.58) En este sentido, es conveniente que los pacientes (…) vigilen la posibilidad, sobre 
 todo si tienen síntomas, de que aparezca una infección.   
 ‘In this sense, it is convenient that the patients (…) watch the possibility, 
 especially if they have sympthoms, of an infection occurring’    

(Corpus Oral: científico, p.11: &ltH1) 
 

(4.59) (Talking about drinking and driving) 
 El problema es que tú crees que controlas pero es que puede ser que tú no 
 controles.  
 ‘The problem is that you think that you are in control but it might be that you are 
 not in control’   

(Corpus de Alicante, p.148: 418 <H5>) 
 

Finally, a recurrent way for Ss to introduce possibility complements is the specific  shell 

noun construction containing otra cosa (‘another thing’), as utterance (4.60): 

(4.60) (Talking about an specific policy)  
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 Otra cosa es que no nos guste la norma, pero si la norma está, por cojones tienen 
 que aceptarla.  
 ‘Another thing is that we do not like the norm, but if the norm exists, they have to 
 accept it necessarily’ 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.184: 646-648 V) 
 
In the reality space there is correspondence between mood selection and the assumed 

mental status of the referents denoted by noun complements. In the non-reality space, that 

correspondence is not found. However consider the utterance seen in (4.56) before and 

presented now as (4.61): 

(4.61) (The speakers, a group of local politicians, are considering impeaching the city 
 mayor and are discussing possible substitutes) 
 ‘The idea is that, that the mayor has a majority of votes’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.185: 707 V) 
 
According to my data, the complements to these matrices MIGHT INDEED be assumed 

to denote an active discourse referent, but the use of SUBJ in this case is independent of 

whether the complement is CP, as in (4.61), just KP (unused), as in (4.51a) above, or not 

presupposed (‘brand-new’) at all, as in (4.52b) above. That is, mood and cognitive status 

of the representation of clausal referent in H’s mind are independent of each other with 

this type of matrices. The fact that the SUBJ in volitional and possibility matrices may 

denote both an active and an inactive referent, requires the same qualification of 

potentially that we attributed to the ‘power’ of the IND to activate a referent. Thus, my 

claim is that the complement of volitional and possibility/probability matrices in the 

SUBJ potentially activate a propositional referent in a space other than reality in 

discourse. 
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 This study finds the notion of mental spaces relevant to the characterization of the 

distinction between the referent activated by the SUBJ and the referent being activated by 

the IND. The latter will activate a referent in the domain corresponding to the S or 

another individual’s view of reality, whereas the former activates a referent in a domain 

other than the S or another individual’s view of reality. In other words, the referent 

activated by IND presents the event in the complement with respect to reality (S’s or 

another individual’s, such as the subject of the main matrix). The SUBJ, on the other 

hand, indicates that the referent being activated is not considered relative to reality; it is 

only to be considered with respect to a more restricted mental space (the mental spaces of 

volition and possibility/probability). 

 The grouping of volitional along with possibility and probability meanings in the 

taxonomy of matrices this dissertation proposes is arbitrary, as are all groupings and 

taxonomies. The idea is not that both types of matrices have the same meanings, or set up 

identical mental spaces, but that the mental spaces they open up are others than those 

containing the representations of the S’s or another individual’s view of reality, since 

they are neither asserted nor presupposed. 

 Such is not the case with the SUBJ in the complements of comment, doubt and 

negation matrices.  With comment and doubt matrices, the situation is similar to the 

example seen above in (4.52). The informal reading of the sentence previously presented 

in Chapter 2 (2.28) such as Max believes that Susan hates Harry, according to the 

speaker's view of reality, in the world of Max's beliefs, S hates H, is the same with a 
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comment matrix such as in Max regrets that S hates H. In the latter, it is also possible to 

consider that in the speaker's view of reality, in the world of Max's beliefs, S hates H. 

With doubt/negation matrices such as in Max doubts that Susan hates Harry, on the other 

hand, it is possible to say that according to the speaker's view of reality, in the world of 

the S’s beliefs, Susan DOES NOT hate Harry. Note, that it was mentioned before that a 

given S’s reality space incorporates the knowledge of not only what is, but also what is 

not. 

 Therefore, comment and doubt do not set up a space different from that which 

contains the S’s or another individual’s view of reality because of the CP status of the 

referent denoted by the complement. Though not asserted, it is assumed that the event or 

state in the complement is considered with respect to the S’s or some other individual’s 

view of reality. In the case of the comment, it is the S’s view of reality, whereas in doubt 

and negation, it is someone else’s view of reality. We say that the content of the 

complement is considered with respect to someone’s view of reality because Ss do not 

comment on or doubt a proposition contained in a space other than reality. That is, the 

referent activated by volition and possibility/probability matrices, activated in a space 

other than reality, is not usually subjected to subsequent comment or doubt by Ss. 

 Although a complement of volition and possibility/probability is expressed via 

what seems to be a proposition, these complements, contrary to assertive, comment, and 

doubt/negation matrices, are incompatible with the construal of those events as 

propositions.  In fact, there are many similarities between the SUBJ complements of 



 

  200 

volition and infinitival complements. According to Achard (1998) a finite clause is the 

sign of an objective construal of the complement scene, while infinitival complements 

reflect a subjective construal of the complement. Precisely the main characteristic of a 

volition matrix is to impose an inherently subjective construal on the situation expressed 

in the complement. Therefore, it is fine to conclude that Volitional matrices are 

didactically formulable in the infinitive because they are immune in their mood selection 

to factors such as a change in reference time, a change of subject, speaker intention, etc. 

 An explicit formal expression of the different domains of the referent being 

activated by the IND and the SUBJ is found in the fact that referents activated in domains 

that do not represent S’s view of reality, contrary to referents in the domain of reality, do 

obligatorily need to be referred to in subsequent reference using conditional verbal forms, 

as in utterances in (4.51) and (4.52) seen above. According to Sweetser (1996), the 

conditional mood is a mental space builder that triggers the construction of a new mental 

space for the hypothetical world; that is, a space other than someone’s view of reality. 

The need for the conditional in (4.51B) and (4.52B) above is thus explained by the S’s 

inability to predicate via SUBJ a quality about a referent not grounded in reality. 

 After the review of the use of the SUBJ in the complement of non-assertive 

matrices, it can be summarized that, in general, Ss use nonassertive matrices with two 

different intended communicative goals: 
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(i)    Ss intend to indicate that the information in the complement is consciousness 

 presupposed; i.e., an active discourse referent in the domain of reality. This is the 

 case in complements of doubt/negation and comment matrices. 

(ii)  Ss intend to indicate that the information in the complement is neither 

 consciousness presupposed nor pragmatically asserted. This is the case for 

 the complements of volition and possibility/probability matrices. These 

 matrices are regarded as space builders that introduce the content of the 

 complement in a domain other than that where the representation of the 

 S’s/subject’s view of reality is contained. Therefore, they cannot denote an active 

 referent or a referent being activated in the domain of reality. 

 

4.3. Subjunctive mood and the pragmatic articulation of sentences 

 In some cases, active referents denoting complements in the SUBJ can also be T-

presupposed; i.e., the topic expression in an utterance. This occurs when the semantic 

role of the denotatum of the referent is that of the subject of a sentence.  

 

4.3.1. Propositional subjects in subject preverbal position  

 Complement clauses in Spanish can also be embedded as subjects of impersonal 

predicates like importar ‘to matter’, convenir ‘to be convenient’, and ocurrir ‘to happen’. 

Complement clauses in IND and SUBJ that are the subject of a sentence can occur as the 
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subject of impersonal verbs (4.62),21 impersonal expressions (4.63), and as the subject of 

se-pasivo ‘passive-se’ and se-impersonal pasivo ‘impersonal passive-se’ (4.65). In all 

these cases, the nature of the matrix ‘determines’ the S’s choice of mood.  

(4.62) a. No, a lo mejor no se atreverá a coger el coche 
    ‘No, perhaps he will not dare taking the car’ 
    (…) 
     Es que no lo sé pero, hombre, está claro que alguien tiene que coger el coche   
     ‘The thing is that I do not know but, man, it is clear that someone has to take   
      the car’ 

    (Corpus de Conversaciones, p.329: A 299-300, 303-304) 
 
 b. Aunque le hayan hecho radiografías y éstas hayan sido eh... normal, eh... es    
     normal que eh... esto sea así, porque muchas veces no... se tiene por qué tener    
     una fractura. 
     ‘Even if you have been X-rayed and these have been normal… it is normal that  
      this is so, because often times one does not necessarily have a fracture’ 

(Corpus Oral: científico, p.10: &ltH6>) 
 

(4.63) a. Tenía (el alcalde) un asesor pagado también del ayuntamiento de Alboraya que   
     es de Foyos, y ese tío estaba percibiendo otras tantas (…) como el señor alcalde  
                del presupuesto de las arcas municipales, el presupuesto municipal, (…) y   
     ahora resulta que ya no está. 
     ‘(The mayor) had a paid adviser also from the City Hall of Alboraya, who is   
      from Foyos, and that guy was getting a lot (of money) (…) like the Mayor,  
      from the city budget, (…) and now it turns out that he is not there anymore” 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.186: 755-762 L) 
 

 b. Duele que nunca te den las gracias por nada. 
     ‘It hurts that they never thank you for anything’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.106: 161 <E2>) 
 

 (4.64) a. (Talking about the Police and the legal system in the U.S.) 
    G: Lo que pasa que los mandamientos judiciales se lo mandan a los coches (de  
    la policia) por fax. 
      ‘What happens is that the subpoenas are sent to their (the police) cars via fax’ 
     J: Eso sí, eso puede ser. La justicia se ve que es más rápida que aquí. 
      ‘OK, that can be. Justice seems to be faster than here’ 
                                                                 
21 Utterance (4.62b) was presented in Chapter 3 as utterance (3.5b). 



 

  203 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.188: 829-830 G, 831-832 J) 
 

 b. (Some students talking about communication with their parents) 
     Pero se necesita un problema o que pase algo (…) ¿entiendes?   
     ‘But a problem is needed, or something happening (…) do you understand? 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.74: 358 <E2>) 
 
 However, Subirats-Rüggeberg (1987) noted that some noun complements can also 

be subjects of sentences with certain class of transitive verbs, containing verbs such as 

acelerar ‘to accelerate’, activar ‘to activate’, afianzar ‘to strengthen’, agravar ‘to 

agravate’, agudizar ‘to sharpen/exacerbate’, ahuyentar ‘to scare away/drive away’, 

asegurar ‘to secure’, consolidar ‘to consolidate’, debilitar ‘to weaken’, desencadenar ‘to 

unchain’, desintegrar ‘to desintegrate’ (1987: 252-256). In these cases, although these 

matrices tend to have asserted proposition as complements, when the subject complement 

is in subject position, it is expressed in the SUBJ. But the author does not offer any 

explanation to account for this use. He gives several examples:22 

(4.65) a. [Que censuraran al presidente] estabilizó al país 
 b. [Que se desnudara en público] suscitó una gran polémica 
 
In transitive sentences, the nature/meaning of the main matrix does not determine the 

presupposition of the propositional content in the subject complement; i.e., the main 

matrix does not necessarily require consciousness-presupposed complements. We see that 

comment and doubt matrices allow their complements to appear in subject position, as in 

(4.66) and (4.67), but assertive matrices also do: querer decir/significar/resultar ‘to 

                                                                 
22 According to Campos (1993: 87), in this type of sentences, the sentential subject can be preceded by el 
hecho de ‘the fact that’ or simply el que ‘that’. 
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mean’/’to signify’/’to result’ tend to be interpreted as an assertive matrix but its 

complement subject can be in the SUBJ, as in the utterance in (4.68): 

(4.66) Yo sé que existe, o sea, que exista (= el hecho de) no quiere decir que huya de 
 ello.  
 ‘I know that it exists, that is, [the fact] that it exists does not mean that I flee from 
 it’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.98: 439 <H3>)  
 

(4.67) E: Yo tengo unos principios y para mí hay unos valores fundamentales. 
     ‘I have a set of principles and, for me, there are some fundamental values’ 
 G: Eso, y tú los sigues ¿no? 
     ‘Sure, and you follow them, don’t you?’ 
 E: Sí. 
     ‘Yes’ 
 G: O intentas seguirlos? 
     ‘Or you try to follow them?’ 
 E: Sí, pero que otra persona no los siga a mí me da la mismo … 
     ‘Yes, but that another person does not follow them does not bother me’ 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.91: 382-389) 
 

(4.68) Que no vengas a la fiesta significa que no me quieres. 
 That you are not coming to the party means that you do not love me. 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.106: 138 <H1>)  
 
Activation is supposed to be based on the states of the mental representations of discourse 

referents, yet it seems that in the preceding utterances, the position of a noun phrase in an 

utterance influences our perception of the activation state of this referent.  As we noted in 

Chapter 2 (see section 2.4), the parameters of presupposition and activation do not 

exhaustively determine the IS of sentences.  The syntactic structure of sentences and the 

assumed discourse representation of referents correlate with each other, and this 

correlation is determined by an independent factor: the topic and focus structure of the 

proposition in which the referent is an argument. In other words, the different status of 
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the referent as previously established in the universe of discourse or not is expressed not 

only morphologically (IND/SUBJ), but also syntactically by the position of the word in 

the sentence. Thus, as we saw in the discussion of IND, postverbal position correlates 

with focus status and previous absence of a referent from the universe of discourse, while 

preverbal position correlate with topic status and previous presence of the mental 

representation of a referent in the universe of discourse. According to Horn (1986: 171), 

the initial slot in a sentence tends to be reserved for material taken to refer to the 

discourse theme or sentence topic (what the sentence is about). Typically this is material 

that the speaker assumes to be familiar to the addressee and, preferentially, it is material 

that is either salient (assumed by the speaker to be in the addressee's conciousness) or 

presupposed (taken as non-controversial).  Since the subject is the most common 

argument in the sentence most predicators have at least a subject but not necessarily an 

object complement and for most action verbs, the grammatical subject is the agent or 

doer of the action expressed by the verb, it is also the argument that will be most readily 

identified with the pragmatic role of topic. 

 In Lambrecht’s (1994) theory, a proposition is T- presupposed if at utterance time 

the speaker assumes that the hearer considers it to be a center of current interest and 

hence a potential locus of predication. In these cases with a preposed subject with the 

complement in the SUBJ mood, the Ss must not only assume that (a) the addressee knows 

or believes the proposition in the complement (K-presupposition), and (b) this 

proposition has been activated in the addressee’s mind (C-presupposed), but they must 
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also assume that the state of affairs expressed in this proposition is of present concern in 

the discourse (T-presupposition). In this way, the assertion can be interpreted as 

expressing relevant information with respect to this state of affairs.  These propositions 

express a topic in the sense that was explained in Chapter 2 (Gundel 1976; Lambrecht 

1994); it is a discourse referent about which the utterance expresses some new 

information. Since the subordinate propositions in these cases are semantically saturated, 

unlike the relative clauses seen in the section about cleft constructions, they do have the 

referential properties required to serve as a predication base.   

 In IS terms, subject-predicate sentences express a proposition with topic-comment 

(or predicate-focus) articulation in which the predicate is construed as a comment about 

the referent of the subject. In the propositions expressed in the previous examples, the 

topic-comment IS sentence type has a very particular discourse function: the purpose of 

the assertion is to predicate pragmatically some property of an already established 

discourse referent. As noted in Chapter 1, topic-comment sentences are syntactically and, 

in the case of English, prosodically unmarked with respect to their information structure; 

i.e., their formal structure is compatible with other pragmatic construals in which the 

subject is not a topic. If the referent were not in the domain of the presupposition, the 

non-topic status of the subject would be marked formally via placement of the subject 

noun in post-verbal position, as we saw in the study of IND and  ‘identificational’ 

constructions. 
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 Besides these ‘special’ verbs noted by Subirats-Rüggeberg (1987), it is also 

common to find propositional complements that are subjects of copulative predicates. If 

we understand the term ‘copulative’ in its broadest sense, as “verbos que en sí no 

agregan significado a la oración, pero que sirven de puente entre el sujeto y el sustantivo 

o adjetivo” ‘verbs that by themselves do not add meaning to the sentence, but that serve 

as bridges between the subject and the noun or adjective’ (Campos 1993: 9), these 

complements are the subjects of copulative predicates in the sense that the predicate 

expresses a quality about the subject.  However, it is clear that in these cases, the nature 

of the main matrix cannot determine the choice of mood by the speaker, since copulas do 

not have any real meaning. Consider the following sentences in (4.69): 

(4.69) a. Que lloviera fue lo único malo 
 b. Lo único malo fue que llovió 
 
In the next chapter, several issues regarding mood selection and topic relations are 

discussed more extensively. 

 

4.4. Conclusions of complements of non-assertion  

 There is a conceptual parallel between comment and doubt/negation matrices. 

Both tend to be chosen by Ss when their complement is assumed to be consciousness 

presupposed; that is, when it denotes an active discourse referent. What makes the 

different activation of propositional referents relevant for the study of IS is that they have 
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formal correlates in the structure of sentences.  In Spanish, the assumed active status of a 

propositional referent is formally expressed via the subjunctive. 

 The study of the SUBJ mood in these complements also reveals an existence of a 

three-termed relationship between accessibility, subject, and topic, similar to the relation 

between inactiveness, object, and focus observed in the analysis of the IND in Chapter 3. 

 Any referent, regardless of the state of its mental representation in H’s mind, can 

be assumed to be accessible (semiactive) just by virtue of being accommodated (as 

consciousness-presupposed by the S. There is a logical tendency to accommodate ‘brand-

new’ propositional referents. In fact, accommodation is the perfect tool for Ss to 

introduce ‘personal opinions’ as facts that are being commented/evaluated upon. 

Consider utterances in (4.70) and (4.71)23: 

(4.70) Así, Chaves apuntó que las encuestas reflejan que desde la oposición hay “mucho 
 más desgaste,  puesto que la gente no ve que haya alternativa ni propuestas  
 mejores”.  
 ‘Thus, Chaves pointed out that polls reflect that in the opposing party there is 
 “much more wear, since people do not see that there is not a political alternative 
 nor better proposals’ 

 (EL MUNDO, March 1, 2009. Andalucía Ed., p. 28) 
 

(4.71) Señor presidente del Gobierno. De verdad que lamento profundamente que usted 
 se arrogue la dignidad de todo el estado para defender sus posiciones en favor de 
 la legitimidad de la guerra.(…)  
 ‘Mr. President of the government. I really regret deeply that you appropriate to 
 yourself the dignity of the whole state in order to defend your positions in favor of 
 the legitimacy of war’ 

(Corpus oral: político, p.8: &ltH7>) 
 

                                                                 
23 This utterance was presented as (4.49) in the discussion of accommodation in section 4.2.3.1. 
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Presidential candidate Cháves in (4.70) presents the content of the propositional 

complement ‘there are better alternatives and proposals’ as denoting an active referent so 

that the S can subsequently proceed to negate that denotatum. In (4.71), again, a 

politician is presenting the referent denoted by the complement ‘the hearer claims the 

dignity of all the state’ as just an opinion. However, as in example (4.70), the politician 

accommodates this referent by subsequently proceeding to comment on that denotatum. 

This accommodation seems to have the effect of presenting personal opinions as 

‘uncontroversial’ and known facts, a very important feature in political discourse. 

Spenader (2003: 351) also claims that complements that need to be accommodated tend 

to be hearer-new and the focus of the utterance. However, ‘unused’ referents can also be 

accommodated. Consider the following utterance in (4.72) seen before in the discussion 

of accommodation as (4.50): 

(4.72) Parece mentira que esos hombres hayan nacido de mujeres, tengan hermanas y 
 estén casados.  
 ‘It seems impossible that these men were born from women, have sisters, and are 
 married’   

(Corpus oral: debates, p.3: &ltH2>) 

 

 In summary, SUBJ, the mark of non-assertion, has two different motivations in 

Spanish. Either the propositional complement denotes an active referent (comment and 

doubt matrices), or the propositional complement does not denote an active referent nor 

does it denote an inactive referent. The latter is the case of volitional matrices.  In 

complements of comment and doubt/negation matrices, the SUBJ signals an already 
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active discourse referent, whereas in complements of volition and possibility/probability 

matrices the SUBJ (potentially) activates a discourse referent. This seemingly 

contradictory analysis can be explained using Fauconnier’s (1985, 1994) notion of mental 

spaces. Volition/possibility complements set up a space different from the space 

containing the S’s or another individual’s view of reality; that is, they situate the referent 

denoted by the complement in SUBJ outside reality. Comment and doubt do not set up a 

mental space different from the space containing the S or another individual’s view of  

reality, and the referent denoted by the complement in SUBJ is located inside the S’s 

view of reality. 

 Following Facounnier (1985; 1993), for a proper and comprehensive study of 

mood distribution in Spanish based on the mental status of the referents denoted by 

complements, it is essential to take into consideration that the discourse world of 

participants in conversation is divided into two basic mental spaces: the space 

representing their view of reality and the space not representing their view of reality. In 

the reality space there is correspondence between mood selection and the assumed mental 

status of the referents denoted by noun complements. In the non-reality space, that 

correspondence is not found.  

 The notion of mental space is not only relevant to the characterization of the 

distinction between the referent activated by the SUBJ and the referent being activated by 

the IND, but it also allows for an explanation of the different nature of the SUBJ in the 

complement of volition and possibility on the one hand, and comment and doubt/negation 
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matrices on the other. The latter are grounded in reality, whereas the former are not. The 

analysis proposed here does not imply that this dissertation advocates for the distinction 

of two types of SUBJ. The meaning of the SUBJ is ‘non-assertion’. The semantics of the 

main matrix require different motivations for the non-assertion. In comment and doubt 

complements, the CP status of the propositional content of the complement renders 

assertion –whose ultimate role is activation—futile.24  In the complement of volitional 

matrices, in a space other than reality, however, assertion is not achieved because of the 

unrealized nature of the event in the complement.  

 The lack of correspondence outside the Ss’ reality domain between mood selection 

and the assumed mental status of the referents denoted by noun complements is the result 

of the most relevant quality of these complements: they are first and foremost 

characterized by an attitude that I label as ‘assertion immune’. That is, the relevant 

feature of the complements of volitional and possibility matrices is that they cannot by 

any means be assumed to be asserted (thus the use of SUBJ). Therefore they cannot be 

assumed to activate a referent in the space or domain that represents reality as viewed by 

the speaker or some other individual (commonly the grammatical subject of the main 

matrix). In turn, this makes reality the only relevant domain when studying the 

distribution of IND and SUBJ; the hypothetical domain does not allow mood variation. 

 After analyzing the use of the IND in Chapter 3 and the use of SUBJ in Chapter 4, 

it can be claimed that mood distribution in IS terms is, in short, determined as follows: 

                                                                 
24 Cases of complements of comment & doubt matrices in IND mood are be analyzed in Chapter 5. 
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1.  Ss use IND when they intend to assert pragmatically the propositional content of the 

complement with the intention of indicating that it denotes a potentially ‘discourse-new’ 

referent. Whether it is indeed an inactive referent or not depends on whether the 

proposition denoting this referent (its denotatum) belongs to the common ground between 

the speaker and the audience; i.e., it is part of the focus domain or not. 

2. Ss use the SUBJ when they do not have that intention. 

 a. S presents the complement as a consciousness-presupposed (active)  

  discourse referent or as the very center of current interest (Topicality  

  presupposed). This is the case of comment and doubt/negation matrices. 

 b.   S considers the complement not to be presupposed and does not   

  consider it possible to assert it. Even though the propositional content  

  denotes a potentially ‘discourse-new’ referent, this referent does not  

  belong to the S’s mental space that represents the S’s (or another   

  individual’s) view of reality, unlike the one activated via IND. 

 After the analysis of assertive matrices with complements in IND in Chapter 3 

and the analysis of non-assertive matrices with complements in SUBJ in Chapter 4, the 

next chapter accounts for mood variation in Spanish complements. The most common 

non-canonical uses of IND in the complement of non-assertive matrices and SUBJ in 

complement of assertive matrices are thoroughly analyzed and accounted for following 

the theoretical framework provided by IS. 
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Chapter 5. Mood variation in Spanish complement clauses 

 Peripheral or non-canonical uses of mood cannot be ruled out as simple mistakes 

or exceptions. Although some uses of SUBJ instead of IND in the Spanish of Paraguay, 

United States, Perú, and even Buenos Aires can be explained as advanced states of SUBJ 

reduction triggered by an intense bilingualism,25 mood variation is not exclusively an 

American phenomenon (Silva-Corvalán 1994). As I mentioned in Chapter 1 (see section 

1.1.2.), Lope Blanch (1958) studied some of the many examples of non-canonical uses of 

mood that can be found in peninsular Spanish.  Thus, it is necessary to assume that the 

native Ss’ choice of mood is the product of a conscious decision on their part and, as 

such, it must have a very particular and well defined motivation.  Due to its lexical 

semantics, certain verbs impose a specific construal on their complement scene, and 

motivate a certain construction. Other verbs are more flexible, and potentially compatible 

with several construals.  Alternate constructions impose constrasting images on the 

situation expressed in the complement. The meaning of an expression therefore includes 

both the knowledge system it evokes when the expression is used, as well as the 

particular ‘construal’ the S imposes on the situation expressed in the complement. That is 

why grammar must account for different representational perspectives of the same 

objective fact. A grammar based on specific norms that ignores peripheral manifestations 

cannot properly account for the intricacies of language phenomena and, more 

specifically, for the fact that there is actual mood variability in that type of matrices.  
                                                                 
25 The syntactic-semantic variation is best illustrated in the Spanish spoken in Los Angeles (Silva-Corvalán 
1994). 
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 The most typical instance of mood variation may be perceived to be in sentences 

preceded by adverbs and matrices of possibility. Consider that in (5.1) quizá is expected 

to turn decir into a nonassertive matrix and trigger the SUBJ in the complement, yet the 

IND is used; in (5.2) igual should not turn creer into a nonassertive matrix, and the IND, 

not the SUBJ, should be used in the complement. 

(5.1) No, la primera puya no, porque quizás vamos a decir que no estamos de acuerdo 
 en todo…     
 ‘No, the first gibe no, because perhaps we are going to say that we do not agree 
 on all…’ 

(Corpus de Alicante, p.178: 224<H2>) 
(5.2) Igual se cree que les estén tomando el pelo. 
 ‘Perhaps they think that they are teasing them’ 

(Corpus de Conversaciones p. 235: 84-85 B) 
 

Oviedo (1974) states that by using the SUBJ, the S is not convinced of the content of the 

proposition, but is stressing the act meant by the matrix (1974: 95).  

 However, there are numerous cases of nonassertive matrices used as assertive and 

vice versa that have no relationship to the effects of adverbs. Those cases are the object 

of study of this chapter. First, an account of matrices that are considered non-assertion 

but take complements in IND is provided. In this account, the mechanism I label 

“Pragmatic Coercion into Assertion” is introduced, a mechanism that enables a more 

flexible notion of pragmatic assertion, to allow for a satisfactory account of IND mood in 

non-assertive matrices. Next, an account of cases of assertion matrices that take 

complements in the SUBJ is provided. Finally, a study of the mood distribution of 

complements of el hecho nouns with a subject grammatical function is provided, with a 
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special emphasis on the relation between mood selection and the pragmatic relations that 

the denotata of referents establish within utterances (topic and focus). 

 

5.1. Non-assertion matrices with complements in indicative 

5.1.1. Negated assertive matrices with complements in indicative 

 When studying mood variation in complements of assertion matrices and negated 

assertion matrices, it is important to take into consideration what Takagaki (1984) 

describes as the “pragmatic interpolation”, or the distinction between assertions that 

belong to the speaker and those that belong to the higher subject. It is necessary to 

distinguish between those cases when the information the S intends to activate as a 

discourse referent in the complement is PRESENTED AS/ASSUMED TO BE part of the 

S’s beliefs’/S’s presuppositions on the one hand, and the cases when the information the 

speaker intends to activate as a discourse referent in the complement is PRESENTED 

AS/ASSUMED TO BE part of the ‘subject’s beliefs’/subject’s presuppositions. I adopt 

Takagaki’s terminology and divide the context into two: transparent (the proposition 

denotes a referent that is part of the speaker’s presupposition) and opaque (the referent is 

part of the presupposition of the subject). 

 These utterances in the transparent context are puzzling, since the S is asserting 

a proposition in the complement and negating it at the same time, in the same utterance. 

Yet the negated assertive matrices with complements in the IND all seem to have a 
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contextual condition26: the asserted information in the complement that is negated has 

either been uttered by someone, as is the case in (5.3), or is given by the context, as in 

(5.4): 

(5.3) P. Un sector del PSPV (Partido Socialista del País Valenciano) cree que en dos 
 años ha dilapidado la herencia del ex alcalde Macià.  
     ‘A sector of the PSPV believes that in two years they have dilapidated the 
 legacy of the former mayor Maciá’ 
 R: No es cierto que hay ningún sector de la ejecutiva o del partido que cuestione 
 nuestro trabajo, al revés. 
    ‘It is not true that that there are any factions in the leadership or the party that   
     question our work, (it is) all the contrary’ 

(EL PAIS, May 17, 2009. Comunidad Valenciana Ed., p.2) 
 

(5.4) “No es cierto que cuando la pelota entra todo va bien; la fuerza que irradia el 
 fútbol hace que tengas que estar siempre alerta", explica el presidente del Barça.  
 ‘ “It is not true that when one scores a goal, all is good; the force that football 
 radiates makes you always stay alert” explains the president of Barça’ 

(EXPANSION, March 4, 2009. Madrid Ed., p.16) 

 In (5.3), the R is negating P’s assertion. Actually, P has not straightforwardly 

asserted the proposition ‘there is a faction of the party that questions our work’, but this is 

the assertion that constitutes the semiactive referent that is inferentially accessible to R 

via P’s question. However, speaker R decides to use the IND. Note that the preferred 

reading of (5.4) is non-parenthetical, so the IND could not actually be activating the 

                                                                 
26 Regarding this notion of ‘contextual negation’, it is necessary to note that if we utter this type of 
sentences with  particular emphasis, both in the transparent and the opaque contexts, one can negate various 
parts of the complement. Nevertheless, these cases are not relevant for the purposes of my study. 
 a. Nadie cree que esta ley es perfecta  
           ‘Nobody believes that this law is perfect’ 
 b. Nadie cree que esta ley es perfecta 
     ‘Nobody believes that this law is perfect’ 
 c. Nadie cree que esta ley es perfecta  
     ‘Nobody believes that this law is perfect’ 
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referent no hay ningún sector de la ejecutiva o del partido que cuestione nuestro trabajo 

‘‘It is not true that that there are any factions in the leadership or the party that  question 

our work’ , since it is actually part of the common ground between P and R.  In terms of 

my description of mood selection and the ‘potential’ of IND mood to activate discourse 

referents, the oddity of this sentence arises from the fact that R is using the IND in a 

complement that cannot even ‘potentially’ activate a referent. 

 In (5.4), the content of the proposition being asserted cuando la pelota entra todo 

va bien ‘when one scores a goal, all is good’, has to be assumed to be Knowledge 

presupposed, since it appeals to a common saying in football. Even though KP 

complements do not require the SUBJ, since they do not constitute active discourse 

referents, it was shown in Chapter 4 that negation of assertive matrices should be 

assumed as CP (as denoting an active referent), even if it is via accommodation. Note that 

the preferred reading of (5.4) is also non-parenthetical; however, the S again chooses to 

use the IND in a complement that cannot even ‘potentially’ activate a referent.  In sum, 

sentences such as (5.3) and (5.4) are considered ‘contextual negations’, and will always 

have a non-parenthetical reading. The assertions in the complement are assumed to be 

part not of the S’s but of someone else’s beliefs/ presuppositions. Takagaki (1984), Klein 

(1977), and Bell (1980),27 among others, also consider the contextual reasons in this 

                                                                 
27 Bell (1980) claims that all the previous sentences with complements in SUBJ can be considered as forms 
that imply some sort of ‘reduced assertions’ (afirmaciones reducidas). The verb in the main matrix 
(declaro, es evidente, creo, me parece…) determines the degree of the assertion that the speaker tries to 
assign to the proposition in the complement. When the negation occupies the entire sentence, as in (3), the 
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particular use of IND, concluding that in these sentences, the IND mood reports someone 

else’s assertion.  However, we cannot claim that utterances in (5.5) and (5.6) follow the 

same logic.  

(5.5) J: ¿Allí no han puesto un tranvía ya? Por lo menos las vías están nuevas. 
     ‘Haven’t they install a train there yet? At least, the rails are new’ 
 G: Hay un tranvía que va de Ademuz al Politécnico, pero ese no creo que va a 
 funcionar, ese funciona el año que viene.  
     ‘There is a train going from Ademuz to the Polytechnic (school), but that one, I 
     do not think it is going to be operational, that is operational next year’ 

(Corpus de Conversaciones, p.169: 57-58 J, 59-63 G) 
 

(5.6) “Si le damos la iniciativa al Benfica, lo podemos pasar mal", analizó Laudrup, a 
 quien ya no le sorprende encontrarse a un entrenador diferente cada vez que su 
 equipo se mide a un rival europeo. En los anteriores encuentros de la UEFA, el 
 Tottenham cesó a Martin Jol después de caer (1-2) en la ida. Frank Vercauteren 
 (Anderlecht) fue su siguiente víctima. Después llegarían las destituciones de Guy 
 Luzon (Hapoel Tel Aviv) y Lorenzo Serra Ferrer (AEK Atenas). "Nunca creo 
 que es bueno que un entrenador se marche, pero nosotros esta temporada estamos 
 acostumbrados.”  
 ‘“If we give the initiative to Benfica, we can have a bad time” analyzed Laudrup, 
 who is not surprised to find a different coach each time his team plays against a 
 European rival. In the previous games in the UEFA Chamoinship, Tottenham 
 fired Martin Jol after losing (1-2) in the first game. Frank Vercauteren 
 (Anderlecht) was their next victim. Then, the firings of Guy Luzon (Hapoel Tel 
 Aviv) and Lorenzo Serra Ferrer (AEK Athens). “I never think that it is good 
 that a coach leaves, but this season we are used to it’” 

(EL MUNDO, March 12, 2008. A Edition, p.49) 
 

                                                                 
effect of the negation is not to negate the complement, nor to make a negative declaration, but rather to 
diminish the intensity with which the declaration is made: 
 (1)  Declaro que Rafael ha ganado el premio 
         ‘I declare that Rafael has won the prize’ 
 (2)  Declaro que Rafael no ha ganado el premio 
         ‘I declare that Rafael has not won the prize’ 
 (3)  No declaro que Rafael haya ganado el premio 
         ‘I do not declare that Rafael has won the prize’ 
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The most plausible explanation for these sentences is in fact the simplest explanation. As 

noted by Bybee and Terrell (1974), native Ss use the matrix no creer ‘not to believe’not 

only with the purpose of expressing ‘doubt’, but also ‘assertion’, since they do not make 

any distinctions between Creo que NO + IND and NO creo que + IND. Thus, (5.5) reads 

Creo que no va a funcionar ‘I think that it is not going to work’, and (5.6) reads Creo que 

nunca es bueno que un entrenador se marche ‘I think that it is never good that a coach 

leaves’. 

 In short, in transparent contexts, negated assertion matrices with complements in 

the IND are interpreted as (1) contextual negations, where the S negates someone else’s 

‘direct speech’ in a non-parenthetical reading of the utterance; and (2) the use native Ss 

make of the matrix no creo que as creo que no. 

 In the opaque context, the IND in the complement of negated assertive matrices 

clearly indicates a S assertion. It is not the assertion in the complement that is negated, 

but its relation to the matrix. Let us consider now the following example: 

(5.7) Confían mucho en su pareja  (…) Se limitan a decir que no  creían que no se iban 
 a quedar embarazadas, son las más jóvenes, creen que tienen una especie de 
 protección mágica.    
 ‘They trust their couples a lot (…) They just say that they did not think that they 
 were not going to get pregnant, they are the youngest, they think that they have 
 some sort of magical protection’ 

(EL PAIS, December 22, 2007. Andalucía Ed., p. 39) 
 

In this type of sentences, the speaker ‘coerces’ an assertion as the complement of a matrix 

that not only usually requires a consciousness-presupposed (or active) complement, but it 

is a complement of a matrix of which the S is not the subject. In sentences with negated 
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assertive predicates whose complement is in the IND, although the complement is an 

assertion, it is simply not the assertion that the subject uttered. In these utterances, the 

subject is not asserting the complement, but the S is. Therefore, it is not the assertion (the 

activated referent), in the complement that is negated, but its relation to the matrix. In a 

very similar argument, Takagaki (1984) points out that the IND represents the 

intervention of the S in face of the subject’s doubt about the proposition, identifiable as 

an ‘affirmatively stating force’ suppressing the negative attitude of the subject. Terrell 

(1976) agrees with Takagaki, saying that “if the speaker wants to assert as true a 

proposition another speaker has doubted, he may do so by using the indicative” (1976: 

229). This idea is also shared by Kleiman (1974), Klein (1977), Lleó (1979), Bell (1980), 

and other authors. 

 The multiple questions we find in the data with a negative assertive matrix and 

use of the IND in the complement offer a perfect indication of how Ss exploit these 

utterances. These questions have a preferred parenthetical reading. Journalists will assert 

(will activate as referents) provocative propositions, and then ask if the referent evoked 

by those activated propositions is part of the H’s set of presuppositions. Consider the 

questions in (5.8) and (5.9): 

(5.8) P. ¿No cree que el problema del Gobierno puede radicar en que tardó en  
      admitir la crisis y eso ha generado desconfianza? 
      ‘Don’t you think that the problem of the government may lie in (the fact that)   
      they acknowledged the (existence of the) crisis late, and that has generated   
      distrust?’ 
 R. Tenemos que aceptar que se tardó en reconocer la crisis.   
      ‘We have to accept that (the existence of ) the crisis was acknowledged late’ 
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(EL PAIS, September 13, 2009. Barna Ed., p. 14) 
 

 (5.9) P: En plena crisis económica, usted ha pedido una indemnización de 114.612 
 euros tras su cese como vicepresidente de las Cortes Valencianas. ¿No cree que 
 esto puede crear malestar entre los ciudadanos? 
      ‘In the midst of an economic recession, you have asked for a 114,612 Euros   
      severence pay after you were removed from the office of the Vice-President of   
      the Valencian Parliament. Don’t you think this can create uneasyness among   
      the citizens?’ 

(EL PAIS, April 5, 2009. Comunidad Valenciana Ed., p.2) 
 

But this fact does not mean that questions with the matrix no creer always elicit a 

complement in the IND. In utterances in which the content of the complement is assumed 

to be consciousness presupposed by the S  i.e., an active discourse referent the 

complement will be expressed in the SUBJ: 

(5.10) (The interviewer asks the leader of the main opposition party in Spain, Partido 
 Popular, about the citizens feelings on the charges of corruption against elected 
 officials of his party) 
 P. ¿No cree que finalmente los ciudadanos acaben por rebelarse ante una clase 
 política que exprime hasta esos extremos su condición de cargo público?  
    ‘Don’t you think that finally the citizens will end up rebelling against a political   
     class that squeezes to that extent his position as a civil sevant?’ 

(EL PAIS, April 5, 2009. Comunidad Valenciana Ed., p.2) 
 
However, it is possible to find cases where it is difficult to attribute the assertion in the 

complement to the S. I consider the following sentences as cases of ‘contextual negation’, 

like the ones we saw in the transparent context. Consider utterances in (5.11) and (5.12): 

(5.11) Las rebajas de impuestos han parecido excesivas a algunos demócratas, aunque 
 han creído conveniente apoyar el plan. "Nadie cree que esta ley es perfecta, pero 
 los estadounidenses requieren urgentemente nuestra ayuda", dijo el senador. 
 ‘The tax cuts have come across as excessive to some democrats, even though they 
 have believed it convenient to support the plan. “Nobody believes that the law is 
 perfect, but Americans require our help urgently”, said the senator’ 
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(EL PAIS, February 13, 2009. Barna Ed., p.2) 
(5.12) Casi nadie cree que Elena Salgado es una buena sustituta del ministro Pedro 
 Solbes.  
 ‘Almost no one thinks that Elena Salgado is a good substitute of Secretary (of 
 Economy) Pedro Solbes’ 

(EL PAIS, July 7, 2008. Madrid Ed., p.2) 
 
In short, in transparent contexts, negated assertion matrices with complements in IND are 

interpreted as (1) contextual negations, where the S negates the ‘oración directa’ in a non-

parenthetical reading of the utterance; (2) the use native Ss make of the matrix no creo 

que ‘I don’t think that’ as creo que no ‘I think that not’.  In opaque contexts, on the other 

hand, it is not the assertion in the complement that is negated, but its relation to the 

matrix. In some cases, the IND is used also due to contextual negations. The reason why 

these matrices can be used to introduce S’s assertions (referents whose representation 

belongs to the S’s presuppositions/beliefs) only in opaque contexts, is the cognitive 

impossibility of using transparent negated matrices to introduce an assertion. 

 

5.1.2. Negated report matrices with complements in indicative  

 The account for negated report matrices with complements in the IND is very 

similar to the analysis provided for indicative complements of negated assertive matrices. 

The only difference is to be found in the analysis of transparent contexts, where due to 

the semantic nature of report matrices, readings of the IND as a S assertion will also 

obtain. Therefore, it is not really necessary to divide transparent and opaque contexts in 
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the study of mood variation in these matrices. The following are examples of contextual 

negation28 in both contexts: 

(5.13) (The leader of the Navarre main political party, Unión del Pueblo Navarro (UPN), 
 answering questions about their political relation with the party in charge of the 
 Spanish government, Partido Socialista Obrero Español, (PSOE)) 
 P: Cuando el Gobierno de Zapatero vendió Navarra, ¿por qué no aprovechó para 
 comprarla? 
  ‘When the Zapatero government sold Navarre, ¿Why didn’t you take the        
  opportunity to buy it?’ 
 R: Bueno, ya la compré. Pero yo no dije que el PSOE había vendido Navarra, 
 aunque es verdad que  alguien de UPN sí lo dijo.  
 ‘Well, I already bought it. But I did not say that PSOE had sold Navarre,   
  although it is true that someone from UPN did say it’ 

(EL PAIS, April 13, 2008. National Ed., p. 76) 
 

(5.14) (Silva, a football player of the Spanish national team, answering a question about 
 Luis Aragonés, the team’s coach) 
 P: Dice Luis que si es preciso, mejor jugar feo y ganar. ¿Lo entiende?  
 ‘Luis says that if it is necessary, it is better to play “ugly” and win. Do you   
  understand that?’ 
 R: Claro que lo entiendo, pero él no dice que para ganar hay que jugar feo.  
 ‘Of course I understand, but he does not say that in order to win one has to play 
  dirty’ 

(EL MUNDO, June 8, 2008. A Edition, p.56) 
 

                                                                 
28 Once again, and regarding this notion of ‘contextual negation’, it is necessary to note that if we utter this 
type of sentences with particular emphasis, both in the transparent and the opaque contexts, one can negate 
various parts of the complement. Nevertheless, these cases are not again relevant for the purposes of my 
study.  
 a. Él no dice que para ganar hay que jugar feo (sino que piensa que para ganar hay que jugar feo) 
    “He does not say that in order to win one has to play dirty (he rather thinks that in order to win   
      one has to play dirty) 
 b. Él no dice que para ganar hay que jugar feo (sino que, para ‘no-perder’ hay que jugar feo) 
    “He does not say that in order to win one has to play dirty (but rather that in order not to win   
      one has to play dirty) 
 c. Él no dice que para ganar hay que jugar feo (sino que se puede jugar feo) 
    “He does not say that in order to win one has to play dirty (but rather that one can play dirty) 
 
 



 

  224 

In the following utterances (5.15), (5.16) and (5.17), the Ss are forcing the negated 

matrices into assertive matrices, since they are using them to introduce ‘new 

information’, with the intent to activate a referent. Furthermore, these sentences have a 

parenthetical reading, which, as we know, is only possible in parenthetical (assertion) 

matrices. 

(5.15) (Ramón Jauregui, a socialist politician, about the criticism of the Socialist 
 government and the Spanish President Zapatero by the right wing politician De 
 Grandes) 
 Señor De Grandes, no dice que los 2.000 millones de inversión tecnológica los 
 consiguió Zapatero.  
 ‘Mr. De Grandes, you do not say that the two billion euros in technological 
 investment were obtained by Zapatero’ 

(EL PAIS, June 4, 2009. Andalucía Ed., p.14) 
 

(5.16) (Cyclist Oscar Freire talking about his irregular performance during his last 
 season) 
 Sabía que en el Tour no estaba bien, aunque la regularidad no dice  que vas a 
 ganar, pero indica que estás siempre delante. 
 ‘I knew that I was not OK during the Tour (of France), even though regularity 
 does not say (mean) you are going to win, but it indicates that you are always 
 ahead’ 

(EL PAIS, July 28, 2008. Madrid Ed., p.35) 
 

(5.17) Cuando la semana pasada les hablé de Guy Debord, no conté toda la verdad. No 
 dije que era el líder del movimiento situacionista y que le conocí en París en la 
 primavera de 1968. 
 ‘When last week I talked to you about Guy Debord, I did not tell the whole truth. 
 I did not say that he was the leader of th situationist movement and that I met him 
 in Paris in the Spring of 1968’ 

(EL PAIS, December 17, 2003. Madrid Ed., p.8) 
 

As assertive predicates, these uses of negated report matrices can activate ‘unused’ 

(knowledge presupposed) and ‘brand-new’ referents. In (5.15) and (5.16), the 

propositions los 2000 millones de inversion tecnológica los consiguió Zapatero ‘the two 
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billions in technology investments were brought about by Zapatero’ and vas a ganar ‘you 

are going to win’ are assumed to be KP. The proposition era el líder del movimiento 

situacionista y lo conocí en París ‘he was the leader of the situationist movement and I 

met him in Paris’ in (5.17), on the other hand, cannot be assumed to be KP, especially the 

second part of the proposition (‘I met him in Paris’). 

 However, there are also instances when these negated matrices introducing 

complements in the IND that I have just considered as assertive matrices have a non-

parenthetical reading. In this case, it is not possible to claim that the complement in IND 

is actually activating a referent. This example is some type of contextual negation, with 

the difference that the context has been set by the very speaker. Consider the following 

examples: 

(5.18) (Talking about being forced to take an early retirement from RTVE –the Spanish  
 Public Broadcast Network)  
 Cuando me preguntan, no digo que me han  prejubilado, sino que estoy en el 
 paro, que me han despedido de RTVE», aclara Emilio de la Fuente. 
 ‘“When they ask me, I do not say that I have been retired early, but (I say) that I 
 am unemployed, that I have been fired from RTVE” clarifies Emilio de la Fuente’ 

(EL MUNDO, January 3, 2009. A Edition, p.15) 
 

(5.19) (A woman talking about her husband, who is HIV-positive) 
 Ahora opina que es la sociedad la que debe dar el último paso y aceptar con 
 naturalidad que se puede ser feliz, a pesar del VIH: "Yo no cuento que mi 
 marido tiene sida, como otra mujer puede explicar que el suyo sufrió un ataque 
 al corazón".  
 ‘Now she has the opinion that it is society who needs to take the first step and 
 accept in a natural manner that one can be happy, in spite of HIV: “I do not tell 
 others that my husband is infected with AIDS, like another woman can explain 
 that hers suffered a heart attack’ 

(EL PAIS, December 13, 2007. País Vasco Ed., p.1) 
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In those two sentences above, it is not the assertion in the complement that is negated, but 

its relation to the matrix.  As we see, speaker assertion accounts for the IND in the 

complement of report matrices in both transparents and opaque contexts, unlike assertive 

matrices, where speaker S only accounts for opaque contexts. Terrell (1976) and Campos 

(1993) seem in general to agree with this analysis. Both claim that the IND in the 

complement of negated report matrices has two possible readings. Either the utterance is 

understood as a ‘contextual negation’, or the S has a commitment to reality; the S knows 

that the content of the subordinate is true and thereby wants to assert it. That is, in IS 

terms, the S intends to activate it as a discourse referent. 

 

5.1.3. Comment matrices with complements in indicative 

 In comment matrices with complements in IND, the S is marking the complement 

as a discourse-new referent. From a pragmatic perspective, the main communicative goal 

that the speaker wants to achieve with utterances that use IND in the complement of a 

comment matrix is not to comment on some proposition that has been activated. The 

communicative goal is to assert pragmatically the content of the complement proposition 

that is, to present the propositional content of the proposition in the complement as an 

inactive (‘discourse-new’) referentand comment on it at the same time, in the same 

utterance. In other words, comment matrices with complements in IND express two 

propositions via a one-clause syntax. 

(5.21) Me joroba mucho que al final no os veis ninguna tarde. 
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 ‘It bothers me that, in the end, you do not see each other any afternoon’ 
 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p. 330: 317 B) 

 
(5.22) Me sorprende que el presidente no presentó ninguna medida para reactivar la 
 economía. 
 ‘It surprises me that the president did not present any measures to stimulate the 
 economy’ 
  (EL PAIS, May 18, 2009. Barna Ed., p. 4) 
 
 In (5.21) for instance, the two propositions being asserted (activated via one-

clause syntax) are ‘you always end up not seeing each other’ (al final nunca os véis) and  

‘you not seeing each other bothers me’ (eso [que no os veais] me joroba mucho).  On the 

other hand, sentences with the complement in the SUBJ mood, express a simple 

proposition, the assertion expressed by the main matrix. In this sense, Blutner (2000) 

suggests the “Avoid Accomodation” principle, whereby assertional means are preferable 

to presuppositional means when introducing information. When using the SUBJ, the 

main communicative goal or intent of the S is to comment on some active proposition. 

However, when using the IND, the S intends to present the propositional content of P as 

‘new information’. Thus, the S intends to assert pragmatically the content of P and 

comment on it at the same time. 

 I use the metaphoric term of “Pragmatic Coercion into Assertion” in order to 

explain the potentially ‘discourse-new’/inactive status of the referent denoted by the 

complement in the IND. Their potentially ‘discourse-new’/inactive status is the 

consequence of the complement having been ‘coerced’ into an assertion. “Pragmatic 

Coercion into Assertion” describes the mechanism whereby a S coerces/uses IND, and 
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thus asserts the propositional content of a CP complement.  This notion is nothing more 

than an expression of speakers’ ability ultimately to transcend the semantic (in terms of 

lexical semantics) nature of matrices in their choice of mood. This term attempts to 

capture and/or describe the fact that when asserting the propositional content of the 

complement of a comment matrix such as lamentar ‘regret’ (when using the IND mood 

in the complement), the S is coercing a presuppositional structure into an assertional one. 

The concept of ‘coercion’ suggests a more flexible notion of pragmatic assertion, a notion 

that allows for a satisfactory account of the IND mood in non-assertive matrices.  

Coercion into assertion has very important implications in terms of IS.  On the one hand, 

the pragmatic establishment of a topic referent that takes place simultaneously with, or 

subsequent to, the conveying of information about this referent, runs counter to the 

Principle of the Separation of Reference and Role (PSRR). The communicative 

motivation of the principle is summarized by Lambrecht as "Do not introduce a referent 

and talk about it in the same clause” (Lambrecht 1994: 185). Sentences in (5.21) and 

(5.22) are clearly violating this principle, since by using the IND in the noun clause, the 

Ss are introducing ‘new information’. That is, they are introducing a new discourse 

referent and, at the same time (due to the topic-comment pragmatic articulation of the 

sentence), they are commenting on this new referent activated in the discourse.  There are 

two reasons for adhering to this maxim, one S-oriented and the other H-oriented. From 

the S’s point of view, it is easier to construct a complex sentence if the lexical 

introduction of a non-active topic referent is done independently of the syntactic 
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expression of the proposition about the referent. From the H’s point of view, it is easier to 

decode a message about an active referent if the task of assessing the active referent can 

be performed independently of the task of interpreting the proposition in which the active 

referent is an argument. This, and not the semantic feature of matrices, is what eventually 

determines why the complement of comment predicates is more conducive to introducing 

complements in the SUBJ mood.  

 This study extends the notion of ‘coercion into assertion’ to the IND complements 

of negated assertion matrices. I have already mentioned that I find a conceptual parallel 

between comment and doubt/negation matrices. It is possible to argue that negated 

matrices may fall under the same category as comment matrices. Thus, all those IND 

complements in negated assertive matrices that were described as examples of ‘speaker 

assertion’ (not the examples of ‘contextual negation’) could be explained as cases of 

‘coercion into assertion’, since the S ‘coerces’ the use of IND in complements that 

customarily denote an active discourse referent.  Thus, utterances (5.23) and (5.24) could, 

depending on the context, be understood as ‘contextual negations’ or could also be 

interpreted as cases of Coercion into Assertion, with the two propositions expressed in 

the English translation: 

(5.23) Yo no pienso que eres tonto 
 #‘You are stupid but I do not think that’ 
(5.24)  Yo no digo que eres tonto 
 #‘You are stupid but I do not say it’ 
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In negated assertive matrices, such as (5.23), readings of the IND in transparent contexts 

as a S’s assertions are not possible from a cognitive point of view, due to the semantic 

nature of these matrices. However, in negated report matrices, such as (5.24) above, 

readings of the IND in the complement as a speaker assertion are possible. The use of 

negative assertion matrices (assertive and report) to ‘coerce’ a speaker assertion 

resembles the IS of mental act predicates. 

 

5.2. Assertion matrices with complements in the subjunctive 

 In all the following cases in this section, the claim is that, by using the SUBJ 

mood, the S intends to signal that the referent the complement denotes cannot be taken as 

potentially inactive. In fact, the S signals in all cases that the referent is already active in 

the discourse. Consider the following sentence in (5.25), where a perception (or 

sometimes ‘opinion’) matrix takes a complement in SUBJ, as opposed to the usual IND, 

as in (5.26): 

(5.25) B: ¡Jolín! Es que a mí me afecta. Yo no sé que decirte, es que no, no sé, pero así 
 no podemos estar. 
      ‘Gosh! (The thing is that) it affects me. I do not know what to tell you, the   
       thing is, I don’t know, but we can’t be like this’ 
 A: Ya lo sé. Hasta ahí llego. 
      ‘I already know that. It came to this’ 
 B: Además, parece que te enfades conmigo todo el rato. 
      ‘Besides, it seems that you get mad at me all the time’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p. 77: 176-179) 
 
(5.26) H1: Cundió el pánico; pensaron que era, que venían arreando tiros. 
      ‘Panic broke out; they thought that it was, that they came shooting’ 
 H2: ¡Qué barbaridad! 
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      ‘That is ridiculous’ 
 H1: Parece que, bah, la cosa se calmó, y dijeron que eran unos petardos.  
     ‘It seems that, eh, everything calmed down, and they said it was firecrackers’ 

 (Corpus Oral: religioso, p.1) 
 
Takagaki (1984) notes that in opaque contexts (indirect assertions), the speaker cannot 

intervene negatively in the subject’s belief in the truth of the complement (5.27b). It is 

the higher subject that is responsible for the IND in the opaque context. The examples are 

from Klein (1974: 88) 

(5.27) a.   Margarita cree que es tarde  
 b.  *Margarita cree que sea tarde 
      ‘Margarita thinks it is late’   
 
This fact is further confirmed by the next examples by Kleiman (1974:77) in (5.28) and 

Klein (1974:18) in (5.29).  

(5.28) a.   Cree que como más de lo que como 
      ‘She thinks that I eat more than I eat’ 

b.   Cree que es bueno pero yo no lo como   
     ‘She thinks it is good but I don’t eat it’  
 

(5.29) Pablo piensa que Anita habla ruso, pero yo no se lo creo.   
 ‘Pablo thinks that Anita speaks Russian, but I don’t believe it’ 
 
In IS terms, the S is just activating a new discourse referent, and the fact that S does not 

believe in the truth of the denotatum of the referent does not prevent her from activating 

it in the discourse. In fact, as in (5.28b) and (5.29), she activates the referent with the very 

purpose of being able to negate its content once activated. As I suggested in the analysis 

of negation in Chapter 3, negated complements have to denote an active discourse 

referent in order to be negated, and the use of IND in these sentences above is a clear 
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demonstration of the adequacy of my approach. These apparently contradictory cases in 

terms of semantic notions of ‘truth’ are completely unproblematic to account for in the 

discourse analysis approach I present here. 

 Nevertheless, and in spite of Takagaki’s, Kleiman’s, and Klein’s observations, 

Mejias-Bikandi (1998) provides some interesting examples of assertive predicates with 

complements in SUBJ in an opaque context. Consider for instance sentence (5.30): 

(5.30) Pocos trabajadores piensan que haya que ir a la huelga. 
 ‘Few workers think that one has to go on strike’ 

 
Bikandi (1998) considers that complements in the SUBJ are pragmatically presupposed, 

and consequently represent ‘old-information’. Thus, according to Mejías-Bikandi, the 

propositional content of the complement in (5.30) is determined by the ‘presuppositional’ 

use of the quantifier pocos. Bikandi claims that an utterance like (5.30) would be 

appropriate only in a context in which the possibility of workers going on strike had 

previously been discussed or entertained because it denotes an active discourse referent. I 

agree with the assessment that the content of the complement denotes an active referent, 

but there are two problems with Bikandi’s approach.  

 First, the author is confusing ‘implicature’ with presupposition (it is not explained 

how the two lead to two different interpretations). There are two basic types of 

quantifiers: cardinal and proportional. Cardinal quantifiers express a quantity that is not 

represented as a proportion. These quantifiers are considered weak determiners.  

Proportional quantifiers have a partitive presuppositional reading and are called strong 
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determiners. Pocos tends to usually have a partitive, presuppositional reading.29 It's rather 

like the partitive construction ‘some of the boys are watching the news’ in a sentence 

such as (5.31): 

(5.31)  Pocos estudiantes están siguiendo las noticias por TV.  
 ‘Few students are following the news on TV’ 
 
What pocos ‘presupposes’ is the existence of a larger set of students, but it does not 

presuppose that the content of the complement has been somewhat ‘entertained’ in 

Bikandi’s words. 

 Secondly, if his analysis were adequate, it should be able to argue in the same line 

that all determiners (quantifiers) in their strong partitive meaning, in terms of the notions 

of pragmatic assertion and pragmatic presupposition, will also trigger the use of the SUBJ 

in the complement of creer/pensar (‘believe/think’) sentences. Yet, as seen in (5.32) this 

prediction does not bear out for a partitive reading. In fact, the prediction does not hold 

even in strong determiners, partitive (presupposed) by nature like la mayoría ‘most’: 

(5.32) *La mayoría de trabajadores creen que haya que ir a la huelga. 
 
María Luisa Rivero (1970) states that pocos must be analyzed as having its origin in 

[NEG+ muchos] since it behaves semantically like no muchos ‘not many’. Consider the 

following sentences (they are paraphrases that can be derived from the same underlying 

source): 

                                                                 
29 Pocos can also have a non-presuppositional interpretation; i.e., the following utterance can be used in a 
situation in which there is no salient group of fleas:  La casa parecía limpia y Juan encontró (muy) pocas 
pulgas ‘The house seemed clean and Juan found very few fleas’. In this sentence the number of fleas Juan 
found is small, and the fleas Juan found are not expressed as some proportion of a given set of fleas. 



 

  234 

(5.33) a. *No muchos elefantes murieron, pero muchos murieron. 
      ‘Not many elephants died, but many died’ 
  b. *Pocos elefantes murieron, pero muchos murieron. 
      ‘Few elephants died, but many died’ 
 
Rivero notes that pocos (like the negative quantifier ningun) can be followed only by 

restrictive relative clauses in the SUBJ, while non negative quantifiers (like, in this case, 

unos pocos) admit both SUBJ and IND clauses. 

(5.34) a. Pocos hombres que se consideren / *consideran honrados lo harían. 
    ‘Few men that consider themselves honest would do it’ 
 b. Ningún hombre que se considere / *considera honrado lo haría. 
    ‘No men that considers himself honest would do it’ 
 
Mood in Spanish relatives makes the scope of the quantifier explicit. The IND mood in 

these sentences indicates the wide (inverted) scope of the quantifier (specific/existential 

reading); that is to say, it is assumed that there is a group of men who think that they are 

honest. The SUBJ, on the other hand, indicates the narrow (surface) scope of the 

quantifier; the S doesn't commit himself about the existence of any such men: 

(5.35) a. Pocos hombres que se consideran honrados lo harían.     [Wide Scope (∃x)] 
    ‘Few men that consider themselves honest would do it’ 
 b. Pocos hombres que se consideren honrados lo harían.     [Narrow Scope (~∀x)] 
    ‘No men that consider themselves honest would do it’ 
 
The quantifier pocos behaves as a negative quantifier. N-words in subject or topic 

position have scope over other clause constituents. It thus assumes the upward (or 

leftmost) scope boundary of the Negation domain, in the same manner as the particle no 

in other negative sentences.  Pocos has narrow scope in relation to negation; thus it 

always takes the subjunctive in the complement of these types of sentences. What makes 
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the complements in these sentences take the SUBJ mood is the negative scope of the 

quantifier. That is, it is the negative nature of pocos that motivates the referent in the 

complement to be active, rather than its partitive nature. According to Bikandi, the 

denotatum of the referent, the proposition hay que ir a la huelga ‘one has to go on strike’ 

in utterance (5.30) was conciousness presupposed because of the partitive nature of 

pocos. However, my claim is that the use of pocos is a consequence of the active status of 

the referent denoted by the complement. Once the referent is active, the speaker negates 

its content by using pocos. An assertive matrix with pocos will be considered as 

doubt/negation matrices, equal to no creer.  

 Assertion matrices can also take the complements in SUBJ without the presence 

of quantifiers such as pocos. Rivero (1971) notes that in questions with opinión matrices, 

the SUBJ tends to be used. According to her, the IND can express the commitment of the 

S or his neutrality, and the SUBJ can express the S’s neutrality or doubt. Which of these 

interpretations is the most convenient depends on other contextual factors. Consider the 

two sentences in (5.36): 

(5.36)  a. ¿Cree Ud. que Icaro puede volar?       
  b. ¿Cree Ud. que Icaro pueda volar? 
     ‘Do you think that Icaro can fly?’  
 
Terrell (1976) claims that opinion (belief) matrices, such as in (5.36a), commonly have a 

preferred parenthetical reading, , but if the matrix is used non-parenthetically to cast 

doubt on the proposition of the complement, then the subjunctive form may appear, as in 

(5.37b):  
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(5.37) a. ¿Crees que ganará mañana? 
 b. ¿Crees que gane mañana? 

    ‘Do you think she’ll win tomorrow?’ 
 

Similarly, Campos considers that by using the IND, the S is asking about the very content 

of the complement (sobre la realidad de la subordinada ‘about the reality of the 

subordinate’), whereas with the SUBJ we ask about the reality of the perception verb 

(preguntamos sobre la realidad del verbo de percepción ‘we ask about the reality of the 

perception verb’) (1993: 74).  I believe that the reading elicited by the SUBJ is due to the 

non-parenthetical reading of these utterances combined with the notion of CP (active 

referent). The common ground that non-parenthetical readings establish, grants the S the 

possibility of expressing the complement in SUBJ, since the S does not want by any 

means to signal the referent that the complement proposition denotes as potentially 

inactive. IND is used customarily in these sentences (although they denote active 

referents) because, in the end, the (non)assertive nature of the matrix determines the S’s 

mood choice. If the S uses the SUBJ, it seems like a notion similar to Coercion into 

Assertion, but the reverse also applies; that is, a ‘coercion’ into non-assertion. The S 

circumvents the assertion nature of the matrix and uses it as a non-assertion matrix.  In 

this case, the matrix has the same IS that comment matrices have.    

 

5.3. Negated mental act matrices with complements in subjunctive  

5.3.1. Negated knowledge and knowledge acquisition matrices with complements in 

subjunctive  
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 Negated knowledge and knowledge acquisition matrices were classified as 

assertion matrices in Ch.4 (see section 4.2.3.3), and, as such, they are expressed in IND 

mood in their complements, as in the utterance in (5.38) 

(5.38) En febrero de este año, Juan Diego Flórez repitió el aria Ah, mes amis en la Scala 
 de Milán, algo que no  ocurría en ese teatro desde 1933. "Fue algo gracioso, no 
 sabía que había un veto y fue divertido.”  
 ‘In February of that year, Juan Diego Flórez repeated the aria Ah, mes amis in the 
 Scala in Milan, something that did not happen in that theatre since 1993. “It was 
 something funny, I did not know there was a veto and it was fun’ 

(EL PAIS, November 26, 2007. Comunidad Valenciana Ed., P.45) 
 

However, it is quite usual to find these complements expressed in the SUBJ mood. 

 (5.39) Los Mossos d'Esquadra detuvieron a las cinco de la madrugada a Rafael G. M., de 
 27 años, por el presunto asesinato de su compañera sentimental, una mujer rusa de 
 24 años (…). Según los vecinos (…) los jóvenes no eran muy conocidos en su 
 entorno. "Conocía a la chica de verla por el barrio, paseando con un crío pequeño. 
 La pareja era joven y no se relacionaba mucho con los vecinos” “No sabía que 
 hubiera problemas entre ellos", explicó un vecino del inmueble, que se enteró 
 del suceso "al ver los coches de los Mossos". 
 ‘The Mossos d'Esquadra (Catalan national police) arrested at five in the morning 
 Rafael G.M., 27, for the alleged murder of her companion, a 24-year-old 
 Russian national (…). According to the neighbors (…) the young couple was not 
 very well known in their neighborhood. “I knew the girl because I used to see her 
 in the street, walking with a baby. The couple was young and did not really mix 
 with the neighbors”. “I did not know that they had problems”, explained a 
 neighbor from the building who learned about the event “when I saw the Mossos’ 
 cars”’ 

(EL PAIS August 4, 2008. Barna Ed., P.24) 
 

(5.40) (José María Fidalgo, the leader of the Spanish labor union Comisiones Obreras 
 commenting on the challenge to his presidency by another candidate) 
 José María Fidalgo confirmó el 24 de septiembre pasado su candidatura a la 
 reelección para seguir dirigiendo el sindicato, fecha en la que dijo que "no sabía 
 que hubiera otro candidato". 
 ‘José María Fidalgo confirmed on September 24 his candidacy for reelection to 
 keep leading his union. On that date, he said that “I did not know that there was 
 another candidate”’ 



 

  238 

(EL PAIS, November 3, 2008. Andalucía Ed., p.16) 
 

According to Jary (2002), Campos (1993), and other authors, there are two possible 

reasons a person can fail to have knowledge of a situation or event: either because it 

exists but that person is ignorant of it, in which case the IND will be used, or because it 

does not exist, in which case the SUBJ will be used. In other words, a SUBJ complement 

presents the proposition expressed as non-existent, and hence the reason that the subject 

does not have knowledge of the state of affairs in question is that it does not exist. The 

assumption then is that these complements are not asserted because they are considered 

to be false by the S. Nevertheless, this is quite easy to disprove simply by looking at 

sentences such as (5.39) above, where it is impossible to claim that the content of the 

complement ‘there were problems between them’ (hubiera problemas entre ellos) does 

not exist or is understood to be false by the speaker. In fact, in his discussion of 

presupposition, Stalnaker (1974: 206) argues that  

 it would be normally inappropriate to say that ‘x does not know that P’ in a 
 context where the truth of P was in question. If the speaker’s reason for believing 
 her assertion were that he thought that P was false, or that he thought that x  didn’t 
 believe that P, or didn’t have reason to believe that P, then her statement would 
 be gratitously weak. And it would be unusual for a speaker to be in a position to 
 know that one of these situations obtained, without knowing which.  
 

That is, according to Stalnaker, if a proposition such as Paco ha muerto ‘Paco has died’ 

was false in the mind of a S, the S would never produce a sentence such as Maria no sabe 

que Paco ha muerto ‘María does not know that Paco has died’ (or Yo no sé que María ha 

muerto ‘I do not know that Paco has died’ for that matter). 



 

  239 

 Mood variation in the complement of no saber matrices will obviously only occur 

in the complement of non-parenthetical readings, since the complement is conciousness 

presupposed in those cases; it is an active discourse referent, and thus it cannot be 

pragmatically asserted. However, not all non-parenthetical readings of negated K&KA 

take the SUBJ. 

(5.41) Un juicio histórico ante el Tribunal Europeo de Derechos Humanos. El pleito 
 dirimirá si el Estado español debe reconocer su matrimonio por el rito gitano y 
 pagarle una pensión de viudedad. Sobre la sentencia planea un asunto de más 
 trascendencia: la discriminación de las minorías étnicas. La España franquista no 
 reconocía más matrimonios que los celebrados ante el altar. Fuera de la Iglesia 
 católica, las únicas uniones civiles posibles obligaban a ambos cónyuges a 
 demostrar su pertenencia a otra religión o a apostatar. 
 "Yo no sabía que había que casarse por la Iglesia", dice María Luisa. "Si me lo 
 hubieran dicho, también lo habría hecho. ¿Qué más me daba a mí?" 
 ‘A historic hearing before the European Tribunal of Human Rights. The trial 
 will establish if Spain must recognize her marriage by the Gypsy ritual and pay 
 her a widowhood pension. There is a more transcendental issue hanging on the 
 final sentence: the discrimation of ethnic minorities. The Francoist Spain did not 
 recognize marriages other than the ones celebrated before the altar (by the 
 Catholic ritual). Outside the Catholic Church, the only possible civil unions 
 forced the married couple to demonstrate their affiliation to another religion or to 
 apostatize. “I did not know that I had to get married in Church” says María Luisa. 
 “If they had told me, I would also have done it. What did I care?”’ 

(EL PAIS, May 23, 2009. Andalucía Ed., p.46) 
 
(5.42) A pesar de los carteles colgados en las paradas, que recordaban a los viajeros las 
 interrupciones del servicio, algunos, como Patricia Gómez, no se enteraron que 
 los conductores continuaban con el paro. "No sabía que había huelga. Llevo 
 media hora esperando el bus, tendré que ir en metro para llegar a casa".  
 ‘Despite the signs hanging on bus stops that reminded commuters about the 
 interruptions in service, some, like Patricia Gómez, did not learn that drivers 
 continued on strike. “I did not know that they were on strike. I have been waiting 
 for the bus for 30 minutes now; I will have to take the subway to go home”’ 

(EL PAIS, January 3, 2008. Barcelona Ed., p.3) 
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 The question then is why, in some nonparenthetical readings of utterances with 

negated K&KA matrices, the Ss choose the IND mood and why they choose the SUBJ in 

other nonparenthetical readings. This study claims that the Ss use the SUBJ mood in 

these complements not only because it denotes an active discourse referent (the IND in 

the complement in nonparenthetical readings also denotes a referent), but also because 

they seem to express some type of reaction to the content of the propositional 

complement. That is, the S not only asserts the lack of knowledge of the proposition in 

the complement, but also expresses the idea of surprise. I claim that in complements to 

the usually assertive matrix no saber in SUBJ, the matrix seems to express some sort of 

comment about the proposition in the complement. I find this ‘comment matrix’ 

conceptually, semantically and formally equal to the expression of ser una sorpresa/qué 

sorpresa/me sorprende ‘to be a surprise/what a surprise/it surprises me’.  

 This solution should not seem to be a farfetched idea since, as Terrell and Hooper 

(1974) mention, mental act matrices can be viewed as making a comment. As we saw in 

the classification of matrices in Chapter 4 (see section 4.1.2), there are two types of 

comment that a S can express in regards to an activated propositional referent. One 

comment might be called a value judgment, as a reaction to the proposition, and another 

type of comment could be called subjective comment: the subject of the matrix sentence 

is affected psychologically or physically by the event of the proposition. However, 

Terrell and Hooper note that mental act matrices express also some type of comment, the 

difference being that these matrices, as opposed to value judgment and subjective 
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comment, “describe a mental act that takes place in regard but not caused by the 

proposition in the complement” (1974: 488). Consider the following utterances: 

(5.43) (The interviewee says that he majored in Education) 
 P.- No sabía que hubiera hecho Magisterio. ¿Ejerció, le interesó la enseñanza? 
     ‘I did not know that you majored in Education. Did you  work as a teacher? Did 
     teaching interest you?’ 

(EL MUNDO, February 16, 2009. Andalucia Ed., p.30) 
 

(5.44) Los antecedentes que menciona Ecclestone fueron el vídeo y las fotografías 
 publicadas por el diario sensacionalista News of the World en las que se ve a 
 Mosley participando en una orgía sadomasoquista con mujeres disfrazadas de 
 nazis y presas de campos de concentración. "La gente puede hacer lo que quiera. 
 Conozco a Max desde hace 40 años y no sabía que estuviera metido en este tipo 
 de cosas. 
 ‘The past issues that Ecclestone mentions were the video and the pictures 
 published by the sensationalist newspaper News of the World, in which Mosley is 
 seen taking part in a sadomasochist orgy, with women dressed as Nazis and as 
 concentration camp prisoners. “People can do as they please. I have known Max 
 for 40 years and I did not know he was involved in that type of stuff”’ 

(EL PAIS, July 5, 2009. Madrid Ed., p.59) 
 

In (5.43), the S just announced that he studied to become a teacher in his youth (hizo 

magisterio ‘he majored in Education’) and the referent denoted by the complement can 

be considered to be active. In (5.44), the complement ‘he was involved in that type of 

things’ has also been activated in the discourse. SUBJ mood in the complement of 

negated knowledge and knowledge acquisition matrices is virtually nonexistent in 

transparent contexts when the main matrix of the utterance is in the present tense, 

because sentences in the present tense with a negated mental act matrix in first person (a 

transparent context) are semantically anomalous.  
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 In sum, and in IS terms, by using the IND mood, the S presents the information in 

the complement as potentially new/potentially activating a referent in discourse. With the 

SUBJ the information is presented as an active discourse referent, and it does not have 

the potential to be a new discourse referent. The only possible reading of the utterance is 

non-parenthetical, and the main matrix is functioning as some type of comment matrix. 

 

5.3.2. Negated perception matrices with complements in subjunctive  

 As the perception matrix ver (‘to see’) is by far the most common in my data. I 

will therefore use this predicate to illustrate my account of the SUBJ in the complement 

of negated perception matrices. As noted in Chapter 3 (see section 3.2.3), ver ‘see’ is an 

example of matrix used both as a perception and as an assertive matrix. In the past tense, 

it is used to indicate how the information expressed in the complement (i.e., the 

propositional referent being activated), was acquired by the subject of the matrix. Note 

that, used this way, the proposition is still asserted even when the main sentence is 

negated. Consider the utterance in (5.45a) and its corresponding negative version in 

(5.45b):  

(5.45) a.  Ella vio que yo lo había cogido (el dinero). 
      ‘She saw that I had taken it (the money)’ 
 b.  Ella no vio que yo lo había cogido (el dinero).  
      ‘She did not see that I had taken it (the money)’ 
 
 
However, in the present tense, ver is often used as an assertive matrix. Thus, if the main 

sentence is negated, the S assumes the proposition in the complement to be CP; i.e., an 
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active discourse referent, and the SUBJ must be used (5.46). In this section we are 

concerned with the analysis of negated perception matrices; therefore, cases of ver used 

as an assertive matrix as in (5.48) are not considered.30 

(5.46) No veo que el tipo de cambio sea un impedimento para el crecimiento económico. 
 ‘I do not see (think) that the exchange rate is an obstacle for economic growth’ 
(5.47) Veo que el tipo de cambio es un impedimento para el crecimiento económico. 
 ‘I do see (think) that the exchange rate is an obstacle for economic growth’ 
 
The utterances in (5.48) and (5.49) contain the negated perception matrix ver with 

complements in subjunctive. Note that the matrix in (5.49) is also considered as of 

perception, even though ver is used in the present tense 

(5.48) Refutó que el ex director general de Seguridad Sergio Gamón se llevase un 
 ordenador del despacho de un alto cargo en junio de 2008: "Yo fui con él, íbamos 
 a poner un dispositivo de seguridad. No vi que nadie se llevara un ordenador".  
 ‘He rejected that the former Director of Security Sergio Gamón took a computer 
 from the office of a high ranking official in June 2008. “I went with him, we were 
 there to install a security system. I did not see anyone taking a computer”’  

(EL PAIS, March 7, 2009. Andalucía Ed., p.16) 
 

(5.49) (A comment avbout the Colombian FARC guerrilla movement) 
 Ellos dicen que son el Ejército del pueblo y, entonces, en un ejército organizado 
 uno no ve que enseñen a su gente a secuestrar, entonces me preocupa esa serie de 
 situaciones.  
 ‘They say that they are the people’s army, yet, in an organized army, one does not 
 see that they teach their people to kidnap, then, those types of situations concern 
 me’ 

(EL MUNDO, January 13, 2008, p. 28) 
 

I propose that the SUBJ in this context is used because the speaker did not see the 

propositional content described by the complement and he does not want to present it as a 

                                                                 
30 In any case, both ver as an assertive (opinión) or as a perception matrix, take complements in SUBJ 
because the complements are conciousness presupposed (active discourse referents).  
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potentially IND new referent. I agree with Campos (1993) and Terrell (1976) in that, with 

the use of the indicative, the speaker asserts the proposition and informs that the subject 

did not perceive the information in the complement. However, I claim that the SUBJ 

mood in the complement is not used to express ‘doubt’, as Terrell (1976) argues, but 

rather simply to inform of the non-perception of the information in the complement, 

without asserting it.  

 Differences between knowlege and perception matrices bring about different 

accounts for the use of SUBJ in negated knowlege and knowledge acquisition matrices, 

on the one hand, and the use of SUBJ in perception matrices, on the other. 

Negation perception matrices are different from negation knowledge and knowledge 

acquisition matrices in that negated perception can allow the Ss to introduce a 

complement as if it was not part of their presuppositions (beliefs [KP]) in transparent 

contexts. That is, if Ss utter ‘Yo no vi + X(SUBJ)’, they are indicating that ‘they did not 

see X’, and also that they do not know whether this X they did not see does indeed exist. 

On the other hand, when using ‘Yo no vi + X(IND)’ the Ss are indicating that ‘they did 

not see X’, but they do know that X exists, and therefore they decide to present X as an 

inactive discourse referent.  

 This reasoning does not apply to the SUBJ mood in the complement of negated 

knowledge and knowledge acquisition matrices. Ss cannot utter a sentence using ‘Yo no 

sabía + X(SUBJ)’ and claim that they did not know the content of the complement and 

still did not know at the time of utterance. This difference between knowledge and 
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perception matrices has a formal expression: utterances in the present tense with 

knowledge and knowledge acquisition matrices are semantically anomalous if the matrix 

is negative and it is a transparent context (it contains a first-person verb form). This is not 

the case with perception matrices. Consider the following examples. The sentence in 

(5.50a) is not felicitous, whereas the utterance in (5.50b) is possible: 

(5.50) a. #Yo no sé/me doy cuenta de que hay una mancha en el vestido 
      #‘I do not know/realize that there is a stain on the dress’ 
 b. Yo no veo que hay una mancha en el vestido  
        ‘I do not see that there is a stain on the dress’ 
 
However, a very interesting question arises from this account. If Ss are simply trying to 

express the non-perception of the information in the complement, information that the Ss 

cannot in good faith assert (present as a potential discourse referent), how is it possible 

for them to talk about that propositional content that they never ‘saw’ and is not part of 

their presuppositions? The only possible reason for them to assert the non-perception of 

that information in the complement is that this information must already denote an active 

or accessible referent in the discourse.  Consider the following example from the data: 

(5.51) Los tres acusados, que están en la cárcel desde los hechos, negaron esa versión en 
 sus declaraciones, dijeron que eran conocidos, no amigos, y que no llevaban 
 palos, piedras y botellas para tirarlas a la policía. La fiscalía asegura que Rodrigo 
 Lanza arrojó una piedra a la frente de un guardia urbano y que éste cayó 
 desplomado al suelo. Posteriormente, cuando el policía estaba tumbado en la 
 calzada, Álex Cisternas le arrojó otra piedra, sostiene la fiscal. 
 Lanza declaró ayer que nunca vio a ese policía que acabó en coma vegetativo de 
 por vida, que no sabía dónde estaban sus amigos y que no vio que sus 
 acompañantes lanzaran objetos. 
 The three defendants, who have been in jail since the incident happened, denied 
 that version in their statements, they said they knew each other, but were not 
 friends, and they claimed that they were not carrying clubs, stones, and bottles to 
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 throw at the police. The D.A. claimed that Rodrigo Lanza threw a stone at the 
 forehead of a city policeman, and that this policeman collapsed to the ground. 
 Then, when the policeman was lying on the ground, Alex Cisterna threw another 
 stone at him, the D.A. argues. Lanza said yesterday that he never saw that 
 policeman that ended up in a vegetative coma for life, that he did not know where 
 his friends were, and that he did not see that his companions threw objects.  

             (EL PAIS. January 8, 2008, Barcelona Edition, p.16). 
 
The propositional referent ‘sus amigos lanzaron objetos’ is fully active in the discourse.  

In IS terms, the complement is in SUBJ because the S intends to indicate that the 

propositional content of the complement cannot, by any means, be considered as a 

potentially ‘discourse-new’/inactive referent. In this case the reason is that the 

complement already denotes an active referent. Therefore, in the IS analysis, the 

interpretation of these sentences is similar to that of comment matrices, rather than 

doubt/negation matrices, as Campos (1993) and Terrell (1976) propose from the semantic 

approach. 

 

5.4. Mood variation in complement clauses and and the pragmatic articulation of     

       utterances 

 
 The mood distribution in the complements of nouns such as posibilidad 

‘possibility’, anuncio ‘announcement’, insistencia ‘insistence’, etc., is determined by the 

nature of the noun, according to the classification of the matrix to which the noun can be 

ascribed. Some nouns will be more conducive to introduce complements that are 

potentially ‘discourse-new’ referents, as in sentences in (5.52), whereas other matrices 
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are more conducive to taking complements that cannot be assumed to be potentially 

inactive/discourse-new referents, such as sentences in (5.53): 

(5.52) a. La noticia de [que aumentarían los sueldos] 
     ‘The news that salaries would increase’ 
 b. El rumor de [que Juan se casaría con María] 
     ‘The rumour that Juan would marry María’ 
 
(5.53) a. La orden de [que llegáramos temprano] 
    ‘The order that we arrived early’  
 c. La posibilidad de [que llueva mañana] 
     ‘The possibility that it rains tomorrow’ 
 d. Hora de [que te vayas a acostar] 
     ‘Time to go to bed’ 
 
 
However, there is a class of nouns in Spanish that take complements both in IND and 

SUBJ. Consider the utterances in (5.54) to (5.57): 

(5.54) En un momento en el que el chico desapareció porque se fue al cuarto de baño… 
 María descubrió que estaba con la tía esta. 
 In a moment in which the boy disappeared because he went to the restroom… 
 María found out that he was with that girl’ 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p. 96: 601-604 L) 
 

(5.55) (The interviewer asks about recreational use of illegal drugs) 
 No estoy de acuerdo con eso en el sentido de que necesites eso para pasarlo bien.  
 ‘I do not agree with that in the sense that you need that in order to have fun’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.213: 530 <H1>) 
 
(5.56) (Talking about the unwillingness of husbands to share the domestic chores at 
 home)   
 Queda mucho por hacer, pero lo primero tenemos que no desvalorizarnos 
 nosotras mismas con este problema de que la labor sea sólo nuestra. 
 ‘There is much left to do, but first we need not to diminish ourselves with this 
 problem that the (home)tasks are only ours’ 

 (Corpus Oral: debates, p.4: &ltH2> ) 
 
(5.57) (Talking about the need to use condoms to prevent AIDS infections) 
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 Pero, aparte que en esa posible relación que haya tenido no haya utilizado el 
 preservativo; también se puede dar la casualidad de que haya utilizado el 
 preservativo, esté totalmente  convencido, y como no es seguro al cien por cien, 
 puedas haber cogido el SIDA.   
 ‘But, besides (the fact that) in that possible relation that he has had he has not 
 used a condom; also, it so may happen that he has used the condom, he is totally 
 convinced, and, as it is not one hundred percent safe, you may have been infected 
 with AIDS’ 

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.128: 464 <H7>) 
 
Among this type of nouns, el hecho is certainly the most common. I focus my study of 

mood variation to complements of el hecho, because the conclusions are applicable to 

this entire class of nouns that take both IND and SUBJ. 

 According to Zagona (2002), only nouns assigning theta-roles will take 

complements, like those derived from verbs or adjectives (de-verbal and de-adjectival 

verbs) such as destrucción (‘destruction’), prueba (‘evidence’), apelación (‘appeal’), 

claridad (‘clarity’), and fidelidad (‘fidelity’), and also the so-called ‘picture nouns’ (e.g., 

foto ‘photo’, retrato ‘portrait’, artículo ‘article’, libro ‘book’, historia ‘story’). The 

argument structure of picture nouns can be attributed to their relational meaning. The 

entities that they denote (pictures) have the characteristic of ‘representing’ objects. These 

nouns can take a phrase as a complement that expresses the represented object (other 

types of common and proper nouns do not have argument structure) (Zagona 2002: 89). 

 Quirk et al. (1972), describing the grammar of English language, also included in 

the appositive category those structures in which an abstract noun introduces a 

complement noun clause. Campos (1993) also refers to these abstract nouns as those that, 

not derived from verbs, allow both nominal and sentential complements, like creencia 
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‘belief’, hipótesis ‘hypothesis’, noticia ‘news’ etc. These words, unlike words such as 

pájaro animalito con plumas y dos alas que pone huevos y puede volar 

(‘bird’little animal with feathers and two wings that lays eggs and can fly), have 

abstract senses or meanings that become precise only when they appear in specific 

constructions. Meaning is thus tied, and relative to, the construction. In sentence (5.58): 

(5.58)  [El hecho de [que yo viva en Austin]] le sorprende 
 ‘The fact that I live  in Austin surprises him’ 
 
Authors like Whitley (2002: 206) consider that the bracketed clause would be "equated 

with hecho in much the same way that Lima is equated with ciudad in the NP la ciudad 

de Lima”. 

 

5.4.1. Mood variation in ‘el hecho de que’ clauses 

 Following the main literature, this study will not refer to el hecho de que clauses 

as complements that complement a noun, but rather as el hecho de que clauses or Noun 

clauses. The grammatical function that the el hecho de que clause is fulfilling in relation 

to the main predicate of the sentence has consequences in mood selection in these 

complements. Mood selection is different if the noun clause is a subject or a complement 

(direct, indirect, or prepositional) of the governing predicate.  

 When el hecho is in the complement of a main matrix, the speaker’s mood choice 

will be more dependent on the nature of the matrix and less likely to suffer variation. For 

instance, matrices that express emotion like sentence (5.59) will require the complement 
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clause of el hecho to be followed by the SUBJ (since the propositional content of the  

sentential complement el hecho de que is not being asserted).31 On the other hand, 

complements of, for instance, report matrices like the utterance in (5.60) require el hecho 

de que to be followed by the IND, since the S’s intention is to assert the content of el 

hecho de que sentential complement.32.  

(5.59) […] no, no es cierto, me molesta el hecho de que nunca lleguen a tiempo. 
 ‘It is not true, the fact that they are never on time bothers me’ 
(5.60) No, pero me refiero al hecho de que dicen “no a las drogas y no al alcohol” . 
 ‘No, but I mean the fact that they say “no to drugs and to alcohol”’ 
 
Some verbs can take both IND and SUBJ. These verbs are manifestarse (en), verse 

dificultado por, llamar la atención (sobre), achacar (a), referirse (a). Since the content 

of the proposition is not asserted, the SUBJ is used. In any case, el hecho de que clauses 

that are the complement of a governing predicate will appear in post-verbal (rheme) 

position, regardless of what mood the complement selects. This position is due to the 

syntactic constraint in Spanish by which the complement follows the predicate. 

 El hecho de que clauses are also found as subjects of copulative predicates, some 

transitive verbs and a few impersonal verbs. I will focus on copular matrices, because in 

reverse and impersonal constructions it is not possible to establish a mood contrast since 

                                                                 
31 In our corpus, the main verbs in the sentences that take indicative are denunciar ‘to denounce’, obviar ‘to 
obviate’, subrayar ‘to underline’, llamar la atención ‘to attract attention’, resaltar ‘to stand out’, 
documentar ‘to document’, detectar ‘to detect’, destacar ‘to highlight’, referirse a ‘to refer to’, ocultar ‘to 
hide’, suplir ‘to supply’, estar (la razón) ‘to be (reason)’. 
32 The main matrices of sentences that take subjunctive are: encontrar atractivo ‘to find attractive’, estar 
satisfecho ‘to be satisfied’, perdonar to forgive’, dar importancia ‘to attach importance’ (negated matrix –
tampoco ‘neither’-), sorprender ‘to surprise’, manifestarse (en) ’to manifest’, responsabilizarse ‘to take 
responsibility’, estar pasmado ‘to be astounded’, entender ‘to understand that’, verse dificultado por ‘to be 
made difficult by’, llamar la atención (sobre) ‘to call attention to’, referirse (a) to refer to’. 
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the nature of the main matrix does determine mood in el hecho de que sentential 

complements. Inverse and impersonal expressions tend to express emotion and 

subjectivity. Therefore, although inverted constructions are possible, a position contrast 

(pairs of allosentences) is possible. There is no mood variation; therefore it is not possible 

to establish mood and position relations. It is possible to argue that in this type of 

constructions, the predicate assigns the inactive theta role of ‘patient’ or ‘experiencer’. 

Thus, the grammatical subject behaves more like the grammatical object. Therefore, as 

when analyzing mood in el hecho de que clauses that are the complement to the main 

predicate, the nature of the governing matrix becomes central in the S’s choice of mood. 

Consider the following sentences: 

(5.61)¿Y no le molesta el hecho de que tenga que ser el eterno suplente en el Real 
 Madrid, cuando quizá en otro equipo podría ser titular?  
 ‘And the fact that you have to be the eternal replacement on Real Madrid, when 
 perhaps the other team you could play on the other team does not bother you’ 
  (EL MUNDO, March 4, 2006. A Edition, p.42) 
 
(5.62) P: Sorprende el contraste entre el debate en los partidos nacionalistas que han    
  pactado con el PP y el hecho de que en éste no se haya escuchado una sola voz   
  crítica o discrepante.  
     ‘The contrast between the debate among the (Basque) nationalist parties that    
     have signed a pact with PP (Partido Popular) is surprising, and the fact that in   
     this (pact) not a single critic or disagreeing voice has been heard’ 
  R: El PP es un partido muy cohesionado y que tiene muy claro el objetivo. 
     ‘PP is a very cohesive party and (it is a party) which goal its very clear’ 
  (EL PAIS, November 22, 2007. Andalucia Ed., p. 19) 
 
When el hecho de que clauses are used as subjects of transitive and copulative matrices, 

the nature of the main matrix in the sentence does not seem to have an effect on the mood 

selection in these complements; that is, on the assumed activated state of the referent 
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denoted by the propositional subject. By using the IND mood in the el hecho de que 

clauses, the S pragmatically asserts the content of the propositions in the complement. 

Therefore, the S’s intention is to present the content of this proposition as a potentially 

inactive/’discourse-new’ referent. Consider the following examples in (5.63) and (5.64): 

(5.63) Para querer ser presidente del Gobierno hay que ser un degenerado. Un ser con  
 principios morales jamás cometería el error de ambicionar el estar todo el día  
 dando órdenes y mangoneando las haciendas ajenas. Por ello, la mayor desgracia  
 de una democracia es el hecho inevitable de que, con vistas al bien general,  
 siempre habrá que elegir a un pobre hombre para que se ocupe de la presidencia  
 del gobierno. 
 ‘In order to want to be the president of the Government one needs to be a 
 degenerate. A person with moral principles would never make the mistake of 
 aspiring to spend the entire day giving orders and stealing other people’s wealth. 
 Thus, the biggest disgrace of a democracy is the inevitable fact that, with the 
 common good in mind, we will always need to choose a poor man to take charge 
 of the presidency of the Government’ 
  (EL PAIS, March 29, 2007. País Vasco Ed., p. 14) 
 
(5.64)  Creo que el balance de nuestro matrimonio es muy bueno, y eso lo demuestra el 
 hecho de que llevamos más de quince años juntos como pareja y que    
 compartimos vida personal y profesional. 
 ‘I think that overall our marriage is very good, and that is proved by the fact that 
 we have been together as a couple for more than fifteen years and (the fact) that 
 we share our personal and professional life’ 
  (EL MUNDO, September 12, 2007. A Edition, p.20) 
 
The use of the SUBJ, on the other hand, is reserved for propositional subjects that are 

assumed to be ‘consciousness-presupposed’; i.e., an active discourse referent in the 

discourse:  

(5.65) (Talking about spousal adultery)  
 El hecho de que tú rechaces esa situación denota seguridad. 
 ‘The fact that you reject that situation denotes security” 

 (Corpus de Conversaciones, p. 98: 671-672 E) 
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(5.66) (The S acknowledges that, contrary to the H, he uses illegal drugs) 
 Pero (…) el mero hecho de que tú no consumas ni alcohol ni porros ni nada 
 durante la semana, no quiere decir que no dependas de alguna droga.    
 ‘But (…) the mere fact that you do not consume neither alcohol nor joints or 
 anything during the week does not mean that you do not depend on any drugs’  

 (Corpus de Alicante, p.147: 414<H5>)  
 
(5.67)   El hecho de que te restrieguen una victoria en la cara de esa forma 

principalmente, demuestra una falta de cortesía.  
 ‘The fact that they rub a victory in your face in such a manner, demonstrates 

principally a lack of courtesy’ 
  (EL MUNDO, February 4, 2007. A Edition, p.24) 
 
The vast majority of the sentences in our corpus are copulative predicates: either 

ser/estar, or periphrasis like acabar siendo ‘to end up being’ or predicates like significar 

‘to signify’, tener ventajas (ser ventajoso) ‘to be advantegeous’, tener eco ‘to arouse 

interest’, ser importante ‘to be important’, resultar (ser)’to turn out to be’, etc.  If we 

understand the term ‘copulative’ in its broadest sense, as "verbos que en sí no agregan 

significado a la oración, pero que sirven de puente entre el sujeto y el sustantivo o 

adjetivo” ‘verbs that do not add meaning to the sentence on its own but that function as a 

bridge between the subject and the noun or adjective’ (Campos 1993: 9), these 

complements are the subjects of copulative predicates in the sense that the predicate 

expresses a quality about the subject.  However, it is clear that in these cases, the nature 

of the main matrix cannot determine the choice of mood by the speaker, since copulas do 

not have any real meaning. Consider the following examples in (5.68): 

(5.68) a. Que lloviera fue lo único malo 
     ‘That it rained was the only bad thing’ 
 b. Lo único malo fue que llovió 
     ‘The only bad thing is that it rained’ 
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It seems that the distribution of mood in these complements is determined to some extent 

by the discourse role of the information that a particular constituent represents. There is 

an obvious correspondence between these forms in IND and focus, and SUBJ and topic. 

As was the case with the propositional subject complements seen in Chapter 2, the 

different status of the referents as previously established in the universe of discourse or 

not is expressed not only morphologically (IND/SUBJ), but also syntactically, by the 

position of the word in the sentence. The subject expression denoting the newly-

introduced referent appears after the verb; that is, the subject expression designating the 

referent that was already established in the universe of discourse appears before the verb.  

In fact, Horn (1986: 179) observes a curious phenomenon in French by which pre-posed 

complements with past o present reference tend to appear with SUBJ mood, even when 

the same clause would appear in the IND in non-initial position. He provides the 

following example: 

(5.69) a. Que Minet boive, c’est vrai.  (SUBJ) 
     ‘That Minet drinks, it is true’ 
 b. Il est vrai que Minet boit    (IND) 
     ‘It is true that Minet drinks’ 
 
Preposed clauses may, in Horn’s opinion, be presupposed or merely salient but represent 

background in any case, or non asserted material. For this reason, the SUBJ mood, as a 

marker of non-assertion, is appropriate. 

Woehr (1975) and Lipski (1978) did note that mood after the el hecho de que 

expression is variable. As we do, these authors view these sentential complements as the 
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complements of the noun hecho (de). According to these authors, the complement of 

these ‘factive predicates’ is lexically presupposed, though not necessarily pragmatically 

presupposed. As noted, the complements of el hecho de que can take both SUBJ and IND 

mood. Both suggest that the essential factor governing this variability is the relative 

independence between the factive clause and the propositional content of the main clause. 

Woehr (1975: 17-18) claims that the SUBJ is used when  “…the content of the (main 

clause) predicate generally negates the validity of the initial proposition or else the 

speaker expresses a subjective, emotional or evaluative reaction". Similarly, Lipski 

(1978: 933) says that “the subjunctive may be used in factive complements when such 

clauses are used as the basis for a meta-level of commentary”. The fact that none of these 

studies provides us with discourse contexts makes it impossible to corroborate the 

validity of their hypothesis following a pragmatic model of analysis. This fact is indeed 

indirectly acknowledged by Lipski (1978: 933), who argues that “the subjunctive 

sentences of el hecho de que require a highly specific context”.   

Krakusin (1992), building on Woehr (1975) and Lipski (1978), studies mood 

distribution of el hecho de que clauses from the contextualized corpus of articles from a 

Mexican magazine. She concludes that there is a close relationship between mood in el 

hecho de que clauses and the position of the proposition within the sentence. Krakusin 

states that what determines the mood of el hecho de que clauses is the "information 

value" of the proposition and its position within the sentence. Acording to Krakusin, 
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thematicity will be marked by the SUBJ, and rhematic information will be marked by the 

IND. As she summarizes her paper:  

Las claúsulas subjuntivas después de el hecho de que aparecerán en posición 
 inicial, antes del verbo principal. Las indicativas irán después del verbo principal 
 y en posición final" ‘The subjunctive clauses after el hecho de que will occur in 
 initial position, before the main verb. The indicative clauses will occur after the 
 main verb in final position’. (1992: 1292) 

 
 Krauskin's (1992) analysis can partially account for mood selection in el hecho de 

que clauses. However, and contradicting Krauskin's findings, although el hecho de que 

clauses in SUBJ do tend to go in theme (topic), we find in our dataa large number of 

these clauses in rheme (focus).  This study finds that in el hecho de que clauses, all 

propositions in IND are in a focus relation in the utterance, which reinforces the 

observation in the analysis of IND mood and grammaticalized complementizers in 

Chapter 2. In that chapter, different structures that Ss commonly use to focalize inactive 

propositional referents were analyzed. The IND mood in the sentential complement is 

used when the referent of the proposition expressed by el hecho de que clause is inactive; 

therefore it cannot be assumed to be of present concern in the discourse. This status is 

signaled by placing the sentential subject in final position in the sentence, as part of what 

we labelled as a ‘focus-argument’ pragmatic articulation, with an ‘identificational’ 

function. 

(5.70) Muestra de la situación de caos que vive en este campo la acción gubernamental 
 es el hecho de que desde hace varios meses quien debería ser su conductor sólo 
 piensa en abandonar. 
 ‘Proof of the situation of chaos of the government action in this field is the fact that 
 for the last months, the person who should be in charge is only thinking of quitting’ 
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  (EL MUNDO, January 4, 2006. A Edition, p.2) 
 
The SUBJ mood in the sentential complement is used when the referent of the 

proposition expressed by el hecho de que clause is an active referent; therefore it can be 

assumed to be of present concern in the discourse (CP). Moreover, the assertion in these 

utterances is interpreted as expressing relevant information with respect to the referent 

denoted by the el hecho de que proposition. This is signaled by placing the sentential 

subject in initial position in the sentence, as part of what is denominated as a ‘topic-

comment’ pragmatic articulation. Therefore, el hecho de que propositional subjects in  

SUBJ are topicality activated (TP) by means of their placement in topic position. 

Consider the following sentences: 

(5.71) El hecho de que parte de mi familia haya sido víctima del franquismo es razón 
 suficiente para compartir la ausencia de imparcialidad de la biografía de Franco 
 que escribió Vázquez Montalbán.’ 
 ‘The fact that part of my family has been a victim of the Franco regime is enough 
 reason to share the absence of impartiality of Franco’s biography that Vázquez 
 Montalbán wrote’ 
  (EL PAIS, November 3, 2006. Barna Ed., p. 30) 
 
(5.72) El que las competiciones deportivas entre las selecciones nacionales sean 
 sublimaciones metafóricas de los enfrentamientos bélicos entre los Estados es 
 un lugar común, casi evidente por sí mismo. 
 ‘(The fact) that sport events among national teams are metaphoric subliminations 
 of the armed conflicts among states is a common place, nearly evident on its very 
 own’ 
  (EL PAIS, December 19, 2007. Barna Ed., p. 5) 
 
(5.73) Q: Su profesión está rodeada de un glamour que muchas jovencitas sin duda  
 envidian. ¿Se siente usted una privilegiada en esto? 
     ‘Your profession is surrounded by a sense of glamour that many young ladies   
     undoubtedly envy. Do you feel privileged because of this?’ 
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 A: El hecho de que pueda ganarme la vida en algo que yo he elegido es en sí un 
 privilegio del que estoy muy agradecida. 
     ‘The fact that I can make a living doing something that I have chosen is in itself 
     a privilege for which I am very grateful’ 
  (EL MUNDO, June 21, 2007. A Edition, p.11) 
 
Like the phonological rules that change sounds into other sounds, Spanish has the 

syntactic rule called transformation. Two sentence patterns like a and b in (5.75) can be 

regarded as allosentences; that is, alternative sentence structures expressing the same 

proposition, or in the words of Whitley (2002: 72) "as surface structures of the same deep 

structure". And the selection of one ordering over another will signal a different way of 

presenting information. Consider examples in (5.74): 

(5.74) a. El hecho de que regáramos los campos fue lo más importante 
    ‘The fact that we watered the fields was the most important thing’ 
 b. Lo más importante fue el hecho de que regamos los campos 
    ‘The most important thing was the fact that we watered the fields’ 
 

Following Horn (1986), we can argue that in (5.74b), the subject [the fact that we watered 

the fields] is taken out of the topic position and, by that very fact, becomes less 

presupposed. Therefore, it should be possible to claim that the propositional content of 

the el hecho de que clauses in (5.74a) is presupposed not in the sense that it is necessarily 

taken to be already known to the addressee, but precisely because it is placed in topic 

position. From this approach, it should follow that in (5.74b), the propositional content of 

the subject (the el hecho de que clause) is necessarily taken not to be presupposed 

precisely by means of its placement in the focus position. It seems quite intuitive to think 

that the focus will be marked by IND, since this is the signal for assertion, and 
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traditionally focus has been associated with ‘new information’. However, the 

pragmatically presupposed propositional content of a Noun complement, invariably in 

SUBJ mood, can be focal when it is the complement of certain matrices, as in the 

following examples: 

(5.75)   Pero lo que ha hecho que Manuel Benítez, que desde hace 20 años vive con  
  su familia en Córdoba, se haya malhumorado ha sido el hecho de que su  
  presunto hijo haya tomado el nombre artístico de ‘El Cordobés’ no siendo de 
  Córdoba. 
  ‘But what has made Manuel Benítez, who has been living with his family in  
  Córdoba for twenty years now, become angry has been the fact that his  
  alleged son has taken the artistic name El Cordobés (‘the Córdoba native’)  
  although he is not from Córdoba’ 
  (EL PAIS, September 13, 2005. Andalucía Ed., p. 14) 
 
(5.76)    En la actualidad se ha convertido en un hábito cotidiano el hecho de que la    
             televisión ofrezca a la prensa el mayor material para sus exclusivas, sus    
     discusiones y sus propias indagaciones. Así, las noticias no nacen de la 

 realidad, sino de otras noticias. 
  ‘Nowadays, it has become a daily habit the fact that TV offers the press most 

 of the material for their exclusives, their discussions, and their own 
 investigations. Thus news do not come from reality but from other news’ 

  (EL PAIS, September 3, 2005. Barna Ed., p. 57) 
 
These two cases can be accounted for following Horn (1986): that-clauses in English can 

appear in initial position if their propositional content is taken as ‘familiar’ or ‘given’, a 

status equivalent to ‘salient’ and/or presupposed. But, according to Horn, "for rightward 

movement, what seems to relevant is simply that the candidate for displacement is not 

salient" (1986: 184). Adapting Horn's observation of Lambrecht's (1994) theoretical 

framework, we can say that in our examples of SUBJ in focus, the propositional contents 

of the el hecho de que clauses are pragmatically presupposed in that they are active 
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referents (consciousness presupposition) but the referents of the propositional contents 

expressed by these clauses are not considered of ‘current interest’, i.e., as a topicality 

presupposed proposition.   

 The fact that focus domains may contain constituents denoting pragmatically 

presupposed propositions is due both to the relational nature of what we consider new 

information, and to the different nature of the pragmatic relations established by focus 

and topic: (1) ‘new information’ is the establishment of a relationship between terms in a 

proposition, regardless of the assumed cognitive state of the representation of the 

referents of these propositions in the addressee's mind; (2) focus, like topic, is an element 

that stands in a pragmatically construed relationship to a proposition. But while the 

pragmatic relation between a topic and a proposition is assumed to be ‘predictable’ or 

‘recoverable’, the relation between the focus element and the proposition is assumed to 

be unpredictable or non-recoverable for the H at the time of the utterance.  

Since a known entity or proposition can have a focus role, presupposed material can be 

found in focus domain. Therefore, in predicate-subject (argument-focus) constructions, 

sentences with SUBJ mood in sentential arguments are possible. Bearing in mind that el 

hecho de que subject clauses are not predicates but arguments of, or adjuncts to, 

predicates, let us consider the following utterance: 

(5.77) Q: ¿Qué fue lo más importante a la hora de venir a estudiar a UT? 
        ‘What was the most important thing for choosing UT?’ 
      Lo más importante fue el hecho de que estuviera en Austin 
       ‘The most important thing was the fact that it was in Austin’ 
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The referent that the propositional content of the complement in sentence (5.77) denotes 

is pragmatically presupposed in terms of C-presupposition. What makes this constituent 

in (5.77) focal is not the assumed cognitive state of the representation of its referent in the 

H’s mind, but rather the fact that it is this referent and not another one that is chosen to 

supply the missing argument in the proposition "the determinant thing was X".  

Nevertheless, the relation between IND and focus is very strong, and the relation between 

topic, or better TP, and SUBJ is ‘complete’ (with marginal exceptions).  

 Similarly, Gundel et al (2003) note that the introduction of clausal referents in IS 

topic has an effect on the assumed activation status of a referent. Therefore, it is only 

natural according to the theory presented in this dissertation that the introduction of a 

clausal referent in IS topic has an effect on mood selection in Spanish Noun 

complements. The introduction of clausal referent in IS focus, on the other hand, has no 

effect on the assumed activation status of a referent. That is the reason why the authors 

also conclude that the effects of presupposition are independent of IS.  

 It is possible to find numerous cases of pragmatically accommodated, 

presupposed propositions that are in a topic relation in the utterance. Consider the 

following example:  

(5.78)  El Bilbao perdió en casa. El hecho de que su líbero fuera expulsado a los      
            quince minutos fue determinante en el resultado final del partido.  
   ‘Bilbao lost at home. The fact that their midfielder was ejected after fifteen      
   minutes was decisive in the final result’ 
  (EL PAIS, March 26, 2007. País Vasco Ed., p. 14) 
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The writer has to be aware that many readers are not familiar with the content of the el 

hecho clause, yet she decides to present this proposition as if it were non-controversial, so 

that she can comment on it, following the topic-comment pragmatic articulation. The key 

point to understand these cases, as stressed by Stalnaker’s (1974) and Lewis’ (1979) ideas 

of "Accomodation of Pragmatic Presupposition", is that the S acts as if the content of the 

complement clause were part of what is (or could be) non-controversially assumed.  

 Thus, it is concluded that this study differentiates two levels of accommodation: 

(1) Conciousness or activation accommodation: S accommodates a referent as active in 

the discourse; and (2) Topicality presupposed accommodation: S accommodates a 

referent as active in the discourse (S treats the accommodated complement not only as an 

active referent but also as the very locus of the predication). Nevertheless, Horn (1986) 

and others claim that a pragmatically-accommodated presupposition cannot count as what 

the sentence is about, or as salient or given (in the hearer consciousness). To support his 

claim he points out the fact that in sentences (5.79) and (5.80), preposing of the 

complement is ruled out since it is not a candidate for themehood: 

(5.79) *That children under 12 cannot accompany their parents to the commencement 
 exercises, we regret  
 
(5.80) *That H.P. Grice is ill and will be unable to attend the conference, we regret 
 
Without questioning the validity of Horn’s example, Lambrecht (1994) uses the 

following example in (5.81) to explain the notion of pragmatic accommodation:  

(5.81) A: "Someone asks of my daughter: How old is he?  
 B: My answer: She is ten months old " 
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He explains that the S creates a presuppositional situation in the conversation that differs 

from the one the H took for granted. This newly created presuppositional situation can 

then be used as the required background for an assertion (1994: 66).  It is thus clear that 

she in (5.81) is not only pragmatically presupposed, but it is also clearly the topic of the 

proposition.  In fact, Lambrecht notes the interesting fact that the pragmatic 

accommodation of an unidentifiable referent is easier when the referent is grammatically 

marked as a topic than when it is marked as a focus constituent. 

 The motivation for the use of the SUBJ in the previous example in (5.79) above is 

economicity. In journalistic writing, the number of words used is important. Therefore, 

the S in this case accommodates (TP accommodation) the content of the complement of 

el hecho so that it is possible to predicate a property about it directly, instead of having to 

activate a referent first and then comment on it. The nearly perfect correlation between el 

hecho de que propositional subjects in SUBJ and topic has a very specific discourse 

motivation. The sentence in (5.82) below is a example of one of those rare instances 

where el hecho de que takes IND in a preverbal position (in a topic comment).  

(5.82)  La plantilla del Real Madrid (…) insisten en afirmar que algunas reacciones  
   de los críticos, así como de los aficionados del club, han sido     
   desproporcionadas. El hecho de que la Liga acaba de comenzar es el `  
   argumento más esgrimido en el que se basan estas afirmaciones.  
 ‘The players of Real Madrid (…) insist that some reactions of the critics, as 
 well as of the fans, have been disproportionate. The fact that the Championship 
 has just begun is the most employed argument On which these assertions are 
 based’ 
  (EL PAIS, September 9, 2009. Barna Ed., p. 14) 
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It is possible to infer that the propositional content of the sentential complement in this 

sentence is pragmatically presupposed: there is virtually no ONE in Spain that does not 

have knowledge about the content of the proposition in the sentential complement, ‘the 

National Football championship has begun’.  Moreover, due to the fact that the 

conversation is about the National Football Championship, the referent denoted by the 

proposition ‘the championship has begun’ has to be assumed to be accessible 

inferentially, via ‘frame’ relations.  It is obvious that, in context, ‘the fact that the 

championship hast just begun’ is the focus of the proposition. In IS terms, the speaker’s 

goal in this proposition is to inform that the underlying reason for all statements about the 

Real Madrid classification is, the fact that “the championship just begun”. Thus, the focus 

of the proposition is the subject of the sentence (that is to say, an argument of the 

governing predicate). In natural language the proposition expressed in (5.83) would be 

more likely to be pragmatically articulated through a sentence like: 

(5.83) El argumento más esgrimido en el que se basan estas afirmaciones es el   
 hecho de que la Liga acaba de comenzar. 
 ‘The most employed argument on which these assertions are based is the fact that 
 the Championship has just begun’ 
 

The question here is why the S would want to assert some propositional content, 

when its referent not only has already been activated, but it is also Topicality activated by 

means of its placement in topic position. The pragmatic establishment of a topic referent 

that takes place simultaneously with, or subsequent to, the conveying of information 

ABOUT this referent runs counter to the Principle of the Separation of Reference and 
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Role (PSRR) (Lambrecht 19943: 189-191). In his discussion about accented topic 

expressions in English, Lambrecht says that they follow the topic-first principle, since 

they have the primary function of announcing a new topic or of marking a shift from one 

topic to another. It is cognitively speaking important for such topic expressions to occur 

at the beginning of, or preferably before, the sentence that expresses the information 

about them. Lambrecht notes that "it is difficult to imagine an effective topic-coding 

strategy whereby the pragmatic establishment of a topic referent takes place 

simultaneously with, or subsequent to, the conveying of information ABOUT this 

referent” (1994: 185). This principle is thus a grammatical principle whereby the lexical 

representation of a topic referent has to take place separately from the designation of the 

referent's role as an argument in a proposition. Utterance in (5.83) is clearly violating this 

principle, since by using the IND in the noun clause, we are asserting the propositional 

content; therefore we are introducing ‘new information’. At the same time, due to the 

topic-comment pragmatic articulation of the sentence, we are commenting on this new 

referent we introduced in the discourse. That is why this construction is so uncommon. 

 

5.4.2. Different complementizer forms: reduction 

 An interesting and seldom studied phenomenon that may corroborate my findings 

about the presuppositional condition of the complements of el hecho is the reduction of el 

hecho de que to el que. Consider the following examples: 

(5.84) P: …y que piensa de que el municipio haya suspendido las galas municipales? 
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  ‘… and what do you think about the fact that the city has suspended all the (city)      
  concerts’ 
  R: El que se hayan cortado las galas municipales de verano está pero que   
  muy bien.  
  ‘(The fact) that all the city summer concerts have been suspended is something   
   very good’ 
  (EL PAIS, August 7, 2008. Andalucia Ed., p. 49) 
 
(5.85) El que hayamos perdido por primera vez en casa no significa que este año el Real      
  Madrid tenga un equipo peor que el del año pasado. Un fallo así pasa a todos los    
  equipos un par de veces durante la Liga.  
 ‘(The fact) that we have lost at home for the first time does not mean that ths year 

Real Madrid has a worst team than last year’s. A failure like this happens to all 
teams a couple of times during the ChampionsHip’ 

  (EL PAIS, September 13, 2009. Barna Ed., p. 14) 
 
(5.86) P: ¿La crisis del sector inmobiliario es sólo por falta de financiación o también de   
  negocio? 
  ‘The crisis of the housing market is due only to the lack of financing or also (the  
   lack) of business? 
  R: Yo creo que las crisis del mercado inmobiliario no son de valor. Nadie   
  cuestiona que ese piso valga 100, sino que se cuestiona el que haya gente que te lo   
  pague ahora.  
  ‘I think that the crisEs of the housing market are not one of value. Nobody  
   questions that a certain apartment is worth 100; what is questioned is (the fact)  
   that there are people that will pay that now’ 

(EL MUNDO, January 13, 2008. P. Edition, p.17) 
 

 It is possible to argue that el hecho de que is not necessarily equal to el que. 

However, it is undeniable that if we depart from the sentence provided above, if a 

sentence with a el hecho de que clause is in the IND, we could never reduce the clause to 

el que. In fact, most speakers do intuitively assume el que to be a reduction of el hecho de 

que. Campos (1993), among many, corroborates this intuition in his Curso Superior de 

Gramática Española, noting that this reduction is only possible when the propositional 

complement of the noun is in SUBJ: 
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 Cuando el verbo subordinado está en Subjuntivo, puede omitirse el sustantivo 
 que subordina la oración, lo cual es imposible si el verbo subordinado está en 
 indicativo ‘When the subordinated verb is in subjunctive, the noun that 
 subordinates the complement clause can be omitted, which is impossible if the 
 subordinated verb is in indicative’. (Campos 1993: 83) 
 

That is, according to Campos (1993), if the noun hecho is not overtly expressed, the 

subordinate verb must take SUBJ mood. If the referent of hecho is overtly expressed, it 

can take IND or SUBJ mood. The reason for this phenomenon is left unexplained, and 

the occurrence of el que is labeled as a mere alternation.33 In order to account properly 

for the conditions that allow for el que clauses, we have to take into account the 

relationship between SUBJ and topic marking. Consider the answer to the question in 

(5.88): 

(5.88) Q: ¿Qué hicieron los niños? 
       ‘What did the children do?’ 
 A: (Los niños) fueron a casa. 
       ‘They went home’ 
 

                                                                 
33 This proposal usually entails the notion that el hecho de que is not a Noun complement modifying a noun 
(hecho) Borrego et al. (1985), Lambrecht (PC) and many other authors equate que, el que, and el hecho de 
que. For these authors, el hecho is not a real discourse referent, and they view these sentences as sentential 
complements that contain a complementizer of the type el hecho de que.  
I ascribe to the traditional notion that these clauses should be considered as Noun complements that 
complement the noun el hecho (Zagona 2002). I also equate el hecho de que to el que, but I do not think 
that these two are equal to the complementizer que. Whitley (2002) points out that there is not agreed-on 
analysis for these appositive structures, but refers the reader to Hadlich's (1971: 145-58) analysis. 
As Terrell demonstrated, there are evident syntactic differences between que and el hecho de que 
‘complementizers’, the most apparent one being the impossibility of el hecho de que being used as the 
complement to a mental act matrix, while it can be used as the complement of a comment matrix. The 
complementizer que can be used with both matrices (Terrell 1976). This should demonstrate that el hecho 
de is not a complementizer like que. In any case, whether or not el hecho de que is a grammaticalized 
complemetizer or a noun complementizer, is irrelevant for the purpose of my study. 
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We see in this context that the optionality of lexical and sentential subjects (in topic-

comment) is evidence for their topical (non-focal) status. According to Lambrecht 

(1994), a constituent in focus by definition cannot be omitted without depriving the 

utterance of some or all of its information value.  In my opinion, hecho may be left 

grammatically unexpressed because the referent it denotes (the propositional content of 

the sentential complemental) is assumed to be still active and of current interest in the 

discourse. Even though the noun being complemented by this presupposed proposition is 

not overtly expressed, it is nevertheless grammatically evoked by the presence of the 

definite article el. The preposition de is also dropped because it is a complementizer that 

enables the noun hecho to join the complement. Thus, if there is no noun, the 

complementizer de is not needed either. At this point, it is worth noting what Whitley 

(2002) says about NPs without N. According to Whitley (2002: 159-160), in NPs with no 

N, sometimes the missing noun is understood from the context, and modifiers show 

agreement with it (as is the case of el). The usual treatment is to assume that the N is 

present in deep structure but deleted in surface structure for communicative economy. 

The remainder of the NP is then said to be nominalized.  In order to capture the 

phenomenon of N ‘nominalization’ appropriately, let us analyze a pair of allosentences: 

(5.89) a.  El que Juan saque malas notas es lo que preocupa a su padre. 
      ‘(The fact) that Juan gets bad grades is what concerns his father’ 
 b.  (#) Lo que preocupa a su padre es el que Juan saca malas notas. 
      ‘What concerns his father is (the fact) that Juan gets bad grades’ 
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The el hecho de que clause is presupposed, so we can even omit the complementized 

noun that is apposited to express the referent in (5.88a), but in (5.88b) the noun hecho 

cannot be assumed to be presupposed since the S is asserting the propositional content of 

the clause, presenting the referent denoted by the proposition as ‘discourse-new’/inactive. 

Therefore, building on Campos’ (1993) observations about the reduction of el hecho de 

que to el que, we can extend it to our analysis of mood in terms of IS, and extract a 

descriptive fact that states that when a el hecho de que subject clause is in topic position, 

el hecho de que can always be reduced to el que. When in focus, it will depend on the 

cognitive state of the representation of the referents of the propositions expressed in el 

hecho de que clauses in the H’s minds. That is it will depend on whether el hecho de que 

clause is in IND or SUBJ mood. 

 In subject-predicate sentences we can establish a solid correlation between topic 

and SUBJ. There is an inherent relationship between topic and pragmatic presupposition. 

Since the topic is the already established ‘matter of current concern’ about which new 

information is added in an utterance, for a proposition to be construable as being about a 

topic referent, this referent must evidently be part of the pragmatic presupposition (CP). 

It must already be ‘under discussion’ or otherwise available from the context (an active 

discourse referent).  On the other hand, a significant number of SUJBs in focus were 

found in the data, proving the nonexistence of a correlation between IND mood and 

focus. This pattern is due to the relational nature of what we consider new information. 

New information is the establishment of a relation between terms in a proposition, 
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regardless of the assumed cognitive state of the representation of the referents of these 

propositions in the addressee's mind. As a consequence, propositions in focus that 

constitute ‘old-information’ (see section 5.1) are possible.  Nonetheless, in a quantitative 

analysis, there seems to be a strong tendency to reserve the argument-focus articulations 

for asserted propositional arguments, or arguments that denote ‘discourse-new’ 

propositional referents. In IS terms, it is possible to establish a principle stating that el 

hecho de que clauses in SUBJ in focus are indeed in focus because, although 

presupposed, they are not the topic of the proposition expressed by the sentence (they are 

not TP).  

 

5.5. Conclusions 

 Mood variation is more likely to ocurr in the complements of non-assertive 

matrices rather than in the complements of assertive matrices. It is more likely that IND 

is used instead of SUBJ.  As mentioned earlier, in the appropriate discoursive context, 

cases of IND instead of the SUBJ mood in comment and doubt matrices can be accounted 

for through the notion of ‘Pragmatic Coercion into Assertion’ proposed in this chapter. 

Assertive matrices with complements in SUBJ mood, on the other hand, as in the 

negation of mental act matrices, are evidence of the importance of the notion of 

consciousness presupposed in the Ss’ minds when deciding to use the SUBJ. 

 As it was explained in Chapter 4 (see section 4.2.4), the complement of volitional 

and possibility matrices (expressed in SUBJ mood) have the ability to activate discourse 
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referents in a mental space that does not represent the S’s or another’s individual view of 

reality. Interestingly, mood variation will occur only in complements where the notions 

of pragmatic presupposition or pragmatic assertion apply. The conclusion is therefore that 

mood variation will apply only to those complements that can denote a discourse referent 

in the space representing the S’s or another individual’s view of reality, whether it be 

active or inactive.  

 The complements of volition matrices seem to be ‘obligatory’, since not a single 

case of mood variation in these complements was found in this study. This 

‘obligatoriness’ of SUBJ mood in the complement of volition matrices is explained by 

the fact that the assessment of a proposition in the complement of a volition matrix 

cannot be based on some S’s desire, because desires do not provide any evaluation of 

reality. Thus, the ungrammaticality of volition with IND comes from the semantic 

incompatibility between the meaning of those verbs and that of a proposition that 

activates a discourse referent in the S’s mental space of reality. Although possibility and 

probability matrices are grouped along with volition matrices in this study, they are 

somewhat different in regards to mood variation. As it has been shown in utterances in 

(5.1) and (5.2), the complements of possibility and probability matrices may be expressed 

in the IND mood. Possibility and probability, contrary to volition, are notions that consist 

of different ‘degrees’ (in regard to the notion of ‘assertiveness’) in the minds of Ss. In 

these cases, the possibility/probability matrices have not such meaning anymore, since 

the S uses them as true assertive matrices, and should be classified as such. 
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 The analysis of mood variation in el hecho de clauses proves the relationship 

between IS and mood slection in Spanish noun complements. Topicality presupposed 

complements in Spanish are always expressed in SUBJ in Spanish. However, although 

there is a high correspondence between the IND mood and focus, there is not a one-to-

one correpondence between focus and IND mood. That is, it is possible to find cases of 

SUBJ in focus relation within the utterance.  

 A clausal entity within the topic of an utterance promotes saliency; i.e., it suffices 

to assume it is activated (Hegarty et al. 2002). Note that relational givenness/newness 

(topic/focus in IS) and referential givenness/newness (cognitive or IS) are not necessarily 

coextensive. Bifurcation into topic and focus appears to have an effect on the cognitive 

status of an referent only when a referent is mentioned (even introduced) within the topic, 

because it necessarily signals a higher cognitive status for the entity. 

 Considering the different facts of mood variation in Spanish noun complements, 

in short, we can divide matrices in 3 groups: 

Group 1: some matrices (e.g. pensar ‘think’, saber ‘know’, ver ‘see’) are more 

 conducive to introducing complements in IND; i.e., to mark the complement as a 

 potential ‘discourse-new’ referent in the mental space containing the S’s and/or 

 another individual’s view of reality (assertion matrices). 

Group 2: some matrices (e.g. lamentar ‘regret’, ser ridículo ‘to be ridiculous’, dudar 

 ‘doubt’, negar ‘deny’) are more conducive to introducing complements in  SUBJ; 

 i.e., to mark the complement as a non-potential ‘discourse-new’ referent in the 



 

  273 

 mental space containing the S’s and/or another individual’s view of reality 

 (comment and doubt/negation matrices). 

Group 3: some matrices (e.g. querer ‘want’, necesitar ‘need’ ser posible ‘be possible’) 

 introduce complements in SUBJ; i.e. (volition and possibility/probability 

 matrices). They mark the complement as a potential ‘discourse-new’ referent in a 

 mental space not containing the S’s and/or another individual’s view of reality. 

The specification ‘more conducive to introducing’ in 1 and 2 (as opposed to ‘introduce’ 

in 3) allows us to account for mood variation:  

In Group 1, certain elements in ‘non-parenthetical’ readings of main parentheticals allow 

 Ss to use these matrices to introduce discourse referents that are consciousness 

 presupposed (active discourse referents). 

In Group 2, Ss bends the conventional use through the notion I labeled ‘Coercion into 

 assertion’, or as we mentioned, the violation of the Principle of Separation of 

 Reference and Role.  

In Group 3, the S cannot bend the customary use of these matrices.  

 

 In this chapter, we have analyzed mood variation in Spanish complements under 

the theoretical framework of IS. The most common non-canonical uses of IND in the 

complement of non-assertive matrices and SUBJ in the complement of assertive matrices 

have been accounted for and, considering these cases, a new taxonomy of matrices has 

been proposed. The next chapter briefly attempts to extend the analysis proposed here for 
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noun complements to all subordinate contexts (adjectival and adverbial subordinates),. It 

also discusses the relevance of the analysis proposed in this dissertation within the 

literature dealing with the study of IND and SUBJ in Spanish, and the usefulness of the 

discourse account of mood selection in language instruction is discussed. Finally, I 

discuss the major limitations of the analysis proposed in this current study and outline the 

most important issues pending future research. 
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Chapter 6. General overview and conclusions 
 

6.1. Extending the analysis to adjectival and adverbial subordinate sentences 

 Although the analysis of mood distribution in adjective and adverbial 

subordination is out of the scope of this dissertation, the analysis proposed for mood 

selection in Spanish complements in IS terms can also be extended to Adjectival and 

Adverbial clauses. As discussed in Chapter 2, discourse referents are syntactically 

expressed in ARGUMENT categories. Discourse referents cannot normally be expressed 

in phrases that serve as PREDICATES since, by definition, predicates do not denote 

discourse referents but rather attributes of, or relations between, arguments (Lambrecht 

1994: 111). Thus, relative clauses and adverbials cannot be assumed to evoke discourse 

referents. Nevertheless, the conceptual distinction between pragmatic assertion and non-

assertion applies in the mood selection of both Adjectival and Adverbial subordinate 

sentences in Spanish.  Furthermore, and although Adverbial and Adjectival subordinates 

do not evoke propositional discourse referents, their propositional content can still be 

assumed to be KP and even CP in some cases. 

 

6.1.1. Adjectival subordinates 

 Adjectives modify a noun (a discourse referent) but do not themselves evoke 

discourse referents. However, the proposition expressed by a restrictive relative is 

pragmatically presupposed; it is assumed to be already known or believed or otherwise 

taken for granted by the addressee:  
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(6.1) a. La chica que vive en esta casa tiene que ser muy rica 
    ‘The girl that lives in this house has to be very rich’ 
 b. La chica que viva en esta casa tiene que ser muy rica 
    ‘The girl that may live in this house has to be very rich’ 
 
The IND is used when the referent being modified by the relative clause is ‘identifiable’; 

that is, ‘knowledge presupposed’. The SUBJ, on the other hand, is used when the referent 

being modified by the relative clause is not ‘identifiable’; that is, it is not ‘knowledge 

presupposed’. It may seem contradictory to our theory that the pragmatically presupposed 

content is expressed in the IND and the non-presupposed is expressed in the SUBJ. 

However, note that the relevant presupposition in determining the use of the SUBJ mood 

in our theory is consciousness presupposition (activation).  

 The traditional semantic account of mood distribution in adjectival complements 

is based on the notion of specificity and non-specificity of the referent being modified 

(Rivero 1977; Cressey 1971). The difference between IND and specificity on the one 

hand and SUBJ mood and non-specificity on the other is related to notions of assertion 

and non-assertion. SUBJ in the relative is motivated by the fact that it is not possible to 

assign with certainty a property to something that may not exist. IND is motivated when 

the S identifies the referent and assigns this property with certainty.  

 This explanation is consistent with the explanation provided for the use of SUBJ 

in the complement of volition and possibility/probability matrices: the SUBJ is used 

because the referent evoked by the noun being modified by the relative cannot be 
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assigned to the S’s mental space of reality. That is, the referent is assigned to a mental 

space other than reality. 

 There is no one-to-one correlation between the cognitive distinction of 

identifiability/unidentifiability of a referent and definiteness/indefiniteness of the NP 

designating that referent. For instance, Lambrecht mentions an important semantic 

distinction related to identifiability that has no direct correlate in the grammatical 

definite/indefinite contrast ‘specific/non-specific’ referents of indefinite NPs. In 

sentences like (6.2): 

(6.2) I am looking for a book 
 
the indefinite NP a book can be specific or non-specific (i.e., it can have an specific or 

non-specific referent). The semantic difference between specific and non-specific 

indefinite NPs can be made explicit in anaphoric contexts. If the referent is specific, the 

anaphor must be a definite pronoun or NP (I found it; I found the book I was looking for); 

if the referent is non-specific, the anaphor must be an indefinite expression (I found one; I 

found a book).  

 It is possible to describe the specific/non-specific distinction in pragmatic terms 

by saying that a ‘specific indefinite NP’ is one whose referent is identifiable to the S but 

not to the H. On the other hand, a ‘non-specific indefinite NP’ is one whose referent 

neither the S nor the H can identify; a non-specific indefinite NP is one that may have no 

referent at all. In Spanish restrictive relative clauses modifying a noun, the semantic 
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difference between specific and non-specific referents of indefinite NPs may have a 

grammatical correlate: 

(6.3) a. Busco a una secretaria que habla francés. 
    ‘I am looking for a secretary [I know] that does speak French’ 
 b. Busco a una secretaria que hable francés. 
    ‘I am looking for a secretary that can speak French’ 
 
The IND of the verb of the relative clause indicates that the referent is non-specific; the S 

is looking for a particular secretary who exists but which S assumes the H cannot yet 

identify. But the SUBJ in the relative clause indicates that the referent is not specific; the 

S would like to find a secretary who speaks French, but there may not exist any in the 

given universe of discourse.  

 In the analysis of mood variation in Chapter 5, we concluded that the notion of CP 

(activated referents) is so determinant when Ss choose mood in propositional 

complements that there are instances where the complement of  assertive matrices, such 

as negated mental act matrices, may be expressed in SUBJ due to the assumption that its 

content is consciousness-presupposed. This is also the case in relative clauses. Consider 

the utterance in (6.4): 

(6.4) Sólo Enrique y yo hablamos francés aquí (…) así que ya ves, aquí no hay mucha 
 gente que hable francés. 

‘Only Enrique and I speak French here (…) so, you see, there are not many 
people here that speak French’ 

 
In utterance (6.4), and following the assertion and non-assertion paradigm, the relative 

clause would canonically be expressed in IND. However, the thrust of the consciousness 
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presupposed status of the content of the subordinate ‘speak French’ is such that the S 

feels compelled to use the SUBJ mood instead. 

 

6.1.2. Adverbial Subordinates 

 Adverbial subordinate clauses modify the main clause and express circumstances 

of the main verb. As in the case of relative clauses, mood distribution in adverbial 

subordinates can be related to the notions of assertion and non-assertion. Similarly to 

adjective subordinates, the SUBJ is used in adverbials because the situation expressed by 

the subordinate is an ‘unrealized’ event/state and cannot therefore be assigned to the S’s 

mental space of reality. That is, the referent is assigned to a mental space other than 

reality. 

 As mentioned earlier, adverbial subordinates do not evoke a discourse referent. 

However, those adverbial phrases that, as Lambrecht (1994: 347) notes, “can be said to 

refer to the circumstances of a predication”, as temporal expressions such as yesterday, 

1936, or after she went home are considered ‘referential expression’ since “they can be 

anaphorically referred to as then”.  Therefore, and consistent with our framework, in 

these cases where the content of the adverbial subordinate can be assumed to be a 

referent, the ‘active’ status of this content in discourse will motivate the use of SUBJ in 

Spanish. Consider the utterance in (6.5): 

(6.5) ¡Yo no estaba aquí a esa hora!. Tú llegaste hacia las 6:00, y yo vine justo después 
 de que tú llegaras. 
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 ‘I was not here at that time! You arrived around 6:00, and I came just after you 
 arrived’ 
 
Following the notions of assertion and non-assertion, the natural mood choice in (6.6) 

should be IND, yet the S chooses to express the content of the subordinate in SUBJ ‘you 

arrived’, signaling that due to the active status in discourse of the referent the subordinate 

evokes, the assertion is not really needed. 

 Furthermore, the notion of CP (activated referents) is again so determinant that 

even propositional content that cannot be regarded as denoting discourse referents but is 

nevertheless assumed to be ‘consciousness presupposed’ will also take the SUBJ mood. 

Consider the complement of the concessive aunque ‘although’ in the utterance in (6.5): 

(6.6) Ya sé que estaba lloviendo un montón, pero aunque lloviera, tenías que haber 
 estado allí a tiempo.  
 ‘I know it was raining, but even though it was raining, you should have been there 
 on time’ 
 
The canonical mood in (6.7) is IND. However the S chooses SUBJ for the same reasons 

as that in the utterance in (6.6).34 

 

6.2. The relevance of the analysis proposed in this dissertation 

 The account and/or description of mood selection in Spanish complements in terms 

of the pragmatic notion of assertion and non-assertion is actually quite simple but 

certainly not overly so. It might be thought that the account offered here is little more 

                                                                 
34 Similarly, Ligatto (2002) studies the selection of mood in Spanish concessive clauses from a discourse 
perspective and concludes that the SUBJ has a discursive dimension, consisting of the reformulation of a 
previously given content. 
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than a restatement of the assertion/non-assertion account proposed many years ago by 

Terrell & Hooper  (1974).  However, I argue that the current proposal does much more 

than that because it disposes of the semantic notion of assertion and non-assertion as 

theoretical tools for determining mood in complements. Furthermore, it employs the 

notion of discourse referent activation, which is fundamental for a well-developed theory 

of utterance interpretation. 

 The notion of pragmatic assertion understood as discourse referent activation 

demands taking into consideration the mental construct of the different domains where 

speakers ground the representation of these referents. Following the Mental Spaces 

theory proposed by Fauconnier (1985), a distinction is made between those domains that 

represent the S’s or another individual’s view of reality and those spaces that do not. 

Thus, a propositional content denoting a referent that is activated is considered as being 

pragmatically asserted only if its representation belongs to the mental space containing 

the S’s or another individual’s view of reality. Only in this case it is possible to regard the 

complement as asserted and the use of IND will be licensed. In cases where the 

representation of the referent being activated does not belong to the mental space 

containing a S or another individual’s view of reality, activation of a referent does not 

entail pragmatic assertion, and thus the use of the IND is not licensed. 

Even though this dissertation ascribes to the idea that the adequate generalization 

in mood distribution in Spanish complements is assertion vs. non-assertion, contrary to 

the majority of previous analyses, I claim that it is the meaning of a matrix in a given 
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context, rather than simply the meaning of a predicate, that licenses Ss to assert the 

propositional content of a complement. 

I propose that that, due to its lexical semantics, matrices impose a specific 

construal on the situation expressed in their complements, and hence motivate a specific 

construction. Some matrices are more flexible, and potentially compatible with several 

construals. In those cases the selection is made according to the pragmatics of the speech 

situation. As mentioned in the conclusions of Chapter 5, the solution presented in this 

dissertation therefore provides a unified treatment of the semantics and pragmatics of 

complement selection. 

Therefore, the semantic value of an expression involves the way the S chooses to 

think about it and represent it, as well as the properties inherent to the situation being 

expressed in the complement. This a pivotal claim of the Cognitive Grammar framework, 

and is expressed by Langacker (1987: 7) as follows: “In choosing a particular expression 

or construction, a speaker construes the conceived situation in a certain way, i.e. he 

selects a particular image (from a range of alternatives) to structure its conceptual content 

for expressive purposes”. In other words, the meaning of an expression therefore includes 

both the knowledge system it evokes when the expression is activated, as well as the 

particular ‘construal’ the S imposes on the situation. As a consequence of the perspectival 

nature of meaning proponed in this dissertation, meanings change. New experiences and 

changes in our environment require that we adapt our semantic categories to 

transformations of the circumstances, and that we leave room for nuances and slightly 
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deviant cases. This dynamic nature explains the flexibility of the ‘meaning’ of matrices 

and resulting mood variation 

The basic tenet of Cognitive Linguistics is that language is used as an instrument 

for organizing, processing, and conveying information; something primarily semantic. 

Generative Grammar, on the contrary, views language primarily in formal terms: as a 

collection of formal, syntactic structures and rules (or constraints on such structures and 

rules).  The cognitive nature of the analysis proponed in this dissertation is thus so 

evident that this analysis could be easily articulated using a more explicit Cognitive 

Model, such as that of Clark (1992). According to Clark, the choice of linguistic structure 

in discourse is based on participants’ judgment of their mutual knowledge. Assessment of 

mutual knowledge, in turn, depend on three elements: 

 a. what is immediately perceivable in the immediate physical environment; 

 b. what has been mentioned in prior discourse; 

 c. what is understood by virtue of community membership.  

 

Community membership is a crucial element in constructing a mental representation of 

discourse: the idea is that knowledge is stored in memory encyclopedically (by topics and 

events, organized into frames, schemas, and scenarios) and it is cross-referenced with an 

index of ‘who knows what’ for both individuals and communities. Thus, in 

communication, participants make judgments about their common community 

membership, from which they assess what kinds of knowledge and assumptions (generic 
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and specific) might be familiar to learners. This assessment affects linguistic choices: 

how much detail needs to be specified; whether one can use definite reference; and so on.  

As examples throughout this dissertation show, the way mood selection used reflects S 

judgments about what is mutually known and thus what assumptions are being made 

about community membership among the participants. 

 The theory dealing with the analysis of mood selection in Spanish presented in 

this dissertation not only outlines the IS intricacies that lead to a particular mood choice 

by Ss, but it is also able, to some extent, to predict mood choice by Ss depending on the 

discourse situation. This feature is in turn what makes the current analysis a valid 

pedagogical tool for teaching mood selection in Spanish noun complements to students of 

Spanish as a second language. In the next section, the advantages of the current analysis 

over traditional methods of Spanish mood selection instruction are outlined.  

 

6.3. Limitations of the current analysis and future research 

 The main limitation of this analysis may lie in the nature of the corpi used. Not 

only are the data limited exclusively to Peninsular Spanish, but also two out of the three 

corpi analyzed in this study (Corpus oral de la variedad juvenil universitaria del español 

hablado en Alicante (1999) and Corpus de conversaciones coloquiales (2002)), come 

from Alicante and Valencia respectively. Alicante and Valencia, are heavily influenced 

by the Catalan language. However, this choice was not accidental. Within the limitations 

of having to deal and choose from existing established corpi, it was the goal of this study 
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to include Spanish Ss that were bilingual in one of the four main regional languages 

(Catalan, Basque, and Galician) since bilingualism is a feature shared by many Ss in 

Spain and represents, in our opinion, the true essence of Peninsular Spanish. 

Unfortunately, and due to the limitations in choice just mentioned, no corpus of Basque 

or Galician Peninsular Spanish Ss was found. In any case, the bilingual nature of some of 

the Ss in this study does not compromise our findings due to two reasons: (1) although 

the Spanish spoken in different regions of Spain may vary particular features from region 

to region, there is no research about mood variation in noun complements within the 

Peninsular Spanish spoken in Alicante and Valencia of which this author is aware of. The 

sole goal of this dissertation, to prove the influence of mental status of referents and Ss’ 

intent in the selection of mood in noun complements (the two asumptions upon which my 

conclusions about mood selection rest) can thus be perfectly illustrated regardless of the 

Spanish dialect being analyzed. 

 The account of the Ss choice of SUBJ/IND in terms of the assumed activation 

state of the referent denoted by the complement in the minds of participants leads us to a 

logical theoretical question that has not been address by this dissertation. According to 

this study, SUBJ is used by Ss to signal the non-assertion of the complement. Non-

assertion of the complement has two basic motivations: (1) the complement is not 

asserted because it has already been asserted in the discourse context and is thus regarded 

as denoting an active discourse referent (doubt and comment matrices); (2) the 

complement is not asserted because it describes an unrealized situation (volition and 
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possibility matrices). If Ss use the SUBJ to signal that the complement denotes an 

‘active’ discourse referent that is, the lesser informative value of the complement 

why not use a pronominal reference such as eso (‘that’) or even an null-pronominal 

marking (the English ‘it’) to the clausally introduced referent? That is, if SUBJ mood is 

fulfilling the same information feature that pronominal reference usually does, when do 

Ss use one resource or the other? Although this is a fascinating question to which it is 

well worth devoting a future analysis, the answer is obviously out of the scope of the 

current study. 
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